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CITY OF OAKLAND
SO REQUEST FOR APPEAL OF DECISION TO
Commoniy ans PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL OR

prespmen Agener HEARING OFFICER (REVISED 12/20/10)

PROJECT INFORMATION

Case No. of Appealed Project: MJ9 - WS;CPQC{FU'YS’ )éR oT-00<
Project Address of Appealed Project:__¢777 GOLF (iAKS RDAD

APPELLANT INFORMATION: 2M: 36 _oles
Printed Name: RUTH MALO NE} LAUIA BAIKEP Phone Number: | g« 4q-)4 4
Mailing Address: 10702 i OCHARD ST Alternate Contact Number: 4 |S-476-3275

City/Zip Code  QAKLAND 4t 0S Representing: FRIENDS OF KNAWLAND PARK ~
ERST BAY CHAPTER, CALIFORMNA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
CAL IFCRMIA NATIVE. & RPASGLWAND S ASSCUATICON.

An appeal is hereby submitted on:

o AN ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION (TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OR HEARING OFFICER) '

YOU MUST INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY:

Approving an application for an Administrative Project

Denying an application for an Administrative Project

Administrative Determination or Interpretation by the Zoning Administrator
_ Other (please specify)

cCoocc

Pursuant to the Oakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed below:

Administrative Determination or Interpretation (OPC Sec. 17.132.020) R E@EHVE
Determination of General Plan Conformity (OPC Sec. 17.01.080) D
Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.080) '

Small Project Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.130) MAY 0 € 2011

Minor Conditional Use Permit (OPC Sec. 17.134.060)

Minor Variance (OPC Sec. 17.148.060) City of Qakland
Tentative Parcel Map (OMC Section 16.304.100) . Planning & Zoning Division

Certain Environmental Determinations (OPC Sec. 17.158.220)
Creek Protection Permit {(OMC Sec. 13.16.450)

Creek Determination (OMC Sec. 13.16.460

City Planner’s determination regarding a revocation hearing (OPC Sec. 17.152.080)
Hearing Officer’s revocation/impose or amend conditions

(OPC Sees. 15,152,150 & 15.156.160)

Other (please specify)

O OCCOOCOCOOoCOCOo

M A DECISION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION (TO THE CITY
COUNCIL) , ;] Granting an application to: OR O Denying an application to;
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(Continued)

A DECISION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION (TO THE CITY COUNCIL)

YOU MUST INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY:

Pursuant to the Qakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed below:

—— [~ Major Conditional-Use-Permit-(OPC-Sec17:134:070} -

Major Variance (OPC Sec. 17.148.070)

Design Review (OPC Sec. 17.136.090)

Tentative Map (OMC Sec. 16.32.090)

Planned Unit Development (OPC Sec. 17.140.070)

Environmental Impact Report Certification (OPC Sec. 17.158.220F)

Rezoning, Landmark Designation, Development Control Map, Law Change

(OPC Sec. 17.144.070)

Revocation/impose or amend conditions (OPC Sec. 17.152.160)

Revocation of Deemed Approved Status (OPC Sec. 17.156.170) )

B Other (please specify) V¥ Of Sibs L Mehonled ﬂbfl/l{/t é(fcﬁflﬂﬂl/ﬁf/ﬂﬂm@pcqﬁé
. g{@&&’ Preiechin ﬁd/m_u/ (CPIGTR), Antesifiptins @ _

Cakland Zep Mastes Phatl

00 000000

An appeal in accordance with the sections of the Oakland Municipal and Planning Codes listed above shall state
specifically wherein it is claimed there was an error or abuse of discretion by the Zoning Administrator, other
administrative decisionmaker or Commission (Advisory Agency) or wherein their/its decision is not supported by
substantial evidence in the record, or in the case of Rezoning, Landmark Designation, Development Control Map,
or Law Change by the Commission, shall state spccificaily wherein it is claimed the Commission erred in its
decision, '

You must raise each and every issue you wish to appeal on this Request for Appeal Form (or attached
additional sheets). Failure to raise each and every issue you wish to challenge/appeal on this Request for
Appeal Form (or attached additional sheets), and provide supporting documentation along with this Request
for Appeal Form, may preclude you from raising such issues during your appeal and/or in court,

The appeal is based on the following: (Attach additional sheets as needed.)

e pléace

Supporting Evidence or Documents Attached. (The appellant must submit all supporting evidence along
with this Appeal Form. )
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y
- Date

Signaiure of Appellant or Representative of
Appealing Organization

. Below For Staff Use Only
Date/Time Received Stamp Below: Cashier's Receipt Stamp Below:
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May 6, 2011

To: Mayor Jean Quan, Council Members Larry Reid (President), Rebecca Kaplan,
Desley Brooks, Jane Brunner, Nancy Nadel, Ignacio De La Fuente, and Libby
Schaaf

From:—Friends of Knowland Park
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter
California Native Grasslands Association

RE: Amendment to the Oakland Zoo Master Plan
Case File Nos. CM09-085, CP09-078 & ER09-005

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

The Friends of Knowiand Park, the California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter,
and the Native Grasslands Association are appealing the decision of the Oakland
Planning Commission made on April 27, 2011 to approve the East Bay Zoological
Society’s proposed expansion into public lands at Knowiand Park.

We believe that the Planning Commission failed to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in analyzing the impacts of the proposed
Amendment to the Oakland Zoo Master Plan ("the Project") because it did not require a
full environmental impact report (EIR) despite significant new and substantially more
severe impacts than the original plan. It is also noted that the original plan was never
submitted for review in a full EIR.

Our appeal of the Planning Commission decision is based on the following grounds:
1. The decision is not supported by substantial evidence.

2. The decision constitutes an abuse of discretion because the Planning Commission
failed to require the preparation of a full environmental impact report (EIR) as
mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the rules and
regulations of the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

3. The decision was based on misstatements and misrepresentations of law and fact
by responsible City agencies and administrators, for example:

(a) The Oakland Planning Department’s Staff Report concludes that "An EIR
would not result in additional or better analysis, different mitigations, or
different conclusions™ than had already been performed under the draft
SMND/A (see audio-visual presentation, part V, paragraph 10). Since state
law and federal law expressly distinguish between the public rights and
governmental procedures required for each level of environmental review
applicable to a proposed project (for example, as noted in the Staff Report, the
extended public comment period and alternatives analysis provided for in an
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EIR), the Commission's decision approving the Project constitutes an
admission that the agency is unwilling or unable to meet its obligations under
those laws.

(b) The Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission (PRAC) recommended
approval of the Project despite declarations by its members at a public hearing

that it had_neither the time nor the expertise to_conduct a meaningful review_of.

the Project.

