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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
 

 
 
 

1-1

This focused Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) provides an assess-
ment of potential environmental consequences of the construction and opera-
tion of the proposed St. John’s Church project related to aesthetics, biology, 
hydrology and water quality, traffic and circulation, and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions.  All other impacts were screened out from further study as 
part of the Initial Study process.  The City of Oakland is the lead agency for 
the project.  This DEIR is intended to inform City of Oakland decision-
makers, other responsible agencies, and the public-at-large of the nature of the 
project and its potentially significant effects, proposed mitigation measures 
and standard conditions of approval that would reduce or avoid potential 
impacts; residual environmental impacts after mitigation, if any, and alterna-
tives to the project that reduce or avoid significant effects on the environ-
ment.  This DEIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. 
 
 
A. Proposed Action 

The project consists of the improvements to an existing church complex lo-
cated on a 3.13-acre site, located at 1707 Gouldin Road within the City of 
Oakland.  The site is approximately 4 miles northeast of downtown Oakland 
and less than one mile from Highway 13.  In Phase 1, the project will recon-
figure site circulation and parking, and will include creek improvements and 
construction of a new bridge that would cross Temescal Creek.  Phase 2 will 
consist of the construction of a new sanctuary no larger than 5,500 square 
feet. 
 
 
B. Report Organization 

This report is organized into the following chapters: 

♦ Chapter 1: Introduction. Provides an introduction and overview of the 
DEIR document.  
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♦ Chapter 2: Report Summary.  Provides a synopsis of the environmental 
impacts from the proposed project, describes recommended mitigation 
measures, and indicates the level of significance of impacts before and af-
ter mitigation.  

♦ Chapter 3: Project Description.  Describes the proposed project in detail, 
including the location, background information, primary objectives, and 
structural and technical characteristics.  

♦ Chapter 4: Environmental Evaluation.  Provides an analysis of the poten-
tial environmental impacts of the proposed project and presents Standard 
Conditions of Approval (SCA) and recommended mitigation measures to 
reduce their significance.  

♦ Chapter 5: Alternatives to the Proposed Project.  Considers three alterna-
tives to the proposed project, including the CEQA-required “No Project 
Alternative.” 

♦ Chapter 6: CEQA-Required Assessment Conclusions. Briefly explains why 
the project would not have impacts related to other environmental issues 
included under CEQA’s purview. 

♦ Chapter 7:  Report Preparation.  Identifies the preparers of the DEIR. 

♦ Chapter 8: References.  Source material used in preparation of the DEIR. 
 
This EIR also includes nine appendices that include technical documents used 
in the analysis, included on a CD attached to the back cover.  A complete list 
of appendices is included in the Table of Contents, and appendices are refer-
enced throughout this EIR.   
 
 
C. Key Issues 

This focused EIR will analyze the following environmental topics:  Aesthet-
ics, Biological Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Traffic and Cir-
culation.   
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Through the Notice or Preparation (NOP), Initial Study, and Scoping Session 
before the City Planning Commission, the following topics were determined 
to not require further study in the EIR: Agriculture, Air Quality, Cultural 
Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use 
and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public 
Services, Recreation and Utilities and Service Systems. 
 
 
D. Environmental Review Process 

This DEIR will be available for review by the public and interested parties, 
agencies and organizations for a 45-day comment period.  During this period, 
the public is invited to submit written comments to the City of Oakland to: 

Mr. Caesar Quitevis 
City of Oakland 
Community and Economic Development Agency 
Planning and Zoning Division 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114 
Oakland, CA  94612 
E-mail:  CQuitevis@oaklandnet.com 

 
The City will also hold a public hearing on the DEIR during the review pe-
riod, as indicated in the Notice of Release and Availability included at the 
beginning of this document.  The public is invited to attend the hearing to 
offer oral and written comments on this DEIR. 

 
Following the close of the 45-day comment period, a Final Environmental 
Impact Report (FEIR) will be prepared to respond to all substantive com-
ments received on the DEIR related to environmental issues surrounding the 
project.  The FEIR will be available for public review prior to consideration 
of its certification by the City of Oakland Planning Commission. 
 
Once the Planning Commission certifies the FEIR, the Commission will also 
consider the project itself, which may be approved or denied.  If the project is 
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approved, the Commission may require SCA and/or mitigation measures 
specified in this EIR as conditions of project approval.  Alternatively, the 
Commission could require other conditions and/or mitigation measures 
deemed to be appropriate for the identified impacts, or it could find that the 
mitigation measures cannot be feasibly implemented.  For any identified sig-
nificant impacts for which no SCA and/or mitigation measure is feasible, the 
Commission will be required to adopt a finding that the measures are outside 
the jurisdiction of the City, or that the impacts are considered acceptable be-
cause specific overriding considerations indicate that the project’s benefits 
outweigh the impacts in question.  In each such case, a finding of a significant 
and unavoidable impact would be made. 
 



2 REPORT SUMMARY 
 
 

2-1 
 
 

This summary presents an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4.0, 
Environmental Evaluation.  CEQA requires that this chapter summarize the 
following:  1) areas of controversy; 2) significant impacts; 3) unavoidable sig-
nificant impacts; 4) implementation of mitigation measures; and 5) alterna-
tives to the project. 
 
 
A. Project Under Review 

This Draft EIR provides an assessment of the potential environmental conse-
quences of the development of the property, rehabilitation of Temescal 
Creek, and supporting transportation infrastructure of the project site. 
 
 
B. Areas of Controversy 

The City has also received correspondence from members of the public ex-
pressing concerns about the project.  In particular, concerns have been raised 
about the following environmental issues: 

♦ Aesthetics.  Concerns have been raised about the impacts to visual re-
sources and the visual character of the project site. 

♦ Effects on biological resources.  Concerns have been raised about the 
impacts to plant and animal species within the project site, along Temes-
cal Creek. 

♦ Hydrology.  Concerns have been raised about grading the banks of Te-
mescal Creek, construction of a bridge over the creek, and changing or 
moving the location of the creek.  

♦ Traffic congestion and circulation.  Concerns have been raised about 
available parking supply, and the increase in traffic congestion resulting 
from vehicles entering and exiting the project site on Thornhill Road. 
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C. Significant Impacts 

Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as a sub-
stantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical con-
ditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, min-
erals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic signifi-
cance. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to generate environmental impacts in 
a number of areas that could be significant:   

♦ Aesthetics 
♦ Biological Resources 
♦ Hydrology and Water Quality 
♦ Traffic and Circulation 

 
As shown in Table 2-2, all of the significant impacts in these areas would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level if the Standard Conditions of Approval 
(SCAs) and mitigation measures recommended in this report were imple-
mented.   
 
 
D. Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

This Draft EIR recommends project-specific mitigation measures and adop-
tion of City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval that would re-
duce the impacts identified above to less-than-significant levels, as summarized 
in Table 2-2 at the end of this chapter.  Project-specific mitigation measures in 
this Draft EIR will form the basis of a project-specific mitigation monitoring 
program to be implemented in accordance with State law. 
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E. Significant Unavoidable Impacts 

The project is not expected to cause any significant unavoidable impacts.  All 
potential impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the im-
plementation of the mitigation measures outlined in this EIR.  
 
 
F. Impacts Found Not to be Significant 

CEQA allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of a sig-
nificant impact to be “scoped out” during the EIR scoping process and not 
covered in an EIR.  As detailed in the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 
(NOP/IS) included in Appendices B and C, which was circulated for a 30-day 
public review period and a scoping session held by the City Planning Com-
mission, the following issues were “scoped out” and not analyzed further in 
this EIR. 

♦ Agricultural Resources 
♦ Air Quality 
♦ Cultural Resources 
♦ Geology and Soils 
♦ Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
♦ Land Use and Planning 
♦ Mineral Resources 
♦ Noise 
♦ Population and Housing 
♦ Public Services 
♦ Recreation 
♦ Utilities and Services Systems 

 
In March 2010, the California Environmental Quality Act CEQA Guidelines 
were updated.  As a part of the update, standards of significance pertaining to 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions were added as a topic to be addressed un-
der CEQA.  In addition to the updated CEQA guidelines, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) issued updated guidelines and 
quantified pollutant emissions for air quality impacts, specifically construc-
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tion and operational pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions.  Although the 
NOP/IS for this project was circulated in March 2008, prior to the adoption 
of the updated CEQA and BAAQMD thresholds.  This project was evaluated 
against the BAAQMD’s screening criteria to determine if the project would 
likely require an in-depth analysis of construction- and operation-period emis-
sions.  The screening criteria, which estimates the quantities of emissions 
based on the size of proposed construction, provides a screening level for pol-
lutants from the operational period and construction period as well as GHG 
emissions.  Table 2-1 provides the criteria by which the project was compared 
against.  The project proposes the construction and operation of a church 
sanctuary no larger than 5,500 square feet.  When comparing the size of the 
project to the screening criteria, it was determined that the project was not 
large enough to require additional analysis.  In summary, Air Quality and 
GHG chapters are not included in this document, but the impacts resulting 
from Air Quality and GHG would be considered less-than-significant. 
 
The geotechnical investigation, as included in Appendix H, provides analysis 
of the project under an earlier configuration.  The configuration evaluated in 
the investigation differs only slightly from the proposed project, as described 
in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR.  The most significant differ-
ences between the configuration evaluated in the geotechnical evaluation and 
the project evaluated in this EIR includes a slight rotating and straightening of 
the bridge, and reduction of the parking capacity along the proposed entry 
road.  Other components of the project, including the vehicle turnaround 
circle, sanctuary and the parking area adjacent to the ADA parking area has 
not been altered.  Thus, the previous geotechnical evaluation is still valid. 
 
Responses to comments on the NOP/IS relating to noise, slope stability and 
geology are included in Appendix D. 
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TABLE 2-1 OPERATIONAL-RELATED CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT  
PRECURSOR SCREENING LEVEL SIZES FOR A PLACE OF  
WORSHIP 

Criteria 
Screening Size  
(Square Feet) 

Operational Criteria, Pollutant Screening 
Size 

439,000 (NOX) 

Operational GHG Screening Size 61,000 

Construction-Related Screening Size 277,000 (ROG) 

NOX: Oxides of nitrogen 
ROF:  Reactive organic gases 
Source:  BAAQMD, Air Quality Guidelines. 

G. Alternatives to the Project 

An EIR must evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project 
or the location of the project that would achieve most of the basic project 
objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant im-
pacts of the project.  Chapter 5 compares the impacts of three alternatives to 
those of the project, the No Project Alternative, the Existing Gouldin 
Road/Alhambra Lane Access, and the Gouldin Road Access Alternative.  In 
addition, the EIR considered, but did not study in detail five other alterna-
tives including access to the site through Alhambra Lane, an alternate drive-
way from Gouldin Road, an alternate bridge location from Thornhill Drive,  
alteration of the existing church, and an off-site location.  The No Project 
alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative.  The environ-
mentally superior build alternative is Alternative 2 (Existing Gouldin 
Road/Alhambra Lane Access). 

♦ Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative.  Under this alternative, which is 
required to be analyzed under CEQA, the proposed project would not be 
constructed, the site would be left in its current state, and the church 
would continue operations under existing conditions. 
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♦ Alternative 2 - Existing Gouldin Road/Alhambra Lane Access.  Under 
this alternative, the proposed project would include a one-way, rehabili-
tated ingress driveway from Gouldin Road and a one-way rehabilitated 
egress driveway to Alhambra Lane.  A sanctuary, similar in size to the 
proposed project, would be located between Temescal Creek and the ex-
isting parking area, requiring the demolition of 5928 Thornhill Drive.  
No bridge would be constructed under this alternative. 

♦ Alternative 3 - Gouldin Road Access.  Under this alternative, the pro-
posed project would include a two-way, ingress driveway from Gouldin 
Road that would provide primary access to the site.  The egress driveway 
to Alhambra lane would be rehabilitated within the site.  A sanctuary, 
similar in size to the proposed project, would be located between Temes-
cal Creek and the existing parking area, requiring the demolition of 5928 
Thornhill Drive.  No bridge would be constructed under this alternative. 

 
 
H. Summary Table 

Table 2-2 presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures identified 
in this report.  It is organized to correspond with the environmental issues 
discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
The table is arranged in four columns:  1) environmental impacts; 2) signifi-
cance prior to SCA/mitigation; 3) SCA or mitigation measures; and 4) signifi-
cance after SCA/mitigation.  A series of mitigation measures is noted where 
more than one may be required to achieve a less-than-significant impact.  For 
a complete description of potential impacts and suggested SCA/mitigation 
measures, please refer to the specific discussions in Chapter 4.  Additionally, 
this summary does not detail the timing of mitigation measures.  Timing will 
be further detailed in the SCA/mitigation monitoring and reporting program. 
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 TABLE 2-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significant Impact 

Significance 
Prior to 

SCA/Mitigation 
Standard Conditions of Approval /  

Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
With 

SCA/Mitigation 

AESTHETICS    

The project would create a new source of 
substantial light or glare. 

PS Standard Condition of Approval AES-1:  Lighting Plan.  Prior to the issuance 
of an electrical or building permit.  The proposed lighting fixtures shall be 
adequately shielded to a point below the light bulb and reflector and that 
prevent unnecessary glare onto adjacent properties.  Plans shall be submitted 
to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Electrical Services Division of 
the Public Works Agency for review and approval.  All lighting shall be 
architecturally integrated into the site. 

LTS 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    

Impact BIO-1:  The project site currently does 
not support occurrences of any special-status 
species, but there remains a remote possibility 
that California red-legged frog could disperse 
along Temescal Creek in the future.  If any frogs 
are present in this reach of the creek when bridge 
and restoration work is to be implemented, 
individuals could be injured or destroyed unless 
appropriate measures are taken.  This is a 
potentially significant impact. 

PS BIO-1:  The applicant shall implement appropriate avoidance measures and 
shall conduct a pre-construction survey for California red-legged frog and 
western pond turtle prior to initiation of the bridge construction or 
stabilization efforts work along Temescal Creek.  The USFWS has outlined 
mitigation measures for activities authorized by the Corps under their 
Nationwide Permit program in their Programmatic Formal Endangered Species 
Act Consultation on Issuance of Permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
or Authorizations under the Nationwide Permit Program for projects that May 
Affect the California Red-legged Frog.  The following procedures are adapted 
from the Programmatic opinion by the USFWS and shall be implemented to 
avoid potential impacts: 

♦ A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey of the creek 
to confirm absence of any California red-legged frog and western pond 
turtle from the site.  The survey shall be conducted no more than two 
weeks before any construction activities are initiated in or within 100 feet 
of the creek.  If western pond turtles, California red-legged frogs, tad-
poles, or eggs are found, the qualified approved biologist shall contact the 

LTS 
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USFWS, to determine if moving any of these lifestates is appropriate.  
Only a USFWS-approved biologist shall participate in activities assoc-
iated with the capture, handling, and monitoring of California red-legged 
frogs. 

♦ Before any construction activities begin, the approved biologist(s) shall 
conduct a training session for all construction personnel.  At a minimum, 
the training shall include: (a) a description of the California red-legged 
frog and habitat for this species; (b) the general measures that are being 
implemented to conserve this species as they relate to the project, and (c) 
the boundaries within which the project may be accomplished. 

♦ During project construction activities, all trash that may attract predators 
shall be properly contained, removed from the work site and disposed of 
properly. 

♦ All fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment, and staging 
areas, shall be located at least 20 meet from the creek.  Prior to the onset 
of work, the applicant shall prepare a plan to allow a prompt and effect-
ive response to any accidental spills into the creek.  All workers shall be 
informed of the importance of preventing spills and the appropriate 
measures to take should a spill occur. 

♦ Instream work (dewatering, bridge-related construction, channel 
stabilization, and bank stabilization plantings) will only occur between 
June 15 and October 15) during low flow periods.   

♦ To control erosion during and after project construction, the applicant 
shall implement Best Management Practices, as identified by the 
RWQCB and described in a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for 
the project. 
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  ♦ If the construction reach of the creek is temporarily de-watered by 
pumping, intakes shall be completely screened with wire mesh not larger 
than five millimeters to prevent California red-legged frogs, from 
entering the pump. 

♦ The USFWS-approved biologist shall permanently remove, from within 
the project site, any individuals of exotic wildlife species, such as 
bullfrogs and crayfish to the extent possible.  

 

The proposed bridge and stabilization efforts in 
the Temescal Creek channel would affect areas of 
jurisdictional other waters.  This is considered to 
be a significant impact. 

S Standard Condition of Approval BIO-1:  Regulatory Permits and 
Authorizations.  Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit 
within vicinity of the creek.  Prior to construction within the vicinity of the 
creek, the project applicant shall obtain all necessary regulatory permits and 
authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and 
Game, and the City of Oakland, and shall comply with all conditions issued 
by applicable agencies.  Required permit approvals and certifications may 
include, but not be limited to the following: 

a.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps): Section 404.  Permit approval 
from  the Corps shall be obtained for the placement of dredge or fill 
material in Waters of the U.S., if any, within the interior of the project 
site, pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act.  

b. Regional Walter Quality Control Board (RWQCB): Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification. Certification that the project will not violate state 
water quality standards is required before the Corps can issue a 404 
permit, above.  

c. California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG): Section 1602 Lake 
and Streambed Alteration Agreement.  Work that will alter the bed or 
bank of a stream requires authorization from CDFG.  

LTS 
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Standard Condition of Approval BIO-2:  Tree Removal Permit on Creekside 
Properties.  Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the building permit.  Prior to 
removal of any tree located on the project site which is identified as a 
creekside property, the project applicant must secure the applicable creek 
protection permit, and abide by the conditions of that permit. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-3:  Tree Removal During Breeding 
Season.  Prior to issuance of a tree removal permit.  To the extent feasible, 
removal of any tree and/or other vegetation suitable for nesting of raptors 
shall not occur during the breeding season of March 15 and August 15. If tree 
removal must occur during the breeding season, all sites shall be surveyed by a 
qualified biologist to verify the presence or absence of nesting raptors or other 
birds. Pre-removal surveys shall be conducted within 15 days prior to start of 
work from March 15 through May 31, and within 30 days prior to the start of 
work from June 1 through August 15. The pre-removal surveys shall be 
submitted to the Planning and Zoning Division and the Tree Services 
Division of the Public Works Agency. If the survey indicates the potential 
presences of nesting raptors or other birds, the biologist shall determine an 
appropriately sized buffer around the nest in which no work will be allowed 
until the young have successfully fledged. The size of the nest buffer will be 
determined by the biologist in consultation with the CDFG, and will be based 
to a large extent on the nesting species and its sensitivity to disturbance.  In 
general, buffer sizes of 200 feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds should 
suffice to prevent disturbance to birds nesting in the urban environment, but 
these buffers may be increased or decreased, as appropriate, depending on the 
bird species and the level of disturbance anticipated near the nest. 
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Standard Condition of Approval BIO-4:  Tree Removal Permit.  Prior to 
issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit.  Prior to removal of any 
protected trees, per the Protected Tree Ordinance, located on the project site 
or in the public right-of-way adjacent to the project, the project applicant 
must secure a tree removal permit from the Tree Division of the Public 
Works Agency, and abide by the conditions of that permit. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-5:  Tree Replacement Plantings.  Prior 
to issuance of a final inspection of the building permit.  Replacement plantings 
shall be required for erosion control, groundwater replenishment, visual 
screening and wildlife habitat, and in order to prevent excessive loss of shade, 
in accordance with the following criteria: 

a. No tree replacement shall be required for the removal of nonnative 
species, for the removal of trees which is required for the benefit of 
remaining trees, or where insufficient planting area exists for a mature tree 
of the species being considered. 

b. Replacement tree species shall consist of Sequoia sempervirens (Coast 
Redwood), Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live Oak), Arbutus menziesii 
(Madrone), Aesculus californica (California Buckeye) or Umbellularia 
californica (California Bay Laurel) or other tree species acceptable to the 
Tree Services Division. 

 

  c. Replacement trees shall be at least of twenty-four (24) inch box size, unless 
a smaller size is recommended by the arborist, except that three fifteen (15) 
gallon size trees may be substituted for each twenty-four (24) inch box size 
tree where appropriate. 

d. Minimum planting areas must be available on site as follows: 
i. For Sequoia sempervirens, three hundred fifteen square feet per tree; 
ii. For all other species listed in #2 above, seven hundred (700) square feet 

per tree. 
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  e. In the event that replacement trees are required but cannot be planted due 
to site constraints, an in lieu fee as determined by the master fee schedule 
of the city may be substituted for required replacement plantings, with all 
such revenues applied toward tree planting in city parks, streets and 
medians. 

f. Plantings shall be installed prior to the issuance of a final inspection of the 
building permit, subject to seasonal constraints, and shall be maintained by 
the project applicant until established. The Tree Reviewer of the Tree 
Division of the Public Works Agency may require a landscape plan 
showing the replacement planting and the method of irrigation.  Any 
replacement planting which fails to become established within one year of 
planting shall be replanted at the project applicant’s expense.  

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-6:  Tree Protection During 
Construction.  Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit.  
Adequate protection shall be provided during the construction period for any 
trees which are to remain standing, including the following, plus any 
recommendations of an arborist: 

a. Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction or other work on 
the site, every protected tree deemed to be potentially endangered by said 
site work shall be securely fenced off at a distance from the base of the tree 
to be determined by the project’s consulting arborist.  Such fences shall 
remain in place for duration of all such work.  All trees to be removed 
shall be clearly marked.  A scheme shall be established for the removal and 
disposal of logs, brush, earth and other debris which will avoid injury to 
any protected tree. 
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  b. Where proposed development or other site work is to encroach upon the 
protected perimeter of any protected tree, special measures shall be 
incorporated to allow the roots to breathe and obtain water and nutrients.  
Any excavation, cutting, filling, or compaction of the existing ground 
surface within the protected perimeter shall be minimized.  No change in 
existing ground level shall occur within a distance to be determined by the 
project’s consulting arborist from the base of any protected tree at any 
time.  No burning or use of equipment with an open flame shall occur 
near or within the protected perimeter of any protected tree. 

c. No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other substances that may 
be harmful to trees shall occur within the distance to be determined by the 
project’s consulting arborist from the base of any protected trees, or any 
other location on the site from which such substances might enter the 
protected perimeter.  No heavy construction equipment or construction 
materials shall be operated or stored within a distance from the base of any 
protected trees to be determined by the project’s consulting arborist.  
Wires, ropes, or other devices shall not be attached to any protected tree, 
except as needed for support of the tree.  No sign, other than a tag 
showing the botanical classification, shall be attached to any protected 
tree. 

d. Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected trees shall be 
thoroughly sprayed with water to prevent buildup of dust and other 
pollution that would inhibit leaf transpiration. 

e. If any damage to a protected tree should occur during or as a result of 
work on the site, the project applicant shall immediately notify the Public 
Works Agency and the project’s consulting arborist shall make a 
recommendation to the City Tree Reviewer as to whether the damaged 
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 tree can be preserved.  If, in the professional opinion of the Tree Reviewer, 

such tree cannot be preserved in a healthy state, the Tree Reviewer shall 
require replacement of any tree removed with another tree or trees on the 
same site deemed adequate by the Tree Reviewer to compensate for the 
loss of the tree that is removed. 

f. All debris created as a result of any tree removal work shall be removed by 
the project applicant from the property within two weeks of debris 
creation, and such debris shall be properly disposed of by the project 
applicant in accordance with all applicable laws, ordinances, and 
regulations.  

 

Impact BIO-2:  Shadows resulting from the 
placement of a vehicle bridge over Temescal 
Creek would result in the loss of approximately 
476 square feet of riparian habitat. 

S BIO-2:  Removal of invasive exotics and replanting of the creek corridor 
would generally serve to improve existing habitat values of the riparian 
corridor on the site, but compensatory mitigation would be required for the 
permanent loss of approximately 476 square feet of low quality riparian 
habitat.  Options for achieving this off-site mitigation requirement would 
consist of one of the following:  

1.  Preparing and implementing an off-site creek restoration program funded 
by the applicant that would serve to restore a minimum of 476 square feet 
of currently culverted creek corridor in Oakland.  The program would be 
developed by a qualified creek restoration specialist that meets with the 
approval of the City, CDFG, RWQCB, and Corps, and secures any 
required permits as part of program implementation.  The off-site 
restoration program shall specify performance criteria, maintenance and 
long-term management responsibilities, monitoring requirements, and 
contingency measures.  Monitoring shall be conducted by the qualified 
creek restoration specialist for a minimum of five years and continue until 
the identified success criteria are met. 

LTS 
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 2.  Having the applicant make an in-lieu contribution to cover the costs of 
restoring a minimum of 476 square feet of riparian habitat at an off-site 
location as specified by the City of Oakland. 

 

Impact BIO-3:  The construction of the proposed 
bridge and bioengineering treatments of the creek 
banks may require the use of heavy motorized 
equipment that could have an adverse impact on 
the riparian habitat of Temescal Creek. 

S BIO-3a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall 
submit a study to the City, for its review and approval, which assesses the 
feasibility of using hand tools for work  in/near the creek corridor.  If the 
City determines the use of hand tools is infeasible, the project applicant shall 
submit a construction plan, for City review and approval, whose goal is to 
minimize the use of and impacts from mechanized equipment in/near the 
creek corridor to the maximum feasible extent.  The project applicant shall 
implement the approved plan.  The plan shall provide, at a minimum, the 
following: 

♦ Types and numbers of motorized equipment to be used in or near creek 
channel 

♦ Duration of equipment use in or near the creek channel 

♦ Delineated areas where mechanical equipment would be used in or near 
the creek channel 

♦ Specific measures designed to minimize the impacts to the creek corridor 

LTS 

 
 

BIO-3b:  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall 
develop a creek restoration plan for City review and approval.  The applicant 
shall implement the approved plan.  The goal of the plan is to restore the 
disturbed areas to the pre-construction conditions or better.  Immediately 
following construction in or near the creek channel, disturbed areas will be 
restored.  Specific techniques used for such restoration may include, but are 
not limited to, the use of roto-tilling quality compost 8 inches into the soil to 
promote a living soil structure, installation of native plant materials, and 
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covering the soil surface with biodegradable erosion control fabric and a 3-
inch layer of coarse mulch.  If needed to temporary control erosion and 
sedimentation into the creek, straw wattles, silt fences, compost socks or 
similar measures which would prevent erosion as defined in the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan for the project. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Hazardous materials associated with construction 
activities are likely to involve minor quantities of 
paint, solvents, oil and grease and petroleum 
hydrocarbons.   

 Standard Condition of Approval HYD-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  Prior to and ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or 
construction activities.  The project applicant must obtain coverage under the 
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (General Construction 
Permit) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The 
project applicant must file a notice of intent (NOI) with the SWRCB.  The 
project applicant will be required to prepare a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP) and submit the plan for review and approval by the 
Planning and Zoning Division and the Building Services Division.  At a 
minimum, the SWPPP shall include a description of construction materials, 
practices, and equipment storage and maintenance; a list of pollutants likely to 
contact stormwater; site-specific erosion and sedimentation control practices; 
a list of provisions to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to 
stormwater; Best Management Practices (BMPs), and an inspection and 
monitoring program.  Prior to the issuance of any construction-related 
permits, the project applicant shall submit a copy of the SWPPP and evidence 
of approval of the SWPPP by the SWRCB to the Building Services Division.  
Implementation of the SWPPP shall start with the commencement of 
construction and continue though the completion of the project.  After 
construction is completed, the project applicant shall submit a notice of 
termination to the SWRCB. 

LTS 
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Standard Condition of Approval HYD-2:  Drainage Plan for Projects on 
Slopes Greater than 20%.  Prior to issuance of building permit (or other 
construction-related permit).  The project drawings submitted for a building 
permit (or other construction-related permit) shall contain a drainage plan to 
be reviewed and approved by the Building Services Division.  The drainage 
plan shall include measures to reduce the post-construction volume and 
velocity of stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  
Stormwater runoff shall not be augmented  

To adjacent properties or creeks.  The drainage plan shall include and identify 
the following: 
i.  All tproposed impervious surface on the site; 
ii. Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runoff; 
iii. Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervious surface area and 

directly connected impervious surfaces; 
iv.  Source control measures to limit the potential for stormwater pollution; 

and 
v.  Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from stormwater 

runoff. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-3: Post-Construction Stormwater 
Pollution Management Plan.  Prior to issuance of building permit (or other 
construction-related permit).  The applicant shall comply with the requirements 
of Provision C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit issued to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program.  
The applicant shall submit with the application for a building permit (or 
other construction-related permit) a completed Stormwater Supplemental 
Form for the Building Services Division.  The project drawings submitted for 
the building permit (or other construction-related permit) shall contain a 
stormwater pollution management plan, for review and approval by the City,  
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  to limit the discharge of pollutants in stormwater after construction of the 
project to the maximum extent practicable.   

a. The post-construction stormwater pollution management plan shall 
include and identify the following: 
i. All proposed impervious surface on the site; 
ii. Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runoff; and 
iii. Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervious surface 

area and directly connected impervious surfaces; and 
iv. Source control measures to limit the potential for stormwater 

pollution; and 
v. Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from 

stormwater runoff. 

b.  The following additional information shall be submitted with the post-
construction stormwater pollution management plan:  
i. Detailed hydraulic sizing calculations for each stormwater treatment 

measure proposed; and 
ii. Pollutant removal information demonstrating that any proposed 

manufactured/mechanical (i.e. non-landscape-based) stormwater 
treatment measure, when not used in combination with a landscape-
based treatment measure, is capable or removing the range of 
pollutants typically removed by landscape-based treatment measures.   

All proposed stormwater treatment measures shall incorporate appropriate 
planting materials for stormwater treatment (for landscape-based treatment 
measures) and shall be designed with considerations for vector/mosquito 
control.  Proposed planting materials for all proposed landscape-based 
stormwater treatment measures shall be included on the landscape and 
irrigation plan for the project.  The applicant is not required to include on-site 
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stormwater treatment measures in the post-construction stormwater pollution 
management plan if he or she secures approval from Planning and Zoning of a 
proposal that demonstrates compliance with the requirements of the City’s 
Alternative Compliance Program.   

Prior to final permit inspection. The applicant shall implement the approved 
stormwater pollution management plan. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-4: Maintenance Agreement for  
Stormwater Treatment Measures.  Prior to final zoning inspection.  For 
projects incorporating stormwater treatment measures, the applicant shall 
enter into the “Standard City of Oakland Stormwater Treatment Measures 
Maintenance Agreement,” in accordance with Provision C.3.e of the NPDES 
permit, which provides, in part, for the following: 
i.  The applicant accepting responsibility for the adequate installation/ 

construction, operation, maintenance, inspection, and reporting of any 
on-site stormwater treatment measures being incorporated into the 
project until the responsibility is legally transferred to another entity; and 

ii. Legal access to the on-site stormwater treatment measures for 
representatives of the City, the local vector control district, and staff of 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Region, for 
the purpose of verifying the implementation, operation, and maintenance 
of the on-site stormwater treatment measures and to take corrective 
action if necessary.  The agreement shall be recorded at the County 
Recorder’s Office at the applicant’s expense.  

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-5: Erosion, Sedimentation, and Debris 
Control Measures.  Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or construction-
related permit.  The project applicant shall submit an erosion and 
sedimentation control plan for review and approval by the Building Services 
Division.  All work shall incorporate all applicable “Best Management 
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Practices (BMPs) for the construction industry, and as outlined in the 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program pamphlets, including BMP’s for 
dust, erosion and sedimentation abatement per Chapter Section 15.04 of the 
Oakland Municipal Code.  The measures shall include, but are not limited to, 
the following: 

a. On sloped properties, the downhill end of the construction area must be 
protected with silt fencing (such as sandbags, filter fabric, silt curtains, etc.) 
and hay bales oriented parallel to the contours of the slope (at a constant 
elevation) to prevent erosion into the creek.  

b. In accordance with an approved erosion control plan, the project applicant 
shall implement mechanical and vegetative measures to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation, including appropriate seasonal maintenance. One hundred 
(100) percent degradable erosion control fabric shall be installed on all 
graded slopes to protect and stabilize the slopes during construction and 
before permanent vegetation gets established. All graded areas shall be 
temporarily protected from erosion by seeding with fast growing annual 
species. All bare slopes must be covered with staked tarps when rain is 
occurring or is expected. 

c. Minimize the removal of natural vegetation or ground cover from the site 
in order to minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation 
problems.  Maximize the replanting of the area with native vegetation as 
soon as possible.  

d. All work in or near creek channels must be performed with hand tools 
and by a minimum number of people.  Immediately upon completion of 
this work, soil must be repacked and native vegetation planted.  (Note, 
due to the nature of the work, mechanized equipment may be necessary.  
See Mitigation Measures BIO-3a and BIO-3b in previous section.)  
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  e. Install filter materials (such as sandbags, filter fabric, etc.) at the storm 
drain inlets nearest to the creek side of the project site prior to the start of 
the wet weather season (October 15); site dewatering activities; street 
washing activities; saw cutting asphalt or concrete; and in order to retain 
any debris flowing into the City storm drain system. Filter materials shall 
be maintained and/or replaced as necessary to ensure effectiveness and 
prevent street flooding. 

f. Ensure that concrete/granite supply trucks or concrete/plaster finishing 
operations do not discharge wash water into the creek, street gutters, or 
storm drains. 

g. Direct and locate tool and equipment cleaning so that wash water does not 
discharge into the creek.  

h. Create a contained and covered area on the site for storage of bags of 
cement, paints, flammables, oils, fertilizers, pesticides, or any other 
materials used on the project site that have the potential for being 
discharged to the storm drain system by the wind or in the event of a 
material spill. No hazardous waste material shall be stored on site. 

i. Gather all construction debris on a regular basis and place them in a 
dumpster or other container which is emptied or removed on a weekly 
basis.  When appropriate, use tarps on the ground to collect fallen debris 
or splatters that could contribute to stormwater pollution. 

j. Remove all dirt, gravel, refuse, and green waste from the sidewalk, street 
pavement, and storm drain system adjoining the project site. During wet 
weather, avoid driving vehicles off paved areas and other outdoor work. 

k. Broom sweep the street pavement adjoining the project site on a daily 
basis.  Caked-on mud or dirt shall be scraped from these areas before 
sweeping.  At the end of each workday, the entire site must be cleaned and 
secured against potential erosion, dumping, or discharge to the creek. 
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  l. All erosion and sedimentation control measures implemented during 
construction activities, as well as construction site and materials 
management shall be in strict accordance with the control standards listed 
in the latest edition of the Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual 
published by the Regional Water Quality Board (RWQB). 

m. Temporary fencing is required for sites without existing fencing between 
the creek and the construction site and shall be placed along the side 
adjacent to construction (or both sides of the creek if applicable) at the 
maximum practical distance from the creek centerline. This area shall not 
be disturbed during construction without prior approval of Planning and 
Zoning.  

n. All erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be monitored 
regularly by the project applicant.  The City may require erosion and 
sedimentation control measures to be inspected by a qualified 
environmental consultant (paid for by the project applicant) during or 
after rain events.  If measures are insufficient to control sedimentation and 
erosion then the project applicant shall develop and implement additional 
and more effective measures immediately.  

