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State of California
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Title: Richmond Bay Campus 2013 Long Range Development Plan
and Phase 1 Development

Project Location: Richmond Bay Campus, Richmond Field Station
County: Contra Costa

Project Description:
The University of California (UC) proposes to establish a new major research campus at
properties it owns in Richmond, California, for consolidation of biosciences programs of the
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) and for development of additional research-
related facilities for both LBNL and UC Berkeley. This campus would jointly serve UC LBNL and
UC Berkeley. The proposed 2013 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Richmond Bay
Campus (RBC) would guide campus development through 2050. Initial development under Phase
1 would occur through 2018. More information appears in the project description included in the
Initial Study attached to this Notice of Preparation.

Agency Review and Comments:
In compliance with the State and University of California Guidelines for implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Notice of Preparation is hereby sent to inform
you that UC is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the RBC 2013 LRDP and
Phase 1 development. The EIR will provide program-level analysis of the full LRDP development
and project-level analysis of Phase 1 development.

As Lead Agency, UC needs to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the
environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project (anticipated areas of analysis are identified in the attached
Initial Study). Please designate a contact person in your agency and send your response to the
address below.

One Cyclotron Road, MS76-225
Berkeley, California 94720
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Ernest Orlando Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory

January 4, 2013

INITIAL STUDY
RICHMOND BAY CAMPUS

2013 LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
AND PHASE 1 DEVELOPMENT

I. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Title: Richmond Bay Campus 2013 Long Range
Development Plan and Phase 1 Development

Lead Agency: University of California

Contact Person: Jeff Philliber, (510) 486-5257

Project Location: 1301 South 46th Street, Richmond, California 94804

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

See below.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below may be potentially affected by this
project and will be carried forward for full analysis in the 2013 Long Range
Development Plan and Phase 1 Development Environmental Impact Report:

Aesthetics Agriculture/Forest Resources Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards & Haz. Materials Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning Mineral Resources Noise

Population/Housing Public Services Recreation

Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Service Systems Mandatory Findings of
Significance

One Cyclotron Road, MS 76-225
Berkeley, California 94720





Initial Study RBC 2013 Long Range Development Plan

Richmond Bay Campus 3 January 4, 2013

Richmond Bay Campus 2013 Long Range Development Plan

and Phase 1 Development

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Contents
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1.0 Introduction

The University of California (UC or the University) proposes to establish a new major research

campus, at properties it owns in Richmond, California, for consolidation of biosciences projects

and activities managed or led by the University of California Lawrence Berkeley National

Laboratory (UC LBNL) and for development of additional facilities for both LBNL
1

and UC

Berkeley for research and development focused on energy, environment, and health. The

University proposes to rename the properties as the “Richmond Bay Campus” (hereinafter

“RBC”).

The University is preparing a Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) in support of the research

and academic goals for this proposed new research campus. An LRDP is defined by statute

(Public Resources Code 21080.09) 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.” The proposed RBC 2013 LRDP is being prepared to guide the growth and

development of the campus through the year 2050. The University and State law also require an

Environmental Impact Report (EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),

to be prepared for any new or updated LRDP.

The University is also developing Phase 1 development plans that would involve constructing

three buildings and associated infrastructure on the RBC. Two of these buildings would be

approximately 110,000 to 150,000 gross square feet (gsf) each, and one of these buildings would

1
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is a federally funded research and development center managed and operated

by the University of California under a contract with the Department of Energy.
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be up to 300,000 gsf for a total of up to 600,000 gsf. These facilities would house the following

institutions:

 Joint Genome Institute (JGI), which UC LBNL manages for the U.S. Department of Energy

(DOE)

 Joint BioEnergy Institute (JBEI), a multi-institutional partnership led by UC LBNL

 Advanced Biofuels Process Development Unit (ABPDU), which UC LBNL manages for

DOE

 Knowledge Base (KBase), a multi-institutional collaboration led by UC LBNL.

In addition, the facilities would house other LBNL biosciences projects and activities, and a

conference facility, a dining facility, and various support facilities. Construction of Phase I would

commence in 2014 and the buildings would be occupied starting in 2017 or 2018. Development

of Phase I would add approximately 1,000 to the average daily population (adp) of the site,

increasing the adp from 300 to 1,300.

The LRDP EIR will provide a comprehensive program-level analysis of the RBC 2013 LRDP and

its potential impacts on the environment, in accordance with Section 15168 of the CEQA

Guidelines. In accordance with Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, the LRDP EIR will also

include project-specific analysis of the first phase of development to be built and operated under

the RBC 2013 LRDP. The 2013 LRDP would establish RBC growth parameters through 2050;

LRDP amendment(s) would be required in order to exceed those growth parameters. Subsequent

proposals for specific development at the RBC would be reviewed for consistency with the LRDP,

its EIR, and any necessary further compliance with CEQA.

The RBC LRDP is a unique joint proposal of UC LBNL and UC Berkeley. While LBNL and UCB

have a close existing partnership and both are managed under the auspices of the Regents of the

University of California, the institutions are distinct administrative entities. Upon determination by

the Regents to approve the 2013 LRDP and certify the EIR, however, UC LBNL and UC Berkeley

expect to establish a joint operating committee to oversee the Richmond Bay Campus and

implement the LRDP. The committee would advise the UC Berkeley Chancellor and the LBNL

Director.

As of fall 2012, the University has conducted three community-wide meetings related to its

planning for the RBC and its LRDP.
2

This Notice of Preparation commences the University’s

2
While not the topic of this Notice of Preparation, the University recognizes that a key concern voiced at community

meetings is whether the RBC will create jobs for the Richmond community. UC LBNL and UC Berkeley expect the new
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CEQA process and invites interested agencies and members of the public to comment on the

scope of the environmental analysis and evaluations of alternatives. A Draft LRDP EIR is

expected to be available for public and agency review in early or mid-2013. The University

expects to submit the draft 2013 LRDP and Final LRDP EIR to The Regents of the University of

California for their consideration for approval in late 2013. The Department of Energy expects to

conduct a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of this project concurrently and in

coordination with the timing of this CEQA process. The LRDP and LRDP EIR would also inform

decisions of the state Department of Toxic Substances Control regarding workplans for

remediation of legacy pollutants at portions of the RBC site subject to a site investigation and

remediation order and proposed for development (see section 3.1, below).

2.0 Project Location and Surrounding Land Uses

The approximately 133-acre RBC site is located at 1301 South 46th Street in the South Shoreline

area of the City of Richmond, approximately 5 miles northwest of the UC Berkeley campus and

the LBNL site in Berkeley.
3

The properties are bounded on the west by a Pacific Gas and Electric

(PG&E) service station, on the northwest by Regatta Boulevard, on the northeast by Meade

Street, on the east by South 46th Street, and on the south by the San Francisco Bay. Interstate

580 (I-580) runs parallel to Meade Street along the northeastern boundary of the site.

Land uses surrounding the RBC site include industrial/office uses and a major interstate freeway,

with low-/medium-density residential neighborhoods. Regatta Boulevard, along the northern

boundary of the RBC, is adjacent to a railroad spur and a business complex developed with one-

to two-story buildings. Bio-Rad Laboratories, a private research equipment manufacturing

company, is located immediately west of the uplands parcel. The adjacent property to the east is

the location of former chemical production operations previously owned by several entities,

including Stauffer and Zeneca, and is currently owned by Cherokee Simeon Venture I, LLC.

The Marina Bay residential neighborhood, across Meeker Slough and southwest of the RBC site,

consists of a mix of multi- and single-family residences. Low- and medium-density residential

uses are also located across I-580, north of the Meade Street boundary of the RBC site.

campus to be a catalyst for new innovation and clean industries in the area that would generate jobs; and both institutions
expect to partner with the City and community to bring job training and opportunity to the area.

3
The University owns properties in Richmond that total 194.6 acres. The properties are composed of four parcels: a

109.5-acre parcel that contains the currently developed upland portion known as the Richmond Field Station; a recently
acquired 23.4-acre developed parcel along Regatta Boulevard immediately west of the upland area; and two submerged
parcels in San Francisco Bay made up of 46.1 and 15.6 acres, respectively. Only the Richmond Field Station and Regatta
Boulevard parcels would be developed under the 2013 LRDP.
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3.0 Existing Site Conditions

3.1 Site Conditions

The 133-acre RBC site consists of upland areas developed with buildings that are used for

academic teaching and research activities and spaces leased by private entities, a north-south

oriented planting of eucalyptus trees in the central portion of the site, areas of coastal grasslands,

a tidal salt marsh (known as the Western Stege Marsh), and a transition zone between the upland

areas and marsh. Grasslands occur in a number of meadows on the RBC site. The Bay Trail is

south of the site.

The University purchased the original Richmond Field Station landholdings in 1950. From 1870 to

1950, much of the property belonged to the California Cap Company, which manufactured

explosives. The southeast portion of the uplands area was used for explosive materials

manufacturing from the 1870s until 1948. Levels of contamination that exceed regulatory agency

screening criteria have been found on the site. The primary contaminants of concern include

metals, volatile organic compounds, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The University is

currently conducting an investigation and remediation of the site in accordance with a California

Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control, Site Investigation

and Remedial Action Order No. I/SE-RAO 06-07-004. On-site contamination and remediation is

discussed in many reports completed under the Order, and addressed in an earlier CEQA

document, all available on the web at rfs-env.berkeley.edu.

3.2 Existing On-Site Land Uses

The two upland parcels are currently developed with approximately 80 one- and two-story

buildings, roadways, parking lots, and landscaped areas. The uplands area, which has been the

location of a variety of industrial enterprises dating back to the mid-19th century, also contains

previously disturbed, currently undeveloped open space. The site is currently developed with

1,050,000 gsf of facilities, including more than 500,000 assignable square feet of research space;

the Northern Regional Library Facility (NRLF), which serves as an archive for 7.7 million volumes

of lesser-used books for the four northern UC campuses; one of the world’s largest earthquake

shaking tables; test facilities for advanced transportation research; and a regional laboratory for

the US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). The University purchased the Regatta parcel

(former Price Club site) in 2007, which added 23.4 acres to its Richmond properties. The Regatta

parcel is developed with a warehouse building and surface parking. The warehouse building

currently housing University archives and other uses

As of late 2012, the RBC site has a daily population of approximately 300 persons.
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3.3 Transportation, Circulation, and Parking

The existing main entrance to the RBC site is located at South 46th Street and the junction of

Seaver Avenue and Robin Drive, accessed via the junction of Meade Street and Seaver Avenue.

The site is accessible via interstate freeways I-80 and I-580. There are three interchanges on I-

580 that provide access to the RBC site—Marina Bay Parkway interchange, Regatta Boulevard

interchange, and Bayview Avenue interchange. The Regatta Boulevard and Bayview

interchanges are both about 0.35 miles from the main entrance and provide the most direct

access to and from the freeway. The Marina Bay Parkway and Regatta Boulevard interchanges

provide the most direct access between the freeway and the Regatta property. Side-street access

to the RBC is provided via overpasses at Bayview Avenue, Regatta Boulevard/Juliga Woods

Street, Marina Bay Parkway/South 23rd Street, Marina Way, Harbor Way and others further west.

Bay Trail access to the RBC is provided to bicyclists and pedestrians via

underpasses/overpasses at Central Avenue, Buchanan Street, Gilman Street, University Avenue,

the Berkeley bicycle and pedestrian bridge, and others further south. Bay Trail access to the RBC

is also provided to bicyclists and pedestrians along the length of the entire Southern Gateway

district in the City of Richmond.

The major vehicular circulation routes within the RBC site include east-west-running Robin Drive

and Lark Drive, and north-south-running Egret Way. The primary vehicular entries into the RBC

are:

 South 46th Street and the junction of Seaver Avenue and Robin Drive;

 South 46th Street at Building 194;

 Regatta Boulevard near South 34th Street; and

 Regatta Boulevard (multiple locations) for the western property.

Parking is accommodated in several surface lots. There are currently a total of 760 parking

spaces on the site. UC Berkeley operates a shuttle bus that runs hourly between the UC Berkeley

main campus and the Richmond Field Station.

3.4 Utilities and Infrastructure

The RBC site is connected to the local utility companies for electrical power, natural gas, water,

and telecommunications services and to the City of Richmond wastewater system. PG&E

provides electricity to the site through multiple overhead 12-kilovolt electrical lines, with both

aerial and underground power lines comprising the electrical service infrastructure on the site.

PG&E also provides natural gas service to the site through multiple high-pressure gas mains, with

underground gas lines serving the larger facilities on site. The East Bay Municipal Utility District
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(EBMUD) provides potable and firefighting water via multiple high-pressure water mains, with

underground potable and firefighting water lines distributed throughout the site. AT&T provides

communications service to the site. Site sanitary sewer discharge flows to the City of Richmond

publicly-owned wastewater treatment plant, located approximately three miles to the west on

Canal Boulevard.

4.0 2013 Long Range Development Plan

4.1 Main Features of the LRDP

The proposed 2013 LRDP addresses sustainability, land use, access and circulation, utilities and

infrastructure, and open space and landscaping, and provides a policy and design framework to

guide the development of up to 5.4 million square feet of new research, education, and support

space at the site. Design principles in the proposed LRDP feature preservation of the site’s

important natural open spaces including the Bay, marsh, and coastal grasslands. The site plan

organizes development into distinctive groupings to promote a sense of community within the

site, particularly during initial phases of campus growth.

Building heights across the RBC are expected to vary, with lower buildings at the Bay front edge

and taller buildings behind them. Four and five story buildings are expected to be a common

building module, with heights of 100 feet providing for a five story building with tall floor-to-floor

heights that allow building systems to be easily altered as laboratory uses change over time.

Neighborhoods within the campus may also feature iconic buildings that help establish a sense of

place. An example would be Sather Tower (the Campanile) at UC Berkeley, which measures 303

feet to the top.

The proposed LRDP demonstrates commitment to sustainability through site design, building

design, and infrastructure. As the RBC site is developed, the campus itself would be open to the

community, providing community resources such as auditorium, exhibit, and event space for

educational programs. The proposed LRDP describes and highlights the multiple connections to

the site by road, bicycle, and pedestrian path, and incorporates a robust transportation demand

management system to facilitate site access.

The RBC would be the centerpiece of the Southern Gateway district of the City of Richmond,

envisioned as a revitalized hub of innovation, and the proposed RBC 2013 LRDP emphasizes

connectivity beyond the site, and the importance of the campus as a catalyst for its vicinity.
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4.2 Anticipated Research Programs

In the near term, research at the RBC would focus on cleaner biofuel development processes; an

advanced understanding of the genomics of plants, microbes, and microbial communities;

production of nonpetroleum based essential materials and chemicals; advanced diagnostic

equipment and techniques for bioscience; industrial process development; and cancer research.

Existing research programs at the RBC site in sustainable transportation and earthquake

engineering, among others, would continue; the site would also continue to house important

collections of the University library and UC Berkeley museums. In addition, the bioscience

programs at the RBC would maintain a close connection to the research conducted on the main

campuses of LBNL and UC Berkeley. In the longer term, the RBC research would span the

biosciences, energy and environmental sciences and technology, computing sciences,

engineering and materials sciences, chemical sciences, climate sciences, and other disciplines.

UC Berkeley expects that student research and teaching programs would also occur at the site,

as part of the educational mission of the campus.

4.3 Campus Population Projections

The University expects the campus population to increase incrementally over time as the RBC is

developed over the approximately 40-year horizon of the 2013 LRDP, from approximately 300

persons in 2012 to approximately 10,000 persons in 2050. Phase 1 development is projected to

add 1,000 people.