(c) The Friends of Knowiand Park was falsely accused of willfully doctoring a
photograph submitted in support of its opposition to the Zoological Society’s
application.

4. The Project is inconsistent with fundamental elements of the Oakland General
Plan.

5. The Planning Commission failed to comply with mandatory procedures of CEQA
by failing to make all documents referenced in the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration/Addendum (SMND/A) available for public viewing.

6. The Friends of Knowiand Park, as a group of interested private citizens and park
users, was unfairly and improperly held by City Staff to an unreasonable standard
for failing to formally critique the professional document commissioned by the
Zoological Society to rebut the Friends of Knowiand alternative design concepts.
Those concepts were expressly developed and submitted by the Friends of
Knowiand Park simply as a means to suggest the range of alternatives that might
be explored should a full EIR be prepared — and were never intended as a
substitute for a legally-mandated study of altematives. This was, or should have
been, understood by the Planning Department.

These and other bases for appeal are detailed in the public record for this Project,
including but not limited to the following letters, which are attached hereto and
incorporated by this reference.

Finally, it is our understanding that the City has filed a CEQA Notice of Determination
prior to the expiration of the appeal period. The NOD is invalid and must be immediately
revoked because the City Council has not yet approved the Project, See County of
Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal. App.4th 931, 962-63.
Moreover, the filing of the NOD violates the City’s own CEQA ordinance which requires
the City Council to make its own environmental determination in cases such as these
where the Project, i.e., the Master Plan Amendment, may only be approved by the City
Council. Oakland Municipal Code 17.158.220. Indeed, to the extent the City intended to
start the statute of limitations to challenge the Project, such a legal challenge would
eviscerate the appeal and the Council’s sole authority to approve the Master Plan
Amendment. ‘
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" Attachments (from Oakland City Staff Reports)

Regarding the SMND/A, dated February 2011:
1. Email stream from California Native Plant Society (CNPS), dated April 28, 2010
2. Letter from Sierra Club, dated May 16, 2010
3. Comments submitted by Friends of Knowiand Park, dated March 14, 2011

47— Comments fronT the California Native Plant Society dated March 14,2011
The CNPS Rare Plant Program Ranking System, labeled “Exhibit A
Letter from California Native Grasslands Society (fax), dated March 13, 2011
Letter from Sierra Club, dated March 14, 2011

Letter from Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger, LLP, dated March 14, 2011
Letter from Golden Gate Audubon Society, dated March 15, 2011

XN

Regarding the City responses to the above-listed comments:
10. Comments submitted by Friends of Knowiand Park, dated April 27, 2011
11. Letter from California Native Plant Society, dated April 26, 2011
12. Letter from California Wildlife Foundation & California Oaks, dated April 26, 2011
13. Letter from California Native Grasslands Association, dated April 27, 2011
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Ranelletti, Darin

Roy West [royewest@gmaii.-cor'n] on behalf of Roy West [rwest@monocot.com|

From:
Sent: Thursday, Aprii 29, 2010 9:21 AM
; To- . Raneilletti, Darin
o Cc: Roy West; bake66{@aol.com
' Subject: Re: Comments from the California Native Plant Society on Proposed Amendments to
Approved 1998 Master Plan
—+t—-Attachments'———— —8:-0akland13.- PPA pdf, South-Qakland. PRPA_120309.pd f;-ATT3778163-txt

i FOF 4
B B
G-Cakland 13 - South_Oakland_PPATT3778163.ixt (6
| PPA.pdf (580 KB... A 120309.pdf (... KB} )
! . Dear Mr. Ranelletti,

Thank you for your note last week. I would appreciate being kept up to date about the Zoo

expangion project status. You can send U.S. mail to me at:

R

Roy West
1635 Posen Ave.
Berkeley, CA 54707

]

" Would it be appropriate for me to call you for a rough time line .and and update this week
or early next? If so, can you suggest a good time to reach you? .

I realize in my haste to get you my the letter about the zoo's drawings to you last week,

I forgot to include anything about the California Native Plant Society (CNPS}, whom I

represeut for issues about' KnowiandPark and the Zoo. The Califormnia Native Plant Society

is a non-profit organization of more than 10,000 laypersons, professional botanists, and

academics in 32 chapters throughtout California. The Society's mission is to increase the

understanding and appreciation of California's native plants and to preserve them in their

natural habitat through scientific activities, education, and conservation. Our East Bay

chapter covers Alameda and Contra Costa counties.

I have two areas I'm hoping you can help me with.

First, a guestion about what is part of the public record.

I was under the impression that when the zoo posted new plans on their web site in March
and invited comments, that those comments would be part of the public record. As I
mentioned in my note to you, I was guite surprised to learn that my letter was not
included in the packet prepared for the Planning Commission meeting last week. Can
tell me whether the comments sent to the zoo by our Society and others will become

the public record and how tec obtain them?

you
part of

On a related topic, do you know if the Zoo's slides that they presented to the Commission
at last week's meeting are part of the public record and something I could obtain for

review?

Second, I hope you understand from the letter I sent to the zoo and forwarded to you, that
the California Native Plant Scciety's <chief concern is the stewardship of the intact and
incredibly valuable vegetation communities in Knowiand Park. The park contains plants that
grow no where else in the East Bay! To help protect these resources, and to express our
enthusiasm for the educational outreach opportunities the California exhibit could offer,
we have met many times with the Zco in the past half-dozen years -- perhaps longer. We
have asked teh Zoo specifically to address-their responsibilities for the stewardship of
the whole park by developing and implementing a vegetation management plan that will
protect and enhance these last remaining examples of plant communities and plants of their
kind in the Cakland Hills. I see in the list of mitigations in the 1598 "Oakland Zoo in
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Knowland Park Master Plan Update, Mitigation Measures"
a number.of specific measures required by the zoo, including exactly the kind of planning

we've asked the zoo to conduct. Dr. Parrott's presentation to the Commission suggested
that in fact, their plan implementation is already many years under way, and that they are
only asking for approval to complete the last phases of the project.

At what point must the zoo implement the mitigation measures itemized in this document?
How can I be sure to know the status of these measures? Is there any recourse with the

Planning Comaission or another authority of these measures are not carried out in a

responsible way?

L.

responsible stewards for the natural resources in their own back yard ]ust as they have
done for African and Australian and other exotic natural resources, in compliance with
their stewardship responsibilities for Knowiand Park and as described in the Master Plan

Update Mitigation Measures.

