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Adeline Corridor Specific Plan

Luther King Jr. Way, Sacramento Street, Telegraph Avenue, Ashby Avenue and Alcatraz
Avenue) and that have concentrations of commercial/mixed-use development. To the north
and northwest of the Plan Area, where the Downtown and UC Berkeley Campus are
located, land uses are characterized by more intensely developed residential, office and
institutional uses.

The Plan Area has an average slope of 1.2 percent and generally slopes in a southwesterly
direction from an elevation of approximately 167 feet above sea level at the intersection of
Shattuck Avenue and Dwight Way to approximately 85 feet above sea level near the
Berkeley/Oakland City Limit. The Plan Area is within the boundaries of the Potter
Watershed. As shown in Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, there are
no open creeks or surface water bodies in or near the Plan Area. Eleven properties in the
Plan Area are present on one of the lists of hazardous waste sites enumerated under
Section 95962.5 of the Government Code, meaning hazardous substances are known to
have been released on those properties at some point in the past.

The overall development character of the Plan Area consists primarily of one- and two-story
buildings with active commercial ground floor uses. Many structures include second-story
residential or office use. Some taller structures are present, including the five-story Parker
Place (mixed-use residential with ground floor commercial) and Central Self Storage
buildings on Shattuck Avenue in the northern part of the Plan Area and the six-story Harriet
Tubman Terrace residential complex on Adeline Street.

Building sizes range from just under 1,000 square feet to over 90,000 square feet. The
largest building at 93,460 square feet is the Ed Roberts Campus. Smaller buildings are
typically residential structures and small retail establishments. The most prevalent type of
building within the Plan Area is mixed-use, which makes up 22.6 percent of the total built
environment. The next most common building type is single-use commercial, which makes
up 18 percent of the built environment. Of the 235,327 square feet of single-use commercial
buildings, nearly 80 percent is comprised of single-story retail stores along Adeline Street.

3.3 Cumulative Development

As defined in CEQA Guidelines 815335, “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more
individual impacts that, when considered together, are substantial or will compound other
environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts are the changes in the environment that result
from the incremental impact of development of the proposed project and other nearby
projects. For example, traffic impacts of two nearby projects may be insignificant when
analyzed separately but could have a significant impact when analyzed together.
Cumulative impacts analysis provides a reasonable forecast of future environmental
conditions and can more accurately gauge the effects of a series of projects. According to
CEQA Guidelines 815130(b), a discussion of significant cumulative impacts shall include a
list of past, present, and probably future projects related to cumulative impacts; or, a
summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan that
describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.

The cumulative setting for each environmental issue area is described in Section 4,
Environmental Impact Analysis. The Plan Area is located geographically in the southern
portion of Berkeley; however, cumulative impacts as analyzed in this EIR may be spread
throughout Berkeley or the region. Some cumulative impacts are not necessarily significant
in relation to development that occurs further from the Plan Area. For example, noise
impacts associated with the proposed Specific Plan are not likely to be detected in the
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Environmental Setting

northern part of Berkeley but may be detected in the adjacent residential neighborhoods in
south Berkeley and in the northernmost portion of Oakland. Selected cumulative impact
discussions, such as land use and geology and soils, rely on a smaller geographic area:
these are noted as appropriate. Some cumulative impact discussions, such as air quality,
traffic and circulation, and population and housing, rely on much larger geographic areas
such as the Bay Area region. For issues that may have regional cumulative implications, the
cumulative impact analysis for this EIR is based on Plan Bay Area 2040, the Bay Area’s
most recent Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
Based on the forecasts in Plan Bay Area 2040, in 2040 Berkeley is estimated to have a
population of 140,900, 55,400 housing units, and 121,700 jobs. Currently, Berkeley has an
estimated population of 118,585, 45,923 housing units, and 82,237 jobs (see Tables 4.10-1
and 4.10-2 in Section 4.10, Population and Housing). Development under the proposed
Specific Plan in conjunction with development forecasted in Plan Bay Area 2040 is
accounted for in the cumulative impacts analysis.
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Environmental Impact Analysis

4  Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Adeline Corridor Specific
Plan for the specific issue areas that were identified through the scoping process as having
the potential to experience significant effects. “Significant effect” is defined by the CEQA
Guidelines §15382 as:

“...a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An
economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment, but may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant.”

The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental setting
related to the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first
subsection identifies the methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are
those criteria adopted by the City and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed
specifically for this analysis to determine whether potential effects are significant. The next
subsection describes each impact of the proposed project, mitigation measures for
significant impacts, and the level of significance after mitigation. Each effect under
consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text with the discussion of the
effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also contains a statement of the
significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:

Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold
level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved
per 815093 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Significant but Mitigable to Less than Significant . An impact that can be reduced to
below the threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.
Such an impact requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the
threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation
measures that could further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily
available and easily achievable.

No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or
would reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.