4.4 Building Space Projections

Total building space on the RBC is projected to increase from approximately 1,050,000 gsf at the

present time to 5,400,000 gsf at full implementation of the 2013 LRDP. Of the existing 1,050,000

gsf of building space, about 750,000 gsf would be demolished and about 300,000 gsf would be

retained. The retained space includes the US EPA building (46,000 gsf) and NRLF (254,000 gsf).

The new building space that would be added to the RBC site includes about 350,000 gsf for the

expansion of the NRLF and about 4,750,000 gsf of research, education, and support facilities for

occupancy by UC LBNL, UC Berkeley, and partner institutions. UC LBNL and UC Berkeley would

explore ways to accommodate existing programs housed in space to be demolished at the site in

new space at the RBC.

4.5 Sustainability

The sustainability vision is for the RBC to be a showcase of sustainable design and operations to

motivate and inspire staff, the community, the nation, and the world. The RBC would assert and

grow the University’s reputation as a hub of energy efficiency research and best practices. The
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facilities would demonstrate building efficiency technology innovations developed by the

University and its industry partners in a fully functional laboratory environment.

In August 2011, the University adopted the most recent update of the UC Sustainable Practices

Policy
4
, which set goals to advance environmental practices in eight areas: green building, clean

energy, transportation, climate protection, sustainable operations, waste reduction and recycling,

environmentally preferable purchasing, and sustainable food service. All projects and operations

at the RBC would meet or exceed the goals defined in this, or any successor, sustainability

policy.

4.5.1 Energy

Physical development at the RBC would incorporate principles of energy efficiency in all capital

projects, renovation projects, operations, and maintenance within budgetary constraints. In cases

where the type of facility, such as a laboratory or data center, is not required to meet code

requirements for energy consumption, the project would be required to meet specific energy and

carbon performance metrics such as those defined by the “Labs21” (LBNL), “Smart Labs” (UC

Irvine), or similar successor programs.

4.5.2 Water

In order to minimize the use of water to the extent practicable, the RBC would implement

measures such as installing water-efficient landscaping and drip or other efficient irrigation

systems, using water-efficient fixtures in new construction, and capturing rainwater and storm

water for use in irrigation.

4.5.3 Municipal Solid Waste

The RBC would comply with the UC Sustainable Practices Policy for zero municipal solid waste

by 2020.

4.5.4 Materials

Building materials would be selected to reduce embodied energy, maximize building lifespan, and

be recyclable or reusable. Material use overall would be minimized, whether in buildings or in

other site operations (e.g., paper), and recycled wherever practicable. Materials would be locally

sourced and from renewable sources to the degree feasible, including re-use and recycling of

materials from structures proposed for demolition.

4
http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/sustainability/policy.html
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4.5.5 Transportation

In addition to providing shuttle access improvements, the RBC would implement a Transportation

Demand Management program that would include alternate mode use incentives such as

discounted transit passes, parking cash-out, Guaranteed Ride Home, and flexible car share

programs.

4.5.6 Landscape

The RBC would support bio-diversity and habitat conservation through the use of native plant

materials wherever possible. In addition, the RBC would utilize low-impact development design

techniques and Bay-Friendly landscape design (see www.stopwaste.org) and make storm water

management a site feature. As described below, natural open spaces would also be maintained.

4.6 Land Use Plan

The proposed 2013 LRDP identifies two land use designations to inform the pattern of

development at the RBC: (1) Research, Education, and Support, and (2) Natural Open Space.

Definitions for each land use designation are provided below. Figure 1, LRDP Land Use Plan,

shows proposed land uses under the 2013 LRDP. A possible layout of the site is shown in Figure

2, LRDP Conceptual Layout.

4.6.1 Research, Education, and Support

The Research, Education, and Support land use designation applies to land areas on the RBC

site that are either currently developed with facilities that would remain in their present form or be

expanded, and areas that would be developed with new facilities. This land use would include

approximately 108 acres of the RBC site, which would be sufficient to meet projected program

needs. The types of facilities that would be allowed in designated Research, Education and

Support areas would include:

 Laboratory, classroom, office, and administration buildings for researchers, faculty, postdocs,

students, and non-University public and private entities.

 Product and process development space for private sector startups, small businesses, and

industry counterparts that are synergistic with UC Berkeley and LBNL research areas.

 Support infrastructure and facilities for operations, transportation, utilities, renewable power

generation, firefighting, security, safety, hazardous materials management, and corporation

yard uses including vehicle and materials shops and storage. Support facilities for specialized

research programs such as plant and animal research facilities, greenhouses, and clinical

spaces.

 Community outreach and education uses including exhibit, lecture, and event spaces as well

as conference facilities and meeting rooms focused on public education.
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 Amenities such as dining, short-term accommodation facilities (for visiting researchers), retail,

and recreation facilities.

 Transportation-related facilities including parking lots and structures; bus and shuttle stops;

and roadways/circulation pathways. Parking structures might house transportation

administration offices, bicycle support facilities, and utility structures such as distributed

central plants.

 Developed open spaces that would be usable by the campus population and visitors, ranging

from courtyards, terraces, and quad-like spaces, to walkways, tree groves and recreational

fields. Existing landscaping, including non-native eucalyptus trees in these areas, may be

removed and replaced. Open spaces in this zone might be paved or landscaped, with or

without seating or other site furnishings. They would range in scale from larger areas for

outdoor gatherings to smaller spaces for small group interaction or individual reflection. Storm

water would be managed within these zones in swales and other landscaping. Small

structures such as pavilions or overlook platforms might be located in these areas.

 Transition zones would buffer site buildings from the Natural Open Space areas, allowing for

maintenance access and minimizing the transference of non-native species or noise or light

intrusions. Permanent structures within 25 feet of the Natural Open Space areas would not

be allowed.

 Throughout the RBC, paving would be pervious wherever practicable, stormwater would be

carefully managed to protect natural areas, and any planting would consist of native or non-

invasive species.

Childcare would not be considered an appropriate use in the Research, Education and Support

land use designation; if childcare is proposed for the RBC the LRDP would be amended to

identify or create an appropriate zone.

4.6.2 Natural Open Space

The RBC site includes natural areas such as the San Francisco Bay, Stege Marsh, and coastal

grasslands. Human engagement and disruption to these spaces would be limited, with the intent

to protect, restore, and maintain these resources in their natural condition. Activities would be

limited to access for interpretation, education, maintenance, and research. Improvements in this

zone would be limited to minor access roads for maintenance vehicles and limited boardwalks or

pathways, consistent with education and conservation goals. Approximately 25 acres within the

upland portion of the RBC site and 62 acres within the Bay portion of the site for a total of

approximately 87 acres would be designated Natural Open Space to encompass those natural

areas that the University plans to protect from development and maintain in their natural

condition.
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4.7 Circulation and Parking

4.7.1 Vehicle Access and Circulation

Vehicle access would continue to be provided from the existing exits from I-580. The existing

ingress and egress points at the site would likely remain as primary or service access points. New

points of ingress and egress would be added from the east off of South 46th Street, from the

north off of Meade Street, and from the west at multiple locations off of Regatta Boulevard. A

calm, mixed use street would potentially extend the existing Lark Drive to connect with Regatta

Boulevard east and west. Roadways within the RBC would provide calm, mixed-use streets for

internal circulation, direct access to facilities, pedestrians, bicycles, and utilities pathways.

Regatta Boulevard would be rerouted to the west to allow the eastern and western portions of the

RBC site to be unified. The existing north-south alignment of Egret Way would link the main

entrance to the Phase 1 buildings. Phase 1 would utilize all existing roads and would not require

any re-routing or new access.

4.7.2 Bicycle Circulation

Bicycle access to and from the RBC would be provided via overpasses at Bayview Avenue,

Regatta Boulevard/Juliga Woods Street, Marina Bay Parkway/South 23rd Street, Marina Way,

Harbor Way and others further west. Extended Lark Drive would provide bicycle connectivity to

downtown Richmond and neighborhoods west of the RBC. Additional bicycle access to the RBC

on the Bay Trail would be provided via underpasses/overpasses at Central Avenue, Buchanan

Street, Gilman Street, University Avenue, the Berkeley bicycle and pedestrian bridge, and others

further south Bicycle lanes would be provided on any new roads within the RBC site. A bike

sharing system may also be implemented both for circulation within the RBC site and for travel to

retail and other points nearby during the day.

4.7.3 Parking

Approximately 690 of the existing 760 vehicle parking spaces located in surface parking lots

would be removed and, as needed over time, replaced in strategic locations. Surface parking

would continue to be provided as a short term measure to serve the first few facilities. Later,

parking structures would be constructed to provide for the majority of the approximately 6,000

vehicle parking spaces projected to be needed in the long term. Parking structures would be

located at the periphery to support a more pedestrian-friendly, vehicle-free interior district with

similarities to a traditional higher education campus. Small surface parking lots would be located

adjacent to all new facilities for disabled access, shipping/receiving, and short-term visitor
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parking. All parking areas would be provided with an appropriate system designed to treat

stormwater runoff from parking areas in conformance with the Clean Water Act.

Bicycle parking would be provided at a rate of at least 20 percent of the RBC population at any

given time period, in accordance with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)

requirements; this would amount to approximately 2,000 spaces at full LRDP implementation.

New buildings would have indoor secure bicycle parking, showers and clothes lockers, as well as

outdoor bicycle racks, some of which may be secure and/or covered.

4.7.4 Transit

Two shuttle lines are proposed for the RBC. The LBNL-UC Berkeley-RBC Shuttle would provide

a no-transfer 20-minute ride from LBNL to the RBC with a single stop at the main UC Berkeley

campus en route. The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)-RBC Shuttle would run continuously

between the El Cerrito Plaza BART station and the RBC, providing a nonstop nine-minute ride

from BART to the RBC. The El Cerrito Plaza BART station would also serve as a connection

point to the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) system.

5.0 Phase 1 Development

The University proposes to demolish 25 existing structures totaling approximately 107,000 gsf

and consolidate existing LBNL bioscience programs currently in leased space into three new

buildings totaling up to 600,000 gsf with an occupancy of approximately 1,000 adp. Building

demolition and site preparation work would occur on a 16-acre portion of the RBC site. The

facilities that would be developed under Phase 1 are shown in Figure 3, Phase 1 Site Plan.

5.1 Utilities Rerouting and Building Demolition

The Phase 1 development would first disconnect all utility services from, and demolish, 25

existing structures totaling approximately 107,000 gsf. This work would include all existing

buildings south of Lark Drive, with the exception of Building 201, the US EPA laboratory. Storm

and sanitary sewer drains required to continue flowing through the Phase 1 area would be

rerouted to the eastern and western perimeters of the Phase 1 area in accordance with the utility

corridor plan in the LRDP.

5.2 Tree Removal and Landscaping

Approximately 170 immature and mature pine and eucalyptus trees would be removed as part of

the Phase 1 site preparation work. The remainder of the existing site trees would not be disturbed

during Phase 1 development. Approximately 75 immature drought-resistant trees would be

planted as a feature of the Phase 1 development.
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5.3 Earthwork

The southern portion of the Phase 1 is in an area which is potentially subject to water inundation

due to projected sea level rise, a tsunami, or a 100-year flood. In order to protect the Phase 1

facilities from this potential water inundation, the base elevation of the Phase 1 area would be

increased from an average of approximately 10 feet above sea level (asl) to approximately 15

feet asl and the base elevation of the facilities would be constructed at 15 feet asl. This would

require adding approximately 70,000 cubic yards of soil at varying depths over an area of

approximately 12 acres.

5.4 Utilities Infrastructure

All-new utility services would be required to serve the Phase 1 area facilities. The points of

connection to the utilities to serve the Phase 1 area facilities would be near the main entrance of

the RBC at Meade and 46th Streets. Secondary points of connection would be located at Regatta

Boulevard and 32nd Street. Utilities would be connected to the new facilities, and sized

adequately to serve up to 800,000 gsf, providing capacity for some additional future development

in the area.

5.5 New Construction

Three new research buildings totaling up to 600,000 gsf would be constructed to house a mix of

laboratory, office, and interaction space. The facility to be constructed at the southernmost end of

the RBC developable area is referred to hereinafter as Building 2 (“Energy building” on Figure 3).

The facility to be constructed to the north of Building 2 is referred to hereinafter as Building 1

(“BIF building” on Figure 3). The facility to be constructed to the east of Building 2 is referred to

hereinafter as Building 3 (“Health building” on Figure 3). Building 1 would house JGI, ABPDU,

and KBase, an imaging center, and a conference facility. Building 2 would house LBNL’s JBEI

and closely-related programs as well as a dining facility. Building 3 would house UC LBNL

biosciences projects and activities, closely related projects and activities, and synergistic

research institutions. Building 1 would likely be a three-story facility totaling 110,000 to 150,000

gsf. Building 2 would likely be a two-story facility totaling 110,000 to 150,000 gsf. Building 3 would

likely be a three- to four-story facility totaling up to 300,000 gsf. Two new surface parking lots

would be constructed on approximately 7 acres of land to accommodate approximately 870

vehicles associated with the new employees. These surface parking lots would become the

locations for new facilities and a parking structure over time.
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5.6 Sustainability

The Phase 1 buildings would incorporate green building strategies with goals of design,

construction, and commissioning to achieve a minimum LEED Silver level for non-energy

measures rating from the US Green Building Council. As appropriate, each building would meet

specialized energy performance metrics and Environmental Performance Criteria credits

developed for laboratories and data centers by the Labs21 Program.

The buildings would be oriented with their long facades facing south and north and short facades

facing east and west in order to minimize solar gain in summer, maximize passive solar heating in

the winter, and maximize natural light in the interior spaces. The buildings would also be

positioned to provide wind protection in winter, encourage natural ventilation in summer, and

benefit from western sun shading. The exterior material of the building would be compatible with

the surrounding environment and maritime elements. The exterior cladding is anticipated to

include a mix of concrete, metal, and glass.

5.7 Stormwater

Because the proposed Phase 1 site would be “downstream” of and at a lower elevation than the

balance of the RBC, the Phase 1 area drainage would be sized for ultimate buildout conditions to

accommodate the rest of the site’s stormwater runoff through the Phase 1 area. Phase 1

development would incorporate State Water Resources Control Board post-construction

standards for storm water runoff in addition to other local and regional requirements. Runoff

treatment facilities would be installed and other permanent best management practices (BMPs)

would be implemented commensurate with regulatory requirements and sustainability policies

established in the RBC LRDP. For Phase 1, this would primarily consist of bioswales and

retention ponds between the building and parking lot stormwater drainage systems and the marsh

area.

5.8 Construction Schedule

Phase 1 construction is anticipated to occur over a four-year period beginning in 2014 and

continuing through 2018.

6.0 Alternatives

The LRDP EIR will include an examination of alternatives to the proposed 2013 LRDP, including

the “no project” alternative required by CEQA. While the final list of alternatives will be developed

in conjunction with the environmental analyses, alternatives likely to be considered for inclusion in

the EIR are:
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 Reduced Growth Program: Under this alternative, the RBC would be developed at the

Richmond site, but with a reduction in the total building square footage and employee

population.

 Alternate Development Program: Under this alternative, the RBC would be developed at

the Richmond site as proposed, but it would provide for the development of a large-scale

scientific facility or machine (referred to hereinafter as a “Future Scientific Facility.”) with no

net increase in the maximum 5.4 million gross square feet of development proposed..

 Off-site Alternative: Under this alternative, the LRDP would be implemented at another

site, such as Alameda Point in the City of Alameda. The LRDP’s building square footage,

projected uses, and employee population would be the same.