Finally, I'm forwarding ¥ou two documents (PDFs) that are drafts from our chapter's
forthcoming publication on the 15 Biological Priority Protection Areas in the East Bay.
The South Oakland Foothills is one of those 15 priority locations for us. These pages do a
nice job of characterizing what is so precious about this region of the city of Oakland,
our concerns about the ongoing threats to those treasures, and the map show in particular
how special and rare are the intact native plant communities on the west-facing slope of

those hills are in Knowland Park.

Thanks you again for your assistance,

Roy West
i i i i East Bay Chapter

Conservation Committee of the California Native Plant Society,



e

T hesa tilis are domineted by an extensive gnd beaulitul cak
woodiand. of ipify [ow stature but probaply greal age. consder.
Ing $1a many ring-donas, some up to @ dozen taunks. evidence
of pa u fira cydas The woodiend ia a prominent end pleasant
feakira 83 aeen from eagbound 580 near the wnluence wih
highway 13; tieleona Greenbell. It1s punauated wilh pockets

wildnass. !n e plecs bracketed by two fregweys and a
ridgeline figl of nouses W'snantlv pittine; dere lse.
dence of past miring edivty throughoul, and a sawar right-
of-wsy cuts down trom the houa'ng tovard s Mountain
Bouevard, attended by ACada. Pampag Grass. Broamn and
other camp.followers.

gazrding in he crub tear a{n oak-Covered knob
wanhy of any Druid. There is a sieep canyon
tacing 580 with nellve snapdmgon. Mua-
Beaubtul Jewelllower, Venus Thislle Mebca
cahforrica. Wyethia lreleniorde s, and many

Onkl}antl, Alamaila Ca

e A e e e

af chapamal {Adenostons and
Arctostephyios lomerkysa) and
grassand on tiethe seep south-
em erposuray. and some fline
patchas of sofler coadat scrub and grasd and on more mesic
waslem sopes.

olher gressiand wpeses Mich of the placeIs
rugged like this, and II's eesy lo leed horoughly
elone, espedally snce most of llis accessible
only on deer tralis And ilischangeatd=
probably gs a fandtion ot its L ghly dissecled .

tenain and is fire and mining history, mere ore . oo T
many lransglions belween dgsed uan vpen EAST BAY
vegelagen of vanous types and Mixtires An CHpy
lnldguing plecs, -

. , . , . . |
sgidilnegy D oo plaes o iafedd fiy D freowogs S:‘;w
;

Co ae
many, many Speclel spols that dmod are pridine, |} spo:ds
B glodous siops of Fegluca cefforreca that[s nol far from
lhe bigpes paid: of Trliimchomphytumi've ever seen In
the Easd Bay. Thereis 8 goodly patch of Silene aliforvca,

Fadtes o d cyar vy

frpfean irande whet | mestigw about my exploratonshere 1a Hie feeling ot

T

|—Botarnuml hot spots Famﬂlve natural community

—, Threats, Opportunitias and Constraints i
Valley Needlegrass grassland (1)

These hills ovedooking the San Frandsco and OaWand sky-
lines support & profuson of neyva bunchgrasses Knowand
Parklga hot spot forthe natvs Valley Needlegrass Grass-
land, whids |3 domineled by Lhe afidal slale grass of Cailfor-
ma,. pumie reedieqmss (Massala puldira}. In hiese hills smad )
ur m:p;?;d lensesgur ser(penunile I:al suppott dhapamal and Oakland Star Tuiip — Celochorfus umbefetus
open woodlands provide the praferad habltet for QaWand sarl }(2)

wiip {Celoghartus umpeliatus). 1tis anly Wiin s BPPA hat
{40 sedge e dey whidi are |pcsity uncommon—many it bed
sedge (Casex muiticostata) end Dudley's sedge (Camx dud-
fey) make 8N appearance Indry and medc grasdands. A sel-
aom ween plant sedasin the Ead Bay that prateraa vaiely
of habitars Induding seeps, dry sreamveds, scrub, or wood-
fand habltats hrougboul the Callfomia Plorisic Previnge |s
grayieal skllcap {Saukeffare sphommpyfoides). This spedea
nasbeen remed from Hayvad. possbiy ocosning wkin
the boundates of the South De¥and BFPA, Somewhere in
the Leona Hllsin 1891 Keherina Brndegee. colleciad kol- Knotw ead s pinefkaw er —{honzenthe polygon-
v-'_eed spin etover (aor;anrne polyponaides var. polygon- aides ssp. polygonoides (1884} (5)

ordes), pne of he few spinefloware kiown hom our chapler

" L

The nils of Qakland overlook an expansive \rban arsa thal provides habitatfor a popula[ioLd neaty 750,000 people. The
ridgeline serves as a rermant of a orCe vibrant natural [andscape, much of which has been preserved by Ihe East Bay Regional
Park District and local cit@s. Despite comsiderable developnenl there are 41l surprisingy intact yei unprotecied viable nawral
areas that continue {o thrive With active cily parks depariments and te regional park dstrct andwith recentfunding from the
passage o Maaaire WY, heraare oppiriunitits © talia anat@iess abou these areas and 1o preserve and nmanage them be-

Rare and unique plant spacies

Ougley's sedge —Carex dudfey fore they fall prey to developers interested in building Io¥ dersity stburban housing. These’;!ands are potential open spaces and
I

Many ribbed sedge —Carex mul!icos!aje )] parks Biat retain value for people seeking recroational opportunties near hecities where tHIe,' live, They abo proside habitat for

Curve Tlow ered skulicap —Sculetlana sipho- native plants and wildlife. In addition to development, g second rrajor threat is 17e at he urban-wildiand interface. Mary parks
- i
campyfoides (4) have becoma hotbeds o weed inyasion, and numerowg unmanaged non-nlive eucaly plus Imd pine plantalions hase created a

Lost Historic Occtirranca build-up ¢ dongetoua fuels tat, incorrbination with the incursion of hotres pressing into widiand areas . creates an ina eased

risk of ceiastro;.:hic!ire. With his BPFA we hope to connect some of the fragments of, native Jandscape 1o the existing matrix of

pa:ks.on the wbantsinge. We abo ame encoweging thewise rrenagement of vegetation aiihe intertace to pormpte healthy na-
tive plant cormaunities and conbat the invasion of weeds. @

_‘}ﬂcﬁsa!ﬂa’{n (he prescrvalion of Ca/;’ﬁ:rm’a nafive [km i




0 LR Y] OV i T 0 e b b ol

O Bt B s 1) b bt sty P,
L Slny S ppuni 8- v par- S

PR bl 1) i APR Wiy P M i ve i Pty Ay Wby B o e

STy ay _.1;.”"
SCA22Yy PRAIEN Y §
swenayusdy R
oy PuBtAEQ Uines
FIUBLATES LO|RAIaTUOD PUS BB 31QNY 9Ty LBI010IY Aapg LETI LYY
puabeqy