Following each environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures (if required)
and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the
measure(s). These are also summarized in the Executive Summary of this EIR. In cases
where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in
another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact. The
impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other planned and pending
developments in the area listed in Section 3, Environmental Setting.
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Environmental Impact Analysis
Biological Resources

4.2  Biological Resources

This section analyses the proposed Specific Plan’s impacts related to biological resources.
4.2.1 Setting

a. Plan Area Setting

The Plan Area encompasses approximately 86 acres of land and contains a wide range of
commercial, civic, cultural, and residential land uses. The Plan Area is characterized by a
varied street environment and approximately 38 acres of right-of-way (e.g., streets and
sidewalks) used for multiple modes of transportation. The remaining area is developed with
commercial uses, public, civic, or institutional uses, residential uses, and a small portion of
parking, warehouse or mixed uses, and vacant lots. The immediate vicinity surrounding the
Plan Area is almost entirely intensive urban uses and development.

Habitats

The Plan Area is urbanized and does not include substantial areas of open space or
undeveloped, unpaved land. Developed areas correspond with the urban land cover type
described in the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (California Department of Fish and
Wildlife [CDFW], 2018c; Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988). As such, vegetation is limited
largely to landscaping in commercial areas, residential neighborhoods, and along park strips
and street medians. Plant species in urban areas are highly variable, and vegetation
structure includes shade/street trees, lawns, and shrub cover.

Some ruderal vegetation occurs along roadsides and vacant lots. Ruderal vegetation is
associated with urban areas where substantial ground disturbance activities occur. Ruderal
areas are often found along roadsides, fence-lines, and in areas undergoing urban
development. Ruderal plant communities are not described by Holland (1986), Sawyer et al.
(2009), or Mayer and Laudenslayer (1988). They are typically dominated by herbaceous
plants (i.e., forbs) such as mustards (Brassica spp.), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), and
mallows (Malva spp.), and include many non-native annual grasses such as ripgut brome
(Bromus diandrus), wild oats (Avena spp.), and foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum).

Waterways and Drainages

There are no mapped or designated federally or State protected wetlands within the Plan
Area (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2018c). The Plan Area does not contain
aquatic features that would fall under regulatory jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or CDFW.
Likewise, there are no creeks or natural waterways within the Plan Area, as the surrounding
vicinity is highly urbanized and developed. Underground water drainages and culverts are
the only water courses or water bodies in the Plan Area. Figure 4.7-1 in Section 4.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality, shows stormwater, drainage, and creeks in the vicinity of the
Plan Area.

Special Status Biological Resources

For the purpose of this EIR, special status species are those plants and animals listed,
proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS or
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the Federal Endangered Species Act
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(FESA); those listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA); animals designated as “Species of Special Concern,” “Fully
Protected,” or “Watch List” by the CDFW; and plants with a California Rare Plant Rank
(CRPR) of 1 and 2, which are defined as follows:

List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California

List 1B.1 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in
California (over 80 percent of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of
threat)

List 1B.2 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; fairly endangered in
California (20-80 percent occurrences threatened)

List 1B.3 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere, not very endangered in
California (<20 percent of occurrences threatened, or no current threats known)

List 2 = Rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere

Queries were conducted of the USFWS Information, Planning and Conservation System
(IPaC) (USFWS 2018a), USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2018b), California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2018a), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2018). The queries
were conducted to obtain comprehensive information regarding federally and State listed
species, sensitive communities, and federally designated Critical Habitat known to or
considered to have potential to occur within the Plan Area.

Sensitive Communities and Critical Habitat

No natural communities considered sensitive by the CDFW occur in the Plan Area, but the
CNDDB lists two sensitive natural communities that occur within a 5-mile radius of the Plan
Area. Federally designated critical habitat for one species also occurs within a 5-mile radius
of the Plan Area. Table 4.2-1 lists these sensitive communities and critical habitat.

Table 4.2-1 Sensitive Communities and Critical Habitats Documented within a Five-
mile Radius of the Plan Area

Communities Considered Sensitive by the CDFW ‘

Northern Coastal Salt Marsh

Northern Maritime Chaparral

Critical Habitat ‘

Alameda Whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis)

Source: CNDDB (CDFW 2018a); Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2018b)
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Special Status Plant and Animal Species

The San Francisco Bay Area is home to several species protected by federal and State
agencies. Queries were conducted of the CNDDB (CDFW 2018a), CNPS (2018), and
USFWS IPaC (2018a) to obtain comprehensive information regarding federally and State
listed species, as well as other special status species and sensitive plant communities
considered to have potential to occur or known to occur in the Oakland West, California
USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and/or surrounding eight quadrangles (Oakland
East, San Leandro, Hunters Point, San Francisco South, San Francisco North, San Quentin,
Richmond, and Briones Valley). The results of these scientific database queries were
compiled into Table B-1 and Table B-2 included in Appendix B. A total of 110 special status
plants and 122 special status animals were identified by these queries. Of those, 64 have
known occurrences within a 5-mile radius of the Plan Area, although none of these were
recorded in the Plan Area itself. Many of these species have sensitivity ratings below the
threshold for significant impacts under CEQA from development in urban settings such as
South Berkeley. Two special status bats are known to occur within the Plan Area or in the
immediate vicinity. These species include:

Big-free Tailed Bat

The big-free tailed bat (Nyctinomops macrotis) is a CDFW Species of Special Concern in
the family Molossidae. The big-free tailed bat occurs in rugged rocky habitats in arid
landscapes and is associated with plant communities such as desert shrub, woodlands and
evergreen forest. Big-free tailed bats roost mainly in crevices and rocks, although they have
been recorded in urban areas as well. This species is listed as a species of special concern
in California. The big-free tailed bat occurrence records in the Plan Area are distributed in a
range loosely spanning the northern portion of the Plan Area and extending north from
Ashby Avenue.