 No Project: Under this alternative, the LRDP would not be implemented, and the

Richmond Field Station and other components of the Richmond site would continue their

current operations. UC LBNL would continue to lease off-site space for ongoing bioscience

research and related programs.
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Potential Effects

The following is a preliminary assessment of potential environmental issues that may be analyzed in the
LRDP EIR. This assessment will be used to help determine the scope of the EIR.5 The EIR will consider
all areas below. Topic areas that are expected to be impacted by the proposed project will be fully
analyzed. Topic areas not expected to be impacted will be addressed briefly or in appropriate depth.

Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

1. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Public views of the RBC site are limited from public viewing points north of the site due to tree cover and distance
imposed by I-580; private property owners in the hills above the site have broad views that include the Richmond
properties, the bay and San Francisco beyond. The chief public viewpoint of the site is from the Bay Trail. Although the
visual conditions of the project site and surroundings are not expected to present major aesthetic issues, the EIR will
include an evaluation of the project location and massing to determine if campus development under the LRDP,
including Phase 1, will have substantial adverse effects on scenic vistas.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

The RBC site does not contain scenic resources, nor is it on or near a state scenic highway. Regional access to the
site is by I-80 and I-580. Portions of I-580 are designated as scenic, but these occur from its junction with State Route
24 to the San Leandro city limit, and a portion in eastern Alameda County away from the project area. Therefore, no
impact would occur to scenic resources present within a state scenic highway and further analysis in the EIR is not
required.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

The RBC site to date has retained its industrial character. The site and vicinity, however, is designated a “Change
Area” in the City of Richmond General Plan 2030. The existing physical and visual configuration of buildings would be
gradually replaced by a mixture of buildings and facilities with greater massing and density than those currently on site.
The EIR will analyze the potential for campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, to degrade
the visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

With the inclusion of new buildings and facilities, development of the RBC, including Phase 1, could create new
sources of light and glare visible from off-site viewpoints. The EIR will analyze the potential impacts of these new light
and glare sources.

5 Brief explanations are provided in shaded boxes. These explanations represent a best estimate based on the current preliminary
understanding of the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, and its likely effects.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES -- In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest
and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project,
and forest carbon management methodology provided in Forest Protocols.
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No active agriculturally-used lands are on the RBC site; therefore, further analysis in the EIR is not required.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

The RBC site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract; therefore, further
analysis in the EIR is not required.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural
use?

No agricultural lands are adjacent or near the RBC site. Therefore, the development of the RBC site into a research
campus will not result in the conversion of any farmland to a non-agricultural use. Further analysis in the EIR is not
required.

d) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) or timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526)?

The site is not zoned for timber production or forest land; the proposed RBC does not conflict with existing zoning and
would not cause rezoning related to forest land or timberland. Further analysis in the EIR is not required.

e) Result in a loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
uses?

The RBC site contains eucalyptus trees planted by previous owners to reduce impacts from explosives once
manufactured at the site; these trees are not forest land. Further analysis in the EIR is not required.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

3. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The US EPA and the California EPA have established ambient air quality standards for certain pollutants referred to as
criteria pollutants. The federal standards are known as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and the state
standards are known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standards. For each standard, air basins are classified as
attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment. The project site is in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) that
is currently designated as a nonattainment area for state and national ozone standards, state and national fine
particulate matter (PM2.5), and state inhalable particulate matter (PM10). For all other standards, the SFBAAB is
designated as attainment or unclassified.

LRDP-related increases in staff, laboratory space, equipment, and construction activities, including site remediation
conducted in accordance with agency-approved work plans, would likely add incrementally to regional ambient air
pollutant emissions, including short- and long-term emissions of criteria air pollutants from mobile and stationary
sources, including PM10 and ozone. The impact of these air emissions will be evaluated in the EIR. Standard emission
control and reduction measures, such as dust control for excavation, use of alternative fuel vehicles on-site, shuttle
service to public transportation, filtration on exhaust systems, etc., will be identified in the EIR where appropriate.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

The EIR will examine the potential for mobile, area, and stationary source emissions from campus development under
the LRDP, including Phase 1, to violate state and federal air quality standards or contribute to existing air quality
violations. The potential for mobile source, construction and operational emissions from the LRDP implementation to
influence air quality will be examined. The analysis will include examination of criteria pollutants that could result from
project implementation.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

The SFBAAB is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone and PM10 standards. The EIR will examine the total
emissions through 2050 that would result from campus development under the LRDP, including Phase 1, and
determine whether increases in nonattainment criteria pollutants would be cumulatively considerable.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The EIR will evaluate whether LRDP-related remediation, construction and development activities, including Phase 1,
would expose sensitive receptors, including nearby schools, to substantial pollutant concentrations.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Ongoing activities from the proposed project are not expected to create nuisance or objectionable odors affecting
substantial numbers of people, on or off the site. The RBC would house research and office facilities that would not
contain large scale manufacturing or industry that might be a source of objectionable odors affecting substantial
numbers of people. Actions at the RBC that might create objectionable odors include asphalt-laying and other related
construction activities. Because construction of the RBC is expected to occur periodically over several decades, the
EIR will analyze potential impacts related to construction under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, and
recommend mitigation measures where applicable.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

f) Expose people to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs), such
that the exposure could cause an incremental human cancer risk greater
than 10 in one million or exceed a hazard index of one for the maximally
exposed individual?

Development of the RBC would add research facilities, entail site remediation conducted in accordance with agency-
approved work plans, and expand existing campus uses that are potential sources of low levels of toxic air
contaminants and airborne radionuclides. The EIR will include estimates of emissions from full implementation of the
RBC, including Phase 1, and will incorporate the results of a human health risk analysis conducted to determine if the
project would expose people on or off the site to levels of toxic air contaminants that could cause a health risk.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The RBC site contains sensitive habitats, including seasonal wetlands, a native cordgrass marsh, coastal terrace
prairie grassland, habitat for the federally listed endangered California clapper rail, as well as tidal mudflats and
eelgrass beds. The EIR analysis will include potential project impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status plant
and animal species present in these habitats from the development of the campus under the LRDP, including Phase 1.
In addition, potential impacts to primary habitat and transitory and migratory habitats will be addressed.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service?

As discussed under item a) above, the RBC site contains sensitive habitats. The EIR will examine possible impacts
from campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural
communities.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Seasonal wetlands and marsh habitat are present on the RBC site. The EIR will examine possible impacts to wetlands
on the site as a result of development of the RBC including Phase 1, in accordance with federal requirements and
statutes.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

The EIR will evaluate the potential impacts of campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, to
migratory species and areas on the site that are potential wildlife corridors or may include native wildlife nursery sites.

e) Conflict with any local applicable policies protecting biological resources?

The EIR will evaluate the consistency of the LRDP with federal and state plans, policies, laws and regulations, such as
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, that are relevant to potentially occurring biological resources. Although local ordinances
would not apply to the project, the EIR will include a determination of consistency with local policies concerning the
protection and conservation of biological resources, including the City of Richmond General Plan 2030.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other applicable habitat
conservation plan?

The RBC site is not known to be subject to or designated for any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved conservation plan. Further analysis in the EIR is not required.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

Campus development under the proposed LRDP would result in the demolition of several existing buildings at the RBC
site. Some of these buildings are 45 years old or greater and are associated with current and previous uses at the site.
A survey is being conducted to assist in determining which structures that would be demolished for Phase 1
development may be historical resources as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5 and which may be eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act. The results of this survey and
other investigations will be included in the EIR analysis and will be used to evaluate whether implementation of the
LRDP, including Phase 1, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

There are no known archaeological resources at the RBC site. No archaeological artifacts have been discovered
during past excavations and grading on the RBC site, and no archaeological sites have been recorded at the RBC site.
However, given the size of the LRDP area and the site disturbance necessary for excavation and construction, and
given the inclusion of the Regatta property in the area of the LRDP, the potential for discovery of unexpected
archaeological resources during construction will be addressed and standard best practices and mitigations proposed
in the EIR.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

There are no known unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features at the RBC, and none are
anticipated. However, given the size of the LRDP area and the site disturbance necessary for excavation and
construction, the potential for discovery of unanticipated paleontological resources during construction will be
addressed and standard best practices and mitigations proposed in the EIR.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

There is no known evidence of prehistoric habitation of the RBC site, or any indication that the site has been used for
burials in the recent or distant past. However, given the size of the LRDP area and the site disturbance necessary for
excavation and construction, the potential for discovery of human remains during construction will be addressed and
standard best practices and mitigations proposed in the EIR.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

A portion of the Hayward Fault Zone occurs within the City of Richmond, more than two miles northeast of the site.
However, no fault is present on the RBC site and there is no potential for fault rupture. Further analysis in the EIR is
not required.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

The EIR will analyze the stability of the underlying geologic materials in a strong earthquake on the Hayward Fault and
other Bay Area faults, and the potential impacts of strong seismic ground shaking to campus development under the
proposed LRDP, including Phase 1.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The site has not been officially assessed by the State of California for its liquefaction potential but based upon the soil
type, the relatively young age of the soil, and the shallow depth to groundwater, the sandy site areas could potentially
be susceptible to liquefaction during an earthquake. The areas dominated by clay are less susceptible to liquefaction.
The EIR will address the stability of the underlying geologic materials in a strong earthquake, including ability to resist
lateral forces associated with a maximum credible magnitude earthquake near the project, and the potential for
subsidence, differential settlement, and liquefaction impacts to campus development under the proposed LRDP,
including Phase 1.

iv) Landslides?

The RBC site is relatively flat, at the distal end of an alluvial plain. There is no potential for landslide risk at the site.
Further analysis in the EIR is not required.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The RBC site is relatively flat and not at risk for substantial soil erosion. All of the properties are previously disturbed
and not a source of quality topsoil. Standard construction regulation and best practices, including implementation of
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit requirements, would mitigate any risk of substantial soil
erosion or loss of topsoil. However, given the size of the LRDP area and the site disturbance necessary for raising the
ground level, excavation and construction, standard best practices and mitigations will be discussed in the EIR to
reduce risk of soil erosion.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

The EIR will analyze the stability of the underlying geologic materials in a strong earthquake, including ability to resist
lateral forces associated with a large magnitude earthquake near the project, the potential for subsidence, differential
settlement, and liquefaction.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1997), creating substantial risks to life or property?

The EIR will analyze the potential effects of the soil types of the site to development of the RBC under the proposed
LRDP, including Phase 1.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

The Richmond properties are served by the City of Richmond wastewater treatment system, and RBC is not proposed
to be served by septic systems or alternate waste water disposal systems; therefore, this topic will not be further
analyzed in the EIR.

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

The EIR will estimate the level of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions anticipated with the development of the campus
under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, to determine whether these emissions would result in a significant
impact requiring mitigation.

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act, requires a statewide GHG emission cap for 2020 based
on 1990 emission levels. Senate Bill 375 requires local land use and transportation planning to achieve the state’s GHG
reduction goals. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District, charged with regulating GHGs in the region, has
established CEQA air quality standards that are currently under legal review. The EIR will evaluate the development of
the RBC in the context of state, regional and local laws and UC Sustainable Practices Policy requirements concerning the
reduction of GHGs.

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The RBC site includes some areas of contaminated soil and groundwater. The University is in the process of
investigating and remediating site contamination in accordance with a California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) Order. These actions are ongoing, and further site development would in some instances require site
remediation conducted in accordance with agency-approved work plans. Current operations at the RBC site include
the use of solvents, adhesives, cements, paints, cleaning agents, degreasers, and vehicle fuels. Arsenic, copper, lead,
mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls have been detected in the soil at levels exceeding hazardous waste criteria.
Development of the RBC would spur development of additional facilities that would use, store, and require the
transportation of additional hazardous materials and disposal of hazardous waste (including mixed waste, combined
waste, and radioactive waste). The EIR will characterize anticipated new and expanded on-site hazardous materials
remediation use, transport and disposal, will identify projected increases in these activities that could occur under the
LRDP program, including Phase 1, and will evaluate potential impacts associated with these increased activities.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment?

The EIR will characterize hazardous waste, mixed waste, combined waste, and radioactive waste handling and
hazardous materials use in research, operations, maintenance, and construction, and their transport, handling and
disposal. It will identify projected increases in these activities that could occur under development of the RBC, including
Phase 1, and will evaluate associated potential impacts, including potential risks from reasonably foreseeable
accidents or upset conditions.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

The RBC site is not within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school per CEQA Guideline 15186. While the
RBC would handle certain hazardous materials, these materials and their handling protocols are subject to extensive
regulations, procedures and oversight. Although the proposed RBC (including Phase 1) and remediation conducted in
accordance with agency-approved work plans as the site is developed is not anticipated to be a major new source of
on-site hazardous materials or handling, the EIR will include an analysis of anticipated materials and the potential
impacts of their use.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The RBC site is listed on the current California EPA Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List, also known as the
“Cortese list.” This listing is due to prior site activities that resulted in soil contamination at specific site locations. As
discussed above in Sec. 8.a, the DTSC is directing remediation efforts to address the effects of this past
contamination. Information regarding the background, remediation activities, and current status may be found at:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=07730003. These remediation activities, their
status, and current and future remediation efforts will be discussed in the EIR, as well as any additional measures if
necessary due to development of the RBC, including Phase 1.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

The RBC site is neither within an airport land use plan nor within two miles of a public airport; therefore, further
analysis in the EIR is not required.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

The RBC site is not near a currently operating or planned private airstrip; therefore, further analysis in the EIR is not
required.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Emergency response plans are maintained at the Federal, State and local level for all types of disasters, including
human-made and natural. Emergency response plans for existing and new facilities would be the responsibility of the
operation and management at the RBC; however, the EIR will analyze development of the RBC, including Phase 1, in
consultation with all applicable emergency response providers and identify if any impacts to their adopted response plans
would occur.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

The RBC is not near wildlands and the risk of wildland fires is low. There are numerous open space and wetland areas
at the site, but these are not considered moderate or high-risk for wildland fires due to their limited and non-contiguous
setting away from large open or natural areas that are susceptible to wildland fires. Further analysis in the EIR is not
required.
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Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Development of the RBC could increase the impermeable surface area, which could produce additional volume and
pollutant loading of urban runoff. Increased water use from the RBC could cause increases in wastewater discharges
that could exceed waste discharge requirements for water quality or quantity. The EIR will evaluate impacts to water
quality from runoff and characterize current waste discharge volumes of the site and wastewater treatment capacity at
the City of Richmond’s wastewater treatment plant, and evaluate whether development of the RBC, including Phase 1,
would cause a violation of applicable standards or waste discharge requirements.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Potable water at the site and in Richmond is supplied by EBMUD, and not from groundwater wells; groundwater in the
area does not support existing or planned land uses. Groundwater contamination has been detected on portions of the
site. Shallow groundwater is expected to be encountered during construction of the RBC. While additional site
development may somewhat reduce percolation of stormwater into the shallow groundwater due to the addition of
impervious surface area, the project would not substantially deplete supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge.
However, given the size of the LRDP area and the scale of development anticipated at the horizon year, standard best
practices and mitigations will be discussed in the EIR to address groundwater recharge.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The project site includes a channelized storm drain that flows into the bay and directly affects the existing drainage
pattern of the site. Development of the RBC will increase the impervious area of the site and could increase the rate of
site runoff. The EIR will include analysis of the proposed site and development pattern of the project to ascertain how
the siting of buildings and facilities could further affect the drainage patterns of the site, and the potential impacts
pertaining to drainage, erosion, and on- and off-site siltation from campus development under the proposed LRDP,
including Phase 1.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

There are no natural streams or rivers on the site and the site has existing stormwater and drainage systems, including
the channelized storm drain, that address flooding concerns. Development of the RBC, including Phase 1, would
increase the area of impervious surface that could increase the volume of surface water; systems would, however, be
sized and improvements planned to reduce the risk of flooding or increase in levels of urban contaminants in
stormwater runoff, as part of the 2013 LRDP improvements. However, given the size of the LRDP area and the scale
of development anticipated at the horizon year, standard best practices and mitigations will be discussed in the EIR to
address drainage and risks of flooding.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?