Sl m
R IR




Attachment 2:
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Letter from Sierra Club, dated May 16, 2010




—

Northern Alameda County Group
{Aiameda-Albany-Berkeley-Emeryville-Oakland-Pjedmont-San Leandro}

2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite I, Berkeiey, CA 94702
510-848-0800 (voice) - 510-848-3383 (fax)

May 16;2010
Dear Members of the Oakland Planning Commission:

The Sierra Club recently heard from neighbors oppbsed to the Oakland Zoo's expansion plan calling for
construction of a new veterinary facility, gondola ride and enclosed animal compounds in Knowiand Park
above the zoo. The neighbors who spoke to us presented the opinion that the Oakland zoo's managers
appear to be disregarding agreements worked out two years ago in response to the 2008 protests by the
community, and have furthermore not addressed many of the original concerns of the community going
back to the original 1998 zoo expansion master plan, foremost being that the zoo intends to fence off 56
acres of open space to construct a series of exhibits-that-will-only occupy a portion of that-space:-Therest

of the enclosed space is proposed to sit empty.

We spoke with a representative of the zoo on May 14", to confirm the acreage numbers and that they plan
to fence off this space for the purpose of the expansion. The zoo representative confirmed this and gave
us the explanation that the space between the existing zoo and the proposed new exhibits is too steep to
build on and that a fence is necessary to promote restoration of the land and keep out animals such as

feral cats. Despite these explanations, we agree with.the neighbors who are asking why the zoo Is

fencing off so much acreage, if they are only going to use a portion of it for their exhibits. The SierraClub .- - -

believes that public access to open space, whether it be in an urban area or in the Sierra Nevada, is key to
the public learning to "explore, enjoy, and protect wild places," which is the mission of the Sierra Club.
Putting up fencing around open space in Knowiand Park removes the land from public access. It will no

longer be “open space.”

We also take issue with those who have commented that by building a gondola ride from the zoo up into
Knowiand Park, that the zoo is "providing public access to open space.” ‘In fact, we understand that the
public will be asked to pay for this experience, and that the public will only have access to the fenced-in
portions of the zoo. This is not the same as "providing access to open space.”

Our second major concern next to loss of open space is that the environmental review process to date has
been inadequate. This is a large project that will have significant direct impacts and cumulative impacts.
CEQA requires that entirely new environmental review analysis and documents be prepared when a
substantial amount of time has passed after the initial project proposal and review, and anytime when
conditions may have changed substantially, and/or new evidence has come forward that there are
potential significant impacts that weren't identified in the original proposal. The Zoo expansion is certainly
a case where both of those parameters are in effect, as evidenced by the following:

1) It has been approximately 13 years since the original proposal and Mitigated Negative Declaration (the
“Initial Study and Environmental Review Checklist” is dated 3/27/1997). Thattime lag should trigger a
whole new, and complete environmental review for a project of this size.

2) The proposed expansion - with additional structures, gondola, etc. — will clearly have new traffic
impacts (we also note that traffic conditions have changed in Oakland since 1997), as well as potential
impacts in a number of other related CEQA areas (e.g. aesthetics, air quality, storm water management,

etc.) Again, these need to be fully analyzed.



i
—_—)

3) The 1997 expansion plan, including the modifications made in 1998, had a different "footprint” (different
fence line as well as different exhibit locations) than what is currently proposed.

in summary, the altered scope of this expansion vis a vis 1998 warrants a full Environmental impact
Review and reconsideration, and it must comply fully with CEQA. We would expect that any new
environmental review include an impact study and proposed mitigation measures for the following

categohes:

. Air Quality

. Biological impacts -
. Transportation

. Water Management / Stormwater Runoff

We are concerned that this appears to be a case where an institution is saying, "because we do good
work on species conservation and education, we should be allowed to sprawl into open space to support
our good efforts.” The Sierra Club believes that this is exactly the type of situation where responsible

environmental institutions should adopt an entirely different approach: the zoo could show real leadership

on habitat and species protection by committing to furthef ehhance its facilities and programs withih its
current boundaries, complying with all aspects of CEQA, and educating its visitors about the importance
and significance of that decision and commitment. This would garner both positive public relations -
thereby enhancing fundraising efforts and public visibility'~ as well as promoting and implementing a truly
sustainable environmental choice for the future. Continuing expansions do not represent a sustainable

approach to conservation efforts. -
This proposal must be re-evaluated in light of the larger issue$ of protection of the last remaining open
spaces and habitat throughout the south Bay hills area. The Sierra Club continues to have strong

reservations about the proposed expansion of the Oakland Zoo. We therefore ask the Oakland City
Council and the Planning Commission to require a new EIR before this project moves ahead any further.

Sincerely,

Kent Lewandowski
Chair, Sierra Club Northern Alameda County Group

Cc: Oakland City Council, Mayor's Office
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Attachment 3

Comments submitted by Friends of Knowland Park, dated March 14, 2011
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Citizen Comments
on the

Amendment to Oakland Zoo Master Plan:
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum
Draft, dated February 2011
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The Ouakiand Stn Tulip A pair of raptors
a threatened species nalive to the kaewlang Mfark Lhat alten hont in Knowland park

Submitted by
The Friends of Knowland Park
March 14, 2011



We, the submitters of this document. respectfully provide it as commentary to the document titled,
“Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum. Draft, Volumes 1 and 2"and dated
February 2011: We greatly appreciate the City's review of our comments. Please feel free to
contact us if you have questions regarding our comments. :

Sincerely vours.

, ?57//Jw

Ruth Malone
Co-Chair, Friends of Knowland Park
Durant Park Highlands

D)
kSon_Webster

Co-Chair, Friends of Knowland Park
Durant Park Highlands

Gabriele Alien
Chabot Park Highlands Association

ﬁa,[o nele. (L

{

Thomas M. DeBoni
Associated Residents of Sequoyah Highlands

%/LZ/,?’—' o

s
Received on Date

by

Qakland City Planning Department

cc: Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger, LLP

Stefanie
Associated Resides

Sandra Marburg
Associated Residents of Sequoyah Highlands

of Sequoyah Highlands

Kicer P25

Karen Mutz
South Hills Homeowners Association

o T

Lee Ann Smith
Sequoyah Heights Homeowner Association

Time



Friends of Knowland Park Comments

Regarding Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration/A ddendum

for the Amendment to the Oakland Zoo Master Plan
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A.OVERALL COMMENTS

The city has not recommended a full Environmental Impact Report under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which would be suggested by Public
Resources Code Section 21166. This section states that a new EIR is triggered when

“substantial changes are proposed in the project’” and/or when “substantial changes occur with
respect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken.” With regard to the

Zoo expansion project. each type of change has occurred.