Pallid Bat

The pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) is a CDFW Species of Special Concern in the family
Vespertilionidae. In California, the species occurs throughout California in a variety of
habitats including low desert, oak woodland and coastal redwood forests, extending up to
3,000 meters elevation in the Sierra Nevada. This species is listed as a species of special
concern. Pallid bat occurrence records in the Plan Area are distributed in a range loosely
spanning the northern portion of the Plan Area and extending north from Ashby Avenue.

Wildlife Movement Corridors

Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages, are generally defined as connections
between habitat patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between otherwise
isolated animal populations. Such linkages may serve a local purpose, such as providing a
linkage between foraging and denning areas, or they may be regional in nature. Some
habitat linkages may serve as migration corridors, wherein animals periodically move away
from an area and then subsequently return. Others may be important as dispersal corridors
for young animals. A group of habitat linkages in an area can form a wildlife corridor
network.

Wildlife movement corridors can be both large and small scale. One essential connectivity
area (ECA) as mapped by the Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS) is
located approximately one mile west of the Plan Area (CDFW 2018b). The corridor connects
several natural landscape blocks in the east San Francisco Bay Area. It extends from the
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foothills southeast of San Pablo bay southeast paralleling the San Francisco Bay and
connecting with the Diablo Range east of Fremont. CDFW characterizes the value of
essential connectivity areas based on permeability to wildlife movements. As mapped in
BIOS, the edges of the nearest connectivity area become increasingly less permeable as
they extend toward Berkeley and developed areas of Alameda County. The Plan Area is not
within any ECAs and given the highly urbanized nature of the area, is unlikely to function as
wildlife connectivity or movement area, even on a local scale.

b. Regulatory Framework

Federal, State, and local authorities share regulatory authority over biological resources
under a variety of statutes and guidelines. The primary authority for general biological
resources rests with the land use control and planning authority of local jurisdictions, which
for this project is the City of Berkeley. The CDFW is a trustee agency for biological
resources throughout California under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
has direct jurisdiction under the California Fish and Game Code, which includes, but is not
limited to, resources protected by the State of California under the CESA.

Federal and State Jurisdictions

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS implements the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States Code [USC]
Section 703-711) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC Section 668). The
USFWS and NMFS share responsibility for implementing the FESA (16 USC § 153 et seq.).
The USFWS generally implements the FESA for terrestrial and freshwater species, while
the NMFS implements the FESA for marine and anadromous species. Projects that would
result in “take” of any federally listed threatened or endangered species are required to
obtain permits from the USFWS and/or NMFS through either Section 7 (interagency
consultation with a federal nexus) or Section 10 (Habitat Conservation Plan) of FESA,
depending on the involvement by the federal government in permitting and/or funding of the
project. The permitting process is used to determine if a project would jeopardize the
continued existence of a listed species and what measures would be required to avoid
jeopardizing the species. “Take” under federal definition means to harass, harm (which
includes habitat modification), pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Proposed or candidate species do not have the full
protection of FESA; however, the USFWS and NMFS advise project applicants that they
could be elevated to listed status at any time.

United States Army Corps of Engineers

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the USACE has authority to regulate activities
that result in discharge of dredged or fill material into wetlands or other “waters of the United
States.” Perennial and intermittent creeks are considered waters of the United States if they
are hydrologically connected to other jurisdictional waters. The USACE also implements the
federal policy embodied in Executive Order 11990, intended to result in no net loss of
wetlands. In achieving the goals of the Clean Water Act, the USACE seeks to avoid adverse
impacts and offset unavoidable adverse impacts on existing aquatic resources. Any
discharge into wetlands or other “waters of the United States” that are hydrologically
connected and/or demonstrate a significant nexus to jurisdictional waters would require a
permit from the USACE prior to the start of work. Typically, when a project involves impacts
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to waters of the United States, the goal of no net loss of wetlands is met through
compensatory mitigation involving creation or enhancement of similar habitats.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

The CDFW derives its authority from the Fish and Game Code of California. The CESA
(Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et. seq.) prohibits “take” of State-listed threatened and
endangered species. Take under CESA is restricted to direct harm of a listed species and
does not prohibit indirect harm by way of habitat modification. The CDFW additionally
prohibits take for species designated as Fully Protected under the CFGC under various
sections. Projects that would result in take of any State-listed threatened or endangered
species are required to obtain an incidental take permit (ITP) pursuant to Fish and Game
Code Section 2081. The issuance of an ITP is dependent upon the following: 1) the
authorized take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity; 2) the impacts of the authorized
take are minimized and fully mitigated; 3) the measures required to minimize and fully
mitigate the impacts of the authorized take are roughly proportional in extent to the impact of
the taking on the species, maintain the applicant’s objectives to the greatest extent possible,
and are capable of successful implementation; 4) adequate funding is provided to
implement the required minimization and mitigation measures and to monitor compliance
with and the effectiveness of the measures; and 5) issuance of the permit will not jeopardize
the continued existence of a State-listed species.

California Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3511 describe unlawful take,
possession, or destruction of birds, nests, and eggs. Fully protected birds (CFGC Section
3511) may not be taken or possessed except under specific permit. Section 3503.5 of the
Code protects all birds-of-prey and their eggs and nests against take, possession, or
destruction of nests or eggs. Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category used by the
CDFW for those species that are considered to be indicators of regional habitat changes or
are considered to be potential future protected species. Species of Special Concern do not
have any special legal status except those afforded by the Fish and Game Code as noted
above. The SSC category is intended by the CDFW for use as a management tool to
include these species into special consideration when decisions are made concerning the
development of natural lands, and these species are considered sensitive as described
under the CEQA Appendix G questions. The CDFW also has authority to administer the
Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) (CFGC Section 1900 et seq.). The NPPA requires the
CDFW to establish criteria for determining if a species, subspecies, or variety of native plant
is endangered or rare. Under Section 1913(c) of the NPPA, the owner of land where a rare
or endangered native plant is growing is required to notify the department at least 10 days in
advance of changing the land use to allow for salvage of the plant(s).

Perennial and intermittent streams and associated riparian vegetation, when present, also
fall under the jurisdiction of the CDFW. Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code
(Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements) gives the CDFW regulatory authority over
work within the stream zone (which could extend to the 100-year flood plain) consisting of,
but not limited to, the diversion or obstruction of the natural flow or changes in the channel,
bed, or bank of any river, stream or lake.

Regional Water Quallity Control Board

The State Water Resources Control Board and each of nine local RWQCBs has jurisdiction
over “waters of the State” pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, which
are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the
boundaries of California. The State Water Resources Control Board has issued general
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Waste Discharge Requirements regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of the State
(Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ, Statewide General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Dredged or Fill Discharges to Waters Deemed by the USACE to be
Outside of Federal Jurisdiction). The local RWQCB (San Francisco Bay RWQCB) enforces
actions under this general order for isolated waters not subject to federal jurisdiction and is
also responsible for the issuance of water quality certifications pursuant to Section 401 of
the CWA for waters subject to federal jurisdiction.

California Department of Transportation — California Streets and Highway Code
Section 156.3

Assessments and remediation of potential barriers to fish passage for transportation
projects using State or federal transportation funds are required. Such assessments must
be conducted for any projects that involve stream crossings or other alterations and must be
submitted to the CDFW.

Local

General Plan

The City of Berkeley’s General Plan includes the Environmental Management Element
which establishes policies for the management and conservation of Berkeley’s natural
resources. Several policies are intended to facilitate environmental protection and
conservation by protecting, maintaining, and enhancing the urban forest (including street
and park trees) and natural habitat areas. These policies and actions are shown below:

Policy EM-28 Natural Habitat: Restore and protect valuable, significant, or unique
natural habitat areas.

Action EM-28(B): Where appropriate, balance increased use of open space and
public lands with enhancement of natural habitat.
Policy EM-29 Street and Park Trees: Maintain, enhance, and preserve street and park
trees to improve the environment and provide habitat.

Action EM-29(A): Develop a street and park tree management plan to create a
vibrant and well-maintained tree population throughout the city. Wherever possible,
tree replacement should emphasize native tree and plant species and maintain, to
the extent feasible, street tree canopies over the street.

Action EM-29(B): Prioritize South and West Berkeley for additional street tree
planting.

Action EM-29(C): Ensure that new development preserves existing trees, wherever
feasible, and adds trees in the public right-of-way, where appropriate.

Action EM-29(D): Maintain standards to ensure parking lot tree canopy coverage.

Action EM-29(E): Maintain programs to ensure the timely removal and replacement
of unhealthy or inappropriate street or park trees.

Action EM-29(F): Preserve and protect heritage trees, including native oaks and
other significant trees on public and private property whenever feasible.

Action EM-29(G): Discourage the filling of planter strips with concrete.
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City of Berkeley Tree Ordinance

Ordinance No. 6,905-N.S. of the Berkeley Municipal Code (BMC) declares a moratorium on
the removal of coast live oak trees, to prohibit any pruning of an oak that is excessive and
injurious to the tree. Under this ordinance, the “removal of any single stem coast live oak
tree of a circumference of 18 inches or more and any multi-stemmed coast live oak with an
aggregate circumference of 26 inches or more at a distance of four feet up from the ground
within the City of Berkeley,” is prohibited. An exception may be made to this ordinance if the
City Manager finds that any tree is a potential danger to people or property due to its
condition, and that the only reasonable mitigation would be tree removal.