Initial Study RBC 2013 Long Range Development Plan

Richmond Bay Campus 27 January 4, 2013

Will be Analyzed
in EIR

No Additional
Analysis
Required

In the short term, the project will likely increase the amount of impervious surface at the site that could increase the
volume of surface water runoff. The EIR will evaluate if the existing and planned drainage system could accommodate
increased runoff from campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1; the analysis will include
potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Expansion of research operations associated with development of the RBC, including Phase 1, could result in activities
that could impact water quality. Improvements would, however, be planned to reduce the risk of water quality
degradation, including bioswales and other stormwater filtration and retention measures. However, given the size of
the LRDP area and the scale of development anticipated at the horizon year, standard best practices and mitigations
will be discussed in the EIR to address water quality.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

While the RBC could include temporary lodging, it would not include temporary or permanent housing within the 100-
year flood hazard area; therefore, this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede
or redirect flood flows?

A portion of the site is within a Federal Emergency Management Agency VE Zone. This designation denotes coastal
areas with a one percent or greater chance of flooding and an additional hazard associated with storm waves; these
areas have a 26 percent chance of flooding over a 30-year period. Given the size of the LRDP area and the scale of
development anticipated at the horizon year, the EIR will consider existing flood control structures on the site and the
adequacy of these structures and the possible need for additional flood control components.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

The RBC site is not downstream of or near a levee or dam. As described in response to item d) above, systems would
be sized and improvements planned to reduce the risk of flooding due to stormwater flows and risk from other sources
of flooding (see item h) above). A flood control channel on the site addresses current water flows, including those
related to stormwater. Given the size of the LRDP area and the scale of development anticipated at the horizon year,
standard best practices and mitigations will be discussed in the EIR to address drainage and risks of flooding due to
campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Portions of the RBC site are within a mapped tsunami inundation zone; however, these locations are not proposed for
development. According to the City of Richmond General Plan 2030 EIR, portions of the site along the Bay could be
subject to projected sea level rise as a result of global warming. The EIR will examine potential impacts due to rising
sea levels and discuss any mitigations, if necessary, to address sea level rise.

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

The RBC would be located on the existing Richmond properties. The site is currently somewhat disconnected from the
Richmond community, by the barriers of I-580 freeway and railroad lines north and east of the properties. The RBC LRDP
would not expand the campus site into the surrounding community and would not physically divide any established
communities; the project may instead improve linkages with the community. The EIR will include a discussion of adjacent
and nearby land uses and land use patterns and applicable land use and zoning ordinances and policies.
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b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
LRDP, general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The RBC would be located on land owned by the University of California which has land use jurisdiction over the site,
as prescribed by Article IX Section 9 of the California Constitution, As such, the project is not subject to local land use
planning jurisdiction, but rather, the Long Range Development Plan acts as a general plan for the site. The EIR will
include as context a discussion of local land use ordinances and policies, including the recently adopted City of
Richmond General Plan 2030, as the University seeks to be a good neighbor.

The parcels of the RBC site closest to San Francisco Bay are within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and would be subject to the policies and development guidelines
of the San Francisco Bay Plan. The jurisdictional boundary of BCDC was amended in October 2011 to reflect climate
change issues and projected sea level rise. Development of the RBC, including Phase 1, would include infrastructure
components within the BCDC’s jurisdictional area; therefore, the EIR will include a discussion of the LRDP’s
conformance with BCDC development policies and guidelines as directed by the San Francisco Bay Plan.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

The RBC site is not located within any adopted federal, state or local habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan. Therefore, no additional analysis in the EIR is required.

11. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

Because the site is in an area where there are no significant mineral or aggregate deposits and there are no known
mineral resources that would present major issues for development of the RBC, no further discussion is required in the
EIR.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

The RBC site does not include any locally-important mineral resource recovery sites as delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or land use plan, so no further discussion is required in the EIR.

12. NOISE -- Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in any applicable plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

The RBC would cause increases in traffic volumes, mechanical equipment associated with new building and related
structures, and increases in daily site populations that could cause potential long-term increases in noise levels.
Operation of construction equipment could cause substantial short-term noise increases that might include short-term,
temporary exceedances of noise ordinances in nearby areas. The EIR will analyze the anticipated magnitude of these
noise increases, and will evaluate whether the increased noise levels associated with campus development under the
proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, would exceed applicable ambient noise standards.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?
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Operational activities associated with the RBC are not likely to result in activities that generate excessive groundborne
vibration or noise levels. Construction of buildings or other support structures under the LRDP, including Phase 1,
might require the use of pile drivers or other heavy construction machinery that could generate excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels noticeable to both on- and off-site receptors. The EIR will address vibration and
groundborne noise levels from anticipated construction activities, and discuss potential impacts and mitigation
measures.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Activities at the RBC, including Phase 1, would cause increases of on-site population and general operations that could
produce permanent ambient noise level increases. The EIR will evaluate whether any increased permanent noise
levels would exceed applicable ambient noise standards.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Operation of construction or other equipment could cause substantial temporary or short-term noise increases. The
EIR will use current noise modeling methods to predict their magnitude, and will evaluate whether the increased
temporary noise levels associated with implementation of the RBC would exceed applicable noise standards.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

The RBC site is not in a current or proposed airport land use plan or Airport Influence Area, as defined by Assembly
Bill 2776 and is not within two miles of a public airport. Therefore, no further discussion is required in the EIR.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

The RBC site is not near a current or planned private airstrip. Therefore, no further discussion is required in the EIR.

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

No housing is proposed at the RBC. Employment growth and housing demand attributable to the RBC would occur
over several decades and, based on current commute patterns of existing employees at the site and LBNL and UC
Berkeley employees, demand would be dispersed over a broad area of the East Bay and the greater Bay Area.
Further, a portion of employees at the new RBC would be existing LBNL or UC Berkeley employees whose work is
moved to a new location, and those employees would not be new employees contributing to population growth. The
EIR will analyze the anticipated increase in jobs in relation to the population and housing policies and projections for
the City of Richmond, as well as neighboring jurisdictions, to determine whether the level of impact that would occur
with development of the RBC, including Phase 1.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The RBC site does not include housing or any related residential uses, and no housing would be displaced, so further
discussion is not required in the EIR.
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c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

The RBC site does not include housing or any related residential uses, and no housing would be displaced, so further
discussion is not required in the EIR.

14. PUBLIC SERVICES --

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Development of the RBC, including the permanent increase in on-site personnel, would increase the potential need for
emergency fire protection services, including hazardous materials response units. The EIR will analyze the site’s fire
response equipment, water storage and distribution, and firefighting response capability to address any increases in
demand at full implementation of the proposed LRDP as well as upon completion of Phase 1. In addition, the EIR will
evaluate whether significant impacts would occur should the project result in the need for new or physically altered
facilities.

Police protection?

RBC-related increases in development and on-site personnel would increase the potential need for police services,
which are provided by the UC Police Department. The site’s on-site security forces likely would be expanded as
needed to accommodate the increases in demand at full implementation of the proposed LRDP as well as upon
completion of Phase 1. The EIR will evaluate the anticipated demand on police services and whether significant
impacts would arise from any new or physically altered police facilities.

Schools?

RBC-related increases in personnel could draw more families with school-aged children to the vicinity of the site. The
EIR will analyze the potential impacts of this population to nearby primary and secondary schools. This analysis will
include data and projections from the City of Richmond General Plan 2030 and projections from local school districts to
determine potential impacts and the need for expanded school facilities.

Parks?

RBC-related increases in personnel will draw more people into the area and increase demand for parks and
recreational facilities. There are several existing parks and recreational facilities nearby. The EIR will analyze impacts
to parks and recreational facilities.

Other public facilities?

RBC-related increases in personnel could draw more people into the area and increase demand for additional public
facilities. The EIR will analyze potential impacts to public facilities, including libraries and planned facilities identified in
the City of Richmond General Plan 2030.
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15. RECREATION --

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

There are several parks within one mile of the RBC site. These include Shimada Friendship Park, Rosie the Riveter
Park, Laurel Park, Booker T. Anderson Community Center, and the Point Isabel Regional Shoreline. The Bay Trail is
adjacent to the site, and provides a pedestrian and bicycle link along the shoreline that ultimately will provide a
continuous link around San Francisco Bay. RBC related growth, including Phase 1, could increase demand for parks
and recreational facilities in the area. The EIR will evaluate this issue in the context of current and proposed parkland
and open space facilities in the area.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Recreational facilities may be developed at the RBC. The EIR will discuss the existing and proposed inventory of
recreational facilities in the vicinity and identify any potential impacts to these facilities by the increased daily population
resulting from campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1.

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and
relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways, and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

The EIR will analyze the impact of the development of the RBC, including Phase 1, on the local and regional road and
highway network, including Routes of Regional Significance as defined for the vicinity of the RBC. Impacts analyzed for
transit will include impacts to local bus service and BART lines and connectors. The EIR will also examine potential
impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities such as the Bay Trail and the local and regional bicycle and pedestrian
network.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

Campus development under the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, is expected to generate increased vehicular traffic
that could result in impacts to the local and regional road network. The EIR will analyze local streets and regional
highway corridors to determine whether level of service standards would be impacted due to the project. The analysis
will utilize the City of Richmond General Plan 2030 to identify proposed and planned changes to the circulation network
in and around the RBC. Traffic modeling and forecasting for AM and PM peak hours will be conducted using the most
recent version of the Countywide Travel Demand Model developed by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority, the
designated congestion management agency.

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?

Development of the RBC would not alter existing air traffic patterns; therefore, this does not require further study in the
EIR.
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d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)? Create unsafe conditions for pedestrians or bicycles?

The EIR will analyze the circulation features for access to and within the site with development of the RBC. This
analysis will include location and site clearance for signalized and unsignalized intersections, traffic calming features,
and related circulation elements. The EIR will discuss the proposed traffic circulation network as it relates to bicycle
and pedestrian circulation and access to determine if any potential safety impacts would occur.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

The EIR will analyze existing and proposed access and circulation for emergency vehicles in coordination and
consultation with emergency service providers.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

Both LBNL and UC Berkeley have robust transportation demand management programs to encourage use of
alternative commute modes. As described in item a), above, the EIR would examine potential impacts to alternative
commute systems and facilities due to implementation of the LRDP.

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

No wastewater treatment requirements are directly applicable to the proposed project because the wastewater
generated on the RBC will not be treated on-site. Wastewater generated on the campus will discharge to the City of
Richmond wastewater treatment plant. The EIR will analyze the wastewater output anticipated due to development of
the RBC, to determine the ability of the project to comply with the wastewater treatment requirements imposed on the
City’s wastewater treatment plant by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

The EIR will evaluate the increased demand on wastewater treatment and conveyance facilities under the proposed
LRDP, including Phase 1, and evaluate potential impacts associated with any new or expanded facilities, if any would
be required to meet this demand.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Development of the RBC, including Phase 1, would increase impervious surface coverage of the Richmond properties;
this in turn may increase the volume of stormwater flow. The EIR will examine and describe the existing site-wide
drainage patterns and infrastructure, analyze the increased demand for stormwater drainage facilities with the RBC,
and the potential impacts associated with any new or altered drainage facilities required to meet this demand.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
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Development of the RBC would include up to 5.4 million square feet of buildings and approximately 10,000 adp.
Development of Phase 1 would involve up to 600,000 gsf of new building space and increase the on-site population to
1,300 persons. This would increase the water use on the site; therefore, the EIR will evaluate the projected water
demand for the campus relative to the planned water supply and delivery entitlements from EBMUD. The EIR will
evaluate potential environmental impacts from expanded or new entitlements.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

The EIR will evaluate whether projected wastewater increases generated at the full implementation of the proposed
LRDP, including Phase 1, would be served by existing capacity and identify any environmental impacts should
additional wastewater entitlements be required.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

The EIR will discuss the current solid waste generation at the project site and the volume of waste that would be
generated at Phase 1 and at full implementation of the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1. The analysis will include
projected solid waste disposal needs—including wastes generated from the demolition of existing buildings and
structures—and determine whether or not existing landfill capacity would be able to accommodate the waste disposal
needs of the RBC. The EIR will discuss the solid waste demands in context of solid waste recycling and composting
requirements and guidelines, including the UC Sustainable Practices Policy.

g) Comply with applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

The EIR will discuss compliance of the proposed project with applicable statutes and regulations regarding solid waste,
including the UC Sustainable Practices Policy.

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE --

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Implementation of the 2013 LRDP, including Phase 1, has the potential to have significant impacts that could degrade
the quality of the environment. The LRDP EIR will evaluate the potential for campus development under the 2013
LRDP to result in significant impacts that could degrade the quality of the environment, as described in the above
checklist.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
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Development of the RBC pursuant to the proposed LRDP, including Phase 1, could cause impacts to several resource
areas that will be fully analyzed in the EIR. The project will be evaluated in the cumulative setting. The City of
Richmond recently adopted its General Plan 2030 that anticipates new growth and development in the area. This plan,
along with other applicable plans and polices from Richmond and other neighboring communities, could contribute to a
range of cumulative impacts in the area. The EIR will evaluate whether impacts associated with growth under the 2013
LRDP, in combination with past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, have the potential to be
cumulatively considerable.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The proposed 2013 LRDP has the potential to cause significant impacts. The EIR will evaluate whether these impacts
have the potential to result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

AC Transit Alameda-Contra Cost Transit District

adp average daily population

ABPDU Advanced Biofuels Process Development Unit

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit

BCDC Bay Conservation and Development Commission

BMP best management practice

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

EBMUD East Bay Municipal Utility District

EIR Environmental Impact Report

GHG greenhouse gas emissions

gsf gross square feet

I Interstate

JBEI Joint Bio Energy Institute

JGI Joint Genome Institute

KBase Knowledge Base

LBNL Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

LRDP Long Range Development Plan

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyls

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric

PM10 inhalable particulate matter

PM2.5 fine particulate matter

RBC Richmond Bay Campus

SFBAAB San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

UC University of California

US EPA US Environmental Protection Agency
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Invasive	
  plants	
  threatening	
  the	
  beau1fully	
  remediated	
  marsh	
  
at	
  the	
  Richmond	
  Bay	
  Campus.	
  

	
  
Given	
  that	
  remedia1on	
  cost	
  $18	
  million,	
  and	
  that,	
  “Examples	
  of	
  the	
  research	
  that	
  
will	
  be	
  housed	
  at	
  the	
  Richmond	
  site	
  include	
  developing	
  low-­‐cost	
  malaria	
  drugs,	
  
enhanced	
  urban	
  runoff	
  strategies,	
  wetlands	
  restora1on,	
  polluted	
  lands	
  remedia1on	
  
and	
  gene1cs	
  research	
  to	
  fight	
  cancer	
  1,”	
  it	
  seems	
  prudent	
  to	
  prevent	
  a	
  massive	
  
return	
  of	
  the	
  invasive	
  plants.	
  