The currently proposed Amended Master Plan requires a full Environmental Impact
Report under the California Environmental Quality Act because it represents something
very different than the Master Plan proposal approved 13 years ago. As noted in the
letter from our legal representatives, CEQA provides that, when the lead agency previously
certitled a negative declaration. as is the case here, an Addendum is only appropriate where
“minor technical changes or additions are necessary.” Clearly. the changes to the Master Plan
proposal involve far more than “minor technical changes or additions” by any reasonable
measure, including vastly expanding and moving the Interpretive Center, and including other
non-recreational uses within it; addition of the Veterinary hospital building, a major structure
not part of the previously approved Master Plan; reconfiguration of the exhibit spaces, with
dramnatically different impacts on the character of ithe remaining parklands; addition of an — -
aerial gondola ride/people moving system, not part of the previously approved Master Plan;
addition of an outdoor camping area, not part of the previously approved Master Plan, in an
area of sensitive oak woodland; and multiple other changes detailed in these comments.

The currently proposed Amended Master Plan requires a full Environmental Impact
Report under the California Environmental Quality Act because of changes in the
circumstances under which the project would be undertaken. In the 13 years since the
previous approval, the regulatory climate has changed, and the proposed Amended Master
Plan project is inconsistent with multiple policy elements of the city’s Open Space,
Conservation. and Recreation (OSCAR) portion of the city’s General Plan, adopted after the
1998 approval. In addition, there are new conditions that have arisen since the previous
approval, including the development and spread of Sudden Oak Death, which has killed more
than 1 million trees in California and has never been addressed in any project or planning

documents,

The currently proposed Amended Master Plan requires a full Environmental Impact
Report under the California Environmental Quality Act because it is required under
CEQA if information “which was not known and could not have been known with the
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR [or MND] was certified,”
shows that the project will have impacts missing from the previous MND or that any
impacts will be more severe than stated in the previous MND (CEQA Guidelines §15162).



Identilication of numerous previously unknown environmental impacts. including state and
federal protected animal species and special status plant species that will be directly and
indirectly affected by the proposed project, clearly meets CEQA criteria for requiring a full EIR.

Finally, the currently proposed Amended Master Plan requires a full Environmentai
Impact.Reportunder-theCalifornia Environmental Quality. Act.because.it.is_theright
thing to do when public resources are being affected by a controversial major
development project that will have permanent impacts on a public park. Friends of
Knowiand Park acknowledges, not without some reluctance, that some expansion of the Zoo
into- Knowland Park has been previously approved and will eventually happen. However.
despite appeals to Planning by other groups to extend the comment period. the public has had
only 30 days in which to review more than 1300 pages of materials not available before. This
limits the public’s ability to adequately assess and provide input on the project’s impacts.

Presumably. the same is true for the public’s representatives on the Planning Commission.
Planning Commissioners will also, under the anticipated agenda for approval of the Amended
Master Plan. have less than two days to review these and olher public comments and any staff
response made to them before being asked to make a decision on approval. The project is big
and important enough, and its effects long-lasting enough, that it is worth making sure it is
done right and all impacts are fully considered, even more so because the project’s focus is on

conservation education.

A longer public review and comment period is a requirement for a full EIR under
CEQA precisely because that process assures that many eyes review projects with
important impacts and participate in efforts to improve development proposals. In
addition, a full EIR under CEQA wvill reassure the public that its representatives are not

- simply ramming through a new project that, for many Qakland citizens, constitutes a “bait and

switch” after community members spent more than 18 months negotiating on a design for the
expansion that was approved in 1998, only to find their efforts tossed out the window with

this proposed Amended Master Plan.

Given these facts, a reasonable person would conclude that a full EIR under CEQA should be
completed before this Amended Master Plan project is approved. Details follow regarding
impacts we believe must be analyzed. Friends of Knowiand Park notes, however, that these
can only be regarded as preliminary comments given the volumes ofimaterial and the short

time frame. -
Comments on MND/A Project Description Section

As noted in the letter froin our legal advisers, the Project Description is incomplete and
inadequate under CEQA. We make the following further observations on the Project

Description:



———including.its.enormous_size..visual.impact..aud_use_of_prime_park ridgcline space_for_oftices,

1} MND/A fails to adequately explain the details of the proposed California
Interpretive Center, why such a massive structure is now required, and its full

environmental impact.

Friends of Knowland Park has many concerns about the proposed Interpretive Center.

which should not under any circumstances be permitied. In this section we brielty mention
other comments and questions about the project description as it is summarized in the
MND/A. More detailed comments are provided under the appropriate section areas below.

Page 2-16 — An exterior deck off the restaurant would contain approximately 1,140 additional
square feet. What watl this deck be used for? Additional restaurant space? Has the impact of
the noise from this space been accounted for in the noise calculations? It says the Interpretive
Center will be used for events that are held currently at the present zoo. Does this include
special events like weddings? It will only be open during regular zoo operating hours, but it
will also be used for these special events. Please define operating hours.

Given the large auditortum, Snow Building, and other spaces the Zoo now has within its
current footprint, we question the need for such an entarged Interpretive Center to be used for
these events. This is a major change from the Approved Master Plan and creates additional
environmental impacts not adequately addressed in the MND/A. : e

2) MNDYA fails to adequately explain the details of the Amphitheater and its
environmental impact.

Page 2-22. The MND/A states that the Amphitheater would be used for “Events currently
offered in the Children’s Zoo.” What does this mean? Do such special events include music
of any kind? Will it have audio components? Speakers? Microphones? No examples of
events are provided; thus its environmental impacts cannot be adequately assessed. We raise
additional important questions about the Amphitheater and its currently proposed status under
the Biological Resources section and elsewhere.

3) Fails to adequately explain the details of the Gondola and its environmental impact.
The biological resource impact of the proposed gondola is not addressed in this document.
See additional discussion of this issue, below under Geotogy. Other Issues and elsewhere.

4) Fails to ;ldeq uately explain the details and requirements of the proposed overnight

camping area and fully analyze its environmental impact.
=

Page 2-22: The proposed “Overnight camping eXperience” was not part of the Approved 1998
Master Plan. It is stated in a footnote that the Zoo already has camping activities. Why is this
additional camping area required? If campers get to the site via the Gondola, does that mean

the Gondota will operate fonger hours than the zoo's regular operating hours? What are the



quiet hours for the camping experience? Will there be outdeor lire pits? The MND/A states
that “most of the camping™ would occur on the weekends. If it’s just “most.” when will the
rest of the camping happen? Has the noise {rom the weekend camping experience been fullv
accounted for the noise analysis. or only an average? Other important unanswered
environmental questions are raised under specific sections. below,

B. SPECIFIC COMMENTS BY SECTION OF MNDA/A

3.1 AESTHETICS

Contrary to the conclusions of the MND/Addendum, Friends of Knowiand Park finds that the
proposed amended Master Plan buildout clearly results in new signillcant aesthetic impacts
not identified in the 1998 MND and a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified impacts. A Full EIR should be required to address this.