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-6: Creek Protection Plan.  
http://www.oaklandpw.com/creeks.  Prior to and ongoing throughout 
demolition, grading, and/or construction activities. 

a.   The approved creek protection plan shall be included in the project 
drawings submitted for a building permit (or other construction-related 
permit).  The project applicant shall implement the creek protection plan 
to minimize potential impacts to the creek during and after construction 
of the project.  The plan shall fully describe in plan and written form all 
erosion, sediment, stormwater, and construction management measures to 
be implemented on-site.  
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  b.   If the plan includes a stormwater system, all stormwater outfalls shall 
include energy dissipation that slows the velocity of the water at the point 
of outflow to maximize infiltration and minimize erosion.  The project 
shall not result in a substantial increase in stormwater runoff volume or 
velocity to the creek or storm drains. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-7: Creek Monitoring.  Prior to issuance 
of a demolition, grading, or building permit within vicinity of the creek.  A 
qualified geotechnical engineer and/or environmental consultant shall be 
retained and paid for by the project applicant to make site visits during all 
grading activities; and as a follow-up, submit to the Building Services Division 
a letter certifying that the erosion and sedimentation control measures set 
forth in the Creek Protection Permit submittal material have been instituted 
during the grading activities. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-8:  Creek Landscaping Plan.  Prior to 
issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit within vicinity of the creek.  
The project applicant shall develop a final detailed landscaping and irrigation 
plan for review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect or other qualified person.  Such a plan shall 
include a planting schedule, detailing plant types and locations, and a system 
for temporary irrigation of plantings. 

a.   Plant and maintain only drought-tolerant plants on the site where 
appropriate as well as native and riparian plants in and adjacent to riparian 
corridors.  Along the riparian corridor, native plants shall not be disturbed 
to the maximum extent feasible.  Any areas disturbed along the riparian 
corridor shall be replanted with mature native riparian vegetation and be 
maintained to ensure survival. 
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  b.   All landscaping indicated on the approved landscape plan shall be installed 
prior to the issuance of a Final inspection of the building permit, unless 
bonded pursuant to the provisions of Section 17.124.50 of the Oakland 
Planning Code. 

c.   All landscaping areas shown on the approved plans shall be maintained in 
neat and safe conditions, and all plants shall be maintained in good 
growing condition and, whenever necessary replaced with new plant 
materials to ensure continued compliance with all applicable landscaping 
requirements.  All paving or impervious surfaces shall occur only on 
approved areas. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-9:  Creek Dewatering and Aquatic 
Life.  Prior to the start of and ongoing throughout any in-water construction 
activity. 

a.   If any dam or other artificial obstruction is constructed, maintained, or 
placed in operation within the stream channel, ensure that sufficient water 
is allowed to pass down channel at all times to maintain aquatic life (native 
fish, native amphibians, and western pond turtles) below the dam or other 
artificial obstruction. 

b.   The project applicant shall hire a biologist, and obtain all necessary State 
and federal permits (e.g. CDFG Scientific Collecting Permit), to relocate 
all native fish/native amphibians/pond turtles within the work site, prior 
to dewatering. The applicant shall first obtain a project-specific 
authorization from the CDFG and/or the USFWS, as applicable to 
relocate these animals. Captured native fish/native amphibians/pond 
turtles shall be moved to the nearest appropriate site on the stream 
channel downstream.  The biologist/contractor shall check daily for 
stranded aquatic life as the water level in the dewatering area drops.  All 
reasonable efforts shall be made to capture and move all stranded aquatic  
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life observed in the dewatered areas. Capture methods may include fish 
landing nets, dip nets, buckets, and by hand.  Captured aquatic life shall be 
released immediately in the nearest appropriate downstream site.  This 
condition does not allow the take or disturbance of any state or federally 
listed species, nor state-listed species of special concern, unless the 
applicant obtains a project specific authorization from the CDFG and/or 
the USFWS, as applicable. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-10:  Creek Dewatering and Diversion.  
Prior to the start of any in-water construction activities.  If installing any 
dewatering or diversion device(s), the project applicant shall develop and 
implement a detailed dewatering and diversion plan for review and approval 
by the Building Services Division. All proposed dewatering and diversion 
practices shall be consistent with the requirements of the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement issued by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

a.   Ensure that construction and operation of the devices meet the standards 
in the latest edition of the Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual 
published by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

b.   Construct coffer dams and/or water diversion system of a non-erodable 
material which will cause little or no siltation. Maintain coffer dams and 
the water diversion system in place and functional throughout the 
construction period.  If the coffer dams or water diversion system fail, 
repair immediately based on the recommendations of a qualified 
environmental consultant.  Remove devices only after construction is 
complete and the site stabilized. 

c.   Pass pumped water through a sediment settling device before returning the 
water to the stream channel.  Provide velocity dissipation measures at the 
outfall to prevent erosion. 
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TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION    

Impact TRAF-1:  Pedestrians crossing Thornhill 
Drive at the mid-block pedestrian crossing will be 
in close proximity to vehicles exiting the project 
site and turning left onto Thornhill Drive. 

S TRAF-1:  The project applicant shall increase the visibility of the mid-block 
crosswalk and driveway by developing and submitting a plan to improve sight 
line distances and alert drivers exiting the site to the presence of pedestrians, 
subject to review and approval by City.  Such a plan element may include 
without limitation the following: Signage, flashing beacons, mid-block 
crosswalk treatments, foliage trimming, and restriction of on-street parking 
near the driveway entrance.  The applicant shall implement the approved 
plan.   

LTS 

Parking during the construction period could 
result in a reduction of available parking within 
the project site and surrounding streets.  
Additionally, although the project meets City of 
Oakland parking requirements, demand for 
parking during peak-hour Sunday Church Service 
would exceed parking supply and could result in 
on-street parking by Church attendees. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval TRAF-1:  Parking and Transportation 
Demand Management.  Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the building 
permit.  The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Planning 
and Zoning Division a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan 
containing strategies to reduce on-site parking demand and single occupancy 
vehicle travel.  The applicant shall implement the approved TDM plan.  The 
TDM shall include strategies to increase bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and 
carpools/vanpool use.  All four modes of travel shall be considered.  Strategies 
to consider include the following: 

a. Inclusion of additional bicycle parking, shower, and locker facilities that 
exceed the requirement 

b. Construction of bike lanes per the Bicycle Master Plan; Priority Bikeway 
Projects 

c. Signage and striping onsite to encourage bike safety 
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 d. Installation of safety elements per the Pedestrian Master Plan (such as 

cross walk striping, curb ramps, count down signals, bulb outs, etc.) to 
encourage convenient crossing at arterials  

e. Installation of amenities such as lighting, street trees, trash receptacles per 
the Pedestrian Master Plan and any applicable streetscape plan. 

f. Direct transit sales or subsidized transit passes 

g. Guaranteed ride home program 

h. Pre-tax commuter benefits (checks) 

i. On-site car-sharing program (such as City Car Share, Zip Car, etc.) 

j. On-site carpooling program 

k. Distribution of information concerning alternative transportation 
options 

l. Parking spaces sold/leased separately 

m. Parking management strategies; including attendant/valet parking and 
shared parking spaces 

To further implement Standard Condition of Approval TRAF-2, the Church 
shall develop a memorandum of understanding with Thornhill Elementary 
School to utilize the school’s blacktop, as needed, for non-construction 
parking during the summer when school is not in session. 

 

  
Standard Condition of Approval TRAF-2:  Construction Traffic and Parking.  
Prior to the issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit.  The project 
applicant and construction contractor shall meet with appropriate City of 
Oakland agencies to determine traffic management strategies to reduce, to the 
maximum extent feasible, traffic congestion and the effects of parking demand 
by construction workers during construction of this project and other nearby 
projects that could be simultaneously under construction.  The project 
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applicant shall develop a construction management plan for review and 
approval by the Planning and Zoning Division, the Building Services 
Division, and the Transportation Services Division. The plan shall include at 
least the following items and requirements: 

a. A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of 
major truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if 
required, lane  closure procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and designated 
construction access routes.   

b. Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety 
personnel regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures will 
occur. 

c. Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and 
vehicles at an approved location.).  

d. A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to 
construction activity, including identification of an onsite complaint 
manager.  The manager shall determine the cause of the complaints and 
shall take prompt action to correct the problem.  Planning and Zoning 
shall be informed who the Manager is prior to the issuance of the first 
permit issued by Building Services.  Provision for accommodation of 
pedestrian flow.   

e. Provision for parking management and spaces for all construction workers 
to ensure that construction workers do not park in on-street spaces. 

 



3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 

3-1 
 
 

This focused Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the City 
of Oakland to evaluate potential environmental impacts resulting from the 
proposed development project at St. John’s Church.  The project application 
consists of two phases: a circulation and landscape plan in Phase 1 and a new 
sanctuary in Phase 2.  The project will require a Conditional Use Permit, 
Tree Removal Permit, Tentative Parcel Map, Design Review, and Creek Pro-
tection Permit from the City as well as other permits from responsible agen-
cies. 
 
 
A. Regional and Local Setting 

The proposed project site is located at 5914 Thornhill Drive, 5928 Thornhill 
Drive, 1707 Gouldin Road, 1715 Gouldin Road, and 1676 Alhambra Lane, 
within Montclair Village of the City of Oakland.  The City of Oakland is 
located on the east side of the San Francisco Bay, approximately 4 miles east 
of the City of San Francisco.  The project site is bounded by Gouldin Road to 
the east, and single-family residential homes to the north, west and south.  
Thornhill Elementary School, 5880 Thornhill Drive, is located adjacent to a 
portion of the church property to the west.  Two additional parcels are 
owned by the Church; both single-family homes at 5914 Thornhill Road, and 
1676 Alhambra Lane.  The project site’s regional and local settings are illus-
trated in Figures 3-1 and 3-2, respectively. 
 
 
B. Existing Site Character 

The existing site, which is 136,300 square feet or 3.13 acres, is located in a pre-
dominantly residential area of Oakland with substantial tree cover.  Some of 
these trees fall under the City of Oakland tree preservation ordinance, includ-
ing Coast Live Oak, Coast Redwood, Douglas Fir, and Giant Redwood. 
 
Temescal Creek Temescal Creek is runs through the northern portion of the 
project site.  As Temescal Creek flows into the project site in a 48-inch rein-
forced concrete culvert (RCP), where it is daylighted and winds through the 
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site, exiting the site in an earth-lined channel before entering a culvert ap-
proximately 100 feet west of the site.  A tributary drainage channel joins the 
creek along the south bank approximately 100-feet upstream of the 48-inch 
RCP.   
 
 
C. Policy Setting 

The City of Oakland’s General Plan and Planning Code provide a policy 
frame-work to ensure that future development in the City is consistent with 
its priorities and goals. 
 
1. City of Oakland General Plan 
The land use designation for the project site is Hillside Residential where low 
residential densities and residential character are affected by slope, environ-
mental, transportation, and fire safety constraints. 
 
2. Zoning  
The current zoning designation for the site is R-30, one-family residential 
where the proposed expanded activity, Civic Activity Community Assembly 
is a conditionally permitted use. 
 
 
D. Project Characteristics 

The section provides an overview of the proposed facilities and amenities in-
cluded in the Project.  Figures 3-3 through 3-6 provide information on the 
existing and proposed land uses.    As shown on Figures 3-3 and 3-4, St. John’s 
Church owns 5928 Thornhill Drive, 5914 Thornhill Drive, and 1676 Alham-
bra Lane in addition to the Church parcel located at 1707 Gouldin Road.  The 
project proposes to utilize and merge the properties located at 5928 Thornhill 
Drive and 1707 Gouldin Road.  Figure 3-5 shows the proposed Site Plan that 
includes the incorporation of all improvements and modifications to the pro-
ject site after the completion of two construction phases.  The construction  
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phases are shown in Figure 3-6.  Additional description of the Site Plan is in-
cluded in the following description of construction phases.  Upon completion 
of the two construction phases, vehicle and pedestrian circulation through the 
project site will be substantially different.  Figure 3-7 shows the proposed 
circulation plan that includes vehicular and pedestrian access throughout the 
site, as well as ADA routes and building entry locations. 
 
1. Phase 1 
Phase 1 of the project includes demolishing the house at 5928 Thornhill 
Road, abandoning a portion of the shared access road with the home at 5940 
Thornhill Road, and constructing a new bridge over Temescal Creek that will 
connect to a new internal travel lane and parking area.  The proposed bridge 
would be 25 feet wide, allowing for a 20-foot drive aisle and a 5-foot pedes-
trian walkway.  The bridge would be constructed of steel and concrete and is 
shown in Figure 3-8.  Figure 3-9 shows the conceptual structural plan for the 
proposed bridge.  The bridge footings and piers will be located outside of the 
100-year flood level of 598 feet. 
 
Construction of the bridge will necessitate the modification of the creek 
banks beneath the location of the bridge and immediately up-
stream/downstream of the proposed bridge, as shown in Figures 3-10.  The 
modifications will include laying back the currently over-steepened banks and 
stabilizing the exposed slopes using bioengineering techniques that will stabi-
lize the creek banks, provide habitat and erosion protection, and prevent 
scour of the bridge support structure.  The conceptual design for bioengineer-
ing treatments is shown in Figure 3-11.  Bioengineering treatments include the 
installation of a live crib wall and vegetated soil lifts.  The vegetated soil lifts 
would include the use of coir fabric and non-woven geotextile fabric in the 
middle of the treatment area to prevent erosion. 
 
As shown in the site plan (Figure 3-5), primary ingress and egress would occur 
through a new lane leading from the new bridge to an auto circle, which 
would allow pick-up and drop-off activities as well as provide improved fire 
truck access to the sanctuary.  Perpendicular parking spaces would be 
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provided along the new lane.  Regular parking stalls will be at least 18 feet in 
length, and 8.5 feet wide, and the driving lane will be 24 feet wide.  A separate 
pedestrian path would run parallel to the lane.  Existing parking areas near 
the sanctuary would be retained, and the existing parking along the upper 
parking lot would be retained and resurfaced.  The Alhambra Lane driveway 
would be retained to allow egress for people parking in this area.   
 
The Alhambra Lane egress driveway would remain unchanged at its existing 
grade, due to site constraints and the location of private residences adjacent to 
the lane.  The proposed auto circle would also be at existing grade.  The exist-
ing parking lot would be lowered approximately seven feet to the same level 
as the existing sanctuary, at an elevation of 618 feet.  The project would re-
quire removal of 278 cubic yards of soil (cut material), 123 cubic yards of fill 
material, requiring the export of 155 cubic yards of cut material.1  The new 
lane leading from the proposed vehicular bridge to the proposed auto circle 
would be filled closest to the auto circle just north of Alhambra Court, in 
order to meet the grade of the proposed auto circle.  The grading plan is 
shown in Figure 3-12.  No public circulation is currently proposed for Al-
hambra Court, which is a privately-maintained private access easement.   
 
In order to reduce the effect of adding increased impervious surfaces to the 
site, a variety of features would be incorporated to reduce the amount of 
stormwater runoff within the project site.  The project would include the use 
of gravel paved parking stalls along the new entry road to allow for stabiliza-
tion and water detention underneath the parking stalls to handle peak runoff 
and allow water to percolate on-site and not into the creek.  The incorpora-
tion of this component would reduce pollutants entering the creek.  The pro-
ject does not propose the construction of drainage pipes to carry stormwater 
runoff to Temescal Creek. 
 

                                                         
1 Rebecca Rothman, Sandis Engineers, email communication with DC&E, 

June 4, 2010. 



Source: PGAdesign, Inc., Tumbull Griffin & Haesloop, Fratessa Forbes Wong.

N O R T H

F I G U R E  3 - 8

B R i d g e  C O N C e p T u a l  e l e v a T i O N s

C i T Y  O F  O a K l a N d
s T .  J O H N ’ s  C H u R C H  p R O J e C T  d R a F T  e i R

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N

Th
o

rn
h

ill
 D

ri
ve



Source: PGAdesign, Inc., Tumbull Griffin & Haesloop, Fratessa Forbes Wong.

F I G U R E  3 - 9

B R I D G E  C O N C E P T U A L  S T R U C T U R A L  P L A N

C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N



Source: DC&E, 2010.

C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N

F I G U R E  3 - 10

B A N K  T R E A T M E N T S

160 32 Feet
N O R T H



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N

C O N C E P T U A L  D E S I G N  O F  B I O E N G I N E E R I N G  T R E A T M E N T  A T  B R I D G E  L O C A T I O N

F I G U R E  3 - 1 1



Source: PGAdesign, Inc., Tumbull Griffin & Haesloop, Fratessa Forbes Wong.

200 40 Feet
N O R T H

F I G U R E  3 - 1 2

G R A D I N G ,  D R A I N A G E  A N D  P A V I N G  P L A N

C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N



 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

 

 

3-19 

 
 

The number of parking spaces would be reduced from approximately 56 ex-
isting spaces including one ADA space, to 41 spaces including two ADA 
spaces.  The parking space dimensions aisle widths and space layouts would 
all be in compliance with the City of Oakland standards and are shown in 
Figures 3-5 and 3-11. 
 
Phase 1 also includes removal of the parking area along the eastern side of the 
existing sanctuary building and abandonment of and removal of the Gouldin 
Road entry lane.  This area would be temporarily landscaped until construc-
tion of the sanctuary, as described below under Phase 2. 
 
The project proposes removal of 65 trees, 56 of which fall under the City of 
Oakland tree preservation ordinance.  Forty-seven trees would be removed 
due to poor suitability for preservation.  Eighteen trees would be removed 
due to development impacts.  The project would preserve 90 trees within the 
project site.  The Tree Preservation Plan is shown in Figure 3-13.  Trees pro-
posed for removal would be replaced with native species, and non-native 
parking orchard trees and accent vegetation.  A complete list of trees to be 
removed and preserved is included in Chapter 4.2, Biological Resources, in 
Table 4.2-1 and Table 4-2-2, respectively.  Figure 3-14 shows the planting plan 
for the project which incorporates recommendations of the Tree Report (Ap-
pendix F).  The Tree Report sets forth conditions to protect preserved trees 
and ensure long-term health of species within the project site.  Trees to be 
planted include six species of large-canopied trees, one species of coniferous 
evergreen tree, two species of trees for use in the parking area, and three spe-
cies of accent shrubs.   
  
2. Phase 2 
Phase 2 of the project would entail construction of a new one-story sanctuary 
building between 5,000 and 5,500 square feet at the location of the current 
Gouldin Road entrance to the Church.  Conceptual plans for the new sanctu-
ary call for a 33-foot-high structure and a cupola.  Figure 3-15 shows a concep-
tual floor plan for the proposed sanctuary.  Figures 3-16 and 3-17 show west 
and east section views of the new sanctuary.  The section views do not show 
the proposed sanctuary in relation to the existing topography or represent the 
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potential view of the building from Gouldin Road.  The new sanctuary 
would be constructed of wood, stucco and composition roof material, to 
match the style and materials of the existing sanctuary building.  As part of 
this phase, the patio between the existing sanctuary building and the new 
sanctuary would be renovated and expanded.  Upon completion of the new 
sanctuary building, the existing sanctuary building would be converted into a 
community hall and fellowship space.  Both buildings would be in use only 
when adults are using one building and children (non-drivers) are using the 
other building.  Because a more specific timeline for Phase 2 is contingent 
upon completion of Phase 1 and procurement of additional construction 
funds, the construction start date cannot be determined at this time. 
 
 
E. Project Objectives 

The major objectives of the project are to: 

♦ Construct a new sanctuary for St. John’s Episcopal Church, with func-
tional connectivity between new sanctuary and old sanctuary (to be used 
as community hall/fellowship space). 

♦ Provide safer ingress and egress for emergency vehicles, St. John’s parish-
ioners, and parents of Thornhill School children by constructing a bridge 
that would direct traffic to the improved St. John’s parking lot.  

♦ Improve traffic conditions along Alhambra Lane and Gouldin Road.  

♦ Provide ADA compliant facilities. 
  
 
F. Required Permits and Approvals 

The proposed project would require the following approvals from the City of 
Oakland prior to construction.  This EIR is intended as the environmental 
document for all of these actions, and any other approvals that may be re-
quired: 
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City of Oakland 

♦ City of Oakland Conditional Use Permit 

♦ City of Oakland Protected Trees Ordinance Permit 

♦ City of Oakland Creek Protection Permit 

♦ City of Oakland Regular Design Review 

♦ Tentative Parcel Map  
 
 
Other Agency Approvals 

♦ Section 10 of Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers 

♦ Section 401 of U.S. Clean Water Act permit, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

♦ Section 404 of U.S. Clean Water Act permit, U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers 

♦ California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Process 
Approval 

 
 



4 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 
 
 

4-1 
 
 

A. Format of Environmental Evaluation 

This chapter consists of four sections that evaluate the environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, including Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and Traffic and Circulation.  Each section follows the same for-
mat and consists of the following subsections: 

♦ The Regulatory Setting section describes which local, State and/or federal 
regulations are applicable to the proposed project.  

♦ The Existing Setting section describes current conditions with regard to the 
environmental factor reviewed. 

♦ The Thresholds of Significance section tells how an impact is judged to be sig-
nificant in this EIR. 

♦ The Impact Discussion gives an overview of potential impacts, and tells why 
impacts were found to be significant or less-than-significant, and identifies 
Standard Conditions of Approval and/or mitigation measures that would 
reduce/eliminate each impact. 

♦ The Cumulative Impacts section analyzes impacts that the proposed project 
may have when considered in addition to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects. 

 
In Sections 4.1 through 4.4, each numbered impact is considered significant prior 
to mitigation, unless it is specifically identified as less than significant. 
 
Standard Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures have been recom-
mended that will reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Im-
pacts would be less than significant after mitigation unless they are noted as sig-
nificant and unavoidable in the text. 
 
 
B. Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss cumulative 
impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is “cumulatively con-
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siderable.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(3) defines a project’s effects as 
“cumulatively considerable” when those effects are significant in connection with 
the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects. 
 
Where the incremental effect of a project is not “cumulatively considerable,” a 
Lead Agency need not consider that effect significant, but must briefly describe 
its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively consider-
able.  Where the cumulative impact caused by the project's incremental effect 
and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR must briefly indicate 
why the cumulative impact is not significant.  The results of the cumulative im-
pact analysis are presented in each Impact Discussion section in Sections 4.1 
through 4.4. 
 
Section 15130(b) states that “the discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the 
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion 
need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the 
project alone.  The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and 
reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identi-
fied other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which 
do not contribute to the cumulative impact.” 
 
The CEQA Guidelines provide two approaches to analyzing cumulative impacts.  
The first is the “list approach,” which requires a listing of past, present and rea-
sonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.  
The second is the summary approach wherein the relevant projections contained 
in an adopted general plan or related planning document that is designed to 
evaluate regional or area-wide conditions are summarized.  A reasonable combi-
nation of the two approaches may also be used.   
 
The cumulative analysis of this EIR is consistent with Section 15130(b)(1) of the 
CEQA Guidelines as  it is based on both a list of past, present and probable fu-
ture development projects in the area (short-term cumulative development), and 
a summary of development projections (long-term cumulative development).  
Cumulative impacts would most likely result from short-term and long-term 
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development in the immediate vicinity of the project.  Where appropriate, this 
EIR assesses the short-term and long-term cumulative impacts that would result 
from the project plus other projected development throughout the City of Oak-
land.  The following sections review the anticipated short-term and long-term 
development in the project vicinity and throughout the city. 
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4.1 AESTHETICS 
 
 

4.1-1 
 
 

This section discusses existing visual setting of the proposed St. Johns Church 
project site, the standards of significance used to determine visual and design 
impacts, and an analysis of the effects the proposed project would have on 
views and aesthetics in the project vicinity. 
 
 
A. Regulatory Setting 

This section includes a discussion of planning policies and ordinance require-
ments that are relevant to the proposed project.  
 
1. City of Oakland General Plan 
a. Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element 
The Oakland General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Ele-
ment, adopted in October 1995, is “the official policy document addressing 
the management of open land, natural resources, and parks in Oakland.”  The 
element contains the following objectives and policies aimed at protecting 
scenic views and biological resources and are applicable to the Project. 
 
Policy OS1.3: Relate New Development to Slope 
Limit intensive urban development to areas where the predominant slope is 
less than 15 percent.  Design development on slopes between 15 and 30 per-
cent to minimize alteration of natural landforms.  Strongly discourage devel-
opment on slopes greater than 30 percent.  To the extent permitted by law, 
when land is subdivided into two or more lots, retain areas with slopes over 
30 percent as private, public, or common open space. 
 
The proposed project would involve redevelopment of currently developed 
parcels with grades ranging from 3 to 26 percent.  The proposed sanctuary 
would be developed on a portion of the site with a slope of  between 3 and 5 
percent, adjacent to the existing meeting hall, thereby concentrating the de-
veloped portion of the site to one area.  No development is proposed on 
slopes over 30 percent.  
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Policy OS3.1: University, College, and Institutional Open Space 
Retain open space at Oakland’s universities, colleges, and other institutions 
where such open space provides recreational, aesthetic, conservation, or his-
toric benefits.  Where such spaces are publicly owned, as at the community 
colleges, support the permanent retention of athletic fields and other recrea-
tional areas as open space.  Such areas should not be converted to develop-
ment unless they are replaced in kind with comparable areas or facilities in 
the immediate vicinity. 
 
Although the Church is not a publically owned institution, it provides quasi-
public access to its meditation garden, which would be expanded at the time 
the Phase 2 sanctuary is constructed. 
 
Policy OS4.2: Protection of Residential Yards 
Recognize the value of residential yards as a component of the City’s open 
space system and discourage excessive coverage of such areas by buildings or 
impervious surfaces. 
 
The proposed project includes demolition of one home, and conversion of the 
yard to parking.   
 
Policy OS10.2:  Minimizing Adverse Visual Impacts 
Encourage site planning for new development which minimizes adverse visual 
impacts and takes advantage of opportunities for new vistas and scenic en-
hancement. 
 
As discussed above, the new sanctuary would be constructed to relate to the 
existing slope of the project site, and would be located adjacent to the existing 
church building.  By locating the proposed sanctuary adjacent to the existing 
church building and at the grade of the existing parking lot, the bulk and mass 
of the proposed sanctuary would be minimized.  As discussed below in re-
sponse to criteria 1, the proposed project does not impact scenic vistas nor is 
the project site a component of a larger scenic vista as viewed from the sur-
rounding area.  Because the project site is located within a wooded, residential 
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neighborhood with limited, short-range views to and from the site, the pro-
ject would minimize adverse visual impacts. 
 
b. Scenic Highways Element 
The Oakland Scenic Highways Element “addresses itself to the preservation 
and enhancement of those distinctively attractive roadways that traverse the 
city and the visual corridors which surround them.”1  The element contains 
the following policies aimed at protecting scenic corridors and are applicable 
to the Project. 

♦ Policy 3.  Urban development should be related sensitively to the natural 
setting. 

♦ Policy 4.  High standards for preserving and enhancing natural landforms 
and vegetation should be established and maintained to regulate all activi-
ties related to earth work and the removal of trees, shrubs or ground 
cover. 

 
The closest freeway, to the project area is California State Route 13, however 
the project is not visible from this roadway. 
 
2. City of Oakland Planning Code Design Review Criteria 
Chapter 17.136.050 of the Planning Code establishes the criteria for design 
review of proposed projects within the City of Oakland.  This section states 
that a project involving a non-residential facility will only receive design re-
view approval if it “conforms to all of the following criteria, as well as to any 
and all other applicable design review criteria:” 

a. That the proposal will help achieve or maintain a group of facilities 
which are well related to one another and which, when taken together, 
will result in a well-composed design, with consideration given to site, 
landscape, bulk, height, arrangement, texture, materials, colors, and ap-
purtenances; the relation of these factors to other facilities in the vicinity; 

                                                         
1 City of Oakland General Plan, Scenic Highways Element, page 1. 
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and the relation of the proposal to the total setting as seen from key 
points in the surrounding area.  

b. That the proposed design will be of a quality and character which har-
monizes with, and serves to protect the value of, private and public in-
vestments in the area. 

c. That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the 
Oakland General Plan and with any applicable design review guidelines 
or criteria, district plan, or development control map which have been 
adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council. 

 
As discussed in this section, construction of both phases of this project does 
not result in aesthetic impacts, and the conceptual site plan and design appear 
to be consistent with the purposes and intent of the design review criteria. 
 
3. City of Oakland Outdoor Lighting Standards 
The City adopted Outdoor Lighting Standards in December 2002 in order to 
prevent glare and light pollution, encourage energy efficiency, and improve 
safety.  These standards include measures such as the use of shields to direct 
light and eliminate glare for drivers; less-powerful Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) up-lights; and photocells and time switches to control outdoor lights.  
The standards also prohibit “[t]he use of decorative lighting, landscape and 
building accent lighting, or floodlighting for appearance only.”  The Electrical 
Services Division of the Public Works Agency is responsible for the review 
and approval of outdoor lighting. 
 
A detailed lighting plan has not been developed at this stage of the project 
design.  The plan will be developed in conformance with the City’s outdoor 
lighting standards, subject to approval by the Electrical Services Division as 
noted above.  
 
4. City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval 
The City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval will be adopted as 
requirements of the proposed project and are included, where applicable, in 
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Section D of this chapter to help ensure that no significant impacts occur as a 
result of this project. 
 
 
B. Existing Setting 

This section describes the physical setting of the proposed project.  CEQA 
requires analysis of public viewsheds and does not require consideration of 
private views. 
 
1. Form and Appearance of the Project Site 
The project site is comprised of five parcels that contain four single-family 
homes and one church facility.  The project site is characterized by substantial 
tree cover consisting of mature Coast Redwood, Live Oak, Douglas Fir, Gi-
ant Redwood trees, and fruit trees. 
 
2. Form and Appearance of the Surrounding Area 
a. Area North of the Project Site 
Single-family homes are located north of the project site, across Gouldin 
Road.  The residential neighborhood to the north is comprised of one- and 
two-story hillside homes within substantial tree cover. 
 
b. Area South of the Project Site 
The area south of the project site contains a small pocket of single-family 
homes and Thornhill Elementary School. 
 
c. Area East of the Project Site 
Single-family homes are located east of the project site.  The residential 
neighborhood to the east is comprised of one- and two-story homes built on 
steep grades, and under substantial tree cover. 
 
d. Area West of the Project Site 
Single-family homes are located west of the project site on steep grades.  The 
residential neighborhood to the west is comprised of one- and two-story 
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homes built into the hillside under substantial tree cover (Forest Park 
neighborhood). 
 
3. Views of the Project Site 
The most prominent public views of the project site are looking southeast 
from Thornhill Drive, shown in Figure 4.1-1, and looking southwest from 
Gouldin Road, shown in Figure 4.1-2.  Views from Thornhill Drive are lim-
ited by heavy vegetation and mature trees along Temescal Creek.  Addition-
ally, a single-family residence within the project site currently limits views 
into the project site.  Thus, expansive views of the project site are not possible 
from Thornhill Drive.  Other views of the project site are limited by hilly 
terrain, mature vegetation, and existing private residences. 
 
4. Views From and Across the Project Site 
Expansive views from the project site are limited due to the site’s dense vege-
tation.  Views from the eastern and western edges of the project site are gen-
erally obstructed by vegetation.  From the northern boundary of the project  
site, views consist of homes along Gouldin Road, though trees and vegetation 
largely obscure direct views.  Looking towards the south from the southern 
edge of the project site, there are distant views of the surrounding wooded 
hillsides and Thornhill Elementary School.  Views west of the project site 
from the western edge of the project site are limited by private residences. 
 
5. State Scenic Highways 
There are no officially designated State scenic highways in the vicinity of the 
project site according to the California Department of Transportation.2

                                                         
2 California Department of Transportation.  Officially Designated State Sce-

nic Highways.  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/.  Accessed 
on June 5, 2008. 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

A E S T H E T I C S

F I G U R E  4 . 1 - 1

E X I S T I N G  V I E W  O F  S I T E  F R O M  T H O R N H I L L  D R I V E 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

A E S T H E T I C S

F I G U R E  4 . 1 - 2

E X I S T I N G  V I E W  O F  S I T E  F R O M  G O U L D I N  R O A D



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A E S T H E T I C S  

 

 

4.1-9 

 
 

C. Thresholds of Significance 

The proposed project would have a significant impact related to aesthetics if it 
would: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.  [NOTE: Only impacts 
to scenic views enjoyed by members of the public generally (but not pri-
vate views) are potentially significant.] 

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state or locally desig-
nated scenic highway. 

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings. 

4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substan-
tially and adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

5. Introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast substantial 
shadows on existing solar collectors (in conflict with California Public 
Resource Code Section 25980-25986). 

6. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the function of a building using 
passive solar heat collection, solar collectors for hot water heating, or 
photovoltaic solar collectors. 

7. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public or 
quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space. 

8. Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 
15064.5(a) such that the shadow  would materially impair the resource’s 
historic significance by materially altering those physical characteristics 
of the resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 
inclusion on or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, California Register of Historical Resources, Local register of his-
torical resources, or a historical resource survey form (DPR Form 523) 
with a rating of 1-5. 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A E S T H E T I C S  

 
 

4.1-10 

 
 

9. Require an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations in the 
General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform Building Code, and the excep-
tion causes a fundamental conflict with policies and regulations in the 
General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform Building Code addressing the 
provision of adequate light related to appropriate uses. 

 
 
D. Impact, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measure Dis-

cussion 

This section discusses the impacts of the proposed project on the visual qual-
ity of the surrounding area, including impacts arising from the proposed pro-
ject’s height and massing and its visual and urban design compatibility with 
the surrounding area.  The cumulative impacts of this project are discussed in 
subsection E of this chapter.  
 
1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
The proposed project would result in aesthetic changes with regard to views 
of the project site, removal of trees within the project site, and the construc-
tion of a new building.  Public views of the project site are limited to views of 
the project site from Thornhill Drive and Gouldin Road, as shown in Figures 
4.1-1 and 4.1-2, respectively.  The view from Gouldin Road is from an eleva-
tion above the project site, and looks down to the existing parking lot and 
church building.  The view from Thornhill Drive is characterized by limited 
and short-range views into the project site.  There are no scenic vistas from 
the site nor is the project site a component of a larger scenic vista as viewed 
from the surrounding area. 
 
Trees proposed for removal would constitute a physical change within the 
project site, however, as discussed below, the proposed project will preserve 
and enhance natural vegetation through the implementation of planting plan 
(Figure 3-13). 
 
Construction of the proposed sanctuary would result in a change to the build-
ing massing on the project site.  However, the project design complies with 
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applicable Planning Code Design Review Criteria in that the buildings would 
be grouped on one portion of the site and would be designed in a compatible 
scale and architectural style, resulting in a well-composed design. 
 
Although the project would result in changes to aesthetic resources within the 
project site, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact to aesthetic resources. 
 