4.2.2 Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds

The following analysis is programmatic and encompasses the entire Plan Area because no
specific development projects are included in the proposed Specific Plan. Data used for this
analysis include aerial photographs, topographic maps, the CDFW CNDDB, the CNPS
online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California and accepted scientific texts
to identify species. Federal special status species inventories maintained by the USFWS
were reviewed in conjunction with the CNDDB and CNPS online inventory. Other data on
biological resources were collected from numerous sources, including relevant literature,
maps of natural resources, and data on special status species and sensitive habitat
information obtained from the CDFW CNDDB (2018a), CDFW BIOS (2018b), CNPS online
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (2018), and USFWS IPaC (2018a).
The USFWS Critical Habitat Mapper (2017b) and National Wetlands Inventory (2018c) were
also queried.

Significance Thresholds

The following thresholds are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Impacts would
be significant if the proposed Specific Plan would result in any of the following:

1. 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

2. 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

3. 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

4. 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

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance
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6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1:  Would the proposed Specific Plan 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?

IMPACT BIO-1 THE PLAN AREA IS HIGHLY URBANIZED AND NO SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES HAVE BEEN
RECORDED IN THE PLAN AREA. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN MAY RESULT IN IMPACTS
TO SPECIAL STATUS NESTING BIRDS OR NESTING BIRDS PROTECTED UNDER CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE;
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

For this analysis, special status plant and animal species include those described under
subsection 4.2.1(a), Setting, above. Because the proposed Specific Plan does not include
specific development projects, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific impacts of
individual development projects on special status species is not possible. Nonetheless, as
the Plan Area lacks habitat and native vegetation, special status species are not anticipated
to be encountered at the locations where projects developed under the proposed Specific
Plan would occur. Development under the Specific Plan could introduce structures of
greater height and density compared to current conditions, but such development would not
differ substantially from the urban development already in the Plan Area in regards to
implications for biological resources.

Development facilitated by the proposed Specific Plan would occur in existing urbanized
areas and would not involve construction in environmentally sensitive areas, which are
generally absent in the Plan Area. As mentioned above and presented in Table B-1 and
Table B-2 in Appendix B, 122 special status animals and 110 special status plants are
known to or have potential to occur in and near the Plan Area. Of these, 49 (29 animal
species and 20 plant species) are given the highest levels of protection by the federal
government through listing under FESA and/or by the state government through listing
under CESA or Fully Protected. The remaining species shown in Table B-1 and Table B-2 in
Appendix B are protected through CEQA as special status species for which population-
level effects would be considered significant. Because the Plan Area is highly urbanized and
developed, most special status species do not occur in the Plan Area because of a lack of
specific habitat constituents. Some special status species that have higher tolerance for
urban development and human activity (e.g. some raptors and some bat species) have low
potential to occur. No special-status species have been recorded within the Plan Area itself.
However, two special status bats have the potential to occur the Plan Area. Special status
bat species have some potential to occur within the northern portion of the Plan Area as
described above, and may be affected by proposed projects where they occur in buildings
or similar structures or in native habitat adjacent to construction areas. Therefore, Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 is required.

In addition, trees and other vegetation in the Plan Area may support species of nesting
migratory birds protected under California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), and special status
species such as Coopers hawk (Accipiter cooperii) (California WL). Impacts to nesting
special status birds are potentially significant, and impacts to non-special status migratory
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birds would be a violation of the CFGC (although not necessarily a significant impact under
CEQA). However, all development projects in Berkeley are required to comply with the
standard conditions of approval of the use permit under the Zoning Ordinance. This includes
the following:

Avoid Disturbance of Nesting Birds. Initial site disturbance activities, including vegetation
and concrete removal, shall be prohibited during the general avian nesting season
(February 1 to August 30), if feasible. If nesting season avoidance is not feasible, the
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction nesting bird
survey to determine the presence/absence, location, and activity status of any active
nests on or adjacent to the project site. The extent of the survey buffer area surrounding
the site shall be established by the qualified biologist to ensure that direct and indirect
effects to nesting birds are avoided. To avoid the destruction of active nests and to
protect the reproductive success of birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), nesting bird surveys shall be
performed not more than 14 days prior to scheduled vegetation and concrete removal. In
the event that active nests are discovered, a suitable buffer (typically a minimum buffer
of 50 feet for passerines and a minimum buffer of 250 feet for raptors) shall be
established around such active nests and no construction shall be allowed inside the
buffer areas until a qualified biologist has determined that the nest is no longer active
(e.g., the nestlings have fledged and are no longer reliant on the nest). No ground-
disturbing activities shall occur within this buffer until the qualified biologist has
confirmed that breeding/nesting is completed and the young have fledged the nest.
Nesting bird surveys are not required for construction activities occurring between
August 31 and January 31.