The changed design of the project since 1998 imposes new impacts that are obviously not
addressed in the 1998 MND, and are being inadequately addressed, downplayed, or ignored in
the MND/Addendum. The 1998 MND, for example, found that the Approved Master Plan
would have no impact on scenic vistas or views open to the public, no aesthetic impact related
to building height, and a less-than-significant impact related to light and glare. However, the
1998 MND noted that the project would consist of “low-rise, small-scale buildings,” as noted
on 3.1-2. This is patently not the case with the vastly expanded and reconfigured Ainended
Master Plan proposal, and the MND/Addendum does not adequately characterize or consider
the effects of this project on the remaining parkland open space. The MND/Addendum
includes misleading simulations. as discussed below, entirely omits simulations directly
comparing the' Amended Master Plan proposal with the Approved Master Plan, and leaves out
consideration of impertant aesthetic impacts, including the overall fun\damemal, permanent

change in the character of Knowland Park for park users.

In order to assess the importance and relevance of aesthetic components, it is useful to refer 1o
the Oakland General Plan, specifically the relevant Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation
(OSCAR) element objectives and policies. It appears that these policies are being ignored and
contradicted despite their mention in this review, OSCAR (POLICY 0S-10.1), for example,
calls for protection of the character of existing scenic views in Qakland, with particular
attention to “views of the Oakland hills from the llatlands™ and * panoramic views from
Skyline Boulevard...and other hillside locations.” Taking OSCAR and other information into
consideration, the following aspects of the MND/Addendum are misleading, inadequate or

incomplete.



1) The report admits that the project would have a significant impact on the
environment ifiit would have a substantial adverse effect on 2 scenic vista.

Although the OSCAR policy referenced above refers explicithy to “views.” it is
mischaracterized here by referring only to “vistas,” and noting in a footniote on page 3.1-10

that Avista.is a.distant view.” This_appears_intended_lo_suggest_thai_the_only_views.that have
aesthetic value are those in the far distance, as opposed to the near and middle distance. To
the contrary, the views that are most treasured by park users constiuite not only the far-distant
background. but the middle and foreground views from the parkland. a point that has been
made repeatedly and eloquently in public meetings at the Zoo and i meetings with city
planners, but is largely ignored n this report. For this reason, it 1s stunningly disingenuous to
suggest that the project will not have a substantial adverse effect on the scenic view from

Knowiand Park. itself a “hillside location.”

The previous Master Plan proposal, with conditions of approval resulting from 18 months of
negotiation with community groups of park users, was planned to have minimal impact on the
area over the ridgeline away from the existing Zoo and toward the largest area of remaining
parkland. The “Off site breeding area,” for example, was envisioned as a quiet, low-impact,
non-visitor activity that was, by definition, “off-site’” from the California project and was the
only reason the fenceline was extended to its current location. The veterinary medical hospital
now proposed, an entirely new feature not included in the 1998 approval, has removed the
need for this “off-site breeding area.” The only other exhibit protruding fully over the

ridgeline in the previous plan was a grizzly bear exhibit. (see Fig 2.-2).

Clearly, the previous Master Plan proposal did not include many of the new features that will
have substantial aesthetic impacts on scenic views. Yet the current MND/Addendum does not
adequately address these new features in relation to scenic views, nor sufficiently address the
aesthetic impacts of relocation of all the exhibits under the new proposal.

2) The report admits that the project would have a significant impact on the
environment if it substantially reduced the aesthetic quality of the remaining

parklands.

The current proposal. in fact, substantiallv and permanently increases the severity of aesthetic
impacts on the remaining parkland areas. As compared with the previous plan, virtually all of
the proposed animal exhibits and visitor areas have been moved up into the area directly
abutting the primary parkland access, where they will be visible and audible from the
parkland as a developed intrusion of buildings, fences, fake boulders, elevated walkways,
noisy crowds of people and other developed structures into what are currently bucolic,
peaceful grassy hill views with prominent soft oak shadows, natural rock ouicroppings and an
unobstructed vista beyond. The previously approved plan had much less impact on the
parkland experience because the majority of the exhibits were located on the Zoo side of the




ridgeline and less overall space was devoted.10 these exhibits {Table 2-4. MND/A}. Members
of the bublic have repeatedly said how highly 1thev value the peaceful character of the
parkland. Under the revised plan. park users standing at any of the viewpoints in the
remaining parkiand will look down upon a graded and altered site through a fence that
extends above treeline, to a built environment that includes numerous buildings. walkways,
boardwalks—structuresrand-crowdnoise~Clearlytheraesthetic-quality-o f remainingparklands
will be substantially and permanently diminished.

3) The report admits that the project would have a significant impact on the
environment if it would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality

of a site and its surroundings.

Knowiand Park, a public park. constitutes the immediate “surroundings™ of the project, and
the degrading effects upon it are not adequately accounted for nor miti gated.

The revised configuration of-the project, for instance, involves a changed emergency plan that
calls for the gravelling and widening to 20 feet of an existing fire road from Snowdown
Avenue entering within and extending down the central spine of the remaining parkland with
8 fool turnouts every 300 feet and a 40 foot inside radius at the intersection of the few
remaining parkland trails. These will have a major impact on the park user experience.

Both of these will completely change the foreground views and experience of peaceful
grasslands that from the parkland made the vista beyond so compelling, something the
previous plan did not do. The primary remaining public walking routes in Knowiand Park will
now all feature views of Zoo development; which substantially degrades the existing visual
character and quality of the site and its surroundings. This means it has a significant impact on

the environment.

4) The simulations are misleading, inadequate or omit vital information needed to
compare the aesthetic impact of the new proposal with the Approved Master Plan.

The report’s visual simulations and the claims made using them are misleading and
incomplete in several ways: buildings and fences are rendered implausibly pale and
transparent, and the grassland is portraved as remaining green, while the proposal makes clear
that these grasslands will not remain as they are due to animal and visitor traffic, walkways,
construction, etc. The report notes that the project “will reduce the extent of visible open
grasslands.” but this is not accurately reflected in the simulation. The simulations also do not
represent visually the effects of a 20 foot gravel roadway with turnouts and a 40 foot radius in
the foreground of the views of the site, which will be quite different than the present mostly
sunken 10 foot fire road.