2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state or locally 
designated scenic highway. 

Although compliant with the City of Oakland Scenic Highways Element, the 
project site is not located within the vicinity of a state or locally designated 
scenic highway. 
 
The Project represents an intensification of urban development on the project 
site, however, with the incorporation of design features including extensive 
tree plantings, use of pervious materials in the proposed parking lot and sensi-
tive placement of the Phase 2 sanctuary adjacent to the existing developed 
portion of the site, the overall intensification of uses does not adversely im-
pact the site character, or character of the neighborhood.  While the proposed 
bridge will require removal of trees and vegetation and increase shading of 
Temescal Creek, the bridge design and proposed bank stabilization and land-
scaping were designed to recognize the sensitivity of the creek and enhance 
the natural setting to the extent feasible. 
 
Although located in a heavily wooded, hilly neighborhood in Oakland, 
which allows for far field views within the hillsides, the project site is primar-
ily shielded from view on Thornhill Drive due to the heavy vegetation.  Con-
struction of the bridge would open up views of the site, at least until the 
newly-planted trees mature; however, the views would be filtered by retained 
vegetation, and would not be considered to damage scenic resources. 
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The proposed project will preserve and enhance natural vegetation through 
the implementation of the grading, drainage and paving plan (Figure 3-12), 
and planting plan, (Figure 3-14).  The plans will be implemented through the 
adherence to Best Management Practices and City of Oakland Standard Con-
ditions of Approval to reduce impacts related to construction and operation, 
as discussed in Chapters 4.2 and 4.3 of this EIR.  As a result, there would be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

 
3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 

and its surroundings. 
Although the project would alter the visual character of the site and sur-
roundings, the changes would not be significant because the site is currently 
developed with a sanctuary building and paved parking area.  As shown on 
Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4, which represent the most open views of the site, the 
height, bulk, and overall massing of the proposed sanctuary, bridge, and park-
ing area would not overwhelm or degrade the visual character of the project 
site.  The project would comply with the City of Oakland Planning Code 
Design Review Criteria. 
 
The Project proposes construction of a new sanctuary adjacent to the location 
of the current meeting hall of the church in order to maintain the synergistic 
grouping of buildings.  As shown in the conceptual designs in Figures, 3-16, 
and 3-17, the proposed sanctuary will be scaled to be compatible with the 
existing structures on the site, and the home to the southeast.  The relative 
location of the proposed sanctuary below the elevation of Gouldin Road also 
serves to reduce the visual mass of the building. 
 
Construction of the bridge and the access lane would require removal of 47 
trees3 which will increase the visibility to and from that section of Thornhill 
Drive and adjoining properties, as shown in Figure 4.1-3.  However, landscap-
ing with native species (discussed in Section 4.2 of this EIR), would improve 
the visual character of the creek.  With the removal of trees along the creek to  

                                                         
3 HortScience, Inc., Tree Report, March 2009, Table 3, pages 8-9 and Tree 

Preservation Plan, as prepared by PGA Design.  (Included in Appendix F of this EIR.) 
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accommodate the proposed bridge, a portion of the creek would be open to 
more filtered sunlight.  Diagrams showing the existing shading and shading 
resulting from the project are included in the Biological Resources chapter 
(Figures 4.2-2 and 4.2-3) to show how the removal of trees along the creek 
would augment the shading of the area.  Although the parking lane would be 
partially visible from Thornhill Drive, existing vegetation, new plantings and 
landscaping, and use of crushed granite would provide visual relief that would 
soften the view.  In addition, because significant native redwood and oak trees 
would be retained, the view would be filtered.  As a result, a less-than-
significant impact would occur. 
 
4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substan-

tially and adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 
The design for the placement and type of lighting for Phase 1 and Phase 2 
shall conform to Standard Condition of Approval AES-1, listed below.  With 
the incorporation of these measures, lighting and glare will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant impact.  
 
Standard Condition of Approval AES-1:  Lighting Plan.  Prior to the issuance 
of an electrical or building permit.  The proposed lighting fixtures shall be ade-
quately shielded to a point below the light bulb and reflector and that prevent 
unnecessary glare onto adjacent properties.  Plans shall be submitted to the 
Planning and Zoning Division and the Electrical Services Division of the Pub-
lic Works Agency for review and approval.  All lighting shall be architectur-
ally integrated into the site. 
 
5. Introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast substantial 

shadows on existing solar collectors (in conflict with California Public 
Resource Code Section 25980-25986). 

Currently there are no solar collectors on the existing sanctuary or office 
buildings, nor are collectors located on any residences adjoining the project 
site.  Most of the residences are in heavily shaded areas with filtered solar ac-
cess.  In addition, the areas designated for new trees are oriented to the center 
of the project site away from adjoining residences, as shown in Figure 3-5, to 
shade the parking area.  Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A E S T H E T I C S  

 
 

4.1-16 

 
 

6. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the function of a building using 
passive solar heat collection, solar collectors for hot water heating, or 
photovoltaic solar collectors. 

As noted in response to criteria 5), there are no buildings on or adjoining the 
site that use passive solar heat collection, solar collectors, hot water heating or 
photovoltaic solar collectors; therefore, the project would not able to cast 
shadows that would impair the function of these facilities.  Therefore, a less 
than significant impact would occur.  
 
7. Cast shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public 

or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space. 
As shown in Figure 4.1-4, the church meditation garden, located in front of 
the sanctuary building, would be retained.  While the new building would 
cast shadows on the garden in the late afternoon, it would not impair the use 
of the garden by the community.  Furthermore, by locating proposed sanctu-
ary close to the grade of the existing parking lot, the bulk and mass of the 
building would be minimized.  The proposed bridge would cast shadows over 
the existing creek.  However, as discussed in response to criteria 7 of this 
chapter, and Section E., Cumulative Impacts of Chapter 4.2, Biological Re-
sources, a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
8. Cast shadow on an historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 

15064.5(a) such that the shadow  would materially impair the resource’s 
historic significance by materially altering those physical characteristics 
of the resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 
inclusion on or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, California Register of Historical Resources, Local register of his-
torical resources, or a historical resource survey form (DPR Form 523) 
with a rating of 1-5. 

There are no historic buildings on the project site, therefore, no impact would 
occur.  
 
9. Require an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations in the 

General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform Building Code, and the ex-
ception causes a fundamental conflict with policies and regulations in 
the General Plan, Planning Code, and Uniform Building Code address-
ing the provision of adequate light related to appropriate uses. 
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The project does not require an exception to the policies or regulations listed 
in the General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform Building Code, addressing 
the provision of adequate light.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  
 
 
E. Cumulative Impacts 

This analysis evaluates whether the impacts of the Proposed Project, together 
with the impacts of past, present, pending and reasonably foreseeable future 
development, would result in a cumulatively significant impact on aesthetics 
(based on the significance criteria and thresholds presented earlier).  This 
analysis then considers whether the incremental contribution of the Proposed 
Project to this cumulative impact would be considerable.  Both conditions 
must apply in order for a project’s cumulative effects to rise to the level of 
significance. 
  
The geographic context for analysis of cumulative impacts to biological re-
sources in this DEIR encompasses the North Oakland hills, and specifically, 
the Montclair Village area.  
 
The cumulative analysis considers the effect of the Proposed Project com-
bined with past, present, pending and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
defined geographic area.  Past projects, i.e., the principal determinant of exist-
ing conditions in the area, which are developed and where natural communi-
ties have already been disturbed—even where open space persists, have already 
caused adverse cumulative effects on aesthetic  resources.  With the addition 
of current and other proposed projects, there is an existing cumulative impact 
without the Project, which could be considered to combine with the Proposed 
Project to increase the aggregate effect and be considered cumulatively signifi-
cant. 
 
However, relative to the CEQA baseline, the impacts of the proposed Project 
do not aggregate to breach the CEQA significance thresholds described else-
where in the Draft EIR.  There are no other reasonably foreseeable projects 
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of this scope in the area, and, if there are, the cumulative effect on aesthetic 
resources would be minimized as discussed above and below. 
 
Environmentally protective laws and  regulations, have been applied with 
increasing rigor since the early 1970s and include the City of Oakland Gen-
eral Plan (specifically OSCAR and the Scenic Highway Element), the Plan-
ning Code’s Design Review requirements, City’s lighting standards and Stan-
dard Conditions of Approval,  as described in section A., Regulatory Setting, 
earlier in this EIR chapter.  The Proposed Project and other future projects 
within the cumulative geographic context are and would be required to com-
ply with local laws and policies and all applicable permitting requirements of 
the City intended to address potential aesthetic impacts.  Additionally, new 
projects would be required to demonstrate that they would not have signifi-
cant effects on aesthetics, although it is possible that some projects may be 
approved even though they would have significant, unavoidable aesthetics 
impacts. 
 
The current impact analysis has shown that the Project has the potential for 
significant impacts on aesthetics and that these impacts can be reduced to less-
than-significant levels through the application of the City of Oakland’s SCAs. 
 
When considered with impacts of past, present, pending and reasonably fore-
seeable future projects within the geographic context for this analysis, the 
minor incremental contribution of the Proposed Project to an already exist-
ing cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, the cu-
mulative effect of the Proposed Project on aesthetics would be less than signifi-
cant. 
 
Specifically, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing 
views in the vicinity of the project site.  No other projects of similar scope are 
planned or pending within the vicinity of the project.4  Individual residential 

                                                         
4 Clevenger, Ann.  Personal communication with DC&E, November 9, 

2010. 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A E S T H E T I C S  

 

 

4.1-19 

 
 

development will occur as allowed by the City of Oakland General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance.  However, a substantial degradation in visual resources is 
not anticipated and would not combine with the project to significantly im-
pact.  As a result, a less-than-significant cumulative impact to visual resources 
would occur. 
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4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 

4.2-1 
 
 

This section discusses existing biological conditions of the proposed project 
site, the standards of significance used to determine biological impacts, and an 
analysis of the effects that the proposed project would have on biological re-
sources.  A report describing the biological resources within the project site 
and in the vicinity of the project site is included in Appendix E of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Regulatory Setting 

This section summarizes the existing local, State and federal laws, policies and 
regulations that apply to the environmental topic area that are analyzed for 
the proposed project.  
 
1. Federal Laws and Regulations 
a. Federal Endangered Species Act 
The United States Congress passed the Federal Endangered Species Act 
(FESA) in 1973 to protect species that are endangered or threatened to be-
come engendered.  The FESA works in concert with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) to help protect the ecosystems upon which en-
dangered or threatened species depend.   
 
FESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife species.  
“Take” is defined as the harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, 
wounding, killing, trapping, capturing or collecting wildlife species or any 
attempts to engage in such conduct (16 USC 1532, 50 CFR 17.3).  
 
b. Clean Water Act 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates development on or near 
jurisdictional bodies of water and wetlands consistent with the Clean Water 
Act (CWA).  The Corps regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into jurisdictional waters under section 404 of the CWA.  The Corps shares 
enforcement of the Clean Water Act (CWA) with the United States Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Certification from the California Re-
gional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is also required when a pro-
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posed activity may result in discharge into navigable waters, pursuant to Sec-
tion 401 of the CWA and EPA Section 404(b)(1) Guideline.   
 
2. State Laws and Regulations 
The California State regulations applicable to biological resources in the site 
vicinity include the California Endangered Species Act and the California 
Department of Fish and Game Code (CDFG).  As noted above, the RWQCB 
is responsible for upholding state water quality standards.  Pursuant to Sec-
tion 401 of the CWA, projects that apply for a Corps permit for discharge of 
dredge or fill material, and projects that qualify for a Nationwide Permit must 
obtain water quality certification from the RWQCB. 
 
a. California Endangered Species Act 
The State of California enacted the Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984.  
Similar to FESA, CESA pertains to State-listed endangered and threatened 
species.  CESA requires State agencies to consult with the CDFG when pre-
paring CEQA documents to ensure that the State lead agency actions do not 
jeopardize the existence of listed species.   
 
b. Streambed Alteration Agreement Process 
 The CDFG is responsible for protecting streams and water bodies through 
the Streambed Alteration Agreement process under Section 1600 of the Cali-
fornia Fish and Game Code.  Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code stipu-
lates that it is unlawful to substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or 
substantially change the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake 
without notifying the CDFG, incorporating necessary mitigation, and obtain-
ing a Streambed Alteration Agreement.  
 
3. Local Regulations and Policies 
a. City of Oakland Protected Tree Ordinance 
As set forth by Title 12, Chapter 36 of the City of Oakland Municipal Code, 
identifies protected trees that require a permit for removal and trees that must 
be protected from construction impacts.  According to the ordinance, a tree 
permit must be obtained to remove coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) measur-
ing 4 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh) or to remove any other tree 
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measuring 9 inches dbh or larger, except Eucalyptus and Monterey Pine 
(Pinus radiate) or if any protected tree on the property might be damaged by 
construction activity. 
 
b. Creek Protection Ordinance 
Chapter 13.16 of the City of Oakland Municipal Code establishes a number 
of guidelines to protect Oakland’s creeks by reducing and controlling storm-
water pollution, preserving and enhancing creekside vegetation and wildlife, 
and controlling erosion and sedimentation.  The ordinance includes specific 
measures applicable to parking lots, gas stations, industrial and commercial 
activities, as well as to properties that contain creeks.  The ordinance includes 
provisions that address discharge regulations and requirements as well as in-
spection and enforcement. 
 
4. City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval 
The City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval will be adopted as 
requirements of the proposed project and are included, where applicable, in 
Section D. of this chapter to help ensure that no significant impacts occur as a 
result of this project. 
 
 
B. Existing Conditions 

This section describes the existing biological and regulatory setting associated 
with the biological resources on the site.  Biological resources associated with 
the site were identified through a review of available background information 
and field reconnaissance surveys of the site.  Available documentation was 
reviewed to provide information on general resources in the Montclair area of 
Oakland, presence of sensitive natural communities, the distribution and 
habitat requirements of special-status species which have been recorded from 
or are suspected to occur in the project vicinity, and wildlife habitat values of 
the site.  An initial field reconnaissance survey was conducted on July 27, 
2006 to identify existing conditions, presence of any sensitive habitat features 
or potentially suitable habitat for special-status species, and an assessment of 
wildlife habitat conditions.  Detailed protocol surveys for special-status spe-
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cies were not considered necessary to confirm presence or absence because of 
the extent of past disturbance and development on the site and adjacent lands, 
the dominance of the creek corridor by non-native invasive species, and the 
lack of suitable habitat characteristics necessary to support special-status spe-
cies.  A field visit to the site was conducted with staff from the City of Oak-
land and the Regional Water Quality Control Board on May 28, 2008 during 
which review and input on the proposed plans at the time were reviewed.  
Review of the tree survey data from the updated 2009 Tree Report by 
HortSciences1 was performed during the subsequent field visit. 
 
1. Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat 
The site is located in a predominately residential area of Oakland with sub-
stantial tree cover, composed primarily on non-native species.  Temescal 
Creek lies on the west side of the project site, with an existing residence and 
poorly maintained landscaped yard on the south side of the creek, and struc-
tures, parking and landscaping around the existing sanctuary and offices.  Ex-
isting wildlife habitat is typical of suburban areas, with the creek providing a 
source of surface water during the dry summer and fall months and is most 
likely attracts terrestrial wildlife to the site reach and other locations of Te-
mescal Creek that are still accessible.  Aquatic habitat values of this reach of 
the creek are extremely limited given the shallow depth, lack of emergent 
vegetation, and dense shade overstory to much of the creek channel. 
 
Vegetation along the creek corridor is dominated by native and non-native 
tree plantings, with an understory of scattered shrubs and open to dense tan-
gle of non-native English ivy (Hedera helix), periwinkle (Vinca major), and 
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor).  English ivy and periwinkle form the 
dominant ground cover over most of the portion of the site along the creek.  
With the exception of a few horsetail (Equisetum sp.) plants along an un-
shaded reach of the south bank, native groundcover species are completely 
absent in the reach on the site because of the dense shade, past disturbance, 
and competition with the invasive species.  Tree species along this reach of 

                                                         
1 HortScience, 2009, Tree Report, St. John’s Episcopal Church, Oakland, CA, 

March 2009. 
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the creek include a single Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), big-leaf 
maple (Acer macrophyllum), coast redwoods (Sequoia sempervirens), coast live 
oaks (Quercus agrifolia), wild plums (Prunus sp.), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga 
menziesii), sycamore (Platanus sp.), Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara), Monterey 
pine (Pinus radiata), among others.  No emergent vegetation or aquatic life 
was observed in the creek channel itself. 
 
Wildlife use in the site vicinity is generally low because of the lack of protec-
tive cover and developed condition in the area.  Species typical of urbanized 
and ruderal habitat occur in the vicinity, including birds and mammals com-
mon in the Montclair area of Oakland.  Typical species observed or suspected 
include: house finch, house sparrow, mourning dove, northern mocking bird, 
pocket gopher, house mouse, Norway rat, and western fence lizard.  Raccoon 
and opossum most likely forage through locations where protective cover is 
present.  Several species of raptors most likely occasionally forage in the re-
maining natural areas on the hillsides, and may occasionally perch or roost in 
trees on the site, including Cooper’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, and American 
kestrel.  But no signs of any active raptor nesting or other nests were ob-
served during the field reconnaissance surveys.  The lack of any groundcover 
and grassland habitat on the site and immediate vicinity limits the importance 
of the site as even occasional foraging habitat for raptors.  Suitable foraging 
habitat for burrowing owl is absent, and no evidence of nesting by other spe-
cies of raptors was observed during the field reconnaissance surveys, and 
seems unlikely given the intensity of surrounding development.  The surface 
waters of Temescal Creek are most likely an attractive source of drinking 
water to deer and other terrestrial wildlife common in the area, but no 
aquatic life was observed within the creek itself, as noted above.  The concrete 
box culvert and drop structure immediately upstream from the site precludes 
use of the creek channel bottom and banks as a continuous movement corri-
dor for both terrestrial and aquatic species, and Temescal Creek enters a cul-
vert downstream of the site as Alhambra Road, about 80 feet downstream of 
the St. John’s Church reach.  Major drop structures and the dam at Lake Te-
mescal preclude this segment of Temescal Creek being used by anadromous 
(i.e migratory) fish such as steelhead in the future.  
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2. Special-Status Species 
Review of records maintained by the California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDB) indicate that a number of special-status plant and animal species 
have been reported from the surrounding area of Oakland and the Berkeley 
Hills.  Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected 
under the state and/or federal Endangered Species Acts or other regulations, 
as well as other species that are considered rare enough by the scientific com-
munity and trustee agencies to warrant special consideration, particularly 
with regard to protection of isolated populations, nesting or denning loca-
tions, communal roosts and other essential habitat.  Species with legal protec-
tion under the Endangered Species Acts often represent major constraints to 
development, particularly when they are wide ranging or highly sensitive to 
habitat disturbance and where proposed development would result in a “take” 
of these species. 
 
Figure 4.2-1 shows the known distribution of sensitive natural communities 
and special-status plant and animal occurrences within about two miles of the 
site.  No sensitive natural communities recognized by the CNDDB have been 
reported from the site or occur on the property based on the field inspection 
conducted in July of 2006, and follow-up site visits.  The CNDDB records 
show a general occurrence of fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea) extending 
to the edge of the site vicinity, but no other occurrences have specifically 
been reported from the site. 
 
Numerous special-status plant species are known from the Oakland Hills, 
such as Diablo helianthella (Helianthella castenea), robust monardella 
(Monardella villosa ssp globosa), Santa Cruz tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia), 
western leatherwood (Dirca occidentalis), bent-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinkia 
lunaris), pallid manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida), most-beautiful jewel-flower 
(Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus), alkali milk-vetch (Astragalus tener var. 
tener), Persidio clarkia (Clarkia franciscana), and fragrant fritillary.  These 
species have varied legal status, and most are considered rare in California (list 
1B) by the CNPS.  The closest known occurrence is for western leatherwood,  
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which occurs in the hillsides further up the watershed.  However, the extent 
of past disturbance of the site from grading, landscaping, and spread of inva-
sive groundcover species precludes the occurrence of any special-status plant 
species along the Temescal Creek corridor on the site.  
 
Special-status animal species known or suspected from the Oakland Hills in-
clude: Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus), California red-
legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), Berkeley kangaroo rat (Dipodomys heer-
manni berkeleyensis), bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryes editha bayensis), 
callippe silverspot butterfly (Speyeria callippe callippee), monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus), northwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata), and sev-
eral species of raptors and bats.  Suitable habitat for special-status animal spe-
cies is generally absent from the site due to the extent of past disturbance, 
surrounding development and human activity, and the absence of conditions 
necessary to support these species.  This includes absence of freshwater marsh 
and riparian habitat necessary for breeding by California red-legged frog, na-
tive grassland and scrub habitat necessary to support Berkeley kangaroo rat, 
native serpentine grassland and larval host plant species for bay checkerspot 
butterfly, native grassland with larval host plant species for callippe silverspot 
butterfly, scrub/chaparral habitat with sunning areas and prey species neces-
sary to support Alameda whipsnake, eucalyptus necessary to support over-
wintering areas for monarch butterfly, and nesting/roosting habitat for rap-
tors and bats.  Steelhead (Oncorhynchus kisutch) were historically known from 
the streams of the East Bay, and Temescal Creek most likely once served as 
habitat for native runs of this federally-threatened species.  But downstream 
culverts, drop structures, and the dam at Temescal Lake preclude this species 
and northwestern pond turtle from migrating this far up Temescal Creek.   
 
One species of particular concern in creek habitats is the potential for occur-
rence of the federally-threatened California red-legged frog.  According to the 
CNNDB, an occurrence of California red-legged frog has been identified 
about half a mile east of the site, reported from “Thornhill Pond” sometime 
in the 1940’s.  It is unknown whether a population of California red-legged 
frog still occurs in that pond, which is on private property.  The creek across 
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the site may have previously served as a dispersal corridor for this species 
when accessible breeding habitat once occurred downstream and would have 
encouraged individuals to move along the creek corridor.  However, suitable 
habitat for this species is generally absent on the site given the absence of 
emergent vegetation, native willow cover, or pools suitable for breeding.  The 
intervening reach of Temescal Creek between this 1940’s-reported occurrence 
and the site has been extensively developed, with segments of creek having 
been culverted above and below the site.  Heavy predation by raccoons most 
likely precludes the survival of any dispersing California red-legged frogs that 
may be dispersing from the historic occurrence, if the population remains 
intact.  A preconstruction survey by a qualified biologist would ensure that 
any dispersing California red-legged frogs are avoided and protected in the 
remote instance that one were to move through the project reach of the creek 
during construction. 
 
3. Jurisdictional Waters 
Although definitions vary to some degree, wetlands are generally considered 
to be areas that are periodically or permanently inundated by surface or 
ground water, and support vegetation adapted to life in saturated soil.  Wet-
lands are recognized as important features on a regional and national level due 
to their high inherent value to fish and wildlife, use as storage areas for storm 
and flood waters, and water recharge, filtration and purification functions. 
 
As discussed above under Regulatory Setting, the CDFG, Corps and 
RWQCB have jurisdiction over modifications to wetlands and other “waters 
of the United States”, and the City of Oakland regulates modifications to 
creeks under Chapter 13.16 of the City of Oakland Municipal Code.  The 
open drainage of Temescal Creek qualifies as a regulated jurisdictional water 
by the Corps, RWQCB, CDFG, and City of Oakland.  This drainage forms a 
well defined channel with a conspicuous Ordinary High Water Mark 
(OHWM) of about 20 feet in width along this reach of Temescal Creek.  Wet-
land vegetation is generally absent, although the unvegetated “other waters of 
the U.S.” are still regulated by jurisdictional agencies. 
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C. Threshold of Significance 

The proposed project would have a significant impact related to biological 
resources if it would: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or spe-
cial status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service.  

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensi-
tive 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 de-
fined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) or state protected wet-
lands, through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means. 

4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or mi-
gratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or mi-
gratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites. 

5. Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan. 

6. Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Tree Preservation and 
Removal Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code (OMC) Chapter 12.36) 
by removal of protected trees under certain circumstances?  Factors to 
be considered in determining significance include: The number, type, 
size, location and condition of (a) the protected trees to be removed 
and/or impacted by construction and (b) the protected trees to remain, 
with special consideration given to native trees.  Protected trees include 
the following: coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) measuring four inches 
diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger, and any other tree measuring 
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nine inches dbh or larger except eucalyptus and Monterey pine; pro-
vided, however, that Monterey pine trees on City property and in de-
velopment-related situations where more than five Monterey pine trees 
per acre are proposed to be removed are considered to be protected 
trees. 

7. Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Creek Protection Or-
dinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) intended to protect biological resources.  
Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria to assess 
impacts, factors to be considered in determining significance include 
whether there is substantial degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat 
through: (a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a creek; 
(b) significantly modifying the natural flow of the water; (c) depositing 
substantial amounts of new material into a creek or causing substantial 
bank erosion or instability; or (d) adversely impacting the riparian cor-
ridor by significantly altering vegetation or wildlife habitat. 

 
 
D. Impacts, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes the potential impacts that could occur to biological 
resources as a result of the proposed project.   
 
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. 

Past disturbance to the project site, including residential and other urban uses, 
precludes the occurrence of any special-status plant species from the project 
site.  A site survey conducted in 2008 confirmed that suitable habitat for spe-
cial-status species plant or animal is absent from the site and the likelihood of 
the future occurrence of special-status plant or animal species on this site is 
considered unlikely or remote.  However, there is a remote possibility of the 
federally-threatened California red-legged frog could disperse along Temescal 
Creek at some point in the future.  Individual frogs would most likely not 
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survive long-term along the reach of Temescal Creek in the vicinity of the site 
because of the likelihood of predation by raccoons and other predators.  But 
in the very remote instance that individual frogs happened to disperse onto 
the site along the creek channel at the time of bridge construction or stabiliza-
tion activities, they could be inadvertently injured or destroyed.  Because of 
this remote possibility, the project is considered to have a potentially signifi-
cant impact on special-status animal species, which can be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with the following mitigation measure and Standard 
Conditions of Approval. 
 
Impact BIO-1:  The project site currently does not support occurrences of 
any special-status species, but there remains a remote possibility that Califor-
nia red-legged frog could disperse along Temescal Creek in the future.  If any 
frogs are present in this reach of the creek when bridge and restoration work 
is to be implemented, individuals could be injured or destroyed unless appro-
priate measures are taken.  This is a potentially significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  The applicant shall implement appropriate 
avoidance measures and shall conduct a pre-construction survey for Cali-
fornia red-legged frog prior to initiation of the bridge construction or 
stabilization efforts work along Temescal Creek.  The United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has outlined mitigation measures for ac-
tivities authorized by the Corps under their Nationwide Permit program 
in their Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issu-
ance of Permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Authorizations 
under the Nationwide Permit Program for projects that May Affect the Cali-
fornia Red-legged Frog.  The following procedures are adapted from the 
Programmatic opinion by the USFWS and shall be implemented to avoid 
potential impacts: 

♦ A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey of the 
creek to confirm absence of any California red-legged frog from the 
site.  The survey shall be conducted no more than two weeks before 
any construction activities are initiated in or within 100 feet of the 
creek.  If California red-legged frogs, tadpoles, or eggs are found, the 
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qualified approved biologist shall contact the USFWS, to determine 
if moving any of these lifestages is appropriate.  Only a USFWS-
approved biologist shall participate in activities associated with the 
capture, handling, and monitoring of California red-legged frogs. 

♦ Before any construction activities begin, the approved biologist(s) 
shall conduct a training session for all construction personnel.  At a 
minimum, the training shall include: (a) a description of the Califor-
nia red-legged frog and habitat for this species; (b) the general meas-
ures that are being implemented to conserve this species as they relate 
to the project, and (c) the boundaries within which the project may 
be accomplished. 

♦ During project construction activities, all trash that may attract 
predators shall be properly contained, removed from the work site 
and disposed of properly. 

♦ All fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment, and 
staging areas, shall be located at least 20 feet from the creek.  Prior to 
the onset of work, the applicant shall prepare a plan to allow a 
prompt and effective response to any accidental spills into the creek.  
All workers shall be informed of the importance of preventing spills 
and the appropriate measures to take should a spill occur. 

♦ Instream work (dewatering, bridge-related construction, channel sta-
bilization, invasive species removal, and creek enhancement plant-
ings) will only occur between June 15 and October 15) during low 
flow periods.   

♦ To control erosion during and after project construction, the appli-
cant shall implement Best Management Practices, as identified by the 
RWQCB and described in a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
for the project. 

♦  If the construction reach of the creek is temporarily de-watered by 
pumping, intakes shall be completely screened with wire mesh not 
larger than five millimeters to prevent California red-legged frogs, 
from entering the pump. 
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♦ The USFWS-approved biologist shall permanently remove, from 
within the project site, any individuals of exotic wildlife species, such 
as bullfrogs and crayfish to the extent possible. 

 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than significant. 

 
2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensi-

tive 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. 

The project site does not support any sensitive natural community types 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFG.  
Most of the existing tree, shrub and groundcover on-site are comprised of 
non-native species, including most of the tree, shrub and groundcover along 
the creek corridor.  Additionally, the mature native cottonwood located near 
the proposed footings for the new bridge does not constitute a sensitive natu-
ral community type, and this specimen tree will be retained as part of the 
bridge construction and habitat enhancement along the creek corridor.  A 
discussion of the direct effects of the new bridge and associated changes to the 
creek embankment on the regulated waters of Temescal Creek is provided 
below under in response to criteria 3.  As previously noted, the creek corridor 
is dominated by non-native species and the project proposes substantial habi-
tat enhancement through removal of non-native species and replacement with 
native riparian species.  As discussed in response to criteria 7, the project 
would result in a loss of riparian habitat in the area under the proposed 
bridge.  As discussed below, this impact would be mitigated through the in-
clusion of Mitigation Measure BIO-2.  However, no substantial adverse effect 
on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFG or FWS would oc-
cur as a result of the proposed project.  As a result, a less-than-significant im-
pact would occur. 
 
3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands (as 

defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) or state protected wet-
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lands, through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. 

Temescal Creek is a regulated water body.  Any modifications to the bed or 
bank would be subject to authorization from the Corps, RWQCB, CDFG, 
and the City of Oakland.  As determined during site inspections, wetlands are 
absent along the creek channel, but the active channel is regulated by the 
Corps and RWQCB as an “other waters of the U.S.” below the Ordinary 
High Water Mark.  The CDFG and the City of Oakland regulate activities 
beyond the top of bank, including protection of any riparian cover that cur-
rently shades the stream.  Construction of the new bridge and proposed bank 
stabilization activities below the bridge would result in modifications to the 
bed and bank of the channel, and would affect the existing vegetative cover, 
which would be a significant impact.  Conditions of agency authorizations 
typically include avoiding impacts to established native vegetation, minimiz-
ing disturbance to in-channel habitat and the potential for sedimentation and 
water quality degradation, and providing replacement mitigation to ensure no 
net loss of habitat functions or values.  The proposed enhancement activities 
along the creek corridor, including removal of invasive species and planting of 
native trees, shrubs, and groundcover species would serve to improve existing 
habitat.  Implementation of the following Standard Conditions of Approval 
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Standard Condition of Approval BIO-1:  Regulatory Permits and Au-
thorizations.  Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit 
within vicinity of the creek.  Prior to construction within the vicinity of 
the creek, the project applicant shall obtain all necessary regulatory per-
mits and authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, and the City of Oakland, and shall comply with 
all conditions issued by applicable agencies.  Required permit approvals 
and certifications may include, but not be limited to the following: 
a. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps): Section 404.  Permit ap-

proval from  the Corps shall be obtained for the placement of dredge 
or fill material in Waters of the U.S., if any, within the interior of 
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the project site, pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water 
Act.  

b. Regional Walter Quality Control Board (RWQCB): Section 401 Wa-
ter Quality Certification.  Certification that the project will not vio-
late state water quality standards is required before the Corps can is-
sue a 404 permit, above.  

c. California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG): Section 1602 
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement.  Work that will alter the 
bed or bank of a stream requires authorization from CDFG. 

 
4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or mi-

gratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or mi-
gratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites. 

No significant impacts on wildlife habitat and movement corridors are antici-
pated given the relatively low habitat values of the site.  Some common 
ground-mobile species such as pocket gopher, fence lizard, Norway rat, and 
house mouse would be lost during building demolition, grading and construc-
tion, but these species are relatively abundant or are not native, and their in-
dividual loss would not be considered significant.  Implementation of the 
City’s Standard Condition of Approval BIO-3, Tree Removal During Breed-
ing Season (see below), would serve to protect any active bird nests during 
construction.  Birds which utilize the site would most likely avoid the dis-
turbed portions of the site until construction has been completed and new 
landscaping begins to provide replacement cover and foraging opportunities.  
However, the site currently has only limited wildlife habitat values, generally 
for species common in suburban habitat, does not support any sensitive spe-
cies, and contains no important raptor nesting or roosting locations.   
 
Although existing habitat values on the site are relatively low due to the 
dominance by non-native species, the Temescal Creek most likely serves as a 
source of drinking water for terrestrial wildlife during the dry season and the 
creek corridor is most likely used by species such as black-tailed deer, rac-
coon, opossum, skunk and other species tolerant of human development and 
activity.  No indications of any aquatic species were observed during the field 
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reconnaissance surveys of the site, and it is unlikely that the creek currently 
supports much of a fishery resource given the poor water quality and signifi-
cant downstream barriers to movement.  Proposed bridge construction and 
embankment stabilization activities along the creek would temporarily dis-
rupt use of the area by wildlife, but this is seen as a minor impact for these 
adaptable species.  The bridge is designed to allow for movement of these spe-
cies under the structure, and it would not significantly impede wildlife 
movement along the channel bottom of the creek.  The concrete culvert and 
drop structure immediately upstream and the culvert under Alhambra Road 
about 80 feet downstream of the site precludes use of the creek as an impor-
tant movement corridor for wildlife in the project vicinity.  Given the limited 
existing habitat values, extent of surrounding development, and enhancement 
provisions of the project along Temescal Creek, potential impacts on wildlife 
habitat and wildlife movement opportunities would be considered less-than-
significant.   
 
5. Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 

natural community conservation plan. 
The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conser-
vation plan or natural community conservation plan.  There are no approved 
conservation plans encompassing the site or vicinity.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 
 
6. Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Tree Preservation and 

Removal Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code (OMC) Chapter 12.36) 
by removal of protected trees under certain circumstances?  Factors to 
be considered in determining significance include: The number, type, 
size, location and condition of (a) the protected trees to be removed 
and/or impacted by construction and (b) the protected trees to remain, 
with special consideration given to native trees. 