	
  
The	
  invasive	
  plants	
  have	
  returned	
  on	
  the	
  Richmond	
  Field	
  Sta1on,	
  on	
  the	
  property	
  
of	
  the	
  neighbors	
  on	
  either	
  side,	
  and	
  on	
  the	
  right-­‐of-­‐way	
  of	
  the	
  East	
  Bay	
  Regional	
  
Parks	
  District	
  trail.	
  This	
  right-­‐of-­‐way	
  extends	
  a	
  few	
  meters	
  past	
  the	
  fences	
  that	
  
border	
  either	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  trail.	
  
	
  
A	
  rela1vely	
  small	
  effort	
  could	
  check	
  this	
  threat.	
  If	
  unchecked,	
  the	
  invasive	
  plants	
  
will	
  take	
  over	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  Richmond	
  Field	
  Sta1on	
  land	
  and	
  require	
  a	
  massive	
  effort	
  
to	
  remove.	
  Note	
  that	
  once	
  checked,	
  maintenance	
  will	
  be	
  needed	
  to	
  keep	
  the	
  
invasive	
  plants	
  in	
  check.	
  	
  Looks	
  like	
  a	
  great	
  opportunity	
  for	
  UC	
  and	
  the	
  East	
  Bay	
  
Parks	
  to	
  join	
  forces.	
  
	
  
-­‐-­‐	
  John	
  Taylor,	
  Delia	
  Taylor	
  and	
  Tom	
  Kelly’s	
  survey	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  on	
  September	
  6,	
  2012	
  

	
  on	
  the	
  SF	
  Bay	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  Richmond	
  Field	
  Sta1on	
  
1Robert	
  Rogers,	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  Times,	
  September	
  6,	
  2012,	
  rrogers@bayareanewsgroup.com.	
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Subject: Added TRAC Comments on NOP/IS for LBNL's RBC 2013 LRDP & Phase I Development
From: Sandra Beyaert <sbeyaert@earthlink.net>
Date: 1/28/2013 10:06 PM
To: Jeff Philliber <lrdp‐eir@lbl.gov>
CC: Bruce Goodmiller <Bruce_Goodmiller@ci.richmond.ca.us>, Richard Mitchell
<richard_mitchell@ci.richmond.ca.us>, Lina Velasco <lina_velasco@ci.richmond.ca.us>, Doug
Lockhart <delockhart@lbl.gov>, Jennifer McDougall <jmcdougall@berkeley.edu>, Barbara Maloney
<Maloney@bmsdesigngroup.com>, Joy Glasier <glasier@bmsdesigngroup.com>, Elizabeth Foster
<Foster@bmsdesigngroup.com>, Armando Viramontes <AViramontes@lbl.gov>

Jeff,
Please find aƩached TRAC's Jan. 28 leƩer following up the earlier Jan. 17 leƩer commenƟng on the
NoƟce of PreparaƟon and IniƟal Study for LBNL's Proposed Richmond Bay Campus 2013 Long
Range Development Plan and Phase I Development. This new leƩer raises issues concerning
compliance with the City of Richmond’s General Plan, Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Plan.
TRAC hopes that these comments in preparing the DEIR.

Bruce
--------------------------------------
Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net
phone/fax 510-235-2835
Websites >>
TRAC: http://www.pointrichmond.com/baytrail/
City of Richmond Bay Trail: http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/TRAC
Richmond Bay Trail Slideshows:
http://sfbaytrailinrichmond.shutterfly.com/pictures/5
Richmond Convention & Visitors Bureau:
http://www.explorerichmondca.com/baytrail.htm

Attachments:

LBNL_RBC_NOP_TRAC012413.pdf 55.1 KB
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This will increase the movement of toxics into Bay waters via solubility and/or motion, and increase
the mixing of the toxins, which can magnify risks.

In addition, we support the comments provided to you by the following organizations:. TRAC,January 13,2013
. TRAC January 28,2013. Sierra Club, January 30,2013. California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter, February 4,2013. Citizens for Eastshore Parks, February 4,2013

The RSSA CAG shares the view that while the scoping document Section 10.b states "the project is not
subject to local land use planning jurisdiction because it is located on land owned by the University" the
project would gain community support if the goals of Richmond's General Plan 2030 were acknowledged
and implemented to a greater extent than currently indicated. To this point, we support the suggestion for
a joint EIR/EIS process and compliance with NEPA.

We urge you to work with the us and the groups noted above to address the issues we have raised. We
hope these comments help this project meet the longterm goals of LNBL, the University, and the
communify.

t

Chair
Richmond Southeast Shoreline Area Community Advisory Group











 

 

Making San Francisco Bay Better

authorization via a Commission permit. Please visit our website at www.bcdc.ca.gov for 
the relevant laws and policies that should be considered when evaluating your project 
under CEQA. It is likely that a primary issue for the Commission in reviewing this 
project will be an evaluation of the public access to and along the shoreline of the Bay 
provided as part of the project. The Commission’s law and policies require that 
proposed development provide the maximum feasible public access consistent with the 
project. Furthermore, public access should be sited, designed, managed and maintained 
to avoid significant adverse effects to wildlife as well as to be designed to be able to 
adapt or be resilient to sea level rise and shoreline flooding. Please feel free to contact us 
at your earliest convenience to discuss the type of approval necessary for the proposed 
project, the process for obtaining Commission authorization, and whether, as proposed, 
the project would be consistent with the Commission’s laws and policies.  

If you have any questions, please contact me at the Commission's office at 415-352-
3668 or elliek@bcdc.ca.gov.   
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       Ellie Knecht 
       Coastal Analyst 
 
EK 

 
 
 





3. Human	presence.	Human	presence	disturbs	many	types	of	birds	and	wildlife,	
with	some	types	more	impacted	than	others.	Human‐tolerant	species	such	
as	crows,	ravens,	opossum,	and	raccoon	are	thereby	promoted	relative	to	
other	species.	To	the	extent	possible,	human	presence	should	be	restricted	
near	sensitive	areas	such	as	marshland.	For	example,	in	the	context	of	the	
site	it	would	be	desirable	to	have	employees	use	the	existing	Bay	Trail	for	
recreation	rather	than	to	create	an	additional	walking	path	on	the	LBNL	
property	adjacent	to	the	marsh.	

4. Trash,	especially	edible	trash.	Edible	trash	attracts	predators	such	as	cats,	
raccoons,	and	ravens	that	prey	on	other	species.	Cafeteria	trash	control	is	
important,	and	all	trash	cans	should	be	scavenger‐safe.	

5. Noise.	Construction	noise	and	operating	noises	(including	ventilation	fans	
and	fume	hood	fans)	should	be	reduced	as	far	as	possible,	and	should	be	
shielded	from	natural	areas.		

6. Bird	strike.	We	understand	that	LBNL	is	already	committed	to	using	“bird‐
safe	building”	standards	to	reduce	deaths	due	to	collisions	with	windows.	
We	encourage	this	mitigation	and	others	to	reduce	the	risk	to	birds.	

	
We	intend	to	participate	attentively	in	the	EIR	process	and	look	forward	to	
reviewing	the	DEIR.	
	
Sincerely,		
Phillip	Price	
Chair,	Golden	Gate	Audubon	Society	East	Bay	Conservation	Committee	
	
	
	 	





Liquefaction
A magnitude 6.7 earthquake has a 99.7% chance of striking somewhere in California over the next 30 years.
In San Francisco, the probability is 63%; in Los Angeles it’s 67%.
In the Bay Area, the biggest threat is the Hayward Fault and its northern extension, the Rodgers Creek Fault. The
probability went from 27% in 2003 to 31% in 2008.
The probability of a 7.5 earthquake in California is 15% in the north and 37% in the south.

Threat to Shoreline and LBNL Project— A team of geologists at the USGS in Menlo Park found that
much of the East Bay fill would turn into soup if a 1906-sized quake were to reoccur today. Much of the East Bay
shoreline is made up of the worst possible kind of artificial fill—loose sandy soil primarily dredged from the Bay.
Treasure Island and the East Bay are the fill capitals of the Bay Area. It’s estimated that a magnitude 6.6 quake or
greater on the Hayward fault, which runs along the East Bay hills from San Pablo to Fremont, could subject more than
half of the fill land to liquefaction. But it is the San Andreas fault, 10-15 miles away on the San Francisco peninsula that
poses the greatest threat to the East Bay filled land. This is because that fault is capable of much larger earthquakes,
such as the magnitude 7.8 quake of 1906, than the Hayward fault.
The U.S. Geological Survey findings basically guarantee a large earthquake is going to happen.
The Hayward fault is in close proximity to the Richmond South Shoreline area—approximately 3 miles away. The
Hayward fault runs along the Arlington and through the Mira Vista Golf Course in the El Cerrito Hills.
 
 
 
 
Synthetic Biology
Special Guests:
Ø Jeff Conant, Global Justice Ecology Project (www.globaljusticeecology.org);
Ø M. L. Tina Stevens, PH.D., Alliance for Humane Biotechnology (www.humanebiotech.com);
Ø Gopal Dayaneni, Movement Generation Justice & Ecology Project (www.movementgeneration.org) . . .
gave informative presentation on Synthetic Biology, Health, Justice, and Communities at Risk. The LBNL 2nd campus on
Richmond’s South Shoreline will be the world’s largest synthetic biology lab. It will be made up of three different
divisions, including the Joint BioEnergy Institute (JBEI), a Department of Energy lab working on development of fuels
from plant crops. Research at the new facility would focus heavily on creating genetically modified organisms, with the
labs to be brought onto the new campus focusing in three related areas: “Genomics, Life Sciences, and Physical
Biosciences.” In addition to the Emeryville-based JBEI, other projects to be relocated on the new site include the Joint
Genome Institute, currently located in Walnut Creek, the National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center in
downtown Oakland and “much of the Life Sciences Division in West Berkeley.” Nanotechnology, the study of manipulating
matter on an atomic and molecular scale, may also be built on the site. The following are some of the issues discussed
and major concerns:
-4 according to the risks of harm they pose, with levels of increasing danger. BL1 labs perform research on non-human
infectious agents; BL2 labs use biological agents that could infect humans, but are assumed to cause only “moderate
harm,” BL3 labs experiment with bio-agents capable of killing humans, which there are known antidotes; BL4 labs
conduct research using agents that could kill humans for which there are no known antidotes.
Ø Bio-releases can spread through the air.
Ø Synthetic Biology and Nanotechnology are not properly regulated and lack adequate oversight, transparency or
protections.
Ø One of the facilities did not report leak—eventually the employees did. 3 employees were infected with deadly virus.
Ø Involves a lot of people in many fields not familiar with bio-safety.
Ø LBNL – Environmental reviews are historically limited.
Ø Cal Osha requirements under Chemical Hazards Regulations are lacking biological hazards regulations.
Ø The City of Berkeley’s Planning Commission and Design Review Board are exempt from reviewing the Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) main campus, which is located at Strawberry Canyon. The LBNL is also exempt
from Berkeley’s Zoning Ordinance—Development Standards (height, setbacks, parking requirements, etc.).  Likewise,
the City of Richmond’s Planning Commission and Design Review Board and Richmond City Council are exempt from
reviewing and approving the architectural and project plans of any LBNL development in Richmond.  Because it’s a
“National” Lab, it is only required to follow the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which is outdated and does not
include regulations for Synthetic Biology or Nanotechnology. Revisions to NEPA are done by the federal government and
must get approved by Congress, which hasn’t happened yet.
 
Other organizations involved in the movement for responsible synthetic biology and nanotechnology are:
Ø Council for Responsible Genetics (www.councilforresponsiblegenetics.org - see Worker Safety in Biological
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Laboratories—Limitations of Osha Regulations Governing Bio-Laboratory Safety);
Ø Friends of the Earth, Center for Ecological Agriculture (www.foe.org - see The Principles for the Oversight of
Synthetic Biology);
Ø Center for Environmental Health;
Ø Center for Food Safety, ETC Group;
Ø Injured Workers national Network;
Ø International Center for Technology Assessment;
Ø California Coalition for Workers Memorial Day;
Ø ETC Group, Global Justice Ecology Project;
Ø West County Toxic Coalition in Richmond, CA
Note: www.synbiowatch.org should include all of the above organizations regarding efforts to get regulation in place for synthetic
biology and nanotechnology. The “wait and see” approach is increasingly becoming a dangerous way to determine the risks. Potential
hazards to humans are inhalation, ingestion, absorption through the skin, and airborne particulates. Hazards to fish and wildlife are
through contaminated creeks, soil, and potential leaks into the bay.
 
 
Wetlands and Marshlands Impacts
The Meeker Slough Wetland area and the restoration of both East and West Stege Marsh will be affected  or
impacted by development of the LBNL. Currently, this area is quiet solitude and has very little human activity. It
is much further north than the Pt. Isabel area and people rarely go down there and know to keep out of these
sensitive areas. This is where the California Clapper Rail lives and other wild habitat.
LBNL development and urban growth will account for significant historical losses of
wetlands.
Degradation of wetlands is less obvious than outright loss, and can occur as a direct or indirect consequence of
many human activities and dramatically increased human foot traffic as a result of the LBNL project. Large LBNL
developments, for example, can result in wetlands degradation by increasing the volume of runoff and the
amount of pollutants that the runoff carries. Hydrologic disruptions, such as the diversion of surface water or the
withdrawal of groundwater, are major causes of wetlands degradation in urban areas.
Losing Ground: The sad irony in all this is that our human activities would create the environmental need for
more wetland resources even if they did not damage or destroy our existing wetlands. Our roads, houses,
commercial buildings, parking lots – essentially all of our development – cause some disruption in the
functioning of our watersheds.
The hard surfaces prevent water from infiltrating into the soil, and one result is more faster
runoff. If there were more rather than fewer wetlands to handle these consequences of our development, we
might be able to maintain the original hydrologic balance. As it is, we not only create the need for more of the
environmental functions of wetlands, we also destroy or damage the resources that provide those functions.
 
 
Other Important Issues that the RBC 2013 LRDP EIR must address:
 
Traffic Impacts
 
Infrastructure—Sewer, water, new roads, etc.
 
Grand Size of the Overall LBNL Project—The building plans proposed for the Lawrence Berkeley Lab on the
South Richmond Shoreline have been changed. The new plan more than doubles the density of their building project,
from 2-million sqft (square feet) floor area worth of buildings for 5,000 employees to 5.4-million sqft floor area worth
of buildings for 10,000 employees. The original proposal of 2-million sf ft was considered massive.  But 5.4-million sf ft
would be considered overdeveloped and create major impacts.

 

Thank you for opportunity to submit comments,

Mary Selva, President

RBC	2013	LRDP	EIR
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RBC	2013	LRDP	EIR

4	of	4 2/5/2013	8:27	AM

















 

 

2 

 

Due to the rarity of this native plant community, EBCNPS recommends complete 

avoidance of the native coastal prairie grassland at the project site. It is critical that areas 

of native prairie be avoided during any/all construction projects. These “projects” include 

using the native prairie as a "construction materials staging area", as a "drive on / drive 

through" area,  as an area where accidental spilling or spraying of  harmful materials 

could occur, or where any other access which would create soil compaction, and/or 

killing of characteristic plant species could occur. Figure 2 of the NOP shows a proposed 

soccer field abutting the northwest edge of the known coastal prairie. Please note that 

building a sports field (regardless of whether it contains natural or artificial turf) will 

likely result in significant impacts to the coastal prairie adjacent to it, both in potential 

damage during construction and as a result of runoff/irrigation after completion. Any 

constructed area needs to be adequately set back from areas of native prairie so as to 

ensure the continued viability of this rare plant community during construction and after 

the Lab is completed. 