The report claims that compared to the approved Master Plan, the proposed plan would result
in reduced visibility of the California interpretive center building from the viewpoint in



Fig. 3.1-3b. However. no comparison simulations are offered to support this claim. which
fundamentally mischaracterizes the proposed plan’s effects on the view from this location.
The previously proposed location for the interpretive center was just over the saddle of the
ridge away from the parkland. screened behind trees. and under the approved Master Plan. the
interpretive building itself was to be a “low protile™ 7500 square foot one story building. as

Gpposed16-a 34000 sqare toot 3 storystructure under the mew proposed plans’

There are no simulations directly comparing the previous Master Plan with the current
proposal. In the absence of these, it is impossible for the public to visuaily assess with any
accuracy the dilference in aesthetic impacts between the two plans.

“

There are no simulations taken from the area proposed for the pedestrian hiking trail up
“Heart Attack Hill” or the “Upper Knoll™ from the northern park side. Fig. 3.1-8 shows the
view from on top of the hill, but does not show the view looking northeast from the planned
trail up the hill to get there, as opposed to the view from the same location under the approved

Master Plan. This is incomplete and ignores a major impact on views from this location.

The simulation of the view from the Upper Knoll does not adequately capture the view as a
pedestrian on the hiking trail would experience it. The hiking trail runs between the landmark
tree pictured in Fig 3.1-8 and the fenceline, yet the simulation photo is taken from much
farther to the south, which minimizes the visual impact of the fence on pedestrians. This is

misleading.

The simulations of the aerial gondola towers (e.p. Fig 3.14-a} do not appear to accurately
characterize the size of the proposed gondola towers, which are projected to be 12X12 at their
base and extend vertically as much as 60 feet. It is also unclear what the structure protruding
above the treeline in the center of the photosimulation after buildout is, since this does not
appear to be the location of the proposed multi-story interpretive center building. In addition,
given the simulation of the gondola route, this siniulation does not show its termination in the
proposed multi-story interpretive center building. Since the aerial gondola cars are planned to
be carried above the trees, this is visually misleading as 1t shows no towers further up the

ridge and the cars will not drop down on the other side.

The simulations of Figs 3.1-6-a and 3.1-6b appear to show trees covering the west-facing
windows of the multi-story inteipretive center. Given that the whole point of putting a
building on top of the ridge is for the views, it seems unlikely that the trees would be actually
placed in this configuration. Also, this simulation likewise renders the gondola tower, gondola
wires and gondola cars implausibly invisible and is thus misleading to the public. In addition,
these simulations do not retlect the relocation proposed for the interpretive center as a result
of the habitat issues discussed elsewhere. and thus are inaccurate.

We note that while Interstate 380 is identified as a scenic route and thus subject to specific
planning guidelines, the only simulation was from 1-380 looking southeast. It does not show



any aerial gondola towers, which seems questionable since the cars will ride above the trees
and terminate at the interpretive center building. which is visible. This would also appear to
be an incomplete summary of the effects on the scenic corridor. No simulations from 1-580
looking north-northeast are provided. It appears that it is from that angle that the 60 foot aerial
gondola towers would be likely to be most visible. Thus the simulations do not permit

adeqtiale evaluaticiiof the fulllimpacts:

In short. the simulations are scriously flawed, misleading and/or incomplete. providing
inadequate information about the project’s impacts {o the public.

3.2 AIR QUALITY

While Friends of Knowiand Park notes thal page 3.2-2] states that “BAAQMD 2010 CEQA
Guidelines and the City’s signilicance criteria provide that localized CO concentrations
should be estimated for projects in which 1) project generated traffic would conflict with
applicable congestion management program established by the county congestion
managemeht survey® but that the proposed Amended Master Plan wouldn’t meet this criteria,
common sense suggests that localized concentrations should be estimated for a project of this
magnitude, particularly one located along a major Interstate freeway. We urge that this be

done.

We are also concerned with construction effects on air quality that have not been specifically
addressed in the MND/A (see Hazards section, below).

Finally, we feel the air quality section overlooks important considerations. For example, on p.
3.2-27, the MND/A states that the BAAQMD recommends evaluating all sources located
within a 1000-foot radius of the project site. However, because the project site 1s centered up
on top of the ridge, the report says the 1000-foot radius includes no freeways or major roads.
In actuality, the vast majority of zoo visitors drive to the Zoo on the 1-580 freeway, and this
expansion 1s expected lo draw a great many more of them. By a reasonable person standard, it
1S unacceptable to say this should not be part of the air quality evaluation of the project.

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Biological Resources section shows most cleariv why a full EIR should be required for
this project to proceed on public lands. The identification of rare and endangered species in
the expansion area in recent survevs, which were not found present in 1998, 1s a new

4

development of major concern.

This project will have significant. damaging effects on locally endangered species and rare
plant communities lhal cannot be fully mitigated. thus requiring a full EIR under CEQA. The
project is in conflict with several provisions of OSCAR. including but not limited to those



discussed below. and it is not congruent with the General Plan’s aims of preserving plant
communities. rare and endangered naiive animal species. and habitat for both. nor with the

stated conservation mission of the project as a whole.

Tree removal

e

Friends of Knowiand Park notes that the Citv arborist has found the inventory, labéling and

. mapping of trees for removai under the project to be inaccurate and inadequate for

verification purposes as of this month; this has resulted in the Zoo withdrawing its application
for a tree removal permit to begin work. Given that the Amended Master Plan project is not
yet approved. it is premature to approve a tree removal permit, but in any case. this means that
the documents provided in this report cannot be said to accuratelv reflect the environmental
impacts, including not only the calculations in the Biological Resources section, but also the
estimates on carbon sequestration under the Global Warming section and elsewhere.

Sensitive and Important Plant Communities

f
OSCAR Policy CO-7.1 speaks to preservation of native plant communities, “especially oak

woodlands...native perennial grasslands, and riparian woodlands.” The expansion site, as
noted, is one of the last remaining tracts in the Oakland hills with relatively intact native plant
communities of these three key types. While the MNDV/A calls for replanting of native trees at
a 3/1 ratio, the MND/A does not specify where these will be planted, nor does it identify the
specific areas of mitigation for grassland replacement, .

The Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, which has regulatory authority over all of
California’s oak woodlands at the local and state level, has generally interpreted the term
significant stand of [oak] tree species to mean those stands with a canopy cover of 10% or
greater” [Attp./Awvwew. californiaoaks. orgiExtdssets/CalifOakWoodlandLaws.pdf] . According
to the Zoo's measurements, the Oak Woodlands represent 2 acres out of 19.7 affected acres.
Thus the impacted area is >10% Oak Woodlands, and would appear to fall under the

- jurisdiction of the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection under CEQA. This is not adequately

addressed in the MND/A.