The proposed project includes an application for a tree removal permit as 
required under the City of Oakland Protected Trees Ordinance.  As indicated 
in the project description and recommended in the 2009 Tree Report, a total of 
65 (56 protected) trees would be removed as part of the project.  Although 
many of the 90 trees recommended for preservation are in close proximity to 
proposed construction activities and require protection, unless exceptions are 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
B I O L O G I C A L  R E S O U R C E S  

 
 

4.2-18 

 
 

allowed, construction activities, including grading, paving, or installation of 
irrigation shall not occur within the Tree Preservation Zones, as described in 
the Tree Preservation Plan (Figure 3-12).  The Tree Preservation Zones vary 
in size, depending on the size of the trees.  Trees to be removed as part of the 
project are listed in Table 4.2-1, which identifies species, trunk size, whether 
it is a protected tree, and specific comments related to that particular tree.  
Trees to be preserved as a part of the project are listed in Table 4.2-2, which 
also identifies species, trunk size, protected tree status, and comments related 
to its recommended preservation. 
 
Of the 65 trees mapped on the site that were recommended for removal in the 
2009 Tree Report, a total of 13 trees to be removed are located within the con-
struction impact area of the new bridge.  The remaining 52 trees would be 
removed to accommodate new parking and roadway improvements, or be-
cause of their poor condition.  A total of 18 trees are to be removed to ac-
commodate development and the remaining 47 were recommended for re-
moval in the 2009 Tree Report because of their poor condition and unsuitabil-
ity for preservation.  The 2009 Tree Report includes “Tree Preservation Guide-
lines” that would ensure protection of trees to be retained.  Replacement 
plantings would be required for all trees to be removed, consistent with the 
City’s Tree Preservation and Replacement Ordinance.  Of the 65 trees to be 
removed, a total of 13 trees (less than 20 percent) are native species indigenous 
to the area (i.e. coast live oak and big leaf maple), all of these are relatively 
young trees (with trunk diameters under 15-inch diameter at breast height), 
and most are sapling trees.  While the trees on the site do provide perching, 
foraging, and potential nesting opportunities for birds, most of the mature 
and important trees in terms of their habitat functions and values would be 
preserved.  The enhancement native plantings along the Temescal Creek cor-
ridor and replacement tree plantings throughout the site required for confor-
mance with the City’s ordinance would serve to address the impact of pro-
posed tree removal on existing wildlife habitat values of the site 
 
As currently proposed as part of the project, many of the trees proposed for 
removal would be replaced with native tree species.  Most of these native  
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TABLE 4.2-1 TREES TO BE REMOVED

Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter 
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

1 Incense cedar 18,9,7,6 Yes Codominant at base with included bark between trunks; thin crown; small trunks with suppressed crowns. 

2 Coast live oak 11 Yes Tree in decline; thin crown; trunk leans south; branch dieback. 

3 Incense cedar 21 Yes Narrow upright form; thin high crown. 

4 Incense cedar 18 Yes High crown bows over house; high potential to fail; remove tree. 

5 Douglas-fir 20 Yes Good form and structure; full high crown. 

6 Pyracantha 7,2,2 Yes Suppressed crown; branch dieback; large shrub form. 

7 Bigleaf maple 14,13 Yes Codominant at 2 feet; 14-inch stem bows west; twig dieback. 

9 Unknown  No High stump with ivy. 

10 Coast redwood 12 Yes High thin crown; top of creek. 

11 Plum 10 Yes Branch dieback; branch failures; epicormic sprouts; top of creek. 

12 Plum 10 Yes Trunk engulfed in ivy; epicormic sprouts. 

15 Cherry 9 Yes Dead. 

20 Incense cedar 21,21 Yes Codominant at base with included bark between trunks; full crown; stems maybe separating. 

21 Hollywood juniper 14 Yes Crown flat on north; trunk growing into porch. 

24 Deodar cedar 13 Yes Trunk and crown engulfed in ivy; small crown; top of creek. 

25 Plum 10,6 Yes Codominant at 6 feet with included bark between attachments. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter 
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

26 English laurel 8,6,5 Yes Partial root failure; trunk leans north; low crown. 

27 American elm 16 Yes High crown; branch failures; trunks engulfed in ivy. 

28 American elm 15 Yes High crown; branch failures; trunks engulfed in ivy. 

29 American elm 14 Yes High crown; branch failures; trunks engulfed in ivy. 

30 Plum 6,5 Yes Poor form and structure; suppressed crown. 

31 Plum 8,4.4 Yes Extensive sprouting; included bark between attachments. 

32 Apple 5,4 Yes Trunks divide at 3 feet with included bark; upright form; low crown; fireblight. 

33 Apple 4,4,4 Yes Trunks divide at 1-foot with included bark; upright form; low crown; fireblight. 

34 Apple 6,3,3 Yes Partial root failure; trunk leans west low crown; fireblight. 

35 Apple 3,3,3 Yes Trunks divide at ground with included bark; upright form; fireblight. 

36 Apple 6,3 Yes Suppressed crown; crown bows southwest; fireblight. 

37 Cherry 4,4,4 Yes Trunks divide at 1-foot with included bark; upright narrow form; twig dieback. 

38 Plum 4,2 No Trunks stem from base with included bark between attachments; twig dieback. 

39 Loquat 5,3 No Previously topped; full crown; trunks stem from base within included bark. 

40 Plum 4,3,2,2,2 Yes Thin crown; extensive branch dieback. 

41 Plum 7,4 Yes Good form and structure; crown somewhat thin; branch dieback. 

42 Apple 5,4,3 Yes Trunks divide at 2 feet; upright form; low crown; fireblight. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter 
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

43 Plum 4,4,3,3 Yes Trunks stem from base with included bark between attachments; twig dieback. 

44 Plum 6,3 Yes Crown leans west; trunks stem from base with included bark between attachments; twig dieback. 

45 Apple 5,4,3 Yes Partial root failure; trunk leans west; suppressed crown. 

46 Apple 6,5 Yes Upright form; twig dieback; fireblight. 

47 Apple 8,8,6,6 Yes Tree in decline; extensive branch dieback. 

48 Apple 10,7,6,4 Yes Trunks divide at 2 feet; good form; low crown; 4 inches west facing stem was dead; fireblight. 

49 Apple 5,3,2 Yes Tree in decline; extensive branch dieback. 

50 Monterey pine 20 No Codominant at 18 feet with included bark; high potential to fail; crown somewhat thin; chlorotic needles. 

51 Coast live oak 8 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

52 Coast live oak 7 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; crook in trunk at 4 feet. 

53 Hawthorne 4,4 No Poor form and structure; tree leans west. 

54 Plum 9 Yes Topped at 7 feet; extensive sprouting; included bark between attachments. 

55 Monterey pine 15 No Poor narrow form; crook in trunk; ivy on trunk. 

56 Plum 9,8 Yes Extensive branch dieback; included bark between attachments. 

57 Glossy privet 3,3,2,2,2 Yes Trunks stem from base; shrub form. 

58 Glossy privet 
3,3,3,2,2,2,

2 
Yes Trunks stem from base; shrub form. 

59 Glossy privet 3,3,2,2 Yes Suppressed crown; declining health; shrub form. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter 
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

60 Glossy privet 7,6 Yes Suppressed crown; declining health; shrub form. 

61 Chinese elm 7 No Poor form and structure; large trunk wound. 

62 Hawthorne 6 No Narrow upright form; branch failure; trunk wound on east.   

63 Glossy privet 4,3,2,2 Yes Suppressed crown; declining health; shrub form. 

64 Coast live oak 4 Yes Suppressed crown in grove. 

65 Coast live oak 6 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

66 Coast live oak 10,6 Yes 
Trunk divides at 2 feet with included bark; decay in 6-inch trunk; trunk and crown leans north; suppressed 
form. 

67 Coast live oak 5,5 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

68 Coast live oak 8 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

69 Coast live oak 5 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; trunk leans north; branch dieback. 

70 Coast live oak 7 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; upright form;  branch dieback. 

71 Crytomeria 13 Yes Tree in decline; narrow form. 

72 Monterey pine 28 No Poor form; one-sided crown; branch dieback. 

73 Douglas-fir 20 Yes Poor form; crook in trunk at 40 feet; one sided crown. 

74 Coast live oak 10 Yes Suppressed crown to west; tree bows over parking lot. 

Source: HortScience, 2009. 
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TABLE 4.2-2 TREES TO BE PRESERVED

Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

75 Coast live oak 14 Yes Development impacts; west of existing parking lot. 

AA Coast live oak 14 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

AC Coast live oak 15 Yes Good form and structure; crown somewhat thin. 

AF Coast live oak 15 Yes Tree leans west towards parking lot; good form and structure; crown somewhat thin. 

AG Coast live oak 11 Yes Good form; branch dieback; suppressed crown in grove. 

AI Coast live oak 10,6 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

AJ Coast live oak 8 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

AK Coast live oak 7 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; trunk leans north; branch dieback. 

AL Coast live oak 20 Yes 
Untagged and offsite; good form and structure; crown extended 24' south from edge of property into pro-
ject site. 

AN Coast live oak 10 Yes Trunk and crown leans north; branch dieback. 

AO Coast live oak 24,20,20 Yes 
Trunks divide at 1.5'; cavity in trunk at attachments; decay in pruning wound; two stems over house and 
rear yard with heavy weight; epicormic sprouts. 

AP Coast live oak 10,9 Yes Trunk divides at 1'; crook in-trunk. 

AR Coast live oak 9 Yes Suppressed crown; thin crown. 

AS Coast live oak 14 Yes Trunk and crown leans west over parking lot. 

AT Coast live oak 19 Yes Good form; trunk divides at 15'; decay in pruning wounds. 

AU Coast live oak 28 Yes 
Trunk divides at 15' into two stems; decay in pruning wound; crown somewhat thin; branch on east 
propped with steel post. 

AV Red horse chestnut 17 Yes Good form and structure; crown somewhat thin; in 4' tree well; raised concrete. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

AW Red horse chestnut 20 Yes Good form and structure; crown somewhat thin; in 4' tree well; raised concrete. 

AX Red horse chestnut 9 Yes Good form and structure; crown somewhat thin; in 4' tree well. 

AY Coast live oak 15 Yes Good young tree; remove 5''-stem with included bark. 

AZ Cherry 7,4 Yes Overtopped by BB; thin crown; branch dieback. 

B Coast redwood 67 Yes Good form; full crown; trunk divides into multiple stems at 5' with included bark; trunks fused together. 

BB Saucer magnolia 6,6,6,4,3 Yes Trunks stem from base; good form; full crown. 

BD Coast redwood 36 Yes Good form; full crown; codominant at 6' with trunks fused together. 

BE Cherry 9 Yes Trunks divide at 4'; twig dieback; crown somewhat thin. 

BG English laurel 8,6,6 Yes Trunks stem from base; upright form; full crown. 

BH English laurel 6 No Partial root failure; suppressed crown. 

BI English laurel 8,8 Yes Trunk divides at 3' with wide attachment; low crown. 

BJ English laurel 
9,7,7,6,5, 
5,4,4,4,3 

Yes Partial root failure; trunks stem from base; some trunks on ground. 

BK Coast live oak 19 Yes Offsite; codominant at 5'; good form; crown somewhat thin; canopy extends east over parking lot 23'. 

BL Purple leaf plum 16 Yes Offsite;  branch dieback; epicormic sprouts; canopy extends to edge of parking lot. 

BR Coast redwood 32 Yes Narrow crown; side pruned for utility line; top of creek. 

BV Douglas-fir 14 Yes High crown, first branch at 20'; 3' from church building. 

BW Plum 9,5 Yes Extensive sprouting; included bark between attachments. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

BX Plum 10,8,8 Yes Trunks stem from base; extensive sprouting; included bark between attachments. 

BY Japanese maple 10,9 Yes Trunks stem from base; full crown;  branches touch at 4'. 

C Coast redwood 26 Yes Narrow upright form; suppressed crown on east from A. 

CA Plum 6,5 Yes Good upright form; twig dieback. 

CB Monterey pine 24 No Thin crown; branch dieback. 

CC Monterey pine 27 No Thin crown; branch dieback; ivy on trunk; top of creek. 

CD Giant sequoia 19 Yes Good form and structure; crown somewhat thin; browning needles; ivy on trunk. 

CE Giant sequoia 30 Yes Suppressed crown on creek side; crown somewhat thin; browning needles; ivy on trunk. 

CF Giant sequoia 7 No One sided form; browning needles; top of creek. 

CG Fremont cottonwood 15 Yes Codominant at 35' with wide attachment; branch dieback; ivy on trunk. 

CH Monterey cypress  18 Yes Excellent form and structure; full low crown. 

CI Incense cedar  18 Yes Untagged and offsite; full crown; codominant at 10' with included bark between attachment.  

CL Coast live oak 5 Yes Good form; suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

CM Ovens wattle 10 Yes Good form; thin crown; branch dieback; suppressed crown in grove. 

CN Coast live oak 20,18 Yes Trunk divides at 2' with included bark; trunk and crown leans north; suppressed form. 

CP Coast live oak 14,14,12 Yes Trunks divides at 2'; good form; tree under utility lines. 

CQ Coast live oak 10 Yes Trunk and crown leans east; suppressed form. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

CT Coast live oak 13 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

CU Coast live oak 8 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; trunk leans  north; branch dieback. 

CV Coast live oak 10 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; branch dieback. 

CW Coast live oak 6 Yes Suppressed crown in grove; upright form;  branch dieback. 

CZ Coast live oak 10 Yes Upright form; high crown; in grove; branch dieback. 

D Deodar cedar 36 Yes Offsite; narrow  form; codominant at 30'; two stems touch at 33'; branch failure. 

DA Coast redwood 
40,18,14,1
3,11,10,7 

Yes Topped; wide crown; under utility lines. 

DB Coast live oak 8 Yes Good young tree; codominant at 18'; under utility lines. 

DC Coast live oak 12,6 Yes Good young tree; trunks stem from base;  under utility lines. 

DD Coast live oak 9 Yes Good young tree; codominant at 15'. 

DE Coast live oak 22 Yes Good form; trunk divides at 5'; corner of Goulidn Rd. and driveway; under utility lines. 

DF Coast live oak 8 Yes Good young tree; codominant at 6'; remove small stem. 

DG Coast live oak 8,3 Yes Good young tree; full crown; codominant at 6' with included bark. 

DH Plum 5,5,5 Yes Multiple attachments at 2'; branch dieback. 

DI Coast live oak 9 Yes Good young tree; excellent form and structure. 

DJ Coast live oak 16,13 Yes Good form; full crown; trunk divides at 1' with included bark; seam below attachment. 

DK Coast live oak 6 Yes Poor form; lost central leader; suppressed crown. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

DL Monterey pine 27 No High crown; trunk leans north; weight heavier on north. 

DM Monterey pine 27 No High crown; crown bows southeast; weight heavier on southeast; ivy on trunk. 

DN Monterey pine 11 No Young tree; crook in trunk at 30 feet. 

DO Irish yew 9 Yes Oval form; full crown. 

DP Coast live oak 21 Yes Good form; codominant at 6 feet with included bark; ivy on trunk. 

E Coast redwood 32 Yes Excellent form and structure; full low crown. 

F Coast live oak 25 Yes Good form; decay in pruning wound on south; cable north facing stem towards carport. 

H Coast redwood 61 Yes Good form; codominant at 6 to 10 feet with several stems fused together; full crown. 

I Irish yew multi Yes Off-site; eight stems 7 inches and under; trunks divide at 2 feet; full crown. 

J Coast live oak 35 Yes 
Good form and structure; northwest facing scaffold horizontal and heavy; large pruning wound on south 
was closed. 

K London plane 27 Yes Open spreading form; high crown; top of creek. 

L Canary Island pine 32 Yes Good form and structure; full crown; ivy on trunk. 

M Fremont cottonwood 36 Yes High crown; branch failures; ivy on trunk. 

N Deodar cedar 16 Yes Thin crown; branch dieback; at top of creek. 

O Coast redwood 22,7 Yes Narrow crown; side pruned for utility line. 

P Coast redwood 27 Yes Narrow small crown; side pruned for utility line. 

Q Coast live oak 23 Yes 
Topped; trunk leans northwest touching wood shed; cavity in pruning wound on west; trunk maybe in fill 
soil. 
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Tree 
No. Species 

Size 
Diameter
(Inches) 

Protected
Tree? Comments 

T Coast redwood 28 Yes Narrow crown; side of creek. 

U Coast redwood 15 Yes Narrow suppressed crown; side of creek. 

V Coast redwood 30 Yes Good form; full crown; side of creek. 

X Coast redwood 56 Yes Good form; full crown; codominant at 50 feet; consider removing one of the codominant trunks. 

Y Smooth cypress 7 No Good young tree. 

Source: HortScience, 2008. 
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replacement trees would be planted as part of the creek enhancement efforts 
along Temescal Creek, or at the perimeter of parking and roadway improve-
ments.  Implementation of the Creek Plan, plantings proposed as part of the 
project Landscape Plan, and implementation of the following Standard Con-
ditions of Approval would serve to reduce the impacts related to conflicts 
with the Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance to a less-than-significant 
level.   
 

Standard Condition of Approval BIO-2:  Tree Removal Permit on 
Creekside Properties.  Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the building 
permit.  Prior to removal of any tree located on the project site which is 
identified as a creekside property, the project applicant must secure the 
applicable creek protection permit, and abide by the conditions of that 
permit.  

 
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-3:  Tree Removal During Breeding 
Season.  Prior to issuance of a tree removal permit.  To the extent feasible, 
removal of any tree and/or other vegetation suitable for nesting of rap-
tors shall not occur during the breeding season of March 15 and August 
15.  If tree removal must occur during the breeding season, all sites shall 
be surveyed by a qualified biologist to verify the presence or absence of 
nesting raptors or other birds. Pre-removal surveys shall be conducted 
within 15 days prior to start of work from March 15 through May 31, 
and within 30 days prior to the start of work from June 1 through Au-
gust 15.  The pre-removal surveys shall be submitted to the Planning and 
Zoning Division and the Tree Services Division of the Public Works 
Agency.  If the survey indicates the potential presences of nesting raptors 
or other birds, the biologist shall determine an appropriately sized buffer 
around the nest in which no work will be allowed until the young have 
successfully fledged.  The size of the nest buffer will be determined by the 
biologist in consultation with the CDFG, and will be based to a large ex-
tent on the nesting species and its sensitivity to disturbance.  In general, 
buffer sizes of 200 feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds should suf-
fice to prevent disturbance to birds nesting in the urban environment, 
but these buffers may be increased or decreased, as appropriate, depend-
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ing on the bird species and the level of disturbance anticipated near the 
nest.  
 
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-4:  Tree Removal Permit.  Prior to 
issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit.  Prior to removal of 
any protected trees, per the Protected Tree Ordinance, located on the 
project site or in the public right-of-way adjacent to the project, the pro-
ject applicant must secure a tree removal permit from the Tree Division 
of the Public Works Agency, and abide by the conditions of that permit. 
 
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-5:  Tree Replacement Plantings.  
Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the building permit.  Replacement 
plantings shall be required for erosion control, groundwater replenish-
ment, visual screening and wildlife habitat, and in order to prevent exces-
sive loss of shade, in accordance with the following criteria: 
a. No tree replacement shall be required for the removal of nonnative 

species, for the removal of trees which is required for the benefit of 
remaining trees, or where insufficient planting area exists for a ma-
ture tree of the species being considered. 

b. Replacement tree species shall consist of Sequoia sempervirens (Coast 
Redwood), Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live Oak), Arbutus menziesii 
(Madrone), Aesculus californica (California Buckeye) or Umbellu-
laria californica (California Bay Laurel) or other tree species accept-
able to the Tree Services Division. 

c. Replacement trees shall be at least of twenty-four (24) inch box size, 
unless a smaller size is recommended by the arborist, except that 
three fifteen (15) gallon size trees may be substituted for each twenty-
four (24) inch box size tree where appropriate. 

d. Minimum planting areas must be available on site as follows: 
i. For Sequoia sempervirens, three hundred fifteen square feet per 

tree; 
ii. For all other species listed in #2 above, seven hundred (700) 

square feet per tree. 
e. In the event that replacement trees are required but cannot be 

planted due to site constraints, an in lieu fee as determined by the 
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master fee schedule of the city may be substituted for required re-
placement plantings, with all such revenues applied toward tree 
planting in city parks, streets and medians.  

f. Plantings shall be installed prior to the issuance of a final inspection 
of the building permit, subject to seasonal constraints, and shall be 
maintained by the project applicant until established. The Tree Re-
viewer of the Tree Division of the Public Works Agency may re-
quire a landscape plan showing the replacement planting and the 
method of irrigation.  Any replacement planting which fails to be-
come established within one year of planting shall be replanted at the 
project applicant’s expense.  

 
Standard Condition of Approval BIO-6:  Tree Protection During Con-
struction.  Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit.  
Adequate protection shall be provided during the construction period for 
any trees which are to remain standing, including the following, plus any 
recommendations of an arborist (see Appendix F, containing Tree Re-
port, St. John’s Episcopal Church, dated October 2008, updated March 
2009): 
a. Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction or other 

work on the site, every protected tree deemed to be potentially en-
dangered by said site work shall be securely fenced off at a distance 
from the base of the tree to be determined by the project’s consulting 
arborist.  Such fences shall remain in place for duration of all such 
work.  All trees to be removed shall be clearly marked.  A scheme 
shall be established for the removal and disposal of logs, brush, earth 
and other debris which will avoid injury to any protected tree. 

b. Where proposed development or other site work is to encroach upon 
the protected perimeter of any protected tree, special measures shall 
be incorporated to allow the roots to breathe and obtain water and 
nutrients.  Any excavation, cutting, filling, or compaction of the ex-
isting ground surface within the protected perimeter shall be mini-
mized.  No change in existing ground level shall occur within a dis-
tance to be determined by the project’s consulting arborist from the 
base of any protected tree at any time.  No burning or use of equip-
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ment with an open flame shall occur near or within the protected pe-
rimeter of any protected tree. 

c. No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other substances 
that may be harmful to trees shall occur within the distance to be de-
termined by the project’s consulting arborist from the base of any 
protected trees, or any other location on the site from which such 
substances might enter the protected perimeter.  No heavy construc-
tion equipment or construction materials shall be operated or stored 
within a distance from the base of any protected trees to be deter-
mined by the project’s consulting arborist.  Wires, ropes, or other 
devices shall not be attached to any protected tree, except as needed 
for support of the tree.  No sign, other than a tag showing the bo-
tanical classification, shall be attached to any protected tree.  

d. Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected trees shall 
be thoroughly sprayed with water to prevent buildup of dust and 
other pollution that would inhibit leaf transpiration. 

e. If any damage to a protected tree should occur during or as a result 
of work on the site, the project applicant shall immediately notify 
the Public Works Agency and the project’s consulting arborist shall 
make a recommendation to the City Tree Reviewer as to whether 
the damaged tree can be preserved.  If, in the professional opinion of 
the Tree Reviewer, such tree cannot be preserved in a healthy state, 
the Tree Reviewer shall require replacement of any tree removed 
with another tree or trees on the same site deemed adequate by the 
Tree Reviewer to compensate for the loss of the tree that is removed. 

f. All debris created as a result of any tree removal work shall be re-
moved by the project applicant from the property within two weeks 
of debris creation, and such debris shall be properly disposed of by 
the project applicant in accordance with all applicable laws, ordi-
nances, and regulations. 

 
7. Fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Creek Protection Or-

dinance (OMC Chapter 13.16) intended to protect biological resources.  
Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria to assess 
impacts, factors to be considered in determining significance include 
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whether there is substantial degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat 
through: (a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into a creek; 
(b) significantly modifying the natural flow of the water; (c) depositing 
substantial amounts of new material into a creek or causing substantial 
bank erosion or instability; or (d) adversely impacting the riparian corri-
dor by significantly altering vegetation or wildlife habitat. 

The project proposes to modify the existing condition of this reach of Temes-
cal Creek.  The proposed modifications include a proposed bridge, and bank 
stabilization features under the proposed bridge.  The proposed project would 
not alter the course of the creek, nor significantly alter vegetation or wildlife.  
Detailed biological and hydrological reports, attached herein, and explained 
below and in Section D. of Chapter 4.3 of this EIR, support this finding. 
 
The Temescal Creek channel is a regulated waters, and any modifications to 
this feature will require authorization from several agencies, including the 
Army Corps, RWQCB, CDFG, and the City of Oakland.  Adequate controls 
must be taken to prevent degradation of downstream receiving waters during 
construction and revegetation through implementation of Best Management 
Practices defined as part of the Restoration Plans and the required Stormwa-
ter Pollution Prevention Plan.  Conditions associated with authorization 
from jurisdictional agencies will ensure adequate protection of existing re-
sources and appropriate replacement and enhancement of existing habitat 
values.  The proposed bank stabilization plan (see Figure 3-9) and shadow 
analysis (discussed in detail below) demonstrate that direct impacts to the 
creek corridor as a result of the new bridge installation would be less than 
significant with mitigation as discussed below. 
 
As discussed above under Impact 6, of the 65 trees mapped on the site that 
were recommended for removal in the 2009 Tree Report, a total of 13 trees to 
be removed are located within the construction impact area of the new 
bridge.  These include two native species (Tree #2, a coast live oak and Tree 
#7 a big leaf maple), with the remainder planted ornamentals and invasive 
species.  Wildlife would continue to have access along the creek channel bot-
tom and across the new roadway and no major disruption of wildlife move-
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ment opportunities is anticipated given the upstream and downstream cul-
verts. 
 
The shading diagrams shown in Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-10 take into ac-
count only the remaining mature trees within the project site that would cast 
shadows in the vicinity of the proposed bridge.  Each figure includes three 
diagrams that, when shown together provide a summation of how shading 
patterns would be affected by construction of the proposed project.  In dia-
gram A. of each figure, the existing shadow pattern of trees within the project 
site is shown.  In diagram B. of each figure, the shadow pattern resulting from 
removing and adding trees as part of the project is shown.  Diagram C. of 
each figure shows the shadow pattern resulting from the proposed bridge.  
The diagrams were completed using data from the tree survey, the proposed 
planting plan, and the conceptual structural diagram of the bridge, shown in 
Figure 3-9.  The numbering and lettering of trees match the trees shown on 
the Tree Preservation Plan (Figure 3-13), the Planting Plan (Figure 3-12), as 
well as tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. 
 
The Project’s shadow effects were analyzed for representative times of day 
(9:00 a.m., 12:00 noon, and 3:00 p.m.) during four times of the year; spring 
equinox (March 20), summer solstice (June 21), fall equinox (September 23), 
and winter solstice (December 22).  The Project’s shadow effects on the spring 
and fall equinox are represented on the same diagram because the tilt of the 
Earth’s axis is not inclined away from, nor towards the Sun, which results in 
the same shadow patterns on each equinox day.  Shadows on any other day of 
the year would be within the range of shadows shown within the diagrams. 
 
As previously noted, construction of the proposed bridge would require re-
moval of trees along the Temescal Creek embankment.  As shown in the fig-
ures, trees shading would be less than current conditions due to the removal 
of trees.  However, the proposed bridge would cast a permanent, solid 
shadow of approximately 476 square feet on the creek and embankment di-
rectly under the bridge. 
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During the spring and fall equinoxes, morning shadows fall in a northwest-
erly direction, resulting in shade over Thornhill Drive.  At noon, shadows 
would extend in a northerly direction shading small areas of Thornhill Drive.  
At 3:00 p.m., the shadows fall in a northeasterly direction over the adjacent 
property located at 5940 Thornhill Drive.  Shadows from the project would 
extend in the same directions as described above, but due to removal of trees, 
some areas previously shaded by trees would be open to daylight, including 
areas of Thornhill Drive and the property located at 5940 Thornhill Drive.  
During the spring and fall equinoxes, bridge shadows would generally fall 
under and close to the proposed bridge, due to similar angles of the sun at 
both times of the year.  During the equinox periods, portions of the shadows 
fall to the west at 9:00 a.m., to the northeast at noon, and further to the 
northeast at 3:00 p.m. 
 
During the summer solstice, the shading at 9:00 a.m. extends from the project 
site in a westerly direction across Thornhill Drive.  At noon, shadows fall in a 
northerly direction, covering portions of the project site, Thornhill Drive, 
and the driveway to 5940 Thornhill Drive.  At 3:00 p.m., the shadows fall in 
an easterly direction, and extend onto the property located at 5940 Thornhill 
Drive.  Areas previously shaded by trees would be open to daylight, including 
areas of Thornhill Drive and the property located at 5940 Thornhill Drive.  
During the summer solstice, shading from the sun is minimal.  The majority 
of shadows fall directly under the bridge with portions of the shadows falling 
to the west at 9:00 a.m., slightly to the northeast at noon, and further to the 
northeast at 3:00 p.m. 
 
The greatest shading resulting from trees within the project site occurs during 
the winter solstice when the sun is lowest on the horizon.  At 9:00 a.m., tree 
shadows fall in a northwesterly direction across Thornhill Drive to property 
across the street from the project site.  Due to the direction of falling shadows 
and the positioning of the bridge, shadows under the bridge fall under the 
structure.  At noon, tree shadows fall in a northerly direction, and cover large 
areas of Thornhill Road and the property at 5940 Thornhill Drive.  Shadows 
cast by the bridge fall in a northerly direction extending over the northern 
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creek bank.  At 3:00 p.m., tree shadows fall in a northeasterly direction and 
cover a large portion of the property at 5940 Thornhill Drive.  Bridge shad-
ows extend in a northerly direction to the property at 5940 Thornhill Drive. 
 
As previously noted, because trees would be removed under the proposed 
project, shadows cast by the trees under the proposed project would be re-
duced when compared to the existing shading patterns, and natural light 
would be able to reach areas previously shaded.  However, the shadows cast 
by the proposed bridge would result in an area, approximately 12 to 14 feet 
wide (476 square feet), directly under the proposed bridge receiving little or 
no light throughout the year.2  The effect of the permanent shading would 
result in little or no growth of vegetation, and a permanent loss of riparian 
habitat.  To offset the impact of the permanent shading under the proposed 
bridge, the proposed bioengineering treatments, as shown in Figure 3-11, in-
clude construction of live crib walls and vegetated soil lifts with biodegradable 
coir or non-woven geotextile fabric as appropriate, on both creek banks di-
rectly under and adjacent to the proposed bridge.  The use of this material 
would provide riparian habitat under the bridge where sunlight can reach, but 
also provides stabilization and erosion control in the area under the bridge 
where no habitat can survive.  Incorporation of the proposed Planting Plan 
and stabilization features along the creek corridor, including the bioengineer-
ing treatments and the use of native species plantings elsewhere on the creek 
banks would serve to improve the overall native habitat values, with the ex-
ception of the loss of 476 square feet of riparian habitat.  As a result, a poten-
tially significant impact would occur.  This impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2. 
 

                                                         
2 The area receiving little or no sunlight under the bridge was calculated by 

multiplying the width of the area affected (approximately 14 feet) and the length of the 
slope of the creek bank (approximately 17 feet), as shown on Figure 3-11 of this EIR.  
The area of one creek bank is approximately 238 square feet.  Multiplied by two, to 
account for both creek banks, the total area that would receive little or no sunlight 
under the bridge would total approximately 476 square feet. 
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The construction of a bridge over Temescal Creek may require the use of 
several pieces of heavy, mechanized equipment, as shown on Table 4.2-3.  The 
equipment listed, and the estimated duration of use, provides an approxima-
tion for purposes of evaluating the potential environmental impacts, and does 
not constitute a final list of construction equipment or duration of use.  
 
As shown in Table 4.2-3, construction activities in or near the creek can be 
divided into six phases to clearly show what equipment may be used, and for 
how long.  The phases include site preparation, creek dewatering, pier instal-
lation, bridge grade beam installation, bioengineering treatment installation, 
and bridge installation/construction.  
 
Mechanized equipment that may be used in or near the creek channel include 
a backhoe, loader, dump truck, concrete mixer and concrete pumper.  Larger 
equipment may include excavators and rough terrain cranes that vary in size. 
 
Temporary dewatering of the creek may be required at the time of construc-
tion.  A temporary coffer dam, consisting of sandbags, may be constructed 
upstream of the construction area, and a submersible pump may also be used 
to divert water into a rigid or flexible pipe to be released downstream of the 
construction area.  It is expected that hand tools would be used to install the 
sandbags, pump and pipe and no mechanized equipment would be required.  
Impacts to riparian habitat resulting from dewatering are discussed above in 
response to criteria 1 and 3. 
 
Construction of the bridge could be completed in one of three ways that 
would require slightly different equipment, as estimated under the bridge in-
stallation/construction phase.  In short, a rough terrain crane would be re-
quired for installation of concrete or steel planks, but if the concrete for the 
bridge deck would be poured on-site, a concrete mixer and pumper would be 
required, in addition to a rough terrain crane. 
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TABLE 4.2-3 CONCEPTUAL EQUIPMENT NEEDS LIST 

Construction Phase Equipment Size Purpose 
Approximate 

Duration 
1 chipper and truck to haul 
(commercial tree service) 

Standard Removal of trees 2-3 weeks 

1 loader Standard Grading and brush removal 1 week 1 Site Preparation 

1 small scraper  Grading and brush removal 1 week 

2 Creek Dewatering 
No mechanized vehicles would be 
required for installation of coffer dam 

    

1 excavator-mounted drill 80,000 lbs Drill holes for piers 

1 concrete mixer Standard Mix concrete for pier 

1 concrete pumper Standard Pump concrete from mixer to location of pier 
3 Pier Installation 

1 10-yard dump truck  Relocation of spoils to on-site storage area 

1 week 

4 Grade Beam Installation 1 backhoe Standard Dig trench for placement of grade beam 1 week 

1 excavator Standard Removal/regrading of creek banks 

1 loader Standard Installation of base rock 5 
Bioengineering Treatment 
Installation 

1 rough terrain crane 80,000 lbs Installation of wooden logs 

2 weeks  
(1 week per side) 

Option 1 1 rough terrain crane 80,000 lbs Installation cross beam and concrete planks 1 week 

Option 2 1 rough terrain crane 80,000 lbs Installation of cross beam and steel planks 1 week 

1 rough terrain crane 80,000 lbs Installation of cross beam  

Concrete mixer  Mixing concrete for deck 

6 Bridge Installation/Construction 

Option 3 

Concrete pumper  Pump concrete to bridge for pouring 

2 weeks 

Source:  DC&E, and McNely Construction Company, October 2010. 
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The Grading, Drainage and Paving Plan, Figure 3-12, shows the final grading 
of the project site including the grading of the proposed bridge touchdown 
areas, and the roadway adjacent to the creek.  The area that could be dis-
turbed by construction activities and installation of project components 
would be located within close proximity to areas to be used for the driveway.  
Construction activities would occur after grading of the area has been com-
pleted.  It is expected that construction equipment would be placed on both 
sides of the creek, and possibly in the creek bed, to remove soil and install 
bioengineering treatments.  Staging areas and storage of construction materi-
als would be located within the St. John’s Church property in the area cur-
rently occupied by the residential structure located at 5928 Thornhill Drive. 
 