 

Since the proposed environmental review process will involve completion of both a 

program and project level EIR, the EIR must explicitly state that it is only analyzing the 

initial phase of the Long Range Development Plan and that further project EIRs need to 

be prepared for later development phases. Also, since the proposed campus is a joint 

project of both a State and Federal agency, the University of California and Lawrence 

Berkeley National Laboratory must analyze the project and alternatives in a Joint 

EIS/EIR process and comply with NEPA.  

 

Specific Comments: 
 

Need for Thorough Botanical Surveys of Project Site 

In order to ensure that the areas of native grassland are properly considered and planned 

around, updated botanical surveys need to be completed. The most recent botanical 

surveys of the Richmond Field Station were completed in 2007 by URS. While the 

results of these surveys will no doubt be a helpful starting point, they can not substitute 

for updated surveys completed over several years. ECNPS requests that plant population 

densities and distributions at the site be surveyed for and compiled as part of this effort. 

Complete botanical surveys for the entire project site need to be carried out as part of the 

EIR for Phase 1 of this project and to inform the Long Range Development Plan. These 

surveys will help create a contemporary environmental baseline. Such an environmental 

baseline for plant species would be accomplished through well timed botanical surveys at 

the appropriate time of year for several consecutive years.  A reference list of target 

species, including their population densities and distributions across the site, that are 

known to occur or have the potential to occur on site will allow future land managers at 

the site to ensure the native grassland in not being harmed as a result of the development 

and ongoing activities at the proposed new lab site.  

 

Transition Zone Between Construction and Building Areas and Coastal Prairie 

It is imperative that any plans for building location and design near areas of native coastal 

prairie grassland include transition zones between, but outside the areas that are to be 
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preserved for their natural resource value and areas that are to be developed. These zones 

will help minimize the potential for unforeseen impacts to the prairie such as the 

transportation of invasive species and will help create a buffer between project 

landscaping and the natural environment.  

 

Weed Management Plan 

Besides the construction and ongoing use of the proposed buildings at the site, the main 

threat to the native grasslands is the invasion and potential site conversion of the native 

grasslands by invasive grasses and other invasive weedy species. Hardinggrass (Phalaris 

aquatica) is already invading areas of coastal prairie at the site, and the EIR for this 

project needs to specify a weed management plan to ensure this imminent threat to the 

native grassland is prevented. Furthermore, such a plan would help mitigate the potential 

for construction and building activities to spread weeds around the site including into the 

areas of native grassland. Such a plan must be accompanied by an endowment in 

perpetuity to ensure the grassland remains free from weed invasion and other damage 

associated with this project.   

 

Surface drainage 

A “Draft Concept Plan” rendering from October 2012 showed the cement drainage on the 

Western side of the Field Station as being “restored” to a meandering creek at surface 

level. EBCNPS has since heard from project planners that the drawing was purely 

conceptual and that there are currently no plans to create a waterway on the project site. 

However, if such an action is considered, it is critical that the construction of a natural-

style waterway not affect the intact coastal prairie which could be irreparably harmed by 

creek construction activities and increased ground water supply. The present roadway, 

Regatta Blvd, parallels the canal immediately adjacent to the west. If the canal is restored 

to a more natural meandering state, locating it there, away from any sensitive natural 

resources could be a solution that EBCNPS would support. 

 

Landscaping Considerations 

Section 4.5.6 of the NOP reads: 
4.5.6 Landscape 

The RBC would support bio-diversity and habitat conservation through the use of native plant 

materials wherever possible. In addition, the RBC would utilize low-impact development design 

techniques and Bay-Friendly landscape design (see www.stopwaste.org) and make storm water 

management a site feature. As described below, natural open spaces would also be maintained. 

 

EBCNPS recommends that local-endemic ecotypes be used wherever native plant 

material is called for in the landscape design of this project. Such local ecotypes are best 

suited for this particular location and they will prevent contaminating the gene-pool of 

other native plants on the site. In the case that non-native ornamental plants are used in 

the landscape design, we recommend the plants be non-invasive and drought tolerant. 

Any irrigation for landscaped areas on the site must be planned so as to avoid impacts to 

the native coastal prairie and any other rare plant resources at the site.  
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We look forward to continuing to follow this project and commenting in the future.  If 

you have any questions, please contact me at conservation@ebcnps.org .  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mack Casterman 

Conservation Analyst 

California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter 

 

 

mailto:conservation@ebcnps.org








added. This is our most important concern. We want to know how the East Bay is going to 
encourage more people to bicycle to the new campus, and to bicycle more in general, if there 
are going to be added vehicle trips due to this project. You should take a close look at turning 
movement conflicts at major intersections around the campus, how bicyclists will safety 
make left turns into and out of roadways on key bike routes, what are the transitions like 
from pathways to roadways, and what level of awareness, slow traffic speeds and courtesy 
can be expected of roadway users of the new transportation network of the campus and the 
immediately adjacent roadway network of the type will promote more bicycling;

 4. Access to and from the Bay Trail should be maximized, including providing lighting of main 
pathways at night so that bike commuters can make commute trips after work and during the 
limited daylight hours of Winter. Good directional signage to and from the campus for bike 
commuters is also needed;

 5. Bike access from BART, AC Transit Rapid Bus Service, and future ferry service should also 
be world class, in terms of safety, design, inviting nature, and low-stress bikeway designs that 
will encourage a significant mode shift from driving to bicycling. No potential employee, 
staff member, faculty member or visitor should have the excuse of not bicycling to the 
campus because a nearby roadway is too dangerous and unviting;

We look forward to this project setting an example for the world to follow when it comes to 
eliminating the need for any employees, staff and visitors to regularly drive to the new campus.

Thank you for your consideration of these important concerns about bike safety and the promotion 
of bicycling in the East Bay.

Cordially yours,

Program Director
East Bay Bicycle Coalition

 EAST BAY BICYCLE COALITION
   Working for safe, convenient and enjoyable bicycling for all people in the East Bay

P.O. BOX 1736  OAKLAND, CA 94604 ● BERKELEY BIKE STATION, 2208 SHATTUCK AVE. 
www.ebbc.org    (510) 845-RIDE



Subject: EIR Scoping Comments from East Bay Bicycle CoaliƟon
From: Dave Campbell <dave@ebbc.org>
Date: 1/29/2013 3:54 PM
To: LRDP‐EIR@lbl.gov
CC: TRAC <tracbaytrail@earthlink.net>, alan_wolken@ci.richmond.ca.us

Jeff,

Attached as a pdf is the comment letter from the East Bay Bicycle Coalition on the
Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report for the Richmond Bay Campus 2013
Long Range Development Plan and Phase 1 Development Project. Thank you in advance for
taking these comments and concerns into account in your environmental work for this
important project. Please let me know if you have any questions about our comments and
we will look forward to the start of the environmental process and subsequently to a
walkable, bikeable and transit‐friendly new Richmond Research Facility.

Dave Campbell
Program Director
East Bay Bicycle Coalition
email: dave@ebbc.org
office: 510.845.7433
cell: 510.701.5971

Bikeway innovation comes back to the East Bay in 2013, as several cities are planning
new types of bikeways that are innovative and designed to significantly improve your
bike commute by making it much safer, more comfortable and much more attractive to new
riders. You can help bring this modern bikeway network to the East Bay by supporting our
work. Join the EBBC at www.ebbc.org/join

Attachments:

EBBCcomments_RichmondLBNL.pdf 82.4 KB
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Clearly regulations have not kept pace with the risks of modern biotechnology 
experimentation. Because synthetic biology’s objective lies in engineering novel life forms 
and products with the potential to interact with human biology and other cellular processes, 
we believe this research poses dangers (both from accidental and deliberate uses) 
unforeseen in the regulatory framework of standard rDNA research. 
 
Safety regulations and procedures must be created and tailored to address the novel aspects 
of this new science, including whistleblower protections and forums for workers to raise 
concerns. Additionally, the costs to any municipality of an appropriate public safety 
infrastructure must be identified. Until these steps are complete, expanding the use of 
synthetic biology in any setting is irresponsible. 
 
Before any decisions are made on a specific site for this new lab, we believe a 
comprehensive, independent and transparent safety and risk analysis capable of assessing 
these threats must be completed. This should include an assessment of whether existing 
occupational safety guidelines are sufficient for research on synthetic biology and also an 
assessment of the appropriateness of conducting this kind of research next to an urban 
center, where the impact of an accident on public health and human lives can be greatly 
magnified.  The proposed lab is located in the San Francisco metro area, one of the 
country’s most populous urban centers, home to more than seven million people. 
 
These assessments should include ample public participation, including stakeholder 
outreach, extensive consultation with nearby communities, and continuous opportunities for 
public comment.  There should also be significant measures of independent regulatory 
oversight, particularly because both public and private entities will be operating at the lab. 
Every stage of this process must be open to and involve the public, including town hall 
meetings to discuss and address health and safety issues. 
 
The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and the UC Berkeley Synthetic Biology 
Institute must meet the burden of proof as to whether their laboratory will be safe before 
any community can make an informed decision about inviting it to break ground in their 
backyard. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Wenonah Hauter 
Executive	
  Director	
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 1                        PROCEEDINGS
  

 2            JEFF MILLER:  Good evening, everyone.  Thank
  

 3   you for coming.  My name is Jeff Miller.  I am head of
  

 4   Public Affairs at Berkeley Lab.  Tonight I'm here on
  

 5   behalf of the University of California to introduce
  

 6   the Public Scoping Meeting for the Richmond Bay
  

 7   Campus.  Now because there are rules and protocols
  

 8   about meetings such as this, I'm going to have to read
  

 9   my remarks, which is really difficult for me because
  

10   people who know me know that I like to be
  

11   extemporaneous.  But I'm not going to do so.  I'm
  

12   going to read these verbatim.  So I apologize if it
  

13   sounds a little rote, but that's just the way it has
  

14   to be.
  

15       Tonight we are here to focus on the Environmental
  

16   Review under the state CEQA process of the proposed
  

17   Long Range Development Plan for the Richmond Bay
  

18   Campus site and the proposed first phase of
  

19   development under the LRDP.  LRDP meaning Long Range
  

20   Development Plan.
  

21       The purpose of tonight's meeting is to gather your
  

22   comments as to the scope and content of the
  

23   forthcoming Environmental Impact Report.  A Notice of
  

24   Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
  

25   was issued on January 4th, which began the public
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 1   comment period that runs through February 4th.  So
  

 2   tonight's public meeting is an integral part of this
  

 3   scoping process.
  

 4       At the end of the scoping period on February 4th,
  

 5   we will review all the comments we receive tonight,
  

 6   plus any we receive through e-mail or hard copy or in
  

 7   any other form, and we will consider them in refining
  

 8   the scope of the Environmental Impact Report.  We will
  

 9   then prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report which
  

10   will be publicly circulated for review and for which
  

11   we will hold a public hearing in late spring.
  

12       Now while we do not intend to directly respond to
  

13   your scoping comments, we will carefully review and
  

14   consider each and every one of them in preparation of
  

15   the Draft EIR.
  

16       Now, we have two types of cards available. if you
  

17   would like to speak tonight, please fill out a green
  

18   card and pass it to Ross who is standing up right
  

19   here.  If you would like to give us a written comment,
  

20   you can please fill out a blue card.  And if you wish
  

21   to send a comment by e-mail or in writing before
  

22   February 4th, the addresses are on the comment card.
  

23   So for example, our e-mail address is
  

24   LRDP-EIR@lbl.gov, and then mail will go to Jeff
  

25   Philliber at Berkeley Lab, and his address is on this
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 1   card.  Is everyone with me so far?
  

 2       The next public meeting in the process will be to
  

 3   receive comments on the Draft EIR.  We don't have a
  

 4   date for that yet, but that should probably occur
  

 5   sometime in June.  Okay.
  

 6       We also intend to present to the community a draft
  

 7   of the Long Range Development Plan when it is ready
  

 8   for review.  We expect that to be in late March or
  

 9   April.  We will hold a public meeting at the time and
  

10   present and discuss a Draft Plan with you.  That
  

11   meeting would not be part of this CEQA environmental
  

12   review process.
  

13       So I know I've thrown a lot of dates at you.  So
  

14   we do have a calendar available on the
  

15   RichmondBayCampus.lbl.gov Web site.  If you're
  

16   confused as some are -- I certainly am -- you might
  

17   want to check that calendar and that should fix the
  

18   problems around the dates.
  

19       The proposed LRDP is a partnership between UC
  

20   Berkeley and Lawrence Berkeley National Lab.  The
  

21   proposed first phase of development of the LRDP is
  

22   being undertaken by the Lab and UC.  It will be
  

23   undertaken in order to relocate and consolidate a
  

24   number of Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
  

25   programs currently located offsite from the main LBNL
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 1   site.
  

 2       Tonight you will hear from Cathy Koshland from
  

 3   University of California Berkeley who will describe
  

 4   the proposed LRDP and Horst Simon from Berkeley Lab
  

 5   who will describe the proposed first phase of
  

 6   development.  You will then hear from Jeff Philliber
  

 7   from Berkeley Lab who will describe in more detail the
  

 8   CEQA process.  Then we will begin the official public
  

 9   comment period.
  

10       Please note that we have a legal reporter present
  

11   who is transcribing tonight's proceedings for an
  

12   official record which we've made available to the
  

13   public.  We also have an interpreter here for those
  

14   who might need such a service.  To give as many people
  

15   as possible a chance to speak, we ask that speakers
  

16   hold their comments to three minutes each.
  

17       When you came in, you may have seen also these
  

18   posters that are now taken down.  But they provided an
  

19   overview of the proposed site and also described steps
  

20   in the NEPA, which is the National Environmental
  

21   Policy Act process, for the first phase of the
  

22   Richmond Bay Campus development.
  

23       The federal environmental review process, NEPA,
  

24   for the first phase of the development at the proposed
  

25   Richmond Bay Campus, is being conducted simultaneously
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 1   with the state California Environmental Policy Act,
  

 2   the CEQA process.  Two things going on simultaneously.
  

 3   If you would like to comment on the federal review,
  

 4   you can send an e-mail to Kim Abbott at
  

 5   Kim.abbott@bso.science.doe.gov.  You will never
  

 6   remember that, so I'm sure Ross and others here can
  

 7   help you if you would like to comment via that
  

 8   process.
  

 9       Finally I would like to emphasize that we're here
  

10   tonight to conduct the process prescribed by the
  

11   California Environmental Quality Act and state law.
  

12   We welcome your comments on the scope of the
  

13   environmental review for these projects.
  

14       And now I would like to introduce Cathy Koshland,
  

15   Vice Provost for Teaching, Learning, Academic Planning
  

16   & Facilities at UC Berkeley.  She will then be
  

17   followed by Horst Simon, who is Deputy Director at
  

18   Berkeley Lab.  Thank you.
  

19            CATHY KOSHLAND:  Welcome to this meeting this
  

20   evening.  I'm going to talk briefly about our
  

21   long-range plans for the Richmond Bay Campus,
  

22   especially to brief those of you who haven't been able
  

23   to participate in our three public meetings that we
  

24   have held over the last year.
  

25       It's a pleasure to be here again in the city of
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 1   Richmond and to know that our project has reached this
  

 2   important milestone.
  

 3       The UC Berkeley campus has long wanted its
  

 4   Richmond properties to contribute more to the
  

 5   University's core mission, and we want to contribute
  

 6   and be part of a vital, healthy city of Richmond.  And
  

 7   I appreciate your support and partnership in this
  

 8   process.
  