Therefore, with compliance with City of Berkeley standard conditions of approval, impacts to
nesting birds would be less than significant, and violations of the CFGC would be avoided.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is required.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1  Special-status Bat Species Avoidance and Minimization

For projects in the Plan Area, focused surveys to determine the presence/absence of
roosting bats shall be conducted prior to the initiation of demolition of buildings and removal
of mature trees large enough to contain crevices and hollows that could support bat
roosting. If active maternity roosts are identified, a qualified biologist shall establish
avoidance buffers applicable to the species, the roost location and exposure, and the
proposed construction activity in the area. If active non-maternity day or night roosts are
found on the project site, measures shall be implemented to passively relocate bats from the
roosts prior to the onset of construction activities. Such measures may include removal of
roosting site during the time of day the roost is unoccupied or the installation of one-way
doors, allowing the bats to leave the roost but not to re-enter. These measures shall be
presented in a Bat Passive Relocation Plan that shall be submitted to, and approved by,
CDFW.

Significance After Mitigation

With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts to special status bat species
during implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would be avoided. This impact would
be less than significant.
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Threshold 2:  Would the proposed Specific Plan 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

IMPACT BIO-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN WOULD NOT RESULT IN IMPACTS TO
RIPARIAN HABITAT OR OTHER SENSITIVE HABITATS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

As noted above and shown in Table 4.2-1, no natural communities considered sensitive by
the CDFW occur in the Plan Area. Two sensitive natural community types occur within a
five-mile radius of the Plan Area. Two occurrences of Northern Coastal Salt Marsh are
located approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest and two miles to the northwest, and one
occurrence of Northern Maritime Chaparral is located approximately five miles to the
northeast of the Plan Area. These sensitive natural communities would not be affected by
the proposed Specific Plan due to their respective distances from the Plan Area. Because
no sensitive or riparian habitats are expected to occur in the Plan Area, no impacts are
expected. Although trees and vegetation along the streets and rights-of-way may provide
marginal habitat for some nesting bird species, impacts to nesting birds would be mitigated
through compliance with the standard conditions of approval, listed above.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Threshold 3:  Would the proposed Specific Plan 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?

IMPACT BIO-3 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN WOULD NOT RESULT IN IMPACTS TO
FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLANDS. NO IMPACT WOULD OCCUR.

There are no mapped or designated federally protected wetlands in the Plan Area. Some
underground drainage culverts may intersect the Plan Area; however, these are not
federally protected and therefore are not subject to USACE jurisdiction. Due to the
developed nature of the Plan Area, there would not be potential for impacts to protected
wetlands and as such there would be no impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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Threshold 4:  Would the proposed Specific Plan 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?

IMPACT BIO-4 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN WOULD NOT IMPACT THE
MOVEMENT OF NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY FISH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES OR WITH ESTABLISHED NATIVE
RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY WILDLIFE CORRIDORS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

The site is not within, and does not function as, a significant regional or local wildlife
movement corridor. There are no waterways that could be utilized for movement of any
native resident or migratory fish located in the Plan Area. Impacts to the movement of
wildlife would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Threshold 5: Would the proposed Specific Plan conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

IMPACT BIO-5 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH LOCAL
POLICIES OR ORDINANCES PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS A TREE PRESERVATION POLICY OR
ORDINANCE. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Projects implemented as a result of the proposed Specific Plan may result in the removal of
mature trees during construction. General Plan Policy EM-29 requires the City to maintain
and enhance street and park trees to improve the environment and provide habitat. On-
going implementation of the policy through site-specific design review and use permits
would reduce any potential impact to locally significant trees to a less than significant level.

Under the City of Berkeley's Tree Ordinance (BMC No. 6,509-N.S.) the removal of coast live
oak trees is prohibited for any reason, unless such removal is deemed necessary for public
safety by the City Manager. Any Coast Live Oak with a single stem circumference of 18
inches or more or any multi-stemmed oak with an aggregate circumference of 26 inches or
more at a distance of four feet from the ground is protected under this ordinance.

Development and redevelopment activities in the Plan Area would be required to adhere to
General Plan policies and to the Tree Ordinance. The proposed Specific Plan does not
include specific policies or programs that would conflict with or hinder implementation of the
City’s Tree Ordinance or other policies or ordinances for protecting biological resources.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.2-11




City of Berkeley
Adeline Corridor Specific Plan

Threshold 6:  Would the proposed Specific Plan conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan?

IMPACT BIO-6 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE
PROVISIONS OF AN ADOPTED HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN, NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLAN,
OR OTHER APPROVED LOCAL, REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN. NO IMPACT WOULD
OCCUR.