The use of mechanized equipment in or near the creek channel is inconsistent 
with implementation of Standard Condition of Approval HYD-5 (included in 
Chapter 4.3) that requires all work in or near creek channels to be performed 
with hand tools.  As a result, this project is considered to have a potentially 
significant impact on riparian habitat.  This impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with through the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3a and BIO-3b, as well as Standard Conditions of Approval HYD-1, 
HYD-5(m), HYD-8(a), and HYD-10(b). 
 
Impact BIO-2:  Shadows resulting from the placement of a vehicle bridge 
over Temescal Creek would result in the loss of approximately 476 square 
feet of riparian habitat. 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2:  Removal of invasive exotics and replanting of 
the creek corridor would generally serve to improve existing habitat val-
ues of the riparian corridor on the site, but compensatory mitigation 
would be required for the permanent loss of approximately 476 square 
feet of low quality riparian habitat.  Options for achieving this off-site 
mitigation requirement would consist of one of the following:  

1. Preparing and implementing an off-site creek restoration program 
funded by the applicant that would serve to restore a minimum of 
476 square feet of currently culverted creek corridor in Oakland.  
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The program would be developed by a qualified creek restoration 
specialist that meets with the approval of the City, CDFG, 
RWQCB, and Corps, and secures any required permits as part of 
program implementation.  The off-site restoration program shall 
specify performance criteria, maintenance and long-term manage-
ment responsibilities, monitoring requirements, and contingency 
measures.  Monitoring shall be conducted by the qualified creek res-
toration specialist for a minimum of five years and continue until 
the identified success criteria are met. 

2. Having the applicant make an in-lieu contribution to cover the costs 
of restoring a minimum of 476 square feet of riparian habitat at an 
off-site location as specified by the City of Oakland. 

 
Significance after Mitigation:  The implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
Impact BIO-3:  The construction of the proposed bridge and bioengineering 
treatments of the creek banks may require the use of heavy motorized 
equipment that could have an adverse impact on the riparian habitat of Te-
mescal Creek. 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the 
project applicant shall submit a study to the City, for its review and ap-
proval, which assesses the feasibility of using hand tools for work  
in/near the creek corridor.  If the City determines the use of hand tools is 
infeasible, the project applicant shall submit a construction plan, for City 
review and approval, whose goal is to minimize the use of and impacts 
from mechanized equipment in/near the creek corridor to the maximum 
feasible extent.  The project applicant shall implement the approved plan.  
The plan shall provide, at a minimum, the following: 

♦ Types and numbers of motorized equipment to be used in or near 
creek channel 

♦ Duration of equipment use in or near the creek channel 
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♦ Delineated areas where mechanical equipment would be used in or 
near the creek channel 

♦ Specific measures designed to minimize the impacts to the creek corri-
dor 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3b:  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
project applicant shall develop a creek restoration plan for City review 
and approval.  The applicant shall implement the approved plan.  The 
goal of the plan is to restore the disturbed areas to the pre-construction 
conditions or better.  Immediately following construction in or near the 
creek channel, disturbed areas will be restored.  Specific techniques used 
for such restoration may include, but are not limited to, the use of roto-
tilling quality compost 8 inches into the soil to promote a living soil 
structure, installation of native plant materials, and covering the soil sur-
face with biodegradable erosion control fabric and a 3-inch layer of coarse 
mulch.  If needed to temporary control erosion and sedimentation into 
the creek, straw wattles, silt fences, compost socks or similar measures 
which would prevent erosion as defined in the Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan for the project.   

 
Significance after Mitigation:  The implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
 
E. Cumulative Impacts 

This analysis evaluates whether the impacts of the Proposed Project, together 
with the impacts of past, present, pending and reasonably foreseeable future 
development, would result in a cumulatively significant impact on special-
status species, wetlands and other waters of the U.S., or other biological re-
sources protected by federal, state, or local regulations or policies (based on 
the significance criteria and thresholds presented earlier).  This analysis then 
considers whether the incremental contribution of the Proposed Project to 
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this cumulative impact would be considerable.  Both conditions must apply in 
order for a project’s cumulative effects to rise to the level of significance. 
 
The geographic context for analysis of cumulative impacts to biological re-
sources in this DEIR encompasses the North Oakland hills, and specifically, 
the Montclair Village area. 
 
The cumulative analysis considers the effect of the Proposed Project com-
bined with past, present, pending and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
defined geographic area. Past projects, i.e., the principal determinant of exist-
ing conditions in the area, which are developed and where natural communi-
ties have been disturbed—even where open space persists, have already caused 
adverse cumulative effects on biological resources. With the addition of cur-
rent and other proposed projects, there is an existing cumulative impact with-
out the Project, which could be considered to combine with the Proposed 
Project to increase the aggregate effect and be considered cumulatively signifi-
cant. 
 
However, relative to the CEQA baseline, the impacts of the proposed Project 
do not aggregate to breach the CEQA significance thresholds described else-
where in the Draft EIR. There are no other reasonably foreseeable projects of 
this scope in the area,3 and, if there are, the cumulative effect on biological 
resources would be minimized as discussed above.   
 
Environmentally protective laws and regulations, have been applied with in-
creasing rigor since the early 1970s and include the California Endangered 
Species Act, Federal Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act, as 
described in the Regulatory Setting earlier in this EIR chapter.  The Proposed 
Project and other future projects within the cumulative geographic context 
are and would be required to comply with local, state, and federal laws and 
policies and all applicable permitting requirements of the regulatory and over-

                                                         
3 Clevenger, Ann.  Personal communication with DC&E, November 9, 

2010. 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
B I O L O G I C A L  R E S O U R C E S  

 

 

4.2-53 

 
 

sight agencies intended to address potential impacts on biological resources, 
including wetlands, other waters of the U.S., and special-status species. Addi-
tionally, new projects would be required to demonstrate that they would not 
have significant effects on these biological resources, although it is possible 
that some projects may be approved even though they would have significant, 
unavoidable impacts on biological resources. 
 
The current impact analysis has shown that the Project has the potential for 
significant impacts on biological resources and that these impacts can be re-
duced to less-than-significant levels through the application of the City of 
Oakland’s SCAs and proposed mitigation measures.   
 
Specifically, no sensitive natural communities or special-status species occur 
on the site, and the project would not contribute to a cumulative loss of these 
sensitive resource types.  Proposed development on the site would result in 
the loss of a number of protected trees, but these would be replaced by 
mostly native trees with greater habitat value to wildlife as part of the revege-
tation efforts along Temescal Creek and project landscape improvements.  
The removal of undesirable invasive species along the creek corridor, and es-
tablishment of native riparian and upland plantings would greatly improve 
the existing habitat values along Temescal Creek, and would serve to mitigate 
the loss of the invasive groundcover species currently growing on the creek 
bank under the proposed footprint of the new bridge.  Measures recom-
mended to mitigate potential impacts on sensitive biological and creek re-
sources would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.   
 
When considered with impacts of past, present, pending and reasonably fore-
seeable future projects within the geographic context for this analysis, the 
minor incremental contribution of the Proposed Project to an already exist-
ing cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, the cu-
mulative effect of the Proposed Project on biological resources would be less-
than-significant. 
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The project proposes construction of a new bridge over Temescal creek to 
provide primary site ingress and egress.  Construction of the bridge would 
provide emergency access to the site and enable the construction of the new 
sanctuary to be located adjacent to the existing St. John’s hall.  Because of site 
constraints, including topography, property lines and biological resources, the 
project applicant believes construction and operation of the bridge as a com-
ponent of the project would be necessary to achieve project objectives.  As 
these project objectives are unique to the Church, a cumulative impact result-
ing in the City of Oakland allowing the construction of bridges over creeks 
would be less than significant. 
 
 



4.3 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
 

4.3-1 
 
 

This section discusses existing hydrology and water quality conditions of the 
proposed project site, the standards of significance used to determine hydrol-
ogy and water quality impacts, and an analysis of the effects that the proposed 
project would have on hydrology and water quality.  Reports describing hy-
drology and water quality within the project site and in the vicinity of the 
project site is included in Appendix G of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Regulatory Setting 
 
1. Federal Laws and Regulations 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) has nationally regulated the discharge of pollut-
ants to waters of the United States from any point source since 1972.  In 1987, 
amendments to the Clean Water Act added section 402(p), which established 
a framework for regulating nonpoint source (NPS)1 storm water discharges 
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  The 
Phase I NPDES storm water program regulates storm water discharges from 
major industrial facilities, large and medium-sized municipal storm sewer sys-
tems (those serving more than 100,000 persons), and construction sites that 
disturb five or more acres of land. 
 
In 1999, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) revised the 
NPDES program to include the Phase II NPDES storm water program.  The 
Phase II program expanded the Phase I program by requiring “small” munici-
pal storm sewer systems (those serving populations less than 100,000) and 
construction sites that disturb between 1 and 5 acres of land to implement 
programs and practices to control polluted storm water runoff through a site-
specific plan called the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

                                                         
1 Nonpoint source (NPS) pollution, unlike pollution from a single point of 

source such as a sewage treatment plant, comes from dispersed and uncontrolled 
sources.  NPS pollution is caused by rainfall or snowmelt moving over and through 
the ground.  As the runoff moves, it picks up and carries away natural and human-
made pollutants, finally depositing them into lakes, rivers, wetlands, coastal waters, 
and even underground sources of drinking water. 
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The Phase II NPDES program was developed for regulating water quality 
affected by smaller municipal storm sewer systems and construction projects 
not covered by the Phase I NPDES program. 
 
Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to develop lists 
of impaired water bodies and the constituents for which the water body is 
impaired.  The states must then develop a total maximum daily load (TMDL) 
for the constituent or determine another method to regulate a listed pollutant 
appropriately.  The US EPA must approve the impairment lists and TMDLs 
determined by states.  The TMDL program examines water quality problems, 
identifies pollutant sources, and establishes methods to provide solutions.  A 
TMDL defines the quantity of pollutant a water body can tolerate while still 
meeting water quality standards.  Development of TMDLs accounts for all 
potential sources of a pollutant (e.g. wastewater treatment discharge and ur-
ban and agricultural runoff). 
 
2. State Laws and Regulations 
a. Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act establishes the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) as the principal state agencies having primary responsibility 
for coordinating and controlling water quality in California.  The Porter-
Cologne Act establishes the responsibility of the RWQCB for adopting, im-
plementing, and enforcing water quality control plans (Basin Plans), which set 
forth the state’s water quality standards (i.e. beneficial uses of surface waters 
and groundwater) and the objectives or criteria necessary to protect those 
beneficial uses.  Lands within Marin County fall under the jurisdiction of the 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB. 
 
b. NPDES Permit Requirements 
Section 402 of the CWA establishes a framework for regulating NPS storm 
water discharges through the NPDES program.  In California, the SWRCB 
and RWQCBs are responsible for administering the NPDES program.  Under 
the NPDES program, an applicant is required to submit a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) with the SWRCB Division of Water Quality.  The NOI includes gen-
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eral information on the types of construction activities that will occur on the 
site.  The applicant is also required to prepare and implement a site-specific 
plan called a SWPPP.  The SWPPP includes a description of appropriate Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the discharge of pollutants from 
the site.  It is the responsibility of the applicant to obtain the NPDES permit 
authorization prior to initiating site construction activities. 
 
c. San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan 
Per the Porter-Cologne Act, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB is responsible 
for the development, adoption, and implementation of the Water Quality 
Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay region.  The Basin Plan is 
the master policy document that contains descriptions of the legal, technical, 
and programmatic bases of water quality regulation in the San Francisco Bay 
Region.  The Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses of surface waters and 
groundwater within its region and specifies water quality objectives to main-
tain the continued beneficial uses of these waters.  The proposed project will 
be required to adhere to all applicable water quality objectives identified in 
the Basin Plan. 
 
3. Local Regulations and Policies 
a. City of Oakland Creek Ordinance 
As stated in Chapter 13.16 of the Municipal Code, City of Oakland Creek 
Ordinance, the City prohibits activities that will result in the discharge of 
pollutants to Oakland's waterways or the damaging of creeks, creek func-
tions, or habitat.  A creek protection permit is required for any construction 
work on creekside properties.2   
 
4. City of Oakland Standard Conditions of Approval 
The City of Oakland’s Standard Conditions of Approval will be adopted as 
requirements of the proposed project and are included, where applicable, in 
Section D. of this chapter to help ensure that no significant impacts occur as a 
result of this project. 

                                                         
2 City of Oakland, http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/info/ 

city_regs.html, accessed on July 14, 2008.  
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B. Existing Setting 

1. Regional Hydrology 
Temescal Creek flows from the Oakland hills through the project site, and on 
the East Bay Plain before entering the San Francisco Bay.  The East Bay Plain 
Subbasin is an alluvial plain bounded on the north by San Pablo Bay, the San 
Francisco Bay to the west, the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin on the south 
and Franciscan Basement rock to the east in the Oakland Hills.  Several 
creeks, including San Pablo, Wildcat, San Leandro and San Lorenzo flow 
through the subbasin and into the San Francisco and San Pablo bays.  Aver-
age annual precipitation in the subbasin ranges from approximately 17 inches 
to more than 25 inches, mostly between the months of November and 
March. 
 
2. Site Hydrology 
Temescal Creek is within a 48-inch reinforced concrete culvert (RCP) as it 
flows into project site, where it is daylighted and winds through the northern 
portion of the project site, exiting the site in an earth-lined channel before 
entering a culvert approximately 100 feet west of the site.  A tributary drain-
age channel joins the creek along the south bank approximately 100-feet up-
stream of the 48-inch RCP.  Drainage from both Thornhill Drive to the 
north as well as from the building and on the downstream end of the creek 
flows toward the creek.  The northern bank of the creek, at the meander’s 
outside edge, is eroding, and in some areas is located as close as 10 feet from 
Thornhill Drive.  A detailed description hydrology within the project site is 
included in the Hydrology Report, included as Appendix G of this EIR. 
 
3. Groundwater 
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) defines state ground-
water basins based on geologic and hydrogeologic conditions.  According to 
the DWR, the project site is not located within a groundwater basin.3 
 

                                                         
3 Department of Water Resources, California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118.  

Last Update, February 27, 2004. 
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4. Flooding 
The project site is not located in a 100-year floodplain zone as delineated by 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).4 
 
 
C. Thresholds of Significance 

The proposed project would have a significant impact related to hydrology if 
it would: 

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

2. 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 pro-
duction 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). 

3. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site that would affect 
the quality of receiving waters. 

4. Result in substantial flooding on- or off-site. 

5. Create or contribute substantial runoff which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. 

6. Create or contribute substantial runoff which would be an additional 
source of polluted runoff. 

7. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

8. 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 that would impede or redirect flood flows. 

                                                         
4 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Bridge Design review: St. John’s 

Episcopal Church, Oakland, CA.  June 28, 2007. 
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9. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede 
or redirect flood flows. 

10. Expose people or structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding. 

11. Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

12. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, includ-
ing through the alteration of the course, or increasing the rate or amount 
of flow, of a Creek, river or stream in a manner that would result in sub-
stantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, both on- or off-site. 

13. Fundamentally conflict with elements of the City of Oakland Creek Pro-
tection (OMC Chapter 13.16) ordinance intended to protect hydrologic 
resources.  Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria 
to assess impacts, factors to be considered in determining significance in-
clude whether there is substantial degradation of water quality through 
(a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into creek; (b) signifi-
cantly modifying the natural flow of the water or capacity; (c) depositing 
substantial amounts of new material into a creek or causing substantial 
bank erosion or instability; or (d) substantially endangering public or pri-
vate property or threatening public health or safety. 

 
 
D. Impact, Standard Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measure Dis-

cussion  

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
Hazardous materials associated with construction activities are likely to in-
volve minor quantities of paint, solvents, oil and grease and petroleum hydro-
carbons.  Storage and use of hazardous materials at the project site during 
construction activities would comply with best management practices (BMPs) 
as required by the City of Oakland and Alameda County stormwater quality 
protection requirements, which would reduce potential impacts to groundwa-
ter quality associated with spills or leaks of hazardous materials used rou-
tinely during construction activities to a less-than-significant level. 
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Additionally, adherence to the Standard Conditions of Approval listed below, 
would reduce both pre- and post-construction water quality impacts to a less-
than-significant level. 
 

Standard Condition of Approval HYD-1: Stormwater Pollution Preven-
tion Plan (SWPPP).  Prior to and ongoing throughout demolition, grading, 
and/or construction activities.  The project applicant must obtain coverage 
under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (General 
Construction Permit) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB).  The project applicant must file a notice of intent (NOI) with 
the SWRCB.  The project applicant will be required to prepare a storm-
water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and submit the plan for review 
and approval by the Planning and Zoning Division and the Building Ser-
vices Division.  At a minimum, the SWPPP shall include a description of 
construction materials, practices, and equipment storage and mainte-
nance; a list of pollutants likely to contact stormwater; site-specific ero-
sion and sedimentation control practices; a list of provisions to eliminate 
or reduce discharge of materials to stormwater; Best Management Prac-
tices (BMPs), and an inspection and monitoring program.  Prior to the is-
suance of any construction-related permits, the project applicant shall 
submit a copy of the SWPPP and evidence of approval of the SWPPP by 
the SWRCB to the Building Services Division.  Implementation of the 
SWPPP shall start with the commencement of construction and continue 
though the completion of the project.  After construction is completed, 
the project applicant shall submit a notice of termination to the SWRCB. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-2:  Drainage Plan for Projects on 
Slopes Greater than 20%.  Prior to issuance of building permit (or other con-
struction-related permit).  The project drawings submitted for a building 
permit (or other construction-related permit) shall contain a drainage 
plan to be reviewed and approved by the Building Services Division.  The 
drainage plan shall include measures to reduce the post-construction vol-
ume and velocity of stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practica-
ble.  Stormwater runoff shall not be augmented to adjacent properties or 
creeks.  The drainage plan shall include and identify the following: 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
H Y D R O L O G Y  A N D  W A T E R  Q U A L I T Y  

 
 

4.3-8 

 
 

i. All proposed impervious surface on the site; 
ii. Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runoff; 
iii. Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervious surface area 

and directly connected impervious surfaces; 
iv. Source control measures to limit the potential for stormwater pollu-

tion; and 
v. Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from stormwa-

ter runoff. 
 

Standard Condition of Approval HYD-3: Post-Construction Stormwater 
Pollution Management Plan.  Prior to issuance of building permit (or other 
construction-related permit).  The applicant shall comply with the re-
quirements of Provision C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation System (NPDES) permit issued to the Alameda Countywide 
Clean Water Program.  The applicant shall submit with the application 
for a building permit (or other construction-related permit) a completed 
Stormwater Supplemental Form for the Building Services Division.  The 
project drawings submitted for the building permit (or other construc-
tion-related permit) shall contain a stormwater pollution management 
plan, for review and approval by the City, to limit the discharge of pol-
lutants in stormwater after construction of the project to the maximum 
extent practicable.   
a. The post-construction stormwater pollution management plan shall 

include and identify the following: 
i. All proposed impervious surface on the site; 
ii. Anticipated directional flows of on-site stormwater runoff; and 
iii. Site design measures to reduce the amount of impervious surface 

area and directly connected impervious surfaces; and 
iv. Source control measures to limit the potential for stormwater 

pollution; and 
v. Stormwater treatment measures to remove pollutants from 

stormwater runoff. 
b. The following additional information shall be submitted with the 

post-construction stormwater pollution management plan:  
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i. Detailed hydraulic sizing calculations for each stormwater treat-
ment measure proposed; and 

ii. Pollutant removal information demonstrating that any proposed 
manufactured/mechanical (i.e. non-landscape-based) stormwater 
treatment measure, when not used in combination with a land-
scape-based treatment measure, is capable or removing the range 
of pollutants typically removed by landscape-based treatment 
measures.    

 
All proposed stormwater treatment measures shall incorporate appropri-
ate planting materials for stormwater treatment (for landscape-based 
treatment measures) and shall be designed with considerations for vec-
tor/mosquito control.  Proposed planting materials for all proposed land-
scape-based stormwater treatment measures shall be included on the land-
scape and irrigation plan for the project.  The applicant is not required to 
include on-site stormwater treatment measures in the post-construction 
stormwater pollution management plan if he or she secures approval 
from Planning and Zoning of a proposal that demonstrates compliance 
with the requirements of the City’s Alternative Compliance Program. 
 
Prior to final permit inspection.  The applicant shall implement the ap-
proved stormwater pollution management plan. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-4: Maintenance Agreement for 
Stormwater Treatment Measures.  Prior to final zoning inspection.  For 
projects incorporating stormwater treatment measures, the applicant 
shall enter into the “Standard City of Oakland Stormwater Treatment 
Measures Maintenance Agreement,” in accordance with Provision C.3.e 
of the NPDES permit, which provides, in part, for the following: 
i. The applicant accepting responsibility for the adequate installa-

tion/construction, operation, maintenance, inspection, and reporting 
of any on-site stormwater treatment measures being incorporated 
into the project until the responsibility is legally transferred to an-
other entity; and  
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ii. Legal access to the on-site stormwater treatment measures for repre-
sentatives of the City, the local vector control district, and staff of 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Region, 
for the purpose of verifying the implementation, operation, and 
maintenance of the on-site stormwater treatment measures and to 
take corrective action if necessary.  The agreement shall be recorded 
at the County Recorder’s Office at the applicant’s expense.  

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-5: Erosion, Sedimentation, and 
Debris Control Measures.  Prior to issuance of demolition, grading, or con-
struction-related permit.  The project applicant shall submit an erosion and 
sedimentation control plan for review and approval by the Building Ser-
vices Division. All work shall incorporate all applicable “Best Manage-
ment Practices (BMPs) for the construction industry, and as outlined in 
the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program pamphlets, including 
BMP’s for dust, erosion and sedimentation abatement per Chapter Sec-
tion 15.04 of the Oakland Municipal Code.  The measures shall include, 
but are not limited to, the following: 
a. On sloped properties, the downhill end of the construction area 

must be protected with silt fencing (such as sandbags, filter fabric, silt 
curtains, etc.) and hay bales oriented parallel to the contours of the 
slope (at a constant elevation) to prevent erosion into the creek.  

b. In accordance with an approved erosion control plan, the project ap-
plicant shall implement mechanical and vegetative measures to re-
duce erosion and sedimentation, including appropriate seasonal 
maintenance.  One hundred (100) percent degradable erosion control 
fabric shall be installed on all graded slopes to protect and stabilize 
the slopes during construction and before permanent vegetation gets 
established.  All graded areas shall be temporarily protected from 
erosion by seeding with fast growing annual species.  All bare slopes 
must be covered with staked tarps when rain is occurring or is ex-
pected. 

c. Minimize the removal of natural vegetation or ground cover from 
the site in order to minimize the potential for erosion and sedimenta-
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tion problems.  Maximize the replanting of the area with native vege-
tation as soon as possible.  

d. All work in or near creek channels must be performed with hand 
tools and by a minimum number of people.  Immediately upon 
completion of this work, soil must be repacked and native vegetation 
planted.  (Note, due to the nature of the work, mechanized equip-
ment may be necessary.  See Mitigation Measures BIO-3a and BIO-3b 
in previous section.) 

e. Install filter materials (such as sandbags, filter fabric, etc.) at the 
storm drain inlets nearest to the creek side of the project site prior to 
the start of the wet weather season (October 15); site dewatering ac-
tivities; street washing activities; saw cutting asphalt or concrete; and 
in order to retain any debris flowing into the City storm drain sys-
tem. Filter materials shall be maintained and/or replaced as necessary 
to ensure effectiveness and prevent street flooding. 

f. Ensure that concrete/granite supply trucks or concrete/plaster fin-
ishing operations do not discharge wash water into the creek, street 
gutters, or storm drains. 

g. Direct and locate tool and equipment cleaning so that wash water 
does not discharge into the creek. 

h. Create a contained and covered area on the site for storage of bags of 
cement, paints, flammables, oils, fertilizers, pesticides, or any other 
materials used on the project site that have the potential for being 
discharged to the storm drain system by the wind or in the event of a 
material spill.  No hazardous waste material shall be stored on site. 

i. Gather all construction debris on a regular basis and place them in a 
dumpster or other container which is emptied or removed on a 
weekly basis.  When appropriate, use tarps on the ground to collect 
fallen debris or splatters that could contribute to stormwater pollu-
tion. 

j. Remove all dirt, gravel, refuse, and green waste from the sidewalk, 
street pavement, and storm drain system adjoining the project site.  
During wet weather, avoid driving vehicles off paved areas and other 
outdoor work. 
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k. Broom sweep the street pavement adjoining the project site on a 
daily basis.  Caked-on mud or dirt shall be scraped from these areas 
before sweeping.  At the end of each workday, the entire site must be 
cleaned and secured against potential erosion, dumping, or discharge 
to the creek. 

l. All erosion and sedimentation control measures implemented during 
construction activities, as well as construction site and materials 
management shall be in strict accordance with the control standards 
listed in the latest edition of the Erosion and Sediment Control Field 
Manual published by the Regional Water Quality Board (RWQB). 

m. Temporary fencing is required for sites without existing fencing be-
tween the creek and the construction site and shall be placed along 
the side adjacent to construction (or both sides of the creek if appli-
cable) at the maximum practical distance from the creek centerline. 
This area shall not be disturbed during construction without prior 
approval of Planning and Zoning. 

n. All erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be monitored 
regularly by the project applicant.  The City may require erosion 
and sedimentation control measures to be inspected by a qualified 
environmental consultant (paid for by the project applicant) during 
or after rain events.  If measures are insufficient to control sedimen-
tation and erosion then the project applicant shall develop and im-
plement additional and more effective measures immediately. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-6: Creek Protection Plan.  
http://www.oaklandpw.com/creeks.  Prior to and ongoing throughout 
demolition, grading, and/or construction activities. 
a. The approved creek protection plan shall be included in the project 

drawings submitted for a building permit (or other construction-
related permit).  The project applicant shall implement the creek 
protection plan to minimize potential impacts to the creek during 
and after construction of the project.  The plan shall fully describe in 
plan and written form all erosion, sediment, stormwater, and con-
struction management measures to be implemented on-site.  
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b. If the plan includes a stormwater system, all stormwater outfalls shall 
include energy dissipation that slows the velocity of the water at the 
point of outflow to maximize infiltration and minimize erosion.  
The project shall not result in a substantial increase in stormwater 
runoff volume or velocity to the creek or storm drains.  

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-7: Creek Monitoring.  Prior to is-
suance of a demolition, grading, or building permit within vicinity of the 
creek.  A qualified geotechnical engineer and/or environmental consult-
ant shall be retained and paid for by the project applicant to make site 
visits during all grading activities; and as a follow-up, submit to the Build-
ing Services Division a letter certifying that the erosion and sedimenta-
tion control measures set forth in the Creek Protection Permit submittal 
material have been instituted during the grading activities. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-8:  Creek Landscaping Plan.  
Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit within vicinity 
of the creek.  The project applicant shall develop a final detailed landscap-
ing and irrigation plan for review and approval by the Planning and Zon-
ing Division prepared by a licensed landscape architect or other qualified 
person.  Such a plan shall include a planting schedule, detailing plant 
types and locations, and a system for temporary irrigation of plantings. 
a. Plant and maintain only drought-tolerant plants on the site where 

appropriate as well as native and riparian plants in and adjacent to ri-
parian corridors.  Along the riparian corridor, native plants shall not 
be disturbed to the maximum extent feasible.  Any areas disturbed 
along the riparian corridor shall be replanted with mature native ri-
parian vegetation and be maintained to ensure survival. 

b. All landscaping indicated on the approved landscape plan shall be in-
stalled prior to the issuance of a Final inspection of the building 
permit, unless bonded pursuant to the provisions of Section 
17.124.50 of the Oakland Planning Code. 

c. All landscaping areas shown on the approved plans shall be main-
tained in neat and safe conditions, and all plants shall be maintained 
in good growing condition and, whenever necessary replaced with 
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new plant materials to ensure continued compliance with all applica-
ble landscaping requirements.  All paving or impervious surfaces 
shall occur only on approved areas. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-9:  Creek Dewatering and 
Aquatic Life.  Prior to the start of and ongoing throughout any in-water con-
struction activity. 
a. If any dam or other artificial obstruction is constructed, maintained, 

or placed in operation within the stream channel, ensure that suffi-
cient water is allowed to pass down channel at all times to maintain 
aquatic life (native fish, native amphibians, and western pond turtles) 
below the dam or other artificial obstruction. 

b. The project applicant shall hire a biologist, and obtain all necessary 
State and federal permits (e.g. CDFG Scientific Collecting Permit), to 
relocate all native fish/native amphibians/pond turtles within the 
work site, prior to dewatering. The applicant shall first obtain a pro-
ject-specific authorization from the CDFG and/or the USFWS, as 
applicable to relocate these animals. Captured native fish/native am-
phibians/pond turtles shall be moved to the nearest appropriate site 
on the stream channel downstream.  The biologist/contractor shall 
check daily for stranded aquatic life as the water level in the dewater-
ing area drops. All reasonable efforts shall be made to capture and 
move all stranded aquatic life observed in the dewatered areas. Cap-
ture methods may include fish landing nets, dip nets, buckets, and by 
hand.  Captured aquatic life shall be released immediately in the near-
est appropriate downstream site.  This condition does not allow the 
take or disturbance of any state or federally listed species, nor state-
listed species of special concern, unless the applicant obtains a project 
specific authorization from the CDFG and/or the USFWS, as appli-
cable. 

 
Standard Condition of Approval HYD-10:  Creek Dewatering and Diver-
sion.  Prior to the start of any in-water construction activities.  If installing 
any dewatering or diversion device(s), the project applicant shall develop 
and implement a detailed dewatering and diversion plan for review and 
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approval by the Building Services Division. All proposed dewatering and 
diversion practices shall be consistent with the requirements of the 
Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the California Department of 
Fish and Game. 
a. Ensure that construction and operation of the devices meet the stan-

dards in the latest edition of the Erosion and Sediment Control Field 
Manual published by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). 

b. Construct coffer dams and/or water diversion system of a non-
erodable material which will cause little or no siltation. Maintain cof-
fer dams and the water diversion system in place and functional 
throughout the construction period.  If the coffer dams or water di-
version system fail, repair immediately based on the recommenda-
tions of a qualified environmental consultant.  Remove devices only 
after construction is complete and the site stabilized. 

c. Pass pumped water through a sediment settling device before return-
ing the water to the stream channel.  Provide velocity dissipation 
measures at the outfall to prevent erosion. 

 
2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 

with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aq-
uifer 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). 

The proposed development would utilize the municipal water supply source.  
No new wells are proposed that would directly interfere with groundwater 
and, since the municipal supply would not draw from nearby wells, there 
should be no impact from groundwater extraction or pumping as a result of 
the project.  Furthermore, in accordance with standard City practices, the 
project sponsor shall be required to comply with all applicable regulatory 
standards and regulations pertaining to potential contaminants and to project-
related grading and excavation prior to issuance of grading and building per-
mits. 
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Although the project development would result in the construction of addi-
tional impervious surfaces (e.g. rooftops, streets, parking lots, etc) which de-
crease the land area available for infiltration of rainfall, thereby reducing 
groundwater recharge, the impact on groundwater recharge would be less than 
significant because groundwater resources in the site vicinity are very limited 
and are not used as a water supply source. 
 
3. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site that would affect 

the quality of receiving waters. 
Under current conditions, approximately 33 percent (or 44,745 square feet) of 
the 136,300 square foot (3.13-acre) site is covered by the existing structures 
and paving.  With removal of the existing house, and construction of the pro-
posed Sanctuary, the total impervious area would increase from 44,745 square 
feet to 51,640 square feet, an increase of 13 percent.  The net increase assumes 
the use of pervious surfaces included as part of the project, as described below. 
 
Through the use of pervious, low runoff-producing materials for parking and 
pathways, including packed gravel and decomposed granite base, and recon-
figuration of the existing paved surfaces, on-site post-development conditions 
will produce slightly lower or the same peak runoff values when compared to 
existing conditions even with the estimated 13 percent increase in impervious 
area.5  The parking area will include pervious parking spaces that will retain 
stormwater on site, and will allow water to percolate into the ground as op-
posed to flowing into Temescal Creek.  As such, the project will reduce the 
potential for water runoff creating erosion or siltation. 
 
However, project construction would require earthwork and grading activi-
ties that could lead to construction-related erosion.  Soils will be disturbed as 
the project is constructed and the creek is altered.  Project impacts associated 
with construction-related erosion are considered to be significant. 
 

                                                         
5 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Hydrology Report, May 3, 2010, Table 

5, page 8. 
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Siltation could result from loose disturbed soil being mobilized by storm wa-
ter that could enter and clog adjacent storm drains and waterways and ad-
versely affect the aquatic environment.  As a result, the project is considered 
to have a significant impact in terms of erosion and siltation.   
 
With the incorporation of Standard Condition of Approval 82, as listed 
above, the project would result in less-than-significant impact. 
 
4. Result in substantial flooding on- or off-site. 
Stormwater discharges from the site are not expected to significantly increase 
or result in substantial erosion or flooding onsite or offsite, since as noted, the 
project would not significantly increase the amount of impervious surface 
onsite.  The project is not located in a 100-year floodplain zone, according to 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and is therefore sub-
ject to an annual flooding probability of less than one percent.   
 
Temescal Creek runs within a culvert upstream and downstream from the 
project site.  The implementation of the proposed project, including construc-
tion of the bridge, construction of the proposed bank treatments under the 
bridge, and implementation of the planting plan along the creek banks would 
lead to a minor fluctuation in water level and modest reductions in flow ve-
locity restricted to the proposed bridge vicinity.  None of these proposed 
changes would lead to adverse channel stability or increase flood hazard up-
stream or downstream of the project site.6  As a result a less-than-significant 
impact would occur. 
 
5. Create or contribute substantial runoff which would exceed the capacity 

of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. 
As discussed in response to criteria 3), under current conditions, approxi-
mately 33 percent (or 44,745 square feet) of the 136,300 square foot (3.13-acre) 
site is covered by the existing structures and paving.  With removal of the 
existing house, and construction of the Sanctuary addition, the total impervi-

                                                         
6 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Hydrology Report, May 3, 2010, 

page 23. 
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ous area would increase from 44,745 square feet to 51,640 square feet.  This 
increase includes the use of pervious surfaces included as part of the project 
(i.e. gravel parking area).  As discussed in response to criteria 3 above, the net 
increase in impervious surfaces as a result of the project would not increase 
stormwater runoff volumes over existing conditions and could actually result 
in lower volumes, with incorporation of stormwater retention features.  Con-
struction of the project would not significantly alter the pattern of surface 
runoff, compared to existing conditions.  In addition, the project will be re-
quired to comply with Standard Conditions of Approval HYD-1 through 
HYD-6 discussed above in response to criteria 1.  As a result, a less-than-
significant impact would occur. 
 
6. Create or contribute substantial runoff which would be an additional 

source of polluted runoff. 
As discussed in response to criteria 5), the project would result in an increase 
in impervious surface area, however, due to proposed project components, 
the pattern and volume of surface runoff would not substantially change.  
However, the potential exists for short-term (construction-related) or long-
term impacts on surface water quality.  The project would be required to 
comply with Standard Conditions of Approval HYD-1 through HYD-6, dis-
cussed above in criteria 1.  As a result, a less-than significant impact would oc-
cur. 
 
7. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
Beyond potentially significant impacts to water quality discussed in the re-
sponse to criteria 1), the project would not otherwise degrade surface water or 
groundwater quality.  Therefore no impact would occur. 
 
8. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, as mapped on a fed-

eral Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map that would impede or redirect flood flows. 

The proposed project does not involve construction of housing.  Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 
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9. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would im-
pede or redirect flood flows. 

Current 100-year flood elevations are contained within the existing Temescal 
Creek channel.  The simulated maximum 100-year flood water surface eleva-
tion at the bridge location is no higher than 598 feet in elevation under exist-
ing channel geometry.  The proposed free-spanning bridge decking and road-
way are designed for a 600-foot elevation, and the bridge footings are located 
outside of and above the 100-year flood water surface.7  As discussed in the 
Hydrology Report (included in Appendix G), the banks of the creek below 
the proposed bridge will include the installation of a combination of bioengi-
neering techniques to stabilize the creek banks.  Although the bioengineering 
features will include a reduction in slope of the creek banks, modifications to 
the banks will not impede or redirect flood flows.8  Therefore, a less-the-
significant impact would occur. 
 
10. Expose people or structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury or death 

involving flooding. 
As discussed in response to criteria 9), the 100-year flood elevations are con-
tained within the existing Temescal Creek channel.  Additionally, the pro-
posed bridge would be outside the 100-year flood hazard area.  The project 
will not affect water flow upstream or downstream from the project site, and 
will result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
11. Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 
The project site is not within proximity of large water bodies in which seiches 
or tsunamis could be generated.  The proposed Phase 2 sanctuary site is lo-
cated adjacent to a hillside which is located to the toe of a large regional land-
slide deposit.9  The proposed building could be exposed to mudflows from the 

                                                         
7 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Hydrology Report, May 3, 2010, 

pages 22-23. 
8 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Hydrology Report, May 3, 2010, 

page 23. 
9 Land/Marine Geotechnics, Geotechnical Investigation, St. John’s Episcopal 

Church, Entry Road, Bridge, Parking and New Sanctuary.  May 2005. 
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hillside during periods of heavy rain.  At the time that the Church decides to 
proceed with the Phase 2 sanctuary, detailed plans would be developed, in-
cluding the design of a site retaining wall which would help stabilize the hill, 
and which would be designed with freeboard to provide an area to catch mud 
and debris in the event of an upslope mudflow.  The freeboard would be de-
signed so that it can be cleaned out if mudflow occurs.  In addition, the condi-
tion of the trees on the hillside, which are leaning as a result of current and 
past hillside movement, will be evaluated for stability and if found to be un-
stable, the hillside would be re-contoured and re-landscaped in order to stabi-
lize the hill.  By incorporating these design and evaluation steps, the risk of 
mudflow inundation is less than significant. 
 
12. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, in-

cluding through the alteration of the course, or increasing the rate or 
amount of flow, of a creek, river or stream in a manner that would result 
in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, both on- or off-site. 

As discussed in response to criteria 3), the project would alter the drainage 
pattern of the site and would alter the course of Temescal Creek as it flows 
through the project site.  However, as discussed above, the project will result 
in reduced water runoff flowing into the creek that would not substantially 
alter the creek.  Additionally, the alteration of the course of the creek would 
include modification of creek banks under the proposed bridge and would 
not result in an increased flood hazard.10  As a result a less-than-significant im-
pact would occur. 
 
13. Fundamentally conflict with elements of the City of Oakland Creek Pro-

tection (OMC Chapter 13.16) ordinance intended to protect hydrologic 
resources.  Although there are no specific, numeric/quantitative criteria 
to assess impacts, factors to be considered in determining significance 
include whether there is substantial degradation of water quality 
through (a) discharging a substantial amount of pollutants into creek; 
(b) significantly modifying the natural flow of the water or capacity; (c) 
depositing substantial amounts of new material into a creek or causing 

                                                         
10 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Hydrology Report, May 3, 2010, 

page 23. 
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substantial bank erosion or instability; or (d) substantially endangering 
public or private property or threatening public health or safety. 

As discussed in the responses to criteria 1) and 3), the project would not dis-
charge a substantial amount of pollutants into Temescal Creek, nor would the 
project deposit a substantial amount of new material into the creek, or cause 
substantial bank erosion or instability.  Standard Conditions of Approval 75, 
76 and 80 address stormwater runoff. 
 
The project proposes the construction and operation of a bridge over Temes-
cal Creek to allow for the construction of a new sanctuary adjacent to the 
existing church hall.  The project site is currently accessed through ingress 
and egress driveways that do not accommodate emergency vehicles due to 
narrow widths and steep slopes. 
 
The Project would result in construction activities occurring within 20 feet of 
the top of the creek banks, as shown in Figure 3-5.  As evaluated in the Hy-
drology Report (included in Appendix G of the EIR), the construction and 
operation of the bridge would not result in any changes to the hydrology of 
the project site or creek that would result in flooding or future bank erosion 
or collapse, or endanger public health or safety or property.   
 
As discussed in Chapter 4.2, the shadow patterns in the vicinity of the creek 
would change based on the removal of trees to accommodate the proposed 
bridge.  However, given the relatively small area, as shown in Figures 4.2-2 
through 4.2-11, the changed shadow patterns would not substantially affect 
the water temperature flowing under the bridge.  As a result, a less-than-
significant impact to water temperature would occur. 
 
The only modification to the existing creek embankments resulting from the 
project is the area beneath and adjacent to the proposed bridge.  The banks 
under the proposed bridge would be reconstructed with equal or lesser expo-
sure to creek flow.  Where exposed to creek erosion, the restored bank would 
be less susceptible to erosion than the existing earthen bank – especially along 
the softer and unstable west channel bank, with incorporation of the bioengi-
neering bank stabilization features described above.  The proposed bridge 
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work would not adversely alter or redirect creek flow, but as noted in the 
Hydrology Report would lead to a to minor (less than 0.25-feet) rise in the 
flood levels and flow velocities (the majority of channel will experience veloc-
ity increase of 0.1-ft/s and up to 0.5-ft/s around Station 120 during the 2-year 
flood).  Given the minor nature of these changes, there would be no impact 
on channel stability or increased flood hazard either upstream or downstream 
of the project site.  Work to lay-back the channel banks and complete bioen-
gineering measures along the banks beneath the bridge would, in tandem with 
lower flow velocities, lead to improved channel stability.11 
 
As discussed in Chapter 4.2 (Biological Resources), the construction and op-
eration of the proposed bridge would impact existing riparian habitat by re-
ducing the area of riparian habitat due to shading under the bridge.  However, 
with the proposed mitigation measures, impacts to riparian habitat would be 
less-than-significant. 
 
 
E. Cumulative Impacts 

This analysis evaluates whether the impacts of the Proposed Project, together 
with the impacts of past, present, pending and reasonably foreseeable future 
development, would result in a cumulatively significant impact on hydrology 
and water quality (based on the significance criteria and thresholds presented 
earlier).  This analysis then considers whether the incremental contribution of 
the Proposed Project to this cumulative impact would be considerable.  Both 
conditions must apply in order for a project’s cumulative effects to rise to the 
level of significance. 
 
The geographic context for analysis of cumulative impacts to biological re-
sources in this DEIR encompasses the North Oakland hills, and specifically, 
the Temescal Creek drainage area. 
 
                                                         

11 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Hydrology Report, May 3, 
2010, page 23. 
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The cumulative analysis considers the effect of the Proposed Project com-
bined with past, present, pending and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
defined geographic area.  Past projects, i.e., the principal determinant of exist-
ing conditions in the area, which are developed and where hydrology and 
water quality impacts already exist - even where open space persists, have al-
ready caused adverse cumulative effects on hydrology and water quality.  
With the addition of current and other proposed projects, there is an existing 
cumulative impact without the Project, which could be considered to combine 
with the Proposed Project to increase the aggregate effect and be considered 
cumulatively significant.  
 
However, relative to the CEQA baseline, the impacts of the proposed Project 
do not aggregate to breach the CEQA significance thresholds described else-
where in the Draft EIR.  There are no other reasonably foreseeable projects 
of this scope in the area, and, if there are, the cumulative effect on hydrology 
and water quality would be minimized as discussed above and below. 
 
Environmentally protective laws and regulations have been applied with in-
creasing rigor since the early 1970s and include the State Porter-Cologne Wa-
ter Quality Act, NPDES permit requirements, San Francisco Bay Water 
Quality Control Plan, the Clean Water Act, and Oakland’s Creek Protection 
Ordinance, as described in section A., Regulatory Setting, earlier in this EIR 
chapter.  The Proposed Project and other future projects within the cumula-
tive geographic context are and would be required to comply with local, state, 
and federal laws and policies and all applicable permitting requirements of the 
regulatory and oversight agencies intended to address potential impacts on 
hydrology and water quality.  Additionally, new projects would be required 
to demonstrate that they would not have significant effects on hydrology and 
water quality resources, although it is possible that some projects may be ap-
proved even though they would have significant, unavoidable impacts. 
 
The current impact analysis has shown that the Project has the potential for 
significant impacts on hydrology and water quality and that these impacts can 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels through the application of the City 
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of Oakland’s SCAs and proposed mitigation measures proposed for biological 
resources.   
 
Specifically, the proposed project would not substantially increase the 
amount of impervious surface area within the vicinity of the Temescal Creek 
drainage area.  No other projects of similar scope are planned or pending 
within the vicinity of the project.12  Additionally, future development in this 
hilly, residential area of Oakland would be limited to construction on a lim-
ited number of undeveloped lots or redevelopment of existing lots.  Through 
implementation of standard conditions of approval (where applicable), runoff 
from increases in impervious areas would be mitigated through required on-
site detention techniques.  Therefore, a substantial increase in impervious 
surface is not anticipated and would not combine with the project to signifi-
cantly increase the overall volume of surface runoff as well as peak flows.  A 
less-than-significant cumulative impact on runoff would occur. 
 
With respect to surface water quality, construction activity associated with 
cumulative development would increase sedimentation.  New development 
would increase the generation of urban NPS pollutants that may adversely 
affect water quality in the long term.  However, compliance with the NPDES 
program requirements and other RWQCB regulations would ensure that the 
project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on water qual-
ity.   
 
The project proposes the construction of a bridge over Temescal creek to 
provide primary site ingress and egress.  As discussed above in response to 
criterion 13, the only modification to the existing creek banks is beneath the 
proposed bridge.  The modifications would not adversely alter or redirect 
creek flow and would lead to a minor fluctuation in water level and modest 
reductions in flow velocity.  None of these changes would lead to adverse 
channel instability or increased flood hazard either upstream or downstream 

                                                         
12 Clevenger, Ann.  Personal communication with DC&E, November 9, 2010. 
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of the project site.  As a result, the cumulative impacts to creek hydrology are 
considered less than significant. 
 
Construction of the bridge would enable improved emergency access to the 
site and enable the construction of the new sanctuary to be located adjacent to 
the existing St. John’s hall.  Because of site constraints, including topography 
and property lines, the project applicant believes construction and operation 
of the bridge as a component of the project would be necessary to achieve 
project objectives.  Furthermore, construction and operation of the proposed 
project would not result in an increase in water runoff from the site, nor 
would the construction or operation of the proposed bridge result in an in-
creased risk of flooding upstream or downstream of the site.  Moreover, these 
project objectives are unique to the Church, a cumulative impact resulting in 
the City of Oakland allowing the construction of bridges over creeks would 
be a less than significant cumulative impact. 
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4.4 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
 
 

4.4-1 
 
 

This section discuses existing conditions of traffic and circulation of the pro-
posed project site, the standards of significance used to determine impacts, 
and an analysis of the effects that the proposed project would have on vehicle 
traffic in the project vicinity.  Three reports describing traffic and circulation 
within the project site and in the vicinity of the project are included in Ap-
pendix I of this EIR. 
 
 
A. Regulatory Setting 

The Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) of the Oakland General 
Plan contains information on existing circulation conditions as well as goals 
and policies for the development of future circulation systems within the city. 
 
 
B. Existing Setting 

1. Methodology 
Following the City of Oakland’s orientation standards, roadways that run 
parallel to the Oakland hills are considered east-west, while those that run 
perpendicular are north-south.  Thus, orientations of all roadways in or near 
the study area are as follows: 

♦ North-South.  Thornhill Drive, Alhambra Court 
♦ East-West.  Gouldin Road, Alhambra Lane 

  
The following three intersections were selected for vehicle level of service 
analysis: 

1. Thornhill Drive and Gouldin Road 

2. Thornhill Drive and Alhambra Lane 

3. Thornhill Drive and the proposed driveway for St. John’s Church (exist-
ing + project only) 
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Additionally, weekday pedestrian counts were conducted at the mid-block 
crosswalk located on Thornhill Drive between Gouldin Road and Alhambra 
Lane due to its proximity to the proposed driveway for St. John’s Church.   
 
Study intersections are shown in Figure 4.4-1.   
 
Vehicle levels of service were calculated at the two existing study intersections 
and the location of proposed project driveway using the Traffix software, 
employing the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology for unsignalized 
intersections.  The Transportation Research Board’s 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual defines level of service as a qualitative measure that calculates 
weighted average delay and assigns a grade from level of service (LOS) “A” to 
“F”, with LOS “A” representing little or no delay and LOS “F” representing 
excessive delay and congestion.  At side-street stop-controlled intersections, 
the level of service grade is assigned based on the intersection leg experiencing 
the worst delay.  For the City of Oakland, LOS “D” is considered the thresh-
old for intersections located outside of the downtown area.1 
 
2. Existing Conditions 
a. Level of Service Analysis 
Level of service analysis was conducted for weekday and Sunday conditions.  
Under existing weekday conditions, the church facilities are used by Thorn-
hill Elementary School, parents and faculty for student drop-off and pick-up 
as well as for staff parking.  Dowling Associates conducted counts at the peak-
hours of trip generation for Thornhill Elementary School.  The school has 
different drop-off and pick-up times for Kindergarten students as compared to 
Grades 1 through 5 students.  Kindergarten students arrive for an 8:20 a.m. 
start, but the rest of the students arrive in time for the 8:40 a.m. class time.  
On regular (non-minimum) school days, Kindergarten students are dismissed 
at 2:15 p.m. and Grades 1 through 5 students are dismissed at 3:00 p.m.  

                                                         
1 Dowling Associates, Inc., Supplemental Transportation and Parking 

Analysis for the Renovation at St John’s Episcopal Church, Oakland, July 10, 2008, 
page 3. 



1

3

2

St. John’s 
ChurchMid-block

Pedestrian
Crossing

Thornhill
Elementary

School

A
LH

A
M

BR
A

 C
T

T
H

O
R

N
H

IL
L 

D
R

ALHAMBRA LN

GOULDIN RD

Source: Dowling Associates, Inc., & DC&E

C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D
S T .  J O h N ’ S  C h U R C h  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R

T R A F F I C  A N D  C I R C U L A T I O N

F I G U R E  4 . 4 - 1

S T U D Y  L O C A T I O N S

1000 200 Feet
N O R T h



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
T R A F F I C  A N D  C I R C U L A T I O N  

 
 

4.4-4 
 
 

Timing of the weekday traffic counts was determined by the Grades 1 
through 5 students’ class schedules.  The vehicle intersection turning move-
ment counts were done on Tuesday, May 13, 2008 from 8:15 to 8:45 a.m. and 
2:45 to 3:15 p.m. (30 minutes each) at the two existing study intersections.  At 
these same times and locations, bicyclists passing through the study intersec-
tions were counted.  Pedestrian crossings were also counted at the two exist-
ing study intersections, as well as at the mid-block pedestrian crossing.   
 
Typically, level of service at intersections is calculated using the highest vol-
ume of vehicles over a 60-minute period.  Since the weekday counts were 
conducted for 30 minutes to capture the school’s peak activity periods, the 
intersection turning movement volumes for the weekday were doubled to 
create a full hour of vehicle volumes for analysis.  Pedestrian volumes were 
increased by 50 percent to create a full hour for the level of service analysis.  
These estimations most likely provide higher volumes than would have been 
counted in a full hour, as the counts were conducted at the peak trip genera-
tion times for the school.   
 
Vehicle turning movement counts were also conducted by Wiltec, a traffic 
count firm, on Sunday, March 18, 2007 from 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. to cap-
ture the Church’s peak trip generation during their Sunday services.  The 
peak-hour vehicle volumes at each study intersection were used to calculate 
level of service. 
 
Vehicle volumes used for weekday and Sunday level of service analysis are 
shown in Figure 4.4-2.  The results of the level of service analysis are con-
tained in Table 4.4-1, which display level of service and delay for both the 
stop-controlled leg and overall intersection.  Results from the analysis found 
both existing intersections operated at LOS D or better, which is within Oak-
land’s level of service standard for intersections located outside of the down-
town area. 
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TABLE 4.4-1 EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE FOR VEHICLES 

AM  
Weekday 

PM  
Weekday Sunday 

Intersection Traffic Control Analysis LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Gouldin D 31.5 B 14.3 B 12.9 
1 

Thornhill Dr.  
& Gouldin Rd. 

One-Way  
Stop-Controlled Overall  

Intersection 
A 3.9 A 1.4 A 2.6 

Alhambra C 16.2 B 12.2 B 14.4 
2 

Thornhill Dr. &  
Alhambra Ln. 

One-Way  
Stop-Controlled Overall  

Intersection 
A 1.4 A 1.2 A 1.6 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; Delay is measured as weighted average of seconds per vehicle.  Level of service at one-way stop-controlled intersections is based on the 
stop-controlled Leg.  The level of service and delay for both the overall intersection and the stop-controlled leg are reported here. 

 Weekday counts were done from 8:15 a.m. to 8:45 a.m. for the AM and from 2:45 p.m. to 3:15 p.m. for the PM on Tuesday, May 13, 2008.  Vehicle volumes were 
doubled and pedestrian volumes were increased by 50 percent to conduct the analysis for the peak-hour. 

 Sunday counts were conducted on March 18, 2007 from 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m, with the peak-hour of 11:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. 
Source:  Calculated by Dowling Associates, Inc. in August 2010 using TRAFFIX version 8.0 Build R1. 
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b. Collisions 
A collision history analysis of Thornhill Drive and the intersection of 
Thornhill Drive and Gouldin Road show that two accidents were reported 
between October 1, 2002 and September 30, 2007.  One collision was re-
ported in the study area on Thornhill Drive 40 feet south of Gouldin Road in 
2004.  It occurred at 8:45 a.m., and involved two vehicles, in a sideswipe colli-
sion, and its primary collision factor was deemed by police as unsafe starting 
or backing.  Another collision was reported in close proximity to the study 
area on Gouldin Road 300 feet east of Alhambra Avenue in 2007.  It occurred 
at 3:15 a.m. and involved one vehicle colliding with a fixed object and its pri-
mary collision factor was also unsafe starting and backing.  There were no 
vehicles that involved pedestrians or bicyclists and there does not appear to be 
an identifiable pattern of reported collisions in the study area. 
 
c. Parking Capacity 
St. John’s Church currently has 225 seats and its parking lot contains ap-
proximately 56 designated stalls, but is able to accommodate more parked 
vehicles in undesignated locations on-site.  Figure 4.4-3 shows the four exist-
ing areas of the project site designated stalls are located. 
 
d. School Circulation 
Thornhill Elementary School uses about ten on-street parking spaces in front 
of the school on Thornhill Drive south of Alhambra Lane for drop-off and 
pick-up operations.  A few drivers were observed performing illegal U-turns 
on Thornhill Drive at the intersections of Gouldin Road and Alhambra Lane 
after dropping off or picking up students.  Several drivers parked their vehi-
cles on the shoulder of the west side of Thornhill Drive between Alhambra 
Lane and the mid-block pedestrian crossing to park all day or to escort stu-
dents to and from school.  The majority of these drivers performed a three-
point turn in order to park on the opposite side of the roadway.  It should be 
noted that parking in this location is illegal. 
 
St. John’s Episcopal Church allows the use of its parking lot to the school for 
pick-up and drop-off circulation, as well as overflow parking for faculty, staff, 
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and volunteers.  Vehicles associated with the school enter the parking lot at 
Gouldin Road, which is a one-way entrance.  There is a steep downgrade at 
the entrance and the entering vehicles have limited sight distance.  Parents 
either park in the church lot where they then walk their children down Al-
hambra Lane to the school, or enter Alhambra Lane for drop-offs or pick-ups.  
The vehicles exit the site from Alhambra Lane, which is one-way westbound 
from Alhambra Court to Thornhill Drive.  Vehicles turning left onto 
Thornhill Drive from Alhambra Lane need to pull out into the crosswalk due 
to limited sight distance (77 feet to the north and 145 feet to the south).  The 
current circulation patterns at the site are shown in Figure 4.4-3.  A more 
detailed discussion of sight line issues is contained in Appendix I in the Sep-
tember 23, 2008 memorandum titled Addendum to the Supplemental Transpor-
tation and Parking Study for the Renovation at St John’s Episcopal Church, Oak-
land. 
 
During the AM and PM 30-minute weekday counts, no bicyclists were ob-
served at the study intersections.  There were, however, pedestrians counted, 
with the highest number of crossings observed in the AM.  Thirty-minute 
pedestrian crossings at the existing study intersections and mid-block crossing 
are shown in Figure 4.4-4 and displayed in Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3. 
 
Pedestrians use the mid-block crossing (about 35 feet across shoulder to 
shoulder) because there is a public staircase on the west side of Thornhill 
Drive, which provides access to hillside homes on the west side of Thornhill 
Drive.  Drivers who park on the west side of Thornhill Drive between Al-
hambra Lane and the mid-block pedestrian crosswalk tend to cross where 
their cars are parked.  This is because accessing the mid-block crosswalk 
would require walking in the travel lane, as there is no room on the shoulder 
for both parked vehicles and pedestrians.  Additionally, most drivers who 
park here are accessing the Thornhill Elementary School, which is located in 
the opposite direction of the crosswalk.   
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TABLE 4.4-2 EXISTING 30-MINUTE PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS AT STUDY 
INTERSECTIONS 

Intersection Time* 
North 
Leg 

East 
Leg 

South 
Leg Total

AM 0 17 0 17 
1 

Thornhill Drive &  
Gouldin Road PM 0 11 0 11 

AM 6 50 0 56 
2 

Thornhill Drive &  
Alhambra Lane PM 4 20 2 26 

* AM Counts were conducted from 8:15 a.m. to 8:45 a.m. and PM counts were done from 2:45 
p.m. until 3:15 p.m. on Tuesday, May 13, 2008. 
Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc., 2008. 

TABLE 4.4-3 EXISTING 30-MINUTE PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS AT THE  
MID-BLOCK CROSSWALK ON THORNHILL DRIVE BETWEEN 

GOULDIN ROAD AND ALHAMBRA LANE 

Marked Crosswalk

Location Timea Withinb Outsidec Total 
AM 19 10 29 Mid-Block Crosswalk on Thorn-

hill Drive between Gouldin Road 
and Alhambra Lane PM 7 2 9 

a AM Counts were conducted from 8:15 a.m. to 8:45 a.m. and PM counts were done from 2:45 
p.m. until 3:15 p.m. on Tuesday, May 13, 2008. 
b  Pedestrians crossed Thornhill Drive within the marked crosswalk 
c   Pedestrians crossed Thornhill Drive outside of marked crosswalk. 
Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc., 2008. 

e. Church-Associated Circulation 
i. General Information 
Based on information provided by the Church the current activities at the 
Church site are listed below. 
 
The Church employs one full time staff person and eight part-time staff per-
sons that enter and leave at different times. 
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The Church has three services on a typical Sunday morning.  The parking lot 
is full on normal Sundays especially for the last service as classes and other 
church activities keep parishioners within the project site for longer periods 
of time.  Some members regularly use the Thornhill Elementary School play-
ground for parking.  The Church services times and their approximate atten-
dances are as follows: 

♦ 7:45 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. – 30 persons  
♦ 9:00 a.m. to 9:45 a.m. – 75 persons 
♦ 10:45 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. – 100 persons  

 
During four special yearly services (one at Christmas and three on Easter 
weekend), the attendance numbers are approximately doubled for these 
events.  The parking lot is full, with most cars parked in non-designated park-
ing spaces.  There is also an increased use of parking in the playground at the 
elementary school.  For funerals, which occur roughly two times a year be-
tween 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., the average attendance is approximately 150 
persons. 
 
Fifteen regularly scheduled meetings occur at the Church in addition to the 
services.  The majority of these occur on the weekends or on the weekdays 
during non-peak commute hours.  Meetings scheduled in the peak commute 
hours happen approximately once a week and attract roughly 20 or 30 atten-
dees.  Non-church or community meetings average about 20 per week or 3 to 
4 meetings per day.  A schedule for the month of October 2010 is shown in 
Appendix I as an example of all events occurring at the Church, as well as 
their average attendance numbers.  
 
ii. Church-Related Traffic Circulation 
Intersections likely to be affected by the project are on Thornhill Drive at 
Gouldin Road, Alhambra Lane, and the new driveway leading into the 
Church’s parking lot.  Sunday is the peak activity period at the Church.  Un-
der existing conditions, Church traffic generally enters the Church parking 
lot from Gouldin Road and exits from Alhambra Lane.  
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Alhambra Lane is stop-controlled at Thornhill Drive, but uncontrolled for 
Thornhill Drive.  As such, traffic entering onto Thornhill Drive from Al-
hambra Lane is discussed in more detail.  According to the counts done on 
Sunday, March 18, 2007, a total of 69 vehicles were observed at the east leg of 
Alhambra Lane during the three-hour period.  Between 10:15 and 11:15 a.m., 
35 cars were observed turning from Alhambra Lane and two vehicles entered 
onto Alhambra Lane, the highest number of vehicles observed going in and 
out of Alhambra Lane.  A peak 15-minute flow of 18 vehicles turned onto 
Thornhill Drive from Alhambra Lane twice, 10:45 a.m. to 11:00 a.m., and 
12:15 p.m. to 12:30 pm.   
 
As previously shown in Table 4.4-1, the Thornhill Drive intersections at 
Gouldin Road and Alhambra Lane both operate at LOS B during the Sunday 
peak hour.  The detailed three-hour traffic counts and LOS calculations are 
included in Appendix I of this EIR. 
 
iii. Parking 
The four existing parking areas on the site are shown in Figure 4.4-3.  St. 
John’s Church currently has 225 seats and its parking lot contains approxi-
mately 56 designated stalls, but is able to accommodate more parked vehicles 
in undesignated locations on-site, including cars parked blocking other cars in 
the open space in parking area 4.  Some cars were observed to be parked in 
non-designated areas of the project site.  On Sunday March 18, 2007, 62 cars 
were observed on the Church site. 
 
Another count was conducted on Sunday, September 21, 2008 to capture ve-
hicle occupancies and parking both on and off site.  The average occupancy of 
vehicles entering the parking lot at St. John’s Church from Gouldin Road 
was 1.6 persons per vehicle.  On this date, the highest attended sermon was 
the 9:00 a.m., with about 83 attendees, whereas the 7:45 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. 
sermon had 21 and 41 attendees respectively.  The highest occupancy of on-
street parking observed was 13, which may include non-Church attendees.  
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The highest occupancy of off-street parking observed was 59 at St. John’s 
parking lot and 20 on Thornhill School’s blacktop.2 
 
iv. Site Circulation 
The entrance to the project site is at 1707 Gouldin Road, which is a one-way 
driveway, is a steep downgrade with limited sight distance for entering vehi-
cles.  The vehicles exit the site on to Thornhill Drive from Alhambra Lane, 
which is one-way until it intersects with Alhambra Court where it is two-
way.  The current circulation pattern at the site is shown in Figure 4.4-2.  
Vehicles turning left onto Thornhill Drive, due to limited sight distance, need 
to pull out into the crosswalk, to turn safely.  Currently, the sight distance 
from Alhambra is 75 feet to north.  The minimum needed is 275 feet, accord-
ing to the Highway Design Manual.3  A more detailed discussion of sight line 
issues is contained in Appendix I in the September 23, 2008 memorandum 
titled Addendum to the Supplemental Transportation and Parking Study for the 
Renovation at St John’s Episcopal Church, Oakland. 
 
The Church’s access off of Gouldin Road is an entrance-only lane into the 
parking lot.  The driveway entrance is about 15 feet wide and is characterized 
by a curved, steep downhill grade of 26 percent.  There is no posted speed 
limit on the entrance.  Sight distance from Gouldin Road turning into the 
driveway is about 69 feet due to foliage and roadway curvature, which means 
that sight distance standards for stopping is about 11 miles per hour (mph).4  
It should be noted that this entrance will be abandoned, as part of the project. 

                                                         
2 Dowling Associates, Inc., Addendum to Supplemental Transportation 

Study for St. John’s Church Renovation Memorandum, September 23, 2008, page 7. 
3 Highway Design Manual. California Department of Transportation.  Chap-

ter 200 – Geometric Design and Structure Standards, January 4, 2007, Table 201.1 – 
Sight Distance Standards for stopping distance extrapolated from the 25 mile per hour 
design speed. 

4 Highway Design Manual. California Department of Transportation. Chap-
ter 200 – Geometric Design and Structure Standards, January 4, 2007, Table 201.1 – 
Sight Distance Standards for stopping distance extrapolated from the 20 mile per hour 
design speed. 
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Alhambra Lane dead-ends at the Church’s driveway, which is an exit-only 
lane out of the parking lot.  Thus, vehicular movements are limited to right 
turns out of the driveway.  The driveway exit onto Alhambra Lane is charac-
terized by a steep downhill grade of 22 percent.  There is no posted speed 
limit coming out of the driveway or on Alhambra Lane.  Sight distance from 
the driveway turning onto Alhambra Lane is about 53 feet due to foliage, 
fencing, and roadway curvature, which means that sight distance standards for 
stopping is about 8 mph.5 
 
A more detailed discussion of sight line issues is contained in Appendix I in 
the September 23, 2008 memorandum titled Addendum to the Supplemental 
Transportation and Parking Study for the Renovation at St John’s Episcopal 
Church, Oakland. 
 
 
C. Thresholds of Significance 

The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 
 
1. Project Impacts 
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 non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not 
limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicy-
cle paths, and mass transit, specifically: 
 

                                                         
5 Highway Design Manual. California Department of Transportation. Chap-

ter 200 – Geometric Design and Structure Standards, January 4, 2007, Table 201.1 – 
Sight Distance Standards for stopping distance extrapolated from the 20 mile per hour 
design speed. 
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a. Traffic Load and Capacity Thresholds 

1. At a study, signalized intersection which is located outside the Down-
town6 area, the project would cause the level of service7 to degrade to 
worse than LOS D (i.e. LOS E); 

2. At a study, signalized intersection which is located within the Down-
town area, the project would cause the level of service to degrade to 
worse than  LOS E (i.e. LOS F);  

3. At a study, signalized intersection outside the Downtown area where the 
level of service is LOS E,  the project would cause the total intersection 
average vehicle delay to increase by four or more seconds, or degrade to 
worse than LOS E (i.e. LOS F); 

4. At a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service 
is LOS E, the project would cause an increase in the average delay for any 
of the critical  movements  of six seconds or more, or degrade to worse 
than  LOS E (i.e. LOS F); 

5. At a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service 
is LOS F, the project would cause (a) the total intersection average vehi-
cle delay to increase by two or more seconds, or (b) an increase in average 
delay for any of the critical  movements  of four seconds or more; or (c)  
the volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) ratio exceeds 3 percent (but only if the 
delay values cannot be measured accurately); 

                                                         
6 Downtown is defined in the Land Use and Transportation  Element of the 

General Plan (page 67) as the area generally bounded by West Grand  Avenue to the  
north, Lake Merritt and Channel Park to the east, the Oakland Estuary to the south 
and I-980/Brush Street  to the west. 

7 Level of service and delay calculations for local intersections should be 
based on the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, National 
Research Council, 2000 edition. For CMA intersections (project proposes a general 
plan amendment, or if an EIR is performed and there are 100 or more peak trips), use 
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.  For state facilities, consult with the Planning 
Department. 
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6. At a study, unsignalized intersection the project would add ten or more 
vehicles and after project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour vol-
ume warrant; 

7. For a Congestion Management Program (CMP) required analysis, (i.e. 
projects that generate 100 or more PM peak hour trips)  cause a roadway 
segment on the Metropolitan Transportation System to operate at LOS F 
or increase the V/C ratio by more than 3 percent for a roadway segment 
that would operate at LOS F without the project;  

8. Result in substantially increased travel times for AC Transit buses; [Note:  
Factors to consider in evaluating the potential impact include, but are not 
limited to, the proximity of the project site to the transit corridor(s), the 
function of the roadway segment(s), and the characteristics of the poten-
tially affected bus routes(s).  The evaluation may require a qualitative 
and/or quantitative analysis depending upon these relevant factors.] 

 
b. Other Thresholds 

9. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

10. Substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pe-
destrians due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment); 

11. Result in less than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 
feet in length unless otherwise determined to be acceptable by the Fire 
Chief, or his/her designee, in specific instances due to climatic, geo-
graphic, topographic, or other conditions; or 

12. Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regard-
ing public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease 
the performance or safety of such facilities.  
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2. Cumulative Impacts  

13. A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered “consider-
able” (i.e. significant) when the project exceeds at least one of the thresh-
olds listed above under a future year scenario. 

 
3. Planning Related, Non-CEQA Issues 
The following transportation-related topics are not considerations under 
CEQA but should be evaluated in order to inform decision-makers and the 
public about these issues.8 
 
a. Parking Requirements 
The Court of Appeal has held that parking is not part of the permanent 
physical environment, that parking conditions change over time as people 
change their travel patterns, and that unmet parking demand created by a 
project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under 
CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects.9  Similarly, the 
December 2009 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines (which were ef-
fective March 18, 2010) removed parking from the State’s Environmental 
Checklist (Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines) as an environmental 
factor to be considered under CEQA.  Parking supply/demand varies by time 
of day, day of week, and seasonally.  As parking demand increases faster than 
the supply, parking prices rise to reach equilibrium between supply and de-
mand.  Decreased availability and increased costs result in changes to people’s 
mode and pattern of travel.  However, the City of Oakland, in its review of 
the proposed project, wants to ensure that the project’s provision of addi-
tional parking spaces along with measures to lessen parking demand (by en-
couraging the use of non-auto travel modes) would result in minimal adverse 
effects to project occupants and visitors, and that any secondary effects (such 

                                                         
8 Additional topics concerning, transit ridership, traffic queuing, and traffic 

control devices.  These thresholds were not analyzed by this EIR due to current traffic 
conditions and transit ridership in the vicinity of the project site. 

9 San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of 
San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 
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as on air quality due to drivers searching for parking spaces) would be mini-
mized.  As such, although not required by CEQA, parking conditions are 
evaluated in this document. 
 