 9       The Richmond Bay Campus is part of a broader
  

10   network of innovation centers that are part of the
  

11   University of California.  In this case, you see the
  

12   center of the core campus of Berkeley as well as the
  

13   main campus of the Berkeley Lab.  And then the
  

14   Richmond Bay Campus, and we also note UCSF's Mission
  

15   Bay Campus where we also have ties on for both the
  

16   Berkeley Campus and LBNL.  So three centers of
  

17   innovation.  It's particularly important that the
  

18   Richmond campus is part of the Green Corridor, and we
  

19   see that as a critical investment in the future of our
  

20   region, building economic vitality, leadership and
  

21   innovation for the East Bay.
  

22       More specifically, here is the site.  It includes
  

23   the Richmond Field Station.  The Field Station has
  

24   been owned by the University of California and managed
  

25   by UC Berkeley since 1950.  More recently we acquired
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 1   the Regatta property next door which currently has
  

 2   warehouses, part of which are occupied by third
  

 3   parties and part of which are occupied by several of
  

 4   our collections, the Hearst Museum, the Berkeley Art
  

 5   Museum.  Many of the others have critical storage
  

 6   facilities in that building.  And then the College of
  

 7   Engineering has active research on the site at the
  

 8   present time.
  

 9       The site we're discussing is the site marked
  

10   "uplands" as well as the bottom portion to the north.
  

11   The outboard site is submerged, and although we own it
  

12   we obviously can't develop it.
  

13       The whole site that we're talking about for
  

14   development that is surrounded by the yellow portion
  

15   that is designated "uplands" is 133 acres.  And just
  

16   to give you a sense of proportionality of that, here's
  

17   an overlay of that 133 acres on top of the core
  

18   Berkeley campus which is about 180 acres, and you see
  

19   that they are really relatively comparable.
  

20       And then we're also not so incomparable from the
  

21   LBNL site.  Though it's 202 acres, much of that is on
  

22   a slope and therefore one can't build on.  And then
  

23   you can see the relationship between the Richmond Bay
  

24   Campus site and the scale of the UCSF Mission Bay
  

25   Project.
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 1       There's an interesting article in the Chronicle
  

 2   today about the ten-year anniversary of the
  

 3   development of the Mission Bay site and its success
  

 4   over this ten-year period.  And we certainly aspire to
  

 5   something along those lines.
  

 6       We've been in conversation with LBNL about a
  

 7   vision for this campus.  We've narrowed it down to
  

 8   this, a state of the art, inspirational and
  

 9   sustainable place for this world-class, collaborative
  

10   science for healthy living and sustainable
  

11   communities.
  

12       At a meeting last year, some of you heard from a
  

13   panel of scientists affiliated with LBNL and UC
  

14   Berkeley talking about the research and the research
  

15   we hope to pursue at the Richmond Bay Campus.  We want
  

16   to discover 21st-century solutions to 2lst-century
  

17   challenges in the areas of energy, the environment,
  

18   human health, and the global economy.  And already
  

19   research in Richmond includes research under
  

20   sustainable transportation with commercial
  

21   applications.  And in a moment, my colleague Horst
  

22   Simon will discuss the first phase of research at the
  

23   Richmond Bay Campus focused on the biosciences.  But
  

24   you can see the additional things that we're dreaming
  

25   of at the moment.
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 1       Getting back down to earth, we've completed a
  

 2   number of studies for this site, and we think it can
  

 3   comfortably house about five million square feet of
  

 4   development.  We expect that site to be a place for
  

 5   research labs, obviously offices and conference space,
  

 6   dining and cafés to support a population that we hope
  

 7   will grow to about 10,000, and other support space.
  

 8       The expectation is that we will have active basic
  

 9   research there, but we also very much want to engage
  

10   in translational research that would allow the ideas
  

11   that are developed in the basic research enterprise to
  

12   move into being spun off in companies and in ways that
  

13   enrich the economic development of the East Bay and of
  

14   California.
  

15       And finally, here is a view of how one might lay
  

16   out the buildings and infrastructure, roadways,
  

17   connecting pathways on this site.  This is strictly a
  

18   concept.  This is not a Master Plan; it is not a
  

19   design.  But it's to give you a sense of how we might
  

20   do it.  You'll note the wide open green spaces.
  

21   That's the native prairie grasses that we seek to
  

22   preserve.  But we wanted to give you a sense of how
  

23   we're developing, how we're thinking about this site,
  

24   how we want it to interact with its neighbors in the
  

25   city of Richmond, that there will be access and entry
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 1   points into the campus.  We anticipate, of course,
  

 2   that this site will be developed in phases over 30 or
  

 3   40 years, and eventually reach that total
  

 4   infrastructure and total population that I mentioned
  

 5   earlier.
  

 6       This is just a general overview of the project.
  

 7   We'll host a community meeting on the actual
  

 8   Long-Range Development Plan itself this spring where
  

 9   we can also discuss the research programs,
  

10   partnerships and economic development that can emerge
  

11   with this plan.  But information gathered today will
  

12   help inform our study on the possible environmental
  

13   impacts of that plan.
  

14       So now I want to introduce Horst Simon who will
  

15   describe the actual Phase One Development that we
  

16   anticipate.
  

17            HORST SIMON:  Thank you, Cathy.  It is again
  

18   a pleasure to be back in Richmond and to talk to the
  

19   city neighbors -- future neighbors -- about our plans
  

20   for a Second Campus, the Richmond Bay Campus.  It's
  

21   always a pleasure to work with Cathy and the team at
  

22   UC Berkeley on this joint development.  So as you've
  

23   noticed, we have developed a very strong partnership
  

24   over the last year also with UC Berkeley and look at
  

25   this great project jointly with great enthusiasm.
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 1       So what I would like to talk about is what is
  

 2   called the Phase One Development.  That is the first
  

 3   set of new buildings that Lawrence Berkeley National
  

 4   Labs would like to place on the Richmond Field
  

 5   Station.
  

 6       And just to bring you back to the beginning of
  

 7   this process that is now more than two years ago is
  

 8   that we started out with the challenge of having about
  

 9   25 percent of our Lab facilities and almost 25 percent
  

10   of our staff scattered over seven different sites in
  

11   the East Bay that are marked here with these little
  

12   yellow dots, ranging from JJI in Walnut Creek to NERSC
  

13   in Oakland and then several sites in West Berkeley and
  

14   in Emeryville.  And it is obvious to you and it was
  

15   obvious to us that this is very suboptimal.  There's a
  

16   lot of scientific synergy that is lost by having
  

17   people in separate sites in addition to being, or
  

18   course, very inefficient in terms of commuting between
  

19   so many different places.
  

20       We were looking for a Second Campus and went
  

21   through an RFQ process, and the City of Richmond
  

22   emerged as the leading site with the Richmond Field
  

23   Station.  And so our vision for the future is to
  

24   consolidate down to two sites -- and you saw how these
  

25   dots are moving -- some of the dots are moving back to
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 1   the hill, but a large number of dots consolidate on
  

 2   the Richmond Bay Campus site that we're discussing
  

 3   today.
  

 4       So specifically what we're trying to accomplish is
  

 5   to consolidate some of the existing facilities that
  

 6   are listed on this slide on the left here, the Joint
  

 7   Genome Institute, the Joint BioEnergy Institute,
  

 8   Advanced Biofuels, KBASE, and elements of the Life
  

 9   Science and Earth Sciences division in this Phase One
  

10   Development which would be in the southeast corner of
  

11   this conceptual plan that Cathy has shown you.
  

12       We expect that this first phase would be about
  

13   16 acres, and we hope to find about 800 gross square
  

14   of development capability there, which over the first
  

15   couple of years would be the target for building out
  

16   hopefully the Richmond Bay Campus site.
  

17       I want to describe the three first buildings that
  

18   we envision to happen there.  The very first building
  

19   there is the so-called BioIntegration facility.  The
  

20   notion behind this building is to take biological
  

21   facilities, that as I said are currently scattered
  

22   across the East Bay -- you see them listed here on
  

23   this slide -- and bring them together in a building.
  

24   It makes perfect sense to consolidate these facilities
  

25   because they serve the scientist and the users, not
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 1   just at the Lab but in the nation.  And by bringing
  

 2   them together in one building -- we have already done
  

 3   the analysis -- we will save space; we will get out of
  

 4   leased buildings, and we will produce a more
  

 5   productive facility that will serve the researchers
  

 6   that will not only join us on the Richmond Bay Campus
  

 7   site but, as I said, come from UC Berkeley, from the
  

 8   Bay Area, from the state of California, and from all
  

 9   over the world.
  

10       Just to explain -- and you will hear this in Jeff
  

11   Philliber's presentation -- why we have also a NEPA
  

12   process.  This is going to be, as we hope, a federal
  

13   building that will be financed by the Department of
  

14   Energy.  We are also engaging you in parallel with the
  

15   CEQA process here with the NEPA process, specifically
  

16   on this building.
  

17       We envisioned to have as a second building a
  

18   building that is dedicated to the energy sciences.
  

19   Just as a background, you are all aware of the
  

20   environmental challenges that we face, not just as a
  

21   community here but as a nation and the world in terms
  

22   of the Increased carbon in the atmosphere.  And our
  

23   Lab is engaging in a number of research projects that
  

24   look at the future of energy in the world and finding
  

25   technologies that reduce carbon or are carbon neutral.
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 1       One of those technologies is the production of
  

 2   biofuels.  The Joint BioEnergy Institute that's about
  

 3   five years old was started in a leased facility in
  

 4   Emeryville.  That would be the anchor tenant for the
  

 5   second building, the energy building.  Activities
  

 6   there would be augmented by other projects that are
  

 7   currently funded by DOE under the Biological
  

 8   Environmental Research Program.
  

 9       Our third building would be our health building,
  

10   health sciences.  There's a large number of activities
  

11   currently happening at the Lab that are currently
  

12   mostly in a facility in West Berkeley on Potter Street
  

13   that focus on health sciences.  The notion here is
  

14   that LBNL -- and you have probably heard some of the
  

15   research stories when we had our young researchers
  

16   here, but just to remind you -- we have a very active
  

17   program which looks at physical technologies such as
  

18   imaging, for example, and applies these technologies
  

19   to the problems related to health.
  

20       We have a large core, for example, in breast
  

21   cancer research.  And so out of this combination of
  

22   physically-based technology that we have developed at
  

23   the Lab and the application of the health sciences, we
  

24   have found a lot of important applications really
  

25   benefiting the health of the population, in particular
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 1   as we consider environmental impacts on health.
  

 2   That's the big focus for this third building.
  

 3       Here's a very short highlight, a little overview
  

 4   of what will happen next.  Of course, we've just
  

 5   started the CEQA and NEPA process, and we will engage
  

 6   you, as you've heard, about the Long-Range Development
  

 7   Plan.
  

 8       These are the activities that will happen
  

 9   throughout 2013.  If the LRDP and the project funding
  

10   is approved, we envision to start the project in 2014,
  

11   and then expect design construction happening from 14,
  

12   15 onward through 17.  And hopefully we'll be able to
  

13   move into the new buildings, that's our goal, in late
  

14   17 and early 18.  And then, of course, start thinking
  

15   about other phases -- perhaps you've seen our
  

16   long-term vision for the Richmond Bay Campus for
  

17   future phases.
  

18       So with that, I would like to turn it over to Jeff
  

19   Philliber, who will tell you the details of the CEQA
  

20   process.
  

21            JEFF PHILLIBER:  Thank you very much.  Hi.
  

22   My name is Jeff Philliber.  I'm the Berkeley Lab
  

23   environmental planner.  I'll be speaking today on
  

24   behalf of the University of California to present to
  

25   you the CEQA process for the Richmond Bay Campus
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 1   Project.
  

 2       So CEQA has a couple of main purposes.  The
  

 3   foremost purpose is to inform governmental decision
  

 4   makers as to the environmental consequences of their
  

 5   actions or their decisions.  It also allows them to
  

 6   choose between alternatives.  It provides mitigation
  

 7   and ways to avoid impacts.
  

 8       Another thing that CEQA allows for is public
  

 9   information.  It informs the public.  Not only does it
  

10   inform the public, but it allows the public to
  

11   participate in the process.  The public can help
  

12   inform decision makers as to what the public thinks
  

13   are issues of concern.  And so all of you who are here
  

14   tonight are participating in our process, and we thank
  

15   you for showing up.
  

16       The University's CEQA process is outlined here for
  

17   an Environmental impact Report.  The Environmental
  

18   Impact Report is the most extensive process that CEQA
  

19   provides for analyzing impacts.  It starts with a
  

20   scoping, typically 30 days.  We're in that period
  

21   right now.  The scoping period is initiated by the
  

22   distribution or the public circulation of a Notice of
  

23   Preparation.  If you haven't received that, and you
  

24   want one, please contact Ross.  We have them here as
  

25   well.  There will also be typically a public scoping
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 1   meeting which is what we're engaged in tonight.
  

 2       The comments that the University receives during a
  

 3   scoping period are then used to help inform the report
  

 4   preparers as they prepare a Draft Environmental Impact
  

 5   Report.  The Draft EIR, when its ready, is publicly
  

 6   circulated, typically for 45 days.  The public and
  

 7   agencies and any interested parties may then review
  

 8   the report and provide comments back to the
  

 9   University.  There will also be, as Jeff Miller
  

10   pointed out, a similar meeting to this one where we
  

11   would listen to your comments as to the adequacy of
  

12   that Draft EIR.
  

13       At the close of that period, all of the comments
  

14   received would then be responded to in a Response to
  

15   Comments document that would be part of a Final
  

16   Environmental Impact Report.  That report would also
  

17   include any refinements to the EIR as well as any
  

18   mitigation plan that needs to be put together and
  

19   other items that are required by the Regents or by
  

20   CEQA.  That would be then submitted to the Regents or
  

21   the University's decision-making body, and they would
  

22   then decide whether to approve or certify the EIR or
  

23   not.  Only after certification of an EIR can the
  

24   Regents then approve the project that's the subject of
  

25   the EIR.
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 1       Our process we're projecting is we'll follow this
  

 2   rough timeline.  We open the scoping period on January
  

 3   4th.  It closes February 4th.  The Draft EIR we're
  

 4   hoping will come out in the May/June timeframe of this
  

 5   year.  The Final EIR we're projecting for sometime
  

 6   around October, and we are projecting or shooting for
  

 7   the Regents meeting in November.  The Regents meet
  

 8   approximately once every other month.
  

 9       There are different kinds of EIRs.  This
  

10   particular EIR comes as two different types.  Program
  

11   EIRs analyze general programs and master plans and
  

12   proposals that are general and wide and broad in
  

13   scope.  Project-specific EIRs look at specific
  

14   projects.  This project as it's been described has
  

15   both components.  The LRDP will be analyzed
  

16   programmatically in the EIR, and the Phase One portion
  

17   of the project will be analyzed at a specific level of
  

18   detail in the EIR.
  

19       Currently the University is considering a range of
  

20   alternatives that would include what you see here:  A
  

21   reduced growth alternative on the site; an alternative
  

22   development arrangement on the Richmond site that
  

23   would allow for more flexibility in siting scientific
  

24   facilities in the future; an off-site alternative that
  

25   considers moving the entire campus to a different site
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 1   -- Alameda in particular has been looked at, but we
  

 2   were looking at all of the major sites that were
  

 3   considered in the planning process -- and a No Project
  

 4   Alternative which is required under CEQA which would
  

 5   have us analyze what would happen in the future if
  

 6   this project did not happen at all.
  

 7       This includes most of the areas that would be
  

 8   analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.  You can
  

 9   see here -- if you want any details on any of these,
  

10   just grab the NOP.  We go into quite a bit of detail
  

11   on our current assessment, our preliminary assessment
  

12   of these areas.
  