There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans adopted in
the Plan Area. Therefore, development associated with the proposed Specific Plan would
not conflict with any such plans and no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

c. Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in the area may contribute to the loss of foraging and breeding
habitat for special status species; contribute to the decline of special status species,
fragmentation of habitat and isolation of populations, and decrease movement opportunities.
Full implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would increase density and intensity of
existing land uses. However, the proposed Plan Area is zoned for urban uses and is in a
highly urbanized and developed area, surrounded by existing development and highly
travelled transportation corridors that limit the habitat value and potential for presence of
sensitive biological resources. Potential impacts to biological resources associated with the
proposed Specific Plan would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Specific
Plan’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts associated with biological resources
would not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.
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Figure 4.4-1 Fault Lines in the Vicinity of the Plan Area
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b. Soils

As mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS), the Plan Area features three soil types (USDA 2017). The Plan Area is
made up primarily of Tierra complex slopes that have from two to five percent slopes. The
remainder of the Plan Area is composed of Clear Lake complex, zero to two percent. Figure
4.4-2 shows Plan Area soils. Table 4.4-1 presents soil characteristics related to water
holding capacity, permeability, shrink-swell potential, rate of surface runoff, and erosion
hazard.

Table 4.4-1 Plan Area Soil Parameters

Rate of
Water Holding  Permeability Shrink-Swell | Surface Erosion

Map Unit# Name Capacity (in.)  (in/hr) Potential Runoff Hazard
148 Clear Lake clay, 0 to 2 8.4 Moderately low High Medium None

percent slopes, to Moderately

drained high
150 Tierra complex, 2to 5 1.8 Very low/ High High Slight

percent slopes Moderately low

Sources: USDA 2017, USDA 1981

c. Geologic Hazards

Similar to much of California, the Plan Area is located in a seismically active region. The
seismic hazards relevant to the Plan Area are described below.

Faulting and Seismically Induced Ground Shaking

The USGS defines active faults as those that have had surface displacement within the
Holocene period (about the last 11,000 years). Surface displacement can be recognized by
the existence of cliffs in alluvium, terraces, offset stream courses, fault troughs and saddles,
the alignment of depressions, sag ponds, and the existence of steep mountain fronts.
Potentially active faults are those that have had surface displacement during the last 1.6
million years, and inactive faults have not had surface displacement within that period.
Several faults are near the Plan Area (Figure 4.4-1). These major faults and fault zones are
described in the paragraphs below:

San Andreas Fault

The San Andreas Fault, the most likely source of a major earthquake in California, is located
approximately 15 miles west of Berkeley. The San Andreas Fault is the primary surface
boundary between the Pacific and the North American plates. There have been numerous
historic earthquakes along the San Andreas Fault, and it generally poses the greatest
earthquake risk to California. In general, the San Andreas Fault is likely capable of
producing a Maximum Credible Earthquake of 8.0.
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Expansive Soils

Expansive soils can change dramatically in volume depending on moisture content. When
wet, these soils can expand; conversely, when dry, they can contract or shrink. Sources of
moistures that can trigger this shrink-swell phenomenon include seasonal rainfall, landscape
irrigation, utility leakage, and/or perched groundwater. Expansive soil can develop wide
cracks in the dry season, and changes in soil volume have the potential to damage concrete
slabs, foundations, and pavement. Special building/structure design or soil treatment are
often needed in areas with expansive soils. Expansive soils are typically very fine-grained
with a high to very high percentage of clay. The clay minerals present typically include
montmorillonite, smectite, and/or bentonite. As shown in Table 4.4-1, the USGS has
mapped soils in the Plan Area as having high potential for shrink-swell. Areas characterized
by moderate shrink-swell potential may pose a geologic hazard in the Plan Area.

Erosion

Erosion is the wearing away of the soil mantle by running water, wind or geologic forces. It
is a naturally occurring phenomenon and ordinarily is not hazardous. However, excessive
erosion can contribute to landslides, siltation of streams, undermining of foundations, and
ultimately the loss of structures. Removal of vegetation tends to heighten erosion hazards.
The City enforces grading and erosion control ordinances to reduce these hazards.

The Plan Area lies in a generally flat area, sitting at approximately 100 feet above mean sea
level and the Plan Area is characterized by having “none” or a “slight” potential for erosion-
related hazards. Additionally, the majority of on-site soils have “none” or a “slight” potential
for erosion-related hazards.

d. Regulatory Setting
Federal

Clean Water Act

Congress enacted the Clean Water Act (CWA), formerly the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972, with the intent of restoring and maintaining the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the waters of the United States. The CWA requires states to set
standards to protect, maintain, and restore water quality through the regulation of point
source and non-point source discharges to surface water. Those discharges are regulated
by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process (CWA
Section 402). NPDES permitting authority is administered by the California State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCB). Berkeley is in a watershed administered by the Bay Area RWQCB. Individual
projects within Berkeley that disturb more than one acre would be required to obtain NPDES
coverage under the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit). The
Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a storm water
pollution prevention plan describing best management practices (BMP) the discharger
would use to prevent and retain stormwater runoff and to prevent soil erosion.
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State

California Building Code

The CBC, Title 24, Part 2 provides building codes and standards for the design and
construction of structures in California. It requires, among other things, seismically resistant
construction and foundation and soil investigations prior to construction. The CBC also
establishes grading requirements that apply to excavation and fill activities and requires the
implementation of erosion control measures. The City is responsible for enforcing the 2016
CBC, or most current CBC version, within the Plan Area.