Parking deficits may be associated with secondary physical environmental 
impacts, such as air quality and noise effects, caused by congestion resulting 
from drivers circling as they look for a parking space.  However, the absence 
of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to 
auto travel (e.g. transit service, shuttles, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot), may 
induce drivers to shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel 
habits.  Any such resulting shifts to transit service, in particular, would be in 
keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy. 
 
Additionally, regarding potential secondary effects, cars circling and looking 
for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply is typically a temporary 
condition, often offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are 
aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.  Hence, any secon-
dary environmental impacts that might result from a shortfall in parking in 
the vicinity of the proposed project are considered less than significant. 
 
This EIR evaluates if the project’s estimated parking demand (both project-
generated and project-displaced) would be met by the project’s proposed park-
ing supply or by the existing parking supply within a reasonable walking dis-
tance of the project site.  Project-displaced parking results from the project's 
removal of standard on-street parking, City, or Redevelopment Agency 
owned/controlled parking and/or legally required off-street parking (non-
open-to-the-public parking which is legally required). 
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D. Impact, Standard Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measure Dis-
cussion 

Existing Plus Project Conditions 
a. Project Trip Generation 
Using the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 
additional trips generated by the project were estimated for the weekday AM 
and PM, as well as Sunday peak-hour or generator.  The project would gener-
ate one additional weekday trip in the AM and PM peak hour and 21 addi-
tional Sunday peak hour trips, shown in Tables 4.4-4 through 4.4-6.   
 
b. Level of Service Analysis 
Project trips were added to existing volumes and project trips redistributed to 
reflect the new driveway off of Thornhill Drive into St. John’s Church.  Fig-
ure 4.4-5 shows existing plus project vehicle volumes.   
 
Level of service was analyzed for the weekday AM and PM time periods and 
for the Sunday peak hour.  The study intersections will continue to operate at 
a LOS D or better for all time periods studied, as will the project driveway’s 
intersection with Thornhill Drive.  Delay improves slightly at the intersec-
tion of Thornhill Drive and Gouldin Road due to the redistribution of some 
traffic to the project driveway.  Delay increases slightly at the intersection of 
Thornhill Drive and Alhambra Lane due to the slight increase in southbound 
through traffic at this intersection.  Table 4.4-7 shows level of service and de-
lay for Existing (No Project) and Existing plus Project.   
 
c. Sight Distance at Project Driveway 
The proposed access bridge/driveway is located approximately 40 feet north 
of the existing mid-block crosswalk, as shown in Figure 4.4-3.  Given the use 
of this crosswalk, particularly during the morning drop-off, there is the po-
tential for increased conflict between vehicles entering and exiting the new 
driveway and pedestrians crossing the street.  Specifically, vehicles exiting the 
proposed access bridge/driveway and making left-turns would need to watch 
for pedestrians crossing Thornhill Drive near or in the crosswalk as well as
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TABLE 4.4-4 WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION 

Rates Trips 

Description 
Size 
(SF) Average % In % Out Total In Out

Existing 7,700 0.56 62% 38% 4 0 4 

Existing + Project 8,855 0.56 62% 38% 5 0 5 

Project Only Trips 1,155    1 1 0 
Source:  Trip Generation, 8th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008, Weekday AM 
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic One Hour Between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m., per 1,000 square 
feet of gross floor area.  
Dowling Associates, Inc., 2010. 

 
TABLE 4.4-5 WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION 

Rates Trips 

Description 
Size 
(SF) Average % In % Out Total In Out

Existing 7,700 0.94 54% 46% 7 0 7 

Existing + Project 8,855 0.94 54% 46% 8 0 8 

Project Only Trips 1,155    1 1 0 
Source:  Trip Generation, 8th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008, Weekday PM 
Peak Hour of Generator, per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. 
Dowling Associates, Inc., 2010. 

 
TABLE 4.4-6 SUNDAY PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION 

Rates Trips 

Description 
Size 

(Seats) Average % In % Out Total In Out
Existing 225 0.61 51% 49% 137 70 67 

Existing + Project 259 0.61 51% 49% 158 81 77 

Project Only Trips 34    21 11 10 
Source:  Trip Generation, 8th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008, Sunday Peak 
Hour of Generator. Dowling Associates, Inc., 2010.  



F I G U R E  4 . 4 - 5

N O R T H

E x i s T i N g  P l u s  P R O j E c T  V E H i c l E  P E a k  H O u R  V O l u m E s  a m ( P m ) [ s u N ]

c i T Y  O F  O a k l a N D
s T .  j O H N ’ s  c H u R c H  P R O j E c T  D R a F T  E i R

T R A F F I C  A N D  C I R C U L A T I O N



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ' S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
T R A F F I C  A N D  C I R C U L A T I O N  
 
 

4.4-23 
 

TABLE 4.4-7 EXISTING (NO PROJECT) AND EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE FOR VEHICLES 

No Project With Project 

AM  
Weekday 

PM  
Weekday Sunday 

AM  
Weekday 

PM  
Weekday Sunday 

Intersection Traffic Control Analysis LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay
Gouldin D 31.5 B 14.3 B 11.7 D 25.4 B 13.3 B 11.1 

1 
Thornhill Dr.  
& Gouldin Rd. 

One-Way  
Stop-Controlled Overall  

Intersection 
A 3.9 A 1.4 A 1.6 A 3.2 A 1.2 A 1.8 

Alhambra C 16.2 B 12.2 B 12.9 C 19.3 B 13.1 B 12.5 

2 
Thornhill Dr.  
& Alhambra Ln. 

One-Way  
Stop-Controlled Overall  

Intersection 
A 1.4 A 1.2 A 0.7 A 0.3 A 0.3 A 0.4 

Driveway B 13.7 B 11.2 B 12.5 

3 
Thornhill Dr.  
& St. John’s 
Driveway 

One-Way  
Stop-Controlled Overall  

Intersection 

Not Applicable 
A 1.1 A 1.0 A 0.4 

Notes:  LOS = Level of Service; Delay is measured as weighted average of seconds per vehicle. 
 Level of service at one-way stop-controlled intersections is based on the stop-controlled leg.  The level of service and delay for both the overall intersection and the stop-

controlled leg are reported here. 
Source:  Calculated by Dowling Associates, Inc. in August 2010 using TRAFFIX version 8.0 Build R1. 
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for gaps in traffic on Thornhill Drive.  85th percentile speeds, measured for 
24 hours on August 26, 2008 on Thornhill between Gouldin Road and Al-
hambra Lane, were found to be about 35 mph, although lower during the 
morning peak-hour (about 25 mph).  Additionally, sight distance in the 
southbound direction is about 50 feet when vehicles are parked on-street next 
to the proposed driveway.  Without parking, sight distances would improve 
to over 500 feet. 
 
A more detailed discussion of sight line issues is contained in Appendix I in 
the September 23, 2008 memorandum titled Addendum to the Supplemental 
Transportation and Parking Study for the Renovation at St John’s Episcopal 
Church, Oakland. 
 
The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 
 
1. Project Impacts 
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 non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not 
limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicy-
cle paths, and mass transit, specifically: 
 
a. Traffic Load and Capacity Thresholds 
1. At a study, signalized intersection which is located outside the Down-

town area, the project would cause the level of service to degrade to 
worse than LOS D (i.e. LOS E). 

Project study intersections are unsignalized.  As a result, a no impact would 
occur. 
 
2. At a study, signalized intersection which is located within the Down-

town area, the project would cause the LOS to degrade to worse than 
LOS E (i.e. LOS F);  

The project is not located within the Downtown area.  As a result, no impact 
would occur. 
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3. At a study, signalized intersection outside the Downtown area where the 
level of service is LOS E,  the project would cause the total intersection 
average vehicle delay to increase by four (4) or more seconds, or degrade 
to worse than  LOS E (i.e. LOS F);  

Project study intersections are unsignalized.  As a result, a no impact would 
occur. 
 
4. At a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service 

is LOS E, the project would cause an increase in the average delay for any 
of the critical  movements of six seconds or more, or degrade to worse 
than  LOS E (i.e. LOS F);  

Project study intersections are unsignalized.  As a result, a no impact would 
occur.   
 
5. At a study, signalized intersection for all areas where the level of service 

is LOS F, the project would cause (a) the total intersection average vehi-
cle delay to increase by two or more seconds, or (b) an increase in average 
delay for any of the critical movements  of four seconds or more; or (c) 
the V/C ratio exceeds 3 percent (but only if the delay values cannot be 
measured accurately).  

Project study intersections are unsignalized.  As a result, a no impact would 
occur.    
 
6. At a study, unsignalized intersection the project would add ten or more 

vehicles and after project completion satisfy the Caltrans peak hour vol-
ume warrant.  

The project is expected to add one additional AM peak vehicle trip and one 
additional PM peak trip.  During the Sunday peak hour, additional trips gen-
erated by the project would be 21 trips.  
 
Based on traffic counts conducted in March 2007 and the project’s trip genera-
tion, the peak hour volumes would not satisfy Caltrans signal warrants, as 
detailed in Appendix I.  Therefore, the additional trips generated would have 
a less-than-significant impact. 
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7. For a Congestion Management Program (CMP) required analysis, (i.e. 
projects that generate 100 or more PM peak hour trips)  cause a roadway 
segment on the Metropolitan Transportation System to operate at LOS F 
or increase the V/C ratio by more than 3 percent for a roadway segment 
that would operate at LOS F without the project. 

The project will not generate 100 or more trips.  As a result, no impact would 
occur. 
 
8. Result in substantially increased travel times for AC Transit buses;  
Thornhill Drive, the main roadway serving the Project site, currently has no 
AC Transit bus service.  The closest AC Transit bus service, Routes 61 and 
CB, operate on Mountain Boulevard, roughly 0.4 miles away.  Routes 61 and 
CB operates only on weekdays.   
 
The project is expected to add one additional AM peak vehicle trip and one 
additional PM peak trip.  During the Sunday peak hour, additional trips gen-
erated by the project would be 21 trips.  
 
Because of the minimal trips generated by the Project for weekday peak-hours 
when the buses are running, it is not expected to increase travel times for AC 
Transit buses.  Therefore, the additional trips generated would have a less-
than-significant impact. 
 
b. Other Thresholds 
9. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 

traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. 
The project would not result in changes to existing air traffic patterns.  Air-
craft associated with the Oakland International Airport, which is the closest 
aviation facility to the project site, and is located approximately 8 miles to the 
south, would be traveling on a flight path that would avoid safety impacts 
associated with glare or obstructions.  No other potential impacts to air traffic 
would occur.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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10. Substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pe-
destrians due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment). 

The proposed access bridge/driveway is located approximately 40 feet north 
of the existing mid-block crosswalk, as shown in Figure 4.4-6.  Given the use 
of this crosswalk, particularly during the morning drop-off, there is the po-
tential for increased conflict between vehicles entering and exiting the new 
driveway and pedestrians crossing the street.  Specifically, vehicles exiting the 
proposed access bridge/driveway and making left-turns would need to watch 
for pedestrians crossing Thornhill Drive near or in the crosswalk as well as 
for gaps in traffic on Thornhill Drive.  85th percentile speeds, measured for 24 
hours on August 26, 2008, were found to be about 35 mph, although slower 
during the morning peak-hour (about 25 mph).  Additionally, sight distance 
in the southbound direction is about 50 feet when vehicles are parked on- 
street next to the proposed driveway.  Without parking, sight distances would 
improve to over 500 feet.  As a result, a potentially significant impact to pe-
destrians and motorists would occur.  With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure TRAF-1, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant im-
pact. 
 
Impact TRAF-1:  Pedestrians crossing Thornhill Drive at the mid-block pe-
destrian crossing will be in close proximity to vehicles exiting the project site 
and turning left onto Thornhill Drive. 
 

Mitigation Measure TRAF-1:  The project applicant shall increase the 
visibility of the mid-block crosswalk and increase sight distance for vehi-
cles exiting the project site by developing and submitting a plan to im-
prove sight line distances and alert drivers exiting the site to the presence 
of pedestrians, subject to review and approval by City.  Such a plan may  
include without  limitation the following: Signage, flashing beacons, mid-
block crosswalk  treatments, foliage trimming, and restriction of on-
street parking near the driveway entrance.  The applicant shall imple-
ment the approved plan. 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than significant. 



Source: Dowling Associates, Inc., & DC&E
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11. Result in less than two emergency access routes for streets exceeding 600 

feet in length unless otherwise determined to be acceptable by the Fire 
Chief, or his/her designee, in specific instances due to climatic, geo-
graphic, topographic, or other conditions. 

The estimated frontage of the project site along Thornhill Drive is approxi-
mately 120 feet and does not require a second emergency access route.  Fur-
thermore, emergency vehicle access is provided to the project site by the pro-
posed bridge/driveway.  The bridge meets the City of Oakland’s minimum 
requirement width 20 feet for an access road and 5 feet for a pedestrian side-
walk.  Currently, access to the project site does not meet the City’s require-
ment of a grade of less than 18 percent, nor does it provide separated pedes-
trian pathways to provide safer pedestrian travel.  The proposed bridge access 
road provides an improvement over current driveway on Gouldin Road that 
will meet the City’s requirement.  As a result, the project would have a less-
than-significant impact on emergency access to and from the site. 
  
12. Fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regard-

ing public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease 
the performance or safety of such facilities. 

The project does not fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.  However, 
due to the short distance between the proposed bridge and the pedestrian 
crossing, the safety of pedestrians may be at risk if a plan to improve sight 
lines and alert drivers to the presence of pedestrians is not developed and 
submitted to the City for review and approval.  Safety of pedestrians crossing 
Thornhill Drive is addressed in response to criterion 1.a.10, above.  If Mitiga-
tion Measure TRAF-1 is applied, a less-than-significant impact would occur 
under this criterion. 
 
2. Cumulative Impacts 
13. A project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered “consider-

able” (i.e. significant) when the project exceeds at least one of the thresh-
olds listed above under a future year scenario. 
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The project would generate an additional trip during the weekday morning 
and evening peak hours and an additional 21 trips during the Sunday peak 
hour.  This amount of traffic would not be considered a substantial increase 
in traffic.  During the Sunday peak hour, the unsignalized intersections cur-
rently serving the project site operate at LOS B.  Future traffic conditions 
would not be adversely impacted due to the limited number of vehicle trips 
generated by the project and the expectation that the LOS of the intersections 
in the vicinity of the project in the already built-out area would not be re-
duced to substandard conditions.  Therefore, a less-than-significant impact 
would occur. 
 
3. Planning Related, Non-CEQA Issues 
a. Parking Requirements 
Although not a CEQA issues as previously discussed, this EIR evaluates if the 
project’s estimated parking demand (both project-generated and project-
displaced) would be met by the project’s proposed parking supply or by the 
existing parking supply within a reasonable walking distance of the project 
site.  Project-displaced parking results from the project's removal of standard 
on-street parking, City, or Redevelopment Agency owned/controlled parking 
and/or legally required off-street parking (non-open-to-the-public parking 
which is legally required). 
 
The Church is not located in a specialized zoning area, according to the City 
of Oakland’s General Plan map.  Oakland’s municipal code states that the off-
street parking requirement for a church is one parking stall for each ten 
seats.10  Required dimensions for the 90-degree angle parking include a mini-
mum 24-foot maneuvering aisle, at least 18 feet long and 8.5 feet wide for 
regular-sized parking stalls, and at least 16 feet long and 7.5 feet wide for 
compact-sized parking stalls.  The same stall dimensions are required for 45-
degree-angle parking stalls, but the maneuvering aisle only needs to be 12 feet.  
Required dimensions for the parallel parking include a minimum 12-foot ma-

                                                         
10 City of Oakland, Municipal Code.  Passed February 5, 2008.  Code 

17.116.070 Off-Street Parking – Civic Activities. 
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neuvering aisle and at least 22 feet long and 8 feet wide for parking stalls.11  
For lots containing less than 100 parking stalls, an ADA accessible parking 
space must be provided for every 25 stalls, and at least one space must be able 
to accommodate a van.12  Minimum dimensions for ADA accessible stalls are 
18 feet long and 9 feet wide.  Van spaces require an 8-foot aisle and vehicle 
spaces require a 5-foot aisle.  Aisles may be located between two ADA acces-
sible stalls for use by vehicles in both spaces.13  
 
The proposed construction of the new sanctuary will result in a total of 259 
seats (an increase of 34 seats, or a 15 percent increase over seating in the exist-
ing sanctuary), which means that 26 off-street parking stalls would be re-
quired.  The project proposes 41 off-street parking stalls, including two 
handicap-accessible stalls.  Thus, the Church is providing 15 parking stalls 
over the amount required by the City of Oakland’s municipal codes.  The 
Church will provide the following new parking arrangements, as shown on 
Figure 3-5: 

♦ 27, 90-degree-angle parking stalls;  
♦ five parallel parking stalls; 
♦ nine, 45-degree-angle parking stalls, including two ADA accessible spaces. 

 
Five parking stalls that are currently located near the existing Church build-
ing will be retained and unaltered.  The dimensions of the 90-degree-angle 
parking stalls are 16.5 feet long and 9.5 feet wide, which means that they must 
be designated as compact spaces.  Additionally, the width of the maneuvering 
aisle is 24 feet, which meets the minimum thresholds for 90-degree-angle park-
ing stalls.  The maneuvering aisle serving the 90-degree parking may be too 
narrow for two-way traffic, if non-compact vehicles park in the stalls and jut 
out into the maneuvering aisle. 
 

                                                         
11 City of Oakland, Municipal Code.  Passed February 5, 2008.  Code 

17.116.200 Parking space dimensions. 
12 Technical Bulletin: Parking.  United States Access Board.  Washington, DC. 
13 California Building Code 1129B – Accessible Parking. 
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The dimensions of the parallel parking stalls are 22 feet long and 8 feet wide 
with a 13.5-foot maneuvering aisle.  These meet the minimum thresholds for 
parallel parking stalls.  The dimensions of the 45-degree-angle parking stalls 
are 18 feet long and 8.5 feet wide with a 13.5-foot maneuvering aisle.  These 
meet the minimum thresholds for 45-degree-angle parking.  The two ADA-
accessible spaces consist of one that is for vans and the other for cars.  They 
are 18 feet long and share a loading/unloading aisle.  The loading/unloading 
aisle and parking stall widths will need to be at least 8 feet and 9 feet, respec-
tively, per California Building Codes. 
 
A count conducted on Sunday, September 21, 2008 found that 59 cars were 
parked in Church’s parking lot at its peak and 20 cars were parked on the 
Thornhill Elementary school’s blacktop, for a total of 79 at off-street lots.  
Parking occupancies at on-street locations around the Church on Sunday, 
September 21, 2008 ranged from 26 (38 percent of the total on-street parking 
available) at 7:00 a.m., the beginning of church services, to 38 (56 percent  of 
the total on-street parking available) at 11:15 a.m. at the height of church ser-
vices.  Most of the increase in on-street parking was found on Thornhill 
Drive between Alhambra Lane and Grisborne Avenue.14  For purposes of this 
analysis, it is conservatively assumed that the 12-car increase in parking occu-
pancy on-street was completely attributable to St. John’s Church patrons.  
This, it appears that total existing parking demand from St. John’s Church 
patrons on a typical Sunday at the off-street lots and on-street is approxi-
mately 91 vehicles. 
 
As previously noted, construction of the new sanctuary would result in an 
increase of 34 seats (15 percent increase) within the Church.  This increase in 
number of seats would mean that parking demand could increase by 14 to 105 
parked cars for the Church’s Sunday peak-hour.  The proposed 41 spaces at 
the Church’s parking lot on-site do not meet the existing or projected parking 

                                                         
14 Dowling Associates, Inc., Addendum to Supplemental Transportation 

Study for St. John’s Church Renovation Memorandum, September 23, 2008, page 8. 
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demand and may result in an increase of on-street parking by Church atten-
dees.   
 
The blacktop at Thornhill Elementary School is currently used to handle the 
existing overflow.  It has room for approximately 60 vehicles, which can ac-
commodate most of the increased demand for parking attributed to this pro-
ject.  Additionally, on-street parking in the area around the Church appears 
to be under-utilized and could accommodate a minimal increase in parking by 
Church patrons. 
 
As noted, parking requirements are considered planning-related or non-
CEQA issues as parking pertains to land use compatibility with construction 
and operation of the proposed project.  As a part of the process by which the 
City approves entitlements for development, the City will require that Stan-
dard Conditions of Approval should be implemented as part of this project. 
 

Standard Condition of Approval TRAF-1:  Parking and Transportation 
Demand Management.  Prior to issuance of a final inspection of the build-
ing permit.  The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the 
Planning and Zoning Division a Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) plan containing strategies to reduce on-site parking demand and 
single occupancy vehicle travel.  The applicant shall implement the ap-
proved TDM plan.  The TDM shall include strategies to increase bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, and carpools/vanpool use.  All four modes of travel 
shall be considered.  Strategies to consider include the following: 
a. Inclusion of additional bicycle parking, shower, and locker facilities 

that exceed the requirement 
b. Construction of bike lanes per the Bicycle Master Plan; Priority 

Bikeway Projects 
c. Signage and striping onsite to encourage bike safety 
d. Installation of safety elements per the Pedestrian Master Plan (such as 

cross walk striping, curb ramps, count down signals, bulb outs, etc.) 
to encourage convenient crossing at arterials 
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e. Installation of amenities such as lighting, street trees, trash recepta-
cles per the Pedestrian Master Plan and any applicable streetscape 
plan. 

f. Direct transit sales or subsidized transit passes 
g. Guaranteed ride home program 
h. Pre-tax commuter benefits (checks) 
i. On-site car-sharing program (such as City Car Share, Zip Car, etc.) 
j. On-site carpooling program 
k. Distribution of information concerning alternative transportation 

options 
l. Parking spaces sold/leased separately 
m. Parking management strategies; including attendant/valet parking 

and shared parking spaces 
 
To further implement Standard Condition of Approval TRAF-2, the Church 
shall develop a memorandum of understanding with Thornhill Elementary 
School to utilize the school’s blacktop, as needed, for non-construction park-
ing during the summer when school is not in session. 
 

Standard Condition of Approval TRAF-2:  Construction Traffic and 
Parking.  Prior to the issuance of a demolition, grading or building permit.  
The project applicant and construction contractor shall meet with ap-
propriate City of Oakland agencies to determine traffic management 
strategies to reduce, to the maximum extent feasible, traffic congestion 
and the effects of parking demand by construction workers during con-
struction of this project and other nearby projects that could be simulta-
neously under construction.  The project applicant shall develop a con-
struction management plan for review and approval by the Planning and 
Zoning Division, the Building Services Division, and the Transportation 
Services Division . The plan shall include at least the following items and 
requirements: 
a. A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including schedul-

ing of major truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, de-
tour signs if required, lane  closure procedures, signs, cones for driv-
ers, and designated construction access routes.  
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b. Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public 
safety personnel regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane 
closures will occur.  

c. Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and 
vehicles at an approved location.).  

d. A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to 
construction activity, including identification of an onsite complaint 
manager.  The manager shall determine the cause of the complaints 
and shall take prompt action to correct the problem.  Planning and 
Zoning shall be informed who the Manager is prior to the issuance of 
the first permit issued by Building Services.  

e. Provision for accommodation of pedestrian flow.   
f. Provision for parking management and spaces for all construction 

workers to ensure that construction workers do not park in on-street 
spaces.  

 
 
E. Cumulative Impacts 

As previously discussed under the criteria, no other projects of similar scope 
are planned or pending within the vicinity of the project.15  Individual devel-
opment will occur as allowed by the City of Oakland General Plan and Zon-
ing Ordinance.  However, a substantial degradation of intersection operations 
is not anticipated and would not combine with the project to significantly 
impact traffic and circulation.  As a result, a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact to traffic and circulation would occur. 

                                                         
15 Clevenger, Ann.  Personal communication with DC&E, November 9, 

2010. 
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5 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

5-1 
 
 

The St. John’s Church project, as proposed by the applicant, has been de-
scribed and analyzed in the previous chapter with an emphasis on potentially 
significant impacts and Standard Conditions of Approval and recommended 
mitigation measures to avoid those impacts.  The State CEQA Guidelines 
require the description and comparative analysis of reasonable alternatives to 
the proposed project that could feasibly attain the objectives of the project, 
while avoiding potential impacts.1 
 
The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision mak-
ers of the feasible alternatives.  Three alternatives are evaluated in detail in 
Sections A-C below.  Five additional alternatives were considered but were 
deemed infeasible and not further studied in detail.  These alternatives include 
access through Alhambra Court, an alternate location for the ingress road 
from Gouldin Road, an alternative bridge location over Temescal Creek, al-
teration of the existing church, and an off-site location for the proposed sanc-
tuary.  These are discussed in Section D below. 
 
The following discussion includes analysis of Aesthetics, Biological Resources, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Traffic and Circulation.  Land 
Use impacts were not discussed in Chapter 4 of this EIR because the proposed 
project would not result in any significant land use impacts.  However, be-
cause Alternatives 2 and 3 would change the configuration of the project, this 
analysis includes discussion of land use and land use conflicts.  Other issues 
were not included within Chapter 4 or the following alternatives analysis 
because no significant impacts were identified. 
 
CEQA Guidelines require consideration of a “No Project Alternative” in 
every EIR.  The No Project Alternative is an alternative to the project in 
which no further development would take place on the project site.  
 
CEQA Guidelines also require that the environmentally superior alternative 
be designated.  If the alternative with the least environmental impact is the 

                                                         
1 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. 
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No Project Alternative, then the EIR must also designate the next most envi-
ronmentally superior alternative.  
 
The three alternatives that are evaluated in detail are listed below and are 
compared in Table 5-1, and discussed in detail in Sections A-C below 
 
1. Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative 
This alternative assumes that no further development within the project site 
would take place.  The Phase 1 reconfiguration of the project site would not 
occur and parking lot improvements would not be made.  The proposed 
Phase 2 sanctuary would not be constructed, all existing ingress and egress 
locations would be maintained, and the bridge over Temescal Creek would 
not occur.  The church would continue to operate under current conditions. 
 
2. Alternative 2 - Existing Gouldin Road/Alhambra Lane Access (One-

Way/No Bridge) 
The Gouldin Road access driveway would be redesigned and would connect 
to Alhambra Lane retaining the existing circulation pattern and ingress/egress 
points.  Construction of the bridge access over Temescal Creek would not 
occur and the Alhambra Lane exit would be rehabilitated within the project 
site to meet City of Oakland requirements.  The sanctuary would be located 
within the project site, but not at the proposed location, due to the continued 
use of the Gouldin Road access point. 
 
3. Alternative 3 - Gouldin Road Access (Two-way/No Bridge) 
The Gouldin Road access driveway would be redesigned and expanded to 
include both vehicle ingress and egress lanes.  Construction of the bridge ac-
cess over Temescal Creek would not occur, and the existing Alhambra Lane 
egress would be rehabilitated within the project site to meet City of Oakland 
requirements, but would not be used as the primary egress road.  The con-
struction of the sanctuary would be located within the project site, but not at 
the proposed location due to the location of the ingress road.   
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TABLE 5-1 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Topic Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 – 

 No Project 

Alternative 2 –  
Existing Gouldin Road/ 
Alhambra Lane Access  
(One-Way/No Bridge) 

Alternative 3 –  
Gouldin Road Access  

(Two-Way/No Bridge) 
Project Components         

Trees Removed/Protected 65 (56 protected) 0 81 (73 protected) 81 (73 protected) 

Trees Preserved 90 155 74 74 

Stormwater Treatment 
Stormwater filtration in 

parking areas 
Stormwater filtration in 

parking areas 
Stormwater filtration in parking 

areas 
Stormwater filtration in parking 

areas 

Stormwater Runoff 3.3 CFS 3.3 CFS 3.97 CFS 3.97 CFS 

Building Location Adjacent to existing Church No new construction 
Adjacent to Temescal Creek and 

5940 Thornhill Drive 
Adjacent to Temescal Creek and 

5940 Thornhill Drive 

Bridge Bridge No Bridge No Bridge No Bridge 

Creek Bank Alterations 
Under and immediately 

upstream and downstream of 
bridge 

No change No Change No Change 

Cut 278 Cubic Yards No change 730 Cubic Yards 747 Cubic Yards 

Fill 123 Cubic Yards No change 2170 Cubic Yards 2170 Cubic Yards 

Net Import/Export 155 Cubic Yards Export No change 1440 Cubic Yards Import 1423 Cubic Yards Import 

Primary Ingress Bridge from Thornhill Drive 
Existing one-way driveway 

from Gouldin Road 
Re-graded one-way driveway from 

Gouldin Road 

Re-graded two-way driveway from 
Gouldin Road - requires retaining 
wall that cannot be built due to 

existing City easement 

Primary Egress Bridge from Thornhill Drive 
Existing one-way driveway to 

Alhambra Lane 

Re-graded driveway to Alhambra 
Lane - would not meet City Fire 
Department standards for slope 

Re-graded two-way driveway to 
Gouldin Road - requires retaining 

wall that would not be allowed due 
to existing City easement 
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TABLE 5-1 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED) 
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Topic Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 – 

 No Project 

Alternative 2 –  
Existing Gouldin Road/ 
Alhambra Lane Access  
(One-Way/No Bridge) 

Alternative 3 –  
Gouldin Road Access  

(Two-Way/No Bridge) 

ADA Access ADA access over bridge No ADA access 
No ADA access due to grade from 

Gouldin Road 
No ADA access due to grade from 

Gouldin Road 

Emergency Access 
Meets City Standards – 2-way 

bridge, circle turnaround 
within site 

Does not meet City Standards 

Meets City Standards - 
Ingress/egress through one-way 
driveway on Gouldin Road, 3-
point turnaround within site 

Meets City Standards - Ingress/egress 
through two-way driveway on 

Gouldin Road, 3-point turnaround 
within site 

Parking Spaces 41 (including 2 ADA stalls) 56 32 (including 2 ADA stalls) 32 (including 2 ADA stalls) 

Environmental Topics     

Aesthetics LTS LTS  LTS  LTS  

Biological Resources SBM LTS  LTS  LTS  

Hydrology and Water Quality LTS LTS  LTS LTS 

Land Use LTS LTS  LTS  LTS  

Traffic & Circulation SBM LTS LTS  LTS  

Notes: 
LTS - Less than Significant 
SBM - Significant but Mitigable 
SU - Significant Unavoidable Impact 

 Greater impacts than Project 
 Same impacts as Project 
 (down arrow) Fewer impacts than Project 
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A. Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative 

1. Principal Characteristics 
The Phase 1 reconfiguration of the project site would not occur and no im-
provements to the St. John parking lot would occur.  All ingress and egress 
locations would be maintained.  Construction of the bridge over Temescal 
Creek would not occur, all existing vegetation and mature trees would not be 
altered, and the proposed Phase 2 sanctuary would not be constructed. 
 
2. Impact Analysis 
a. Aesthetics 
This alternative would not alter any views into, from or across the project 
site.  All currently existing trees will remain and all current views into the 
project site will remain intact.  This alternative would result in fewer impacts 
when compared to the proposed project. 
 
b. Biological Resources 
This alternative would not alter the channel or banks of Temescal Creek and 
no trees would be removed as proposed by the Project.  The current habitat 
value of the Temescal creek within the project site is considered to be ex-
tremely limited 2  This alternative will maintain the creek in its current condi-
tion.  Under this alternative, no trees or invasive plant species would be re-
moved.  The proposed project recommends the removal of 65 trees, including 
56 protected trees, under the proposed project.  Of the 65 trees to be re-
moved, 47 are to be removed because of their poor condition and unsuitabil-
ity for preservation.3  Because invasive plant species would not be replaced 
with native species, this alternative may result in greater biological impacts 
when compared to the proposed project.  However, the No Project Alterna-
tive avoids potential impacts to the California red-legged frog, use of mecha-
nized equipment in the creek channel, and permanent loss of riparian habitat 
(albeit marginal), which are reduced to less-than-significant levels under the 

                                                         
2 Environmental Collaborative, Biological Resource Conditions, May 28, 

2010, page 2. 
3 HortScience, Tree Report, March 6, 2009, Table 3, page 8. 
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proposed project.  On balance, this alternative has fewer biological impacts 
than the project. 
 
c. Hydrology and Water Quality 
This alternative would not alter the existing creek channel or banks and the 
existing site drainage would be maintained.  The proposed project includes 
pervious parking areas that will serve to filter stormwater before entering 
Temescal Creek.  Currently, there is no on-site stormwater treatment or de-
tention, and peak stormwater runoff has been calculated to be 3.3 cubic feet 
per second during a ten-year/ten minute event.4  The project proposes modi-
fications to the banks of Temescal Creek under the proposed bridge to pro-
vide stability.  Other changes to the creek banks proposed by the Project in-
clude removal of invasive plant species along the creek and installation of na-
tive species.  Construction impacts related to the proposed bridge would not 
occur under this alternative.  The operation of the proposed project will not 
result in any significant impacts to hydrology and water quality.  Because this 
alternative would not include construction-related impacts, this alternative 
would result in less impacts when compared to the proposed project. 
 
d. Land Use 
This alternative would not alter the existing land use conditions of the project 
site.  The existing site does not fundamentally conflict with nearby or adja-
cent land uses.  Because the proposed project does not result in any impacts to 
land use, this alternative is considered to have less impacts when compared to 
the proposed project. 
 
e. Traffic and Circulation 
This alternative would result in vehicles continuing to use the Gouldin Road 
ingress point and the Alhambra Lane egress point for traveling to and from 
the project site resulting in the difficult turning movements at Alhambra Lane 
under existing conditions.  The No Project Alternative would contain 56 des-

                                                         
4 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., Hydrology Report, May 26, 

2010, Table 5, page 8. 
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ignated parking stalls but the site can accommodate more parked vehicles in 
undesignated locations within the property.  The proposed project would 
include 41 parking stalls.  The proposed project and No Project Alternative 
would be in compliance with the Oakland Municipal Code.  Under the No 
Project Alternative, the current configuration of Alhambra Lane, which does 
not meet the Oakland Fire Department requirements of 20 feet minimum 
road width and 18 percent the slope, would remain. 
 
The existing substandard condition at the Alhambra Lane/Thornhill intersec-
tion would remain.  The Alhambra Lane/Thornhill Drive intersection is a T-
intersection, limiting vehicular movements to left and right turns from Al-
hambra Lane onto Thornhill Drive.  Most vehicles when waiting for a gap in 
traffic to allow for turning onto Thornhill Drive would block the crosswalk 
across Alhambra Lane.  Sight distance to the south is limited to 145 feet and 
sight distance to the north is 77 feet.5  According to the Highway Design 
Manual, corner sight distance should be 275 feet in each direction at this un-
signalized intersection.  Thus, the corner sight distance at this intersection is 
sub-standard.  However, without the proposed project, the applicant could 
perform foliage trimming on its property and request parking restrictions. 
 
Since cars exiting the Church property would continue to use Alhambra Lane 
to access Thornhill Drive, and because Alhambra Lane does not meet City 
emergency vehicle standards, this alternative may have greater impacts when 
compared to the proposed project.  However, this alternative avoids potential 
impacts associated with the project’s mid-block crossing, which can be miti-
gated to less-than-significant levels. 
 