13       As Jeff Miller mentioned, you probably noticed
  

14   that the Department of Energy was answering some
  

15   questions and had an informal poster session out here
  

16   earlier this evening.  And as Jeff pointed out, and
  

17   Horst, both processes are occurring simultaneously,
  

18   the CEQA process and the NEPA process.
  

19       One thing that's really important to note about
  

20   these two processes, despite their many similarities,
  

21   is that they're both independent of each other.  That
  

22   is, the University of California is conducting the
  

23   CEQA process independently from the Department of
  

24   Energy which is conducting the NEPA process.
  

25   Therefore, if you have comments that are pertinent to
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 1   one or the other, you should make it as clear as you
  

 2   can when you communicate with us who you want these
  

 3   comments to go to.  We'll definitely try to
  

 4   accommodate you every way we can.  But if I receive
  

 5   comments, I'll typically assume they're for the CEQA
  

 6   document.  And Mr. Kim Abbott, who is in the back,
  

 7   he's the document manager for the NEPA document, and
  

 8   he will be receiving all the NEPA comments.  If I
  

 9   receive comments that reference the NEPA document,
  

10   I'll make sure Kim gets those, and he will do the same
  

11   for me for CEQA.
  

12       So finally as we enter into the public comment
  

13   portion of this meeting, I just want to say one thing.
  

14   Folks who have done this before know this already, but
  

15   one frustrating thing to some folks about a public
  

16   scoping meeting under CEQA, and a bit frustrating to
  

17   us too, is how we have to conduct the meeting.
  

18       Those of us who work at the University are very
  

19   excited about this project, and we actually love to
  

20   talk about it.  But we won't be able to talk about it
  

21   with you tonight.  That would be at odds with the
  

22   purpose of the CEQA scoping meeting which is for us,
  

23   the University, to be good listeners.
  

24       So we will sit quietly, and we will record
  

25   everything that you say or ask or comment upon.  We're
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 1   going to particularly focus on anything you have to
  

 2   say that's pertinent to the scope or content of the
  

 3   forthcoming Environmental Impact Report.  But we will
  

 4   certainly not turn off the microphone if you talk
  

 5   about the project or something else.
  

 6       So with that, again, I want to thank you for
  

 7   coming.  I'm going to turn this back to Jeff.  Or we
  

 8   can just dive right in?
  

 9            JEFF MILLER:  Dive right in.
  

10            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  I'm Jennifer McDougall.
  

11   I'm a planner with UC Berkeley, and Jeff and I will
  

12   jointly facilitate the speaker comment portion of the
  

13   meeting.  We will start with Carole Schemmerlinig and
  

14   then after that will be Patricia Jones.
  

15       Start with three minutes.  Please come to the
  

16   microphone there, and give your comments.  We'll do
  

17   three minutes.  At two minutes I'll show the fact that
  

18   there's one minute left, and then we'll do 30 seconds
  

19   and then we'll ask you to wrap up your comments.
  

20            CAROLE SCHEMMERLINIG:  My name is Carole
  

21   Schemmerlinig.  I'm a member of the LBNL CAG.  I have
  

22   pointed out to some of the people at the Lab that this
  

23   is one of the better NOPs that I've seen and had to
  

24   read.  I'm pleased to say that it was more
  

25   comprehensive in its answers and fewer boxes checked
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 1   saying no problem.  We don't have to look any further.
  

 2       I am, as a member of the LBNL CAG, concerned about
  

 3   several issues that will be part of this project too.
  

 4   Water -- and there is water on the site, although the
  

 5   NOP says it's not a natural stream -- it was a natural
  

 6   stream until it was put into a concrete ditch.  And so
  

 7   the water, and the way it's treated in the Plan, is
  

 8   questionable.  I would like to see it restored in a
  

 9   natural fashion.
  

10       I'm concerned also about, in general,
  

11   contamination.  The present site on the hill is
  

12   heavily contaminated.  I know that the one in Richmond
  

13   has suffered great contamination because of the Seneca
  

14   buildings -- or rather properties -- and it continues
  

15   to be contaminated.  I need to be reassured as much as
  

16   possible that the contamination will not be increased
  

17   by whatever goes on at the Richmond Field Station,
  

18   although I'm not sure that I can be easily reassured.
  

19   But I would like to be.
  

20       The contamination of the water and the air are two
  

21   things that Richmond doesn't need more of.  With
  

22   Chevron and the Seneca site and several other sites in
  

23   Richmond, I think Richmond deserves to have everything
  

24   as clean as can be.
  

25       So that's my major concern.  I think it could be a
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 1   very good site for some of the expansion of the Lab.
  

 2   But I think in the long run, the benefits to the
  

 3   citizens of Richmond are more important.
  

 4            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  Thank you.  Our next
  

 5   speaker is Patricia Jones.
  

 6            PATRICIA JONES:  Good evening.  My name is
  

 7   Patricia Jones.  I'm the Executive Director of
  

 8   Citizens for East Shore Parks.  So thank you for
  

 9   giving me an opportunity to speak this evening.
  

10       CESP, Citizens for East Shore Parks, is an
  

11   environmental nonprofit group that was instrumental in
  

12   creating what is now called McLaughlin East Shore
  

13   State Park.  And the northern tip of this park is
  

14   adjacent to your project.
  

15       Our mission is to create parks and open space
  

16   along the East Bay shoreline.  And so to that end,
  

17   we're very interested to confirm that this shoreline
  

18   property along Richmond's beautiful 32-mile shoreline,
  

19   is respected in terms of habitat conservation and
  

20   restoration and public access.
  

21       I see that you do have appropriated boxes checked
  

22   for biological resources.  I just urge you to evaluate
  

23   these impacts completely.  There is less -- and
  

24   somebody else will speak more to this; I'm not the
  

25   expert -- but I understand there's less than one
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 1   percent of coastal prairie left in California, and you
  

 2   have a large chunk of it on your property.  And I
  

 3   would say that having an open lawn surrounded by
  

 4   buildings may not make for a healthy coastal prairie.
  

 5       Also, as mentioned by Carole, there is a creek
  

 6   running through the property that we hope restoration
  

 7   will be explored on that creek.
  

 8       So we look forward to seeing a compete EIR and
  

 9   EIS, and that this project can become a community
  

10   asset to the region.  And CESP will be submitting
  

11   comments in writing.  Thank you.
  

12            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  Our next speaker is John
  

13   Shively, and then after John Shively is Bruce Beyaert.
  

14            JOHN SHIVELY:  I'm John Shively.  I got the
  

15   news of this meeting wrong.  I was told that it would
  

16   start at 7:30, and so I just breezed in the door.
  

17   Forgive me for that.
  

18       Anyhow, I am very interested in this project.
  

19   Years ago, from 1976 to 1982, I was the manager of the
  

20   University's Richmond Field Station, which was a
  

21   misnomer.  Field stations are associated with
  

22   agricultural projects.  At the time I was here, there
  

23   were about 13 separate totally independent research
  

24   activities going on at the Field Station.  And it was
  

25   a delightful time.
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 1       But there was a program back then that fortunately
  

 2   failed.  They were going to quietly -- the College of
  

 3   Engineering was going to sell off the Field Station
  

 4   for commercial development.  What spoiled it is I
  

 5   accepted the President's office desire to build a
  

 6   northern region library facility, and that slipped
  

 7   through the radar and dropped a huge anchor which
  

 8   spoiled the grand plan to sell off the Field Station
  

 9   for commercial development.
  

10       And frankly I'm delighted.  I think you can use a
  

11   better name.  Richmond Bay Campus doesn't ring right.
  

12   I prefer to see the Richmond Research Center of the
  

13   University of California.  Thank you.
  

14            BRUCE BEYAERT:  Good evening.  My name is
  

15   Bruce Beyaert.  I'm a Richmond resident and chair of
  

16   TRAC, the Trails for Richmond Action Committee.  As
  

17   you know, the citizens of Richmond are very delighted
  

18   to have LBNL and UCB coming to our community, becoming
  

19   a part of it.
  

20       I'd just like to address one thing tonight, and
  

21   that is that the Draft EIR clearly identify the role
  

22   of adopted local plans.  The city of Richmond last
  

23   year adopted a new General Plan, a Bicycle Master
  

24   Plan, and a Pedestrian Plan.  The Draft -- the initial
  

25   study states on page 28 that "projects on University
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 1   property are exempt from local land use planning
  

 2   jurisdiction."
  

 3       However, CEQA apparently does apply to the
  

 4   project.  That's why we're here tonight.  And CEQA
  

 5   does require addressing inconsistencies with local
  

 6   plans and mitigating them to a less than significant
  

 7   level.  And, of course, most of the project's impacts
  

 8   occur off-site, so I would assume that that would
  

 9   involve consistency with the local plans I mentioned.
  

10   It would be very helpful to have that clarified and
  

11   addressed in the Draft EIR citing appropriate legal
  

12   authorities.
  

13       But aside the legal issues and the niceties of
  

14   CEQA that do a great deal in cementing the emerging
  

15   great relationships between LBNL and UCB, if the Draft
  

16   EIR and the institutions would commit to complying
  

17   with the letter and the spirit of the City's adopted
  

18   plans.
  

19       Those are my only comments.  TRAC has already
  

20   submitted more specific written comments.  Thank you.
  

21            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  Our next speaker is Mack
  

22   Casterman, and after him will be Bill Pinkham.
  

23            MACK CASTERMAN:  Hello.  My name is Mack
  

24   Casterman, and I am the conservation analyst for the
  

25   East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant
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 1   Society.
  

 2       The California Native Plant Society's East Bay
  

 3   Chapter has published a list of 15 Botanical Priority
  

 4   Protection Areas in Alameda and Contra Costa County,
  

 5   and the Richmond Field Station is one of those areas.
  

 6   Our interest in the Station is in its rare remnant
  

 7   coastal prairie grassland, which as Patricia Jones
  

 8   stated, is exceedingly rare in the state.  There is
  

 9   very little left at this point, and so we're hopeful
  

10   that the EIR will make sure to plan for any impacts to
  

11   that grassland community.
  

12       Obviously, avoidance is always the best
  

13   mitigation, and in the case of native grassland it is
  

14   often the only feasible mitigation option.  So we will
  

15   be looking forward to the EIR and how it addresses the
  

16   potential impacts to the native grassland at the site.
  

17       Also, it's vitally important to begin floristic
  

18   surveys now, not only for this Phase One of
  

19   development, but for the other phases down the line
  

20   here so that appropriate data is available for this
  

21   and future Environmental Impact Reports.
  

22       Also in October of 2012 I recall seeing a picture
  

23   of the Plan that has the drainage that is on the west
  

24   side of the property put up and possibly restored to
  

25   what looked like a meandering creek.  The new updated
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 1   pictures don't show that.  They just show the existing
  

 2   drainage as it is.  So I would like more information
  

 3   on that, or maybe some updated photos.
  

 4       And we will be submitting more detailed comments
  

 5   for the NOP, and we'll look forward to commenting on
  

 6   the EIR as well. Thank you.
  

 7            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  Bill Pinkham.
  

 8            BILL PINKHAM:  Good evening.  I'm Bill
  

 9   Pinkham.  I'm on the board of the East Bay Bicycle
  

10   Coalition and on the steering committee of our local'
  

11   350.org group.
  

12       Very briefly, I hope that the EIR and the Plan
  

13   will account for sea level rise in the Bay.  It's
  

14   pretty clear that we're going to have two or
  

15   three feet already.  There is 50 percent less ice on
  

16   the planet than there was when we had those first
  

17   pictures of earthrise that John Glenn and the other
  

18   astronauts took.  The seas are 30 percent more acidic,
  

19   and it's much harder for them to absorb carbon.  If
  

20   the energy companies burn the stored energy they have
  

21   right now, we'll pass a rise in two degrees Centigrade
  

22   by 2015.  Very scary.  We're already up .8 degrees
  

23   Centigrade.  Especially because this project is going
  

24   to be developed over 30 years or so, I think it's very
  

25   important that that be a consideration.  Thank you.
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 1            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  Do we have any other
  

 2   speaker cards tonight?  Pamela Sihvola.
  

 3            PAMELA SIHVOLA:  My name is Pamela Sihvola,
  

 4   and I'm the co-chair of the Committee to Minimize
  

 5   Toxic Waste in Berkeley.
  

 6       It is curious how little the association of this
  

 7   project with the Department of Energy has been
  

 8   mentioned.  The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
  

 9   the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, the Los
  

10   Alamos National Laboratory and this proposed Richmond
  

11   National Laboratory are and will be all owned and
  

12   operated by the Department of Energy, previously known
  

13   as the Atomic Energy Commission, and managed by the
  

14   University of California under contracts which
  

15   generally are negotiated for five year terms.
  

16       Half of the Lawrence Berkeley National
  

17   Laboratory's 72-year life span was operated without
  

18   any environmental laws.  Even after the Clean Air Act
  

19   and the Clean Water Act, radioactive pollution
  

20   continued in Berkeley next to the Lawrence Hall of
  

21   Science, the Children's Museum, as tritium, a
  

22   radioactive isotope of hydrogen, was released into the
  

23   air and waters of the Strawberry Creek Watershed.
  

24       Regarding the proposed Richmond Field Station
  

25   facility, it is critical that UC, LBNL, and the



CLARK REPORTING AND VIDEOCONFERENCING (510) 486-0700

31

  
 1   Department of Energy prepare individual EIRs on the
  

 2   CEQA and full-blown Environmental Impact Statements
  

 3   under the National Environmental Policy Act for each
  

 4   of the proposed individual buildings, and analyze not
  

 5   only the impacts from construction but also the
  

 6   impacts from operations for the entire projected life
  

 7   span of each of these buildings.
  

 8       If we had had a chance in Berkeley to comment on
  

 9   the National Tritium Labeling Facility Project during
  

10   its planning phase, we would have learned that almost
  

11   30 percent larger inventories, 30 times larger
  

12   inventories for radioactive tritium were allowed at
  

13   the LBNL's site, compared, for instance, to just the
  

14   central campus of UC Berkeley.  And there would have
  

15   been a chance to prevent radioactive emissions which
  

16   reached all the way to Lake Anza in Tilden Park but
  

17   may have impacted the children at Lawrence Hall of
  

18   Science just 110 meters downwind from the tritium
  

19   stack.
  

20       This in mind, the Richmond community must be
  

21   vigilant regarding, for instance, synthetic biology,
  

22   the potential impacts and risks associated with UC
  

23   Berkeley's Synthetic Biology Institute being
  

24   considered for the Richmond site.
  

25       Since the Richmond Lab is a federal facility, the
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 1   proposed programmatic EIR under CEQA must be
  

 2   accompanied by a full-blown EIS under NEPA.  And the
  

 3   documents I have received in the mail and what was
  

 4   presented tonight really have no reference to the
  

 5   comment period for the Department of Energy's portion
  

 6   of this project.  There are no addresses where to send
  

 7   these comments.  There's a reference to somebody in
  

 8   Oakridge.
  

 9       So I am urging that the EIR be accompanied with a
  

10   full-blown EIS, and again, each building that is
  

11   constructed should have an EIR and an EIS for both
  

12   operations and the construction to fully analyze the
  

13   health risks and the environmental impacts for the
  

14   entire projected life span of each building.  Thank
  

15   you.
  

16            JENNIFER McDOUGALL:  Thank you very much.
  

17   Are there any other speakers tonight?  Thank you very
  

18   much for attending tonight and for sharing your
  

19   thoughts about the project with us.
  

20       (The meeting adjourned at 7:52 p.m.)
  

21                         ---o0o---
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