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 was passed into law following the
destructive February 9, 1971 M6.6 San Fernando earthquake. The Act provides a
mechanism for reducing losses from surface fault rupture on a statewide basis. The intent of
the Act is to ensure public safety by prohibiting the siting of most structures for human
occupancy across traces of active faults that constitute a potential hazard to structures from
surface faulting or fault creep. This Act groups faults into categories of active, potentially
active, and inactive. Historic and Holocene age faults are considered active, Late
Quaternary and Quaternary age faults are considered potentially active, and pre-Quaternary
age faults are considered inactive. There are no Earthquake Hazards Zones in the Plan
Area.

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses geo-seismic hazards, other than surface
faulting, and applies to public buildings and most private buildings intended for human
occupancy. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act identifies and maps seismic hazard zones to
assist cities and counties in preparing the safety elements of their general plans and
encourages land use management policies and regulations that reduce seismic hazards.
The Act mandated the preparation of maps delineating “Liquefaction and Earthquake-
Induced Landslide Zones of Required Investigation.” The Plan Area contains land
designated as liquefaction risk areas according to the California Geologic Survey (2003).

Local

Berkeley Municipal Code

Chapter 21, Section 40, Grading, erosion and sediment control requirements of the Berkeley
Municipal Code (BMC) requires projects to comply with all grading, erosion and sediment
control regulations on file in the Public Works Department.

City of Berkeley General Plan: A Guide to Public Decision-Making (2003).

The following goal, policies, and actions in the Safety Element of the City’s General Plan
relate to geology and soils:

Policy S-13: Hazards Identification. Identify, avoid and minimize natural and human-
caused hazards in the development of property and the regulation of land use.

Action S-13A. Maintain and make publicly available up-to-date hazards maps
identifying areas subject to heightened risk from potential seismic hazards (including
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fault rupture, ground failure, ground shaking, and liquefaction), and fire, flood,
landslide, and other hazards, such as toxic contamination and radioactive release.

Action S-13B. Improve the understanding of identified hazards and mitigation needs
via area-specific studies such as microzonation studies.

Policy S-14: Land Use Regulation. Require appropriate mitigation in new
development, in redevelopment/reuse, or in other applications.

Action S-14B. Require soil investigation and/or geotechnical reports in conjunction
with development/redevelopment on sites within designated hazard zones such as
areas with high potential for soil erosion, landslide, fault rupture, liquefaction and
other soil-related constraints.

Action S-14 C. Place structural design conditions on new development to ensure
that recommendations of the geotechnical/soils investigations are implemented.

Action S-14 D. Encourage owners to evaluate their buildings’ vulnerability to
earthquake hazards, fire, landslides, and floods and to take appropriate action to
minimize risk.

Action S-14E. Develop criteria for disaster-resistant land use regulations to ensure
that new construction reduces rather than increases risk of all kinds.

Policy S-15: Construction Standards. Maintain construction standards that minimize
risks to human lives and property from environmental and human-caused hazards for
new and existing buildings.

Action S-15A. Periodically update and adopt the California Building Standards Code
with local amendments to incorporate the latest knowledge and design standards to
protect people and property against known fire, flood, landslide, and seismic risks in
both structural and non-structural buildings and site components.

Action S-15B. Ensure proper design and construction of hazard-resistant structures
through careful plan review/ approval and thorough and consistent construction
inspection.

Policy S-17: Residential Seismic Retrofitting Incentive Program. Maintain existing
program such as the Residential Seismic Retrofitting Incentive Program to facilitate
retrofit of potentially hazardous structures.

Action S-17A. Expand public awareness of the program and take other actions to
publicize and improve the effectiveness of the program.

Policy S-19: Risk Analysis. Understand and track changes in seismic risk utilizing the
best available information and tools.

Action S-19A. Make maximum use of new available information to update maps to
depict seismic hazards.

Action S-19B. Encourage building owners (including public sector agencies and
local jurisdictions) to install instruments to record earthquake shaking in conjunction
with the State’s Strong Motion Instrumentation Program.
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South Berkeley Area Plan

The planning area for the City’s 1990 South Berkeley Area Plan encompasses a portion of
the Plan Area (see Figure 2-2 in Section 2, Project Description) and includes the following
goals and policies related to seismic safety:

Goal 1: Reduce the risk of earthquake damage to people and property.

Policy 1.1: Develop a community awareness program to ensure that seismic safety
information is widely available and effectively utilized.

Policy 1.1: Encourage residents to reduce earthquake hazards within their own
buildings.

Policy 1.3: Ensure that wherever possible the reduction of earthquake hazards does not
create undue economic hardship for the residents of the area.

4.4.2 Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds

Assessment of impacts is based on review of Plan Area information and conditions and
General Plan information regarding geologic issues. In accordance with Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines, a project would result in a significant impact if it would:

1.

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

il. Strong seismic ground shaking
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction
iv. Landslides

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil

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

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property

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
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