 

                                                         
5 Dowling Associates, Addendum to the Supplemental Transportation and 

Parking Study for the Renovation at St. John’s Episcopal Church, September 23, 2008. 
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B. Alternative 2 - Existing Gouldin Road/Alhambra Lane Access (One-
Way/No Bridge) 

1. Principle Characteristics 
As shown in Figure 5-1, the Gouldin Road access driveway would be redes-
igned and re-graded to meet Oakland Fire Department requirements.  Con-
struction of the bridge access over Temescal Creek would not occur.  Within 
the project site, the Alhambra Lane egress would be rehabilitated to meet 
Oakland Fire Department minimum requirements of 20-foot width and 18 
percent slope.  This driveway would be used as the primary egress.  Emer-
gency vehicles would also be able to exit through the Gouldin Road drive-
way, by using the drop-off area which would be designed for such purpose.  
This alternative would include 32 parking spaces, including 2 ADA spaces. 
 
The sanctuary would be located within the project site, adjacent to Temescal 
Creek and 5940 Thornhill Drive.  The location of the sanctuary was chosen 
due to limited area within the site to construct a building of similar size as 
proposed by the Project.  Given the location of the sanctuary in this alterna-
tive, it would be constructed in a location to best minimize impacts to the 
creek and biological resources.  Construction of the sanctuary would require 
the demolition of the single-family home located at 5928 Thornhill Drive. 
 
The configuration of this alternative would require the removal of 81 (73 pro-
tected) trees to accommodate vehicle circulation, parking, and the location of 
the sanctuary. 
 
2. Impact Analysis 
a. Aesthetics 
When compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in a 
sanctuary of similar size (no larger than 5,500 square feet, and 33-feet tall), 
however, the sanctuary would be located adjacent to Temescal Creek.  This 
alternative results in the sanctuary being in close proximity to both the creek 
and the property line of 5940 Thornhill Drive.  This alternative would neces-
sitate the demolition of the single-family home located at 5928 Thornhill 
Drive.  Because the sanctuary would be located in close proximity to
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Thornhill Drive when compared to the proposed project, this alternative 
would result in a change in character for that portion of the project site.  The 
height and location of the sanctuary would result in building site coverage 
occurring over a larger area, as opposed to concentrating the buildings in one 
area and maintaining a more expansive open view throughout the site.  Simi-
lar to the project, this alternative would propose alterations to the project site 
that would be consistent with the purposes and intent of the City’s design 
review criteria.  Views into and across the project site would be impacted as 
the sanctuary in this alternative would be in the location of the parking area 
of the proposed project. 
 
This alternative would result in the removal of 81 trees (73 protected) to ac-
commodate the re-located sanctuary.  Although no trees would be removed 
along Thornhill Drive, this alternative includes the removal of trees BD, BI, 
F, and H, which are be located between the sanctuary and the adjacent resi-
dence located at 5940 Thornhill Drive.  These trees would be preserved as 
part of the proposed project.  With the removal of these trees, the sanctuary 
would be more visible to local residents. 
 
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not cast shadows that 
would impair the function of facilities that use passive solar heat collection, 
solar collectors, hot water heating or photovoltaic solar collectors.  In addi-
tion, any shadow cast by the sanctuary would not impair the beneficial use of 
any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space.  Under this al-
ternative, no bridge is proposed.  As such, shadows cast by the bridge would 
not occur under this alternative, and shadow patterns along the creek would 
not be affected. 
 
This alternative would introduce additional light and glare to the area adja-
cent to the sanctuary.  Under the proposed project, this area would be used 
for parking and vehicle circulation.  The sanctuary, under this alternative, 
would increase the level of light and glare resulting from exterior and internal 
lighting of the sanctuary.  Similar to the proposed project, the additional light 
and glare from the sanctuary would not result in a significant impact.  How-
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ever, because this light and glare would be of greater intensity under this al-
ternative, adjacent properties could be affected.  The combination of remov-
ing trees and the addition of increased light and glare would result in greater 
impacts when compared to the proposed project. 
 
b. Biological Resources 
Under this alternative, vehicle access to the site would be located along 
Gouldin Road and would not require the construction of a bridge spanning 
Temescal Creek. 
 
The proposed project includes the protection of 90 trees and the removal of 
65 trees due to construction and maintaining the overall health of vegetation 
within the project site.  This alternative would preserve 74 trees and would 
require the removal of 81 trees due to direct development impacts (construc-
tion of sanctuary, driveway, parking area, etc.), resulting in a significant but 
mitigable impact to biological resources.  Of the 81 trees to be removed, 73 
are protected by the City of Oakland Protected Tree Ordinance. 
 
This alternative would require the removal of several prominent trees that 
would otherwise be preserved under the proposed project.  Included among 
the trees to be removed (but preserved by the Project) are three coast red-
woods with trunk diameters of 36 inches (Tree BD), 56 inches (Tree X) and 
61 inches (Tree H).  These trees are shown on Figure 5-1.  Because this alter-
native would remove more trees than would be required as part of the pro-
posed project, this alternative would result in greater impacts to biological 
resources relating to trees.  However, this alternative avoids potential impacts 
to the California red-legged frog, use of mechanized equipment in the creek 
channel, and permanent loss of riparian habitat (albeit marginal), which are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels under the proposed project.  On bal-
ance, this alternative has fewer biological impacts than the project.   
 
c. Hydrology and Water Quality 
Due to the location of the sanctuary under this alternative, vehicle access to 
the site would be substantially different when compared to the proposed pro-
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ject, resulting in an additional 0.6 acres of impervious surface.6  Parking spaces 
would be constructed with gravel and would serve as stormwater treatment 
areas before water enters Temescal Creek.  The proposed project would result 
in stormwater runoff of 3.3 cubic feet per second (CFS).  This alternative 
would result in stormwater runoff of 3.97 (CFS), which would be more than 
the proposed project but would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Because this alternative does not propose a bridge over Temescal Creek, no 
modifications to the creek banks would be made.  A limited area adjacent to 
the creek would be graded for construction of the proposed sanctuary, but 
the building would be over 35 feet from the top of the bank. 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have similar im-
pacts on Temescal Creek, as it would not discharge a substantial amount of 
pollutants into Temescal Creek, nor would it deposit a substantial amount of 
new material into the creek or cause substantial bank erosion or instability.   
 
Overall, this alternative would have less hydrological impacts when compared 
to the proposed project because it does not disturb the creek. 
 
d. Land Use 
This alternative would result in the construction of a sanctuary similar in size 
to the proposed project, but in a different area of the project site.  Vehicles 
would have access to the site through a one-lane, ingress driveway from 
Gouldin Road and a one-way egress driveway to Alhambra Lane. 
 
Due to site constraints, this alternative would locate the sanctuary within 20 
feet of the property line between the project site and 5940 Thornhill Drive.  
Although the location of the sanctuary does not result in a fundamental con-
flict with adjacent uses, the location will result in parishioners converging in 
an area of the project site that would otherwise be used for parking.  The 

                                                         
6 Rothman, Rebecca.  Project Engineer, Sandis Engineering. Personal con-

versation with DC&E, October 29, 2008. 
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noise associated with the presence of parishioners could result in an annoy-
ance to neighbors as church services and meetings are held within sanctuary.  
 
The land use of this alternative would differ from the proposed project by not 
grouping the sanctuary with the existing hall.  Instead, the sanctuary would 
be located adjacent to Temescal Creek and 5940 Thornhill Drive.  By locating 
the sanctuary adjacent to the creek, this alternative would not provide a con-
nection or an outdoor, informal meeting area between the two structures. 
 
When compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in 
greater impacts to land use. 
 
e. Traffic and Circulation 
This alternative would not include the bridge over Temescal Creek.  Vehicles 
would enter the project site from Gouldin Road and exit the site through the 
existing driveway on Alhambra Lane.  In order to allow emergency vehicle 
access to the site, this alternative would require re-grading of the existing 
Gouldin Road ingress to reduce the grade from 23 percent to 18 percent.7  
The design of the re-graded road would involve extensive disturbance to the 
frontage and would result in 65 cubic yards of cut to allow for the proper 
grade and required 20-foot width.8  As a result, the existing meditation garden 
adjacent to the existing church hall, and seven trees preserved under the pro-
posed project, would be removed. 
 
Pedestrian access, in compliance with the American with Disabilities Act 
(ADA), cannot be achieved under this alternative.  In order for an ADA com-
pliant ramp to be constructed from Gouldin Road, a series of switch-backs, 
landing areas and retaining walls would be required.  Two conceptual designs 
for ADA access from Gouldin Road into the project site are shown on Fig-
ures 5-2 and 5-3.  Development restrictions associated with the City of 
                                                         

7 City of Oakland Fire Prevention Bureau.  Fire Apparatus Access Standards, 
Design Requirements for Local Streets and Shared Access Facilities.  

8 City of Oakland Fire Prevention Bureau.  Fire Apparatus Access Standards. 
Illustration Adapted from 2007 California Fire Code- Appendix D 103.1. 
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Oakland public conduit easement located within the project site, and adjacent 
to Gouldin Road, prohibits the construction of retaining walls over the ease-
ment.  Because retaining walls would be required over the conduit easement, 
ADA access cannot be achieved.9 
 
Under this alternative, the egress driveway on Alhambra Lane, outside of the 
project site, does not meet the Oakland Fire Department standards for slope 
and road width.  To ensure that emergency vehicles have access to the site, 
the internal roadway will allow for emergency vehicle access to complete a 3-
point turnaround within the project site, shown in Figure 5-4.  This will al-
low for emergency vehicles to exit the project site through the ingress point 
on Gouldin Road.10 
 
This alternative will require all non-emergency vehicles to exit the site 
through the existing egress point on Alhambra Lane.  Although improve-
ments can be made within the Church’s property to meet Oakland Fire De-
partment emergency access requirements, improvements to road width and 
slope of the driveway outside of the property are not feasible.11  As a result, 
driver sightlines as they exit the site through the egress driveway would be 
limited, as presently exists. 
 
The existing substandard condition at the Alhambra Lane/Thornhill intersec-
tion would remain.  The Alhambra Lane/Thornhill Drive intersection is a T-

                                                         
9   This determination was made in consultation with Sandis Engineers.  Fig-

ures 5-2 and 5-3 were developed based on this consultation. 
10 Basada, Philip, Fire Protection Engineer, City of Oakland Fire Depart-

ment.  Personal communication with Sandis Engineering, October 9, 2008. 
11 Alhambra Lane is a public road, approximately 18-feet wide, that is con-

strained by Thornhill Elementary, Alhambra Court, and 1670 Alhambra Lane.  Im-
provements to the road would require re-engineering of the retaining wall adjacent to 
Thornhill Elementary, and the relocation of the driveway to 1670 Alhambra Lane.  
To meet OFD requirements for slope, the driveway from the project site would ex-
tend into Alhambra Court, necessitating the realignment of the privately-owned 
court. 
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intersection, limiting vehicular movements to left and right turns from Al-
hambra Lane onto Thornhill Drive.  Most vehicles when waiting for a gap in 
traffic to allow for turning onto Thornhill Drive would block the crosswalk 
across Alhambra Lane.  Sight distance to the south is limited to 145 feet and 
sight distance to the north is 77 feet.12  According to the Highway Design 
Manual, corner sight distance should be 275 feet in each direction at this un-
signalized intersection.  Thus, the corner sight distance at this intersection is 
sub-standard.  However, without the proposed project, the applicant could 
perform foliage trimming on its property and request parking restrictions. 
 
Parking spaces would be reduced from 41 under the proposed project to 32 
stalls under this alternative, due to the relocation of the proposed sanctuary.  
The loss of 9 parking spaces would result in vehicles parking in the adjacent 
neighborhood and school parking lot.  Mitigation measures, including a park-
ing plan, and the coordinated use of local parking areas, including Thornhill 
School, and a valet system would be required to alleviate parking demand 
during Sunday services.  An area that currently contains five informal parking 
spaces adjacent to the existing St. John’s hall was not considered for vehicle 
access under this alternative because limited area was available for turn-
around.  Additionally, vehicle access to this area would require the removal of 
four parking spaces. 
 
However, this alternative avoids potential impacts associated with the pro-
ject’s mid-block crossing, which can be mitigated to less-than-significant lev-
els. 
 
Based on constrained emergency vehicle access, parking space reduction, no 
ADA access, and intersection safety, this alternative would result in greater 
(albeit still less-than-significant) impacts when compared to the proposed pro-
ject.  
 

                                                         
12 Dowling Associates, Addendum to the Supplemental Transportation and 

Parking Study for the Renovation at St. John’s Episcopal Church, September 23, 2008. 
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C. Alternative 3 - Gouldin Road Access (Two-Way/No Bridge) 

1. Principle Characteristics 
As shown in Figure 5-5, the Gouldin Road access driveway would be redes-
igned and regraded to allow for two-way traffic.  Construction of the bridge 
access over Temescal Creek would not occur.  The two-way driveway from 
Gouldin Road would provide primary ingress and egress to the project site 
and would connect to a regraded parking area that would allow for egress 
from the site through a rehabilitated Alhambra Lane driveway.  The Alham-
bra Lane egress would not be used as the primary egress.  Site configuration 
would allow for vehicles and emergency vehicles to turnaround within the 
project site and exit Gouldin Road.  This alternative would include 32 park-
ing spaces, including two ADA spaces. 
 
Similar to Alternative 2, the sanctuary, similar in size to the proposed project, 
would be located within the project site, adjacent to Temescal Creek and 5940 
Thornhill Drive.  Construction of the sanctuary would require demolition of  
5928 Thornhill Drive.  Creek improvements similar to those proposed by the 
Project would be included within this alternative. 
 
The configuration of this alternative would require the removal of 81 trees to 
accommodate vehicle circulation, parking, and the location of the sanctuary. 
 
2. Impact Analysis 
a. Aesthetics 
When compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in a 
sanctuary of similar size (no larger than 5,500 square feet, and 33-feet tall), 
however, the sanctuary would be located adjacent to Temescal Creek.  This 
alternative results in the sanctuary being in close proximity to both the creek 
and the property line of 5940 Thornhill Drive.  This alternative would neces-
sitate the demolition of the single-family home located at 5928 Thornhill 
Drive.  Because the sanctuary would be located in close proximity to Thorn-
hill Drive when compared to the proposed project, this alternative would 
result in a change in character for that portion of the project site.  The height 
and location of the sanctuary would result in building site coverage occurring 
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over a larger area, as opposed to concentrating the buildings in one area and 
maintaining a more expansive open view throughout the site.  Similar to the 
project, this alternative would propose alterations to the project site that 
would be consistent with the purposes and intent of the City’s design review 
criteria.  Views into and across the project site would be impacted as the sanc-
tuary in this alternative would be in the location of the parking area of the 
proposed project.   
 
This alternative would result in the removal of 81 trees to accommodate the 
re-located sanctuary.  Although no trees would be removed along Thornhill 
Drive, this alternative includes the removal of trees BD, BI, F, and H, which 
are be located between the sanctuary and the adjacent residence located at 
5940 Thornhill Drive.  These trees would be preserved as part of the pro-
posed project.  With the removal of these trees, the sanctuary would be more 
visible to local residents. 
 
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not cast shadows that 
would impair the function of facilities that use passive solar heat collection, 
solar collectors, hot water heating or photovoltaic solar collectors.  In addi-
tion, any shadow cast by the sanctuary would not impair the beneficial use of 
any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space.  Under this al-
ternative, no bridge is proposed.  As such, shadows cast by the bridge would 
not occur under this alternative, and shadow patterns along the creek would 
not be affected. 
 
This alternative would introduce additional light and glare to the area adja-
cent to the sanctuary.  Under the proposed project, this area would be used 
for parking and vehicle circulation.  The sanctuary under this alternative 
would increase the level of light and glare will as a result of exterior and in-
ternal lighting of the sanctuary.  Similar to the proposed project, the addi-
tional light and glare from the sanctuary would not result in a significant im-
pact.  However, because this light and glare would be of greater intensity un-
der this alternative, adjacent properties could be affected.  The combination 
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of removing trees and the addition of increased light and glare would result in 
greater impacts to visual resources when compared to the proposed project. 
 
b. Biological Resources 
Under this alternative, vehicle access to the site would be located along 
Gouldin Road and would not require the construction of a bridge spanning 
Temescal Creek. 
 
The proposed project includes the protection of 90 trees and the removal of 
65 trees due to construction and maintaining the overall health of vegetation 
within the project site.  This alternative would preserve 74 trees and would 
require the removal of 81 trees due to direct development impacts (construc-
tion of sanctuary, driveway, parking area, etc.), resulting in a significant but 
mitigatable impact to biological resources.  Of the 81 trees to be removed, 73 
are protected by the City of Oakland Protected Tree Ordinance. 
 
Due to proximity of construction and location of project components, this 
alternative would require the removal of several prominent trees that would 
otherwise be preserved under the proposed project.  Included among the trees 
to be removed (but preserved by the Project) are three coast redwoods with 
trunk diameters of 36 inches (Tree BD), 56 inches (Tree X) and 61 inches 
(Tree H).  These trees are shown on Figure 5-5.  Because this alternative 
would remove more trees than would be required as part of the proposed 
project, and no creek stabilization component would be included, this alter-
native would result in greater impacts to biological resources relating to trees.  
However, this alternative avoids potential impacts to the California red-
legged frog, use of mechanized equipment in the creek channel, and perma-
nent loss of riparian habitat (albeit marginal), which are reduced to less-than-
significant levels under the proposed project.  On balance, this alternative has 
fewer biological impacts than the project.   
 
c. Hydrology and Water Quality 
Due to the location of the sanctuary under this alternative, vehicle access to 
the site would be substantially different when compared to the proposed pro-
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ject, resulting in 0.6 acres of impervious surface.13  Parking spaces would be 
constructed with gravel and would serve as stormwater treatment areas before 
water enters Temescal Creek.  The proposed project would result in storm-
water runoff of 3.3 cubic feet per second (CFS).  This alternative would result 
in stormwater runoff of 3.97 (CFS), which would be more than the proposed 
project but would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Because this alternative does not propose a bridge over Temescal Creek, no 
modifications to the creek banks would be made.  A limited area adjacent to 
the creek would be graded for construction of the proposed sanctuary, but 
the building would be over 35 feet from the top of the bank. 
 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have similar im-
pacts on Temescal Creek, as it would not discharge a substantial amount of 
pollutants into Temescal Creek, nor would it deposit a substantial amount of 
new material into the creek or cause substantial bank erosion or instability.   
 
Overall, this alternative would have less hydrological impacts when compared 
to the proposed project because it does not disturb the creek. 
 
d. Land Use 
This alternative would result in the construction of a sanctuary similar in size 
to the proposed project, but in a different area of the project site.  Vehicles 
would have access to the site through a two-lane, ingress and egress driveway 
from Gouldin Road and a one-way egress driveway to Alhambra Lane. 
 
Due to site constraints, this alternative would locate the sanctuary within 20 
feet of the property line between the project site and 5940 Thornhill Drive.  
Although the location of the sanctuary does not result in a fundamental con-
flict with adjacent uses, the location will result in parishioners converging in 
an area of the project site that would otherwise be used for parking.  The 

                                                         
13 Rothman, Rebecca.  Project Engineer, Sandis Engineering. Personal con-

versation with DC&E, October 29, 2008. 
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noise associated with the presence of parishioners could result in an annoy-
ance to neighbors as church services and meetings are held within sanctuary.  
 
The land use of this alternative would differ from the proposed project by not 
grouping the sanctuary with the existing hall.  Instead, the sanctuary would 
be located adjacent to Temescal Creek and 5940 Thornhill Drive.  By locating 
the sanctuary adjacent to the creek, this alternative would not provide a con-
nection or an outdoor, informal meeting area between the two structures. 
 
When compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in 
greater impacts to land use. 
 
e. Traffic and Circulation 
Although similar to the Existing Gouldin Road Access alternative described 
above in D.1), this alternative would attempt to achieve the Project’s objec-
tive by not utilizing Alhambra Lane, this alternative would route all ingress 
traffic and most egress traffic through Gouldin Road by constructing a drive-
way with two lanes of traffic.  Currently, slope of the access road is 23 per-
cent with very limited sight lines due to the slope and the curve of the drive-
way. 
 
In order to allow emergency vehicle access, this alternative would require re-
grading of the area adjacent to the existing Gouldin Road ingress in order to 
reduce the grade from 23 percent to 18 percent.14  The design of the re-graded 
driveway would involve extensive disturbance to the frontage and would re-
sult in 82 cubic yards of cut to allow for the proper grade and required 20-
foot width.15  The construction of the two-way driveway would require the 
construction of a retaining wall adjacent to the properly line.  Development 
restrictions associated with the City of Oakland public conduit easement lo-
cated within the project site, and adjacent to Gouldin Road, prohibits the 
                                                         

14 City of Oakland Fire Prevention Bureau.  Fire Apparatus Access Stan-
dards, Design Requirements for Local Streets and Shared Access Facilities.  

15 City of Oakland Fire Prevention Bureau.  Fire Apparatus Access Stan-
dards. Illustration Adapted from 2007 California Fire Code- Appendix D 103.1. 
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construction of retaining walls over the easement, which may render this al-
ternative infeasible.  Additionally, the existing meditation garden adjacent to 
the existing church hall would be removed. 
 
Pedestrian access, in compliance with the American with Disabilities Act 
(ADA), cannot be achieved under this alternative.  In order for an ADA com-
pliant ramp to be constructed from Gouldin Road, a series of switch-backs, 
landing areas and retaining walls would be required.  Two conceptual designs 
for ADA access from Gouldin Road are shown on Figures 5-2 and 5-3.  Al-
though these figures depict the One-Way/No Bridge Alternative, they also 
show that retaining walls would be required for the construction of ADA 
accessible facilities into the project site.  Similar to the retaining wall required 
for construction of the two-way driveway, development restrictions associ-
ated with the City of Oakland public conduit easement located within the 
project site, and adjacent to Gouldin Road, prohibits the construction of re-
taining walls over the easement.  Because retaining walls would be required 
over the conduit easement, ADA access cannot be achieved.16 
 
No improvements can be made to decrease the slope or width of the egress 
point on Alhambra Lane.  All vehicles exiting through the Alhambra drive-
way would be subject to the existing substandard visibility at the intersection 
of Alhambra Lane and Thornhill Drive.17 
 
The Alhambra Lane/Thornhill Drive intersection is a T-intersection, limiting 
vehicular movements to left and right turns from Alhambra Lane onto 
Thornhill Drive.  Most vehicles when waiting for a gap in traffic to allow for 
turning onto Thornhill Drive would block the crosswalk.  Sight distance to 
the south is limited to 145 feet and sight distance to the north is 77 feet.18  

                                                         
16 This determination was made in consultation with Sandis Engineers.  Fig-

ures 5-2 and 5-3 were developed based on this consultation. 
17 Dowling Associates, Addendum to the Supplemental Transportation and 

Parking Study for the Renovation at St. John’s Episcopal Church, September 23, 2008. 
18 Dowling Associates, Addendum to the Supplemental Transportation and 

Parking Study for the Renovation at St. John’s Episcopal Church, September 23, 2008. 
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According to the Highway Design Manual, corner sight distance should be 
275 feet in each direction at this unsignalized intersection.  Because a portion 
of church traffic would utilize this intersection after exiting the project site, 
this impact would be considered significant due to the limited sight distance.  
To mitigate the limited site distance from intersection of Alhambra Lane and 
Thornhill Drive, the Church could work with the City to develop a plan that 
includes signage, foliage trimming, and restriction of on-street parking to in-
crease visibility of the crosswalk and vehicles on Thornhill Drive. 
 
The existing substandard condition at the Alhambra Lane/Thornhill intersec-
tion would remain.  The Alhambra Lane/Thornhill Drive intersection is a T-
intersection, limiting vehicular movements to left and right turns from Al-
hambra Lane onto Thornhill Drive.  Most vehicles when waiting for a gap in 
traffic to allow for turning onto Thornhill Drive would block the crosswalk 
across Alhambra Lane.  Sight distance to the south is limited to 145 feet and 
sight distance to the north is 77 feet.19  According to the Highway Design 
Manual, corner sight distance should be 275 feet in each direction at this un-
signalized intersection.  Thus, the corner sight distance at this intersection is 
sub-standard.  However, without the proposed project, the applicant could 
perform foliage trimming on its property and request parking restrictions. 
 
Parking spaces would be reduced from 41 under the proposed project to 32 
stalls under this alternative, due to the re-location of the proposed sanctuary.  
The loss of 9 parking spaces would result in vehicles parking in the adjacent 
neighborhood.  Standard Conditions of Approval, including a parking plan, 
and the coordinated use of local parking areas, including Thornhill School, 
and a valet system would be required to alleviate parking demand on during 
Sunday services.  An area that currently contains five informal parking spaces 
adjacent to the existing St. John’s hall was not considered for vehicle access 
under this alternative because limited area was available for turnaround.  Ad-

                                                         
19 Dowling Associates, Addendum to the Supplemental Transportation and 

Parking Study for the Renovation at St. John’s Episcopal Church, September 23, 2008. 



C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  

S T .  J O H N ’ S  C H U R C H  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

5-28 
 
 

ditionally, vehicle access to this area would require the removal of four park-
ing spaces. 
 
Based on constrained emergency vehicle access and parking space reduction, 
this alternative would result in greater (albeit still less-than-significant) trans-
portation-related impacts when compared to the proposed project. 
 
 
D. Alternatives Considered Infeasible and Not Further Studied in Detail 

In addition to the Alternatives listed above, several other project alternatives 
were considered, but each was determined to be infeasible and not further 
studied in detail. 
 
1. Alternate Alhambra Court / Alhambra Lane Access (No Bridge) 
Construction of the bridge access over Temescal Creek would not occur.  The 
Gouldin Road access driveway would be rehabilitated.  An egress would be 
constructed to allow vehicles to exit the project site through Alhambra 
Court, between 5914 Thornhill Drive and 1676 Alhambra Lane, utilizing 
Alhambra Lane via Alhambra Court.  The construction of the sanctuary 
would be located at an alternate location within the project site. 
 
Alhambra Court is a private street that would require an access easement 
agreed upon by property owners with access to the court.  The adjoining 
property owners have stated that they would not grant such access, and thus, 
this alternative is infeasible.20  Furthermore, this alternative would not offer 
any advantages to circulation, and could potentially reduce the amount of 
parking available within the project site.    
 
2. Alternate Gouldin Road Access (No Bridge) 
In this alternative a new ingress road from Gouldin Road would be con-
structed on the project site between the existing sanctuary and 1675 Gouldin 

                                                         
20 St. John’s Church contacted owners of residences located on Alhambra 

Lane in December, 2008. 
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Road.  The Alhambra Lane egress would be rehabilitated to accommodate 
vehicle traffic, similar to the project.  This alternative would allow for the 
new sanctuary to be constructed in the proposed location.  No bridge would 
be constructed as a component of this alternative.  This alternative is shown 
in Figure 5-6. 
 
The City of Oakland requires that new access roads must be a minimum of 26 
feet wide and have a maximum slope of 18 percent to allow for emergency 
vehicle access.21  There is not adequate space between the existing St. John’s 
hall and the 1675 property line to provide for a 26-foot road.  A road with a 
12-foot width could be constructed in that location that would require the 
construction of two retaining walls on either side of the road to account for 
the steep  slope.  However, an existing City of Oakland public conduit ease-
ment runs the length of the project site parallel to Gouldin Road and directly 
under the proposed location for the ingress road of this alternative.  This 
easement prevents the construction of structures or retaining walls over the 
conduit.  
 
Due to the physical limitations of the existing St. John’s hall and the 1675 
Gouldin Road property, as well as the existing City of Oakland public con-
duit easement, this alternative is considered infeasible. 
 
3. Alternative Bridge Location Alternative 
In this alternative, the bridge location would be shifted to the southeast along 
Thornhill Drive.  The location of the bridge, as proposed by the Project, was 
determined by finding a location that limited impacts and proximity to exist-
ing vegetation within the project site.  This alternative is considered infeasible 
because an alternative location for the bridge has the potential to impact a 
greater number of existing trees. 
 

                                                         
21 City of Oakland Fire Prevention Bureau.  Fire Apparatus Access Stan-

dards.  Illustration Adapted from 2007 California Fire Code- Appendix D 103.1.. 
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4. Alteration of Existing Church Hall 
In this alternative, the existing church hall would be renovated to accommo-
date parishioners in one building.  This alternative would not include a 
bridge, and the internal traffic circulation would be similar to the Alternative  
3 and would include a two-way ingress/egress driveway connecting the pro-
ject site with Gouldin Road.  This alternative was not considered because it 
would not satisfy basic project objectives as listed in Chapter 3, Section E., of 
the Project Description.  This alternative would not result in a new sanctuary, 
would result in additional vehicle use of Gouldin Road, would not improve 
the natural habitat by replacing non-native existing trees and shrubbery with 
native species of trees and shrubbery, and would not improve ADA access. 
 
5. Off-Site Alternative 
The Church has been operating at its current location since April 1952.  An 
objective to constructing a new sanctuary within the proposed project site is 
to create connectivity with existing church facilities, and continue to serve 
local parishioners in the Montclair Neighborhood.  Moreover, the Church 
does not control other property.  Therefore, an off-site alternative is infeasi-
ble. 
 
 
E. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative 
in an EIR.  If the alternative with the least environmental impact is the No 
Project Alternative, then the EIR must also designate the next most environ-
mentally superior alternative.   
 
Based upon the foregoing analysis, the No Project Alternative is the Envi-
ronmentally Superior Alternative, while Alternative 2 is the Environmentally 
Superior Development Alternative.  The proposed project includes construc-
tion of a bridge over Temescal Creek, which is typically not allowed under 
the Guide to Oakland's Creek Protection Ordinance.  Although the proposed 
project results in significant impacts to biology, such impacts can be reduced 
to less-than-significant levels through the City's Standard Conditions 
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 of Approval and proposed mitigation measures.  Moreover, the project does 
provide for improvement of currently substandard ingress/egress, as well as 
improved ADA access.  Notwithstanding, Alternative 2 is the Environmen-
tally Superior Development Alternative because there are no impacts to the 
creek and no worsening of existing substandard traffic conditions (although 
there would be slightly more individuals exposed to the substandard condi-
tions as a result of the project).  Alternative 2 is marginally environmentally 
superior to Alternative 3 because there is slightly less grading and cut/fill in-
volved and it does not require a retaining wall along the edges of the roadway.  
Essentially, there is a trade-off of potentially significant creek impacts (which 
can be reduced to less-than-significant levels) against improved ingress/egress 
and ADA access.  This EIR concludes that the potential impacts to the creek 
associated with the proposed project are more of an environmental concern 
than other factors associated with Alternative 2.  Thus, Alternative 2 is the 
Environmentally Superior Development Alternative. 
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6 CEQA-REQUIRED ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS 
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As required by CEQA, this chapter provides an assessment of the project 
with respect to growth inducement, significant irreversible changes, unavoid-
able significant impacts, and impacts found not to be significant.   
 
 
A. Growth Inducement 

A project is considered to be growth-inducing if it fosters economic or popu-
lation growth beyond the boundaries of the project site.  Typical growth in-
ducements might be the extension of urban services or transportation infra-
structure to a previously unserved or under-served area, or the removal of 
major boundaries to development.  
 
The site already contains the existing St. John’s Church and includes several 
single-family dwelling units on adjacent parcels.  The project site is sur-
rounded by residential development, and is currently served by public infra-
structure and utilities.  No extension of services would be necessary, however 
upgrading of existing infrastructure and services will be required.  Because the 
project site is located in an area of existing residential development the project 
would not remove a major obstacle to development. 
 
The project proposes the construction of a bridge over Temescal creek to 
provide primary site ingress and egress.  Construction of the bridge would 
provide emergency access to the site and enable the construction of the new 
sanctuary to be located adjacent to the existing St. John’s hall.  Because of site 
constraints, including topography, property lines and biological resources, the 
project applicant believes construction and operation of the bridge as a com-
ponent of the project would be necessary to achieve project objectives.  As 
these objectives are unique to the Church, it is not expected that changes in 
policy would result in growth inducing impacts related to bridge construc-
tion. 
 
Overall, the proposed project would not be expected to induce growth be-
yond the limits of the project site or set a precedent for additional growth in 
the area. 
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B. Significant Irreversible Changes 

CEQA requires that an EIR assess whether a project will result in significant 
irreversible changes to the environment.  The CEQA Guidelines describe 
three distinct categories of irreversible changes that should be considered: 
 
1. Changes in Land Use which Commit Future Generations 
The proposed project would commit future generations to development on 
the proposed project site.  Once the proposed project is developed it is 
unlikely to be economically feasible or desirable to change to a significantly 
different land use for several decades or to return the site to its current, un-
derutilized state.  However, this is not considered to be an adverse impact, 
since the site is already developed. 
 
2. Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents 
Since the project would not involve the routine use or transport of hazardous 
materials in substantial quantities, no significant environmental damage, such 
as the accidental spill or explosion of hazardous material, is anticipated as a 
result of the proposed project.  
 
3. Consumption of Natural Resources 
The assessment of a proposed project’s consumption of nonrenewable re-
sources includes increased energy consumption, conservation of agricultural 
lands, and loss of access to mining reserves.  
 
Development of the project site would irretrievably commit nonrenewable 
resources to the construction and maintenance of proposed buildings and in-
ternal driveways.  The building materials and energy consumed as part of de-
velopment of the project would include, but are not limited to, nonrenewable 
and limited resources such as oil, gasoline, lumber, sand and gravel, asphalt, 
water, and steel.  Increased energy demands would be used for construction, 
lighting, heating and cooling, and transportation of people within, to, and 
from the area.  This represents an irreversible commitment of nonrenewable 
resources. 
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The property is not on agricultural land, nor does it provide access to a min-
ing reserve.  Therefore, the proposed project would not have significant im-
pacts on the consumption of these types of resources. 
 
 
C. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Unavoidable significant impacts are those significant impacts that cannot be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  As described in Chapter 4, all of the 
potential impacts from the proposed project are either less than significant, or 
could be mitigated to less than significant levels by the implementation of 
Standard Conditions of Approval and/or mitigation measures. 
 
 
D. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 

CEQA allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of an 
impact to be “scoped out” during the EIR scoping process and not covered in 
an EIR.  A NOP/IS was prepared which detailed why certain topics were not 
further analyzed in this EIR (see Appendix B).   
 
 
E. Cumulative Impacts 

CEQA Guidelines require consideration of the potential cumulative impacts 
that could result from a proposed project in conjunction with other past, pre-
sent, existing, approved, pending and reasonably foreseeable future projects in 
the vicinity.  Such impacts can occur when two or more individual effects 
either together create a considerable environmental impact or compound 
other environmental consequences.  A discussion of potential cumulative im-
pacts for each topic area is included in Chapters 4.1 through 4.4.  No cumula-
tive impacts have been identified. 
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