Resource documents;
hitp /A californiaoaks. org/ExtAsseis/CalifOakVoodlandLeavws. pdf
hitp:‘Avwe.californiaoaks.org/htmi/2040. htm!
Kuowland Park is home to large areas with relatively undisturbed and rare Vallev Needlegrass
Grassland, a native plant community. The Amended Master Plan proposal would result in
destruction of large areas of this grassland. Mitigation measures, including restoring
grasslands and clearing areas of invasives, are presented. However, it is proposed that the
replacement acreage for mitigation would be in Knowiand Park itself Since the Zoo is
responsible for Knowiand Park stewardship, including stewardship of the parkland areas



outside the Zoo itself and outside the proposed expansion area. any degraded areas were
already the Zoo’s responsibility (See Stewardship section. below). Resioring any decraded
arasslands does not address mitigation sufticientlv. since there will still be a net loss of native

grassland.

The MND/A aiso.notes_that arare_native wildflower and CEQA-protecied plant, Lepiosiphon..
acicularis. was found in an area proposed for the wolf exhibit. Under QSCAR, such plants
should be protected. However. the mitigation measures included. which include watching
after construction to see whether the wolves dig there. are not sufficient to protect the plant.
_These rare plants should not be enclosed in the wolf habitat, which should be moved
elsewhere or the perimeter fence boundary moved in to protect the area in which this rare
plant grows in its present location. Further protections. including fencing with an appropriate

perimeter as determined by a professional botanist, should be required.

MND/A revisions lo Mitigation Measure l4c (p. 3.3-38) say that the as-yet undeveloped
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall, among other things, include “provisions for interpretive
programs and access restrictions.” It is unclear what, specifically, is meant by this clause.
Whose access will be restricted, and in what ways? Where will the “interpretive programs’ be
located? Will this mean that groups will enter mitigation-provided grassland habitat areas and
whipsnake (see below) habitat? Where will these be located? More detail is needed about the
specific measures proposed to mitigate these effects on threatened species. Appendix G-2
likewise refers to subject matter experts (certified pest applicator, qualified botanist, certified
arborist, on-site biological site biological monitor, qualified biologist and qualified wetland
specialist) required to ensure the Zoo follows environmental guidelines. These should be the
only people permitted into the areas of these threatened species. However, these sections do
not adequately address how this monitoring will occur and be reported. The monitoring must

be conducted by an independent third party.

Animal Species

The MND/A notes finding an Alameda Whipsnake, a threatened species that was not
identified on the site at the time of the 1998 approval. While 13 years ago, no whipsnakes
were found, the project was considered to be critical habitat for this species, which is at risk of
extinction. This may be the only whipsnake in the city of Oakland. The 1dentification of the
snake in the project area is an extremely significant new development. The U.S. Fishand
Wildlife Service '

[(ttp /e fws. govssacramentosesianimal_spp_acct/alameda_whipsnake. pdf] has noted thal
the population is only found in five areas, one of which is the Trampas/Chabot hills.
However. due to the unique features of the Knowland Park topography and its relative
isolation/sebaration from the other identilied habitat areas by roadways. it is entirely possible
that the snakes occupying this habitat are a unique subtype genetically distinet from those




found in the Lake Chabot-Las Trampas area, which 1s some distance away and separated by
development. If this were a new population. this would represent an even more signiticant
find. but without testing. this cannot be determined. and thus the true environmental impact of
the proposed “incidental take™ of snakes and compensatory mitigation cannot be determined.
Whipsnakes are fast tnoving, but do not have a wide territorial range. Females tvpically move

littleT especiallvdurngbreeding seasonand thus would be fess-likelyto-be-rapped:
Therefore. a young male suggests the potential for others to be in the area.

The project will result in direct and indirect impacts on a known threatened or endangered
species protected under federal and state laws. requiring that a full EIR be completed.

The MND/A admits that the site must now be considered occupied habitat of this threatened
species. The USFWS notes that, “The only evidence of Alameda whipsnake egg-laying is
within a grassland community adjacent to a chaparral community.” This description precisely
characterizes the site of the California project’s greatest-impact areas under the Amended
Master Plan proposal, a fact clearly indicated in the document (Fig 3.3-1).

A

Yet the Amended Master Plan project proposes to place buildings, roads and animal exhibits
either on top of or in close proximity to this occupied habitat. The Addendum recognizes that
significant impacts will result and largely relies on the Habitat Enhancement Plan and
Mitigation and Monitoring Plans to be prepared in the future to mitigate these impacts.
However, there is inadequate detail provided about these as-yet unprepared plans to ensure
mitigation of the project’s impacts. In addition, as our legal advisers note, the City has failed
to make them enforceable though legally binding instruments.

The MND/A provides no information on the potential for vibration from the proposed
gondola ride/people mover, noise and trash from the visitor center, and other aspects of the

project to affect whipsnakes.

The MIND/A asserts, without providing evidence or discussing location, that “there is
adequate area within Knowiand Park to achieve™ the mitigation ratio of 1:1 acre for every area
of impact (p. 3.3-38). From a “reasonable person” perspective it is difficult to see how the
Zoo can be permitted to remove core habitat for a species threalened with extinction and
claim as mitigation olher areas of habitat within the same site or sites within protected

parkland that already exist.

The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan must be developed before approval, to ensure that in fact,
the mitigation measures reduce the impact on threatened species to less than significant levels
as claimed. In the absence of a detailed plan, it is impossible lo assess this. The appropriate
authorizations required from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {USFWS) and California
Department of Fish and Ganie {CDFQG) pursuant to the requirements of the federal
Endangered Species Act and the California Endangered Species Act. respectively, should be

id



obtained hefore the project is approved. since they might reasonably be expected to
necessitate additional project changes that would generate other impacts.

Friends of Knowland Park also notes that Table 3.3-1. “Comparison of Estimated Vegeralive
Cover Atfected (Acres)-——Approved Master Plan and Proposed Master Plan Amendment.”

¢

doesnotactuallvshow whatitstitle wouldsuggestsince itdoes ot provideTequivalent-data
for each condition. This does not permit accurate comparisons of the impacts of the Approved
Master Plan and the proposed Ainended Master Plan projects.

As the USFWS describes, whipsnakes remain in grasslands for periods ranging from a few
hours to several weeks at a time. Grassland habitats are used by male vwhipsnakes most
extensively during the mating season in spring. Female whipsnakes use grassland areas most
extensively after mating, looking for egg laying sites. The existing intact ecosystem of
Knowiand Park supports the other species that provide shelter and food for the whipsnake,
including the burrows of gophers and the multiple lizards. skinks. etc. that are food sources
and identified in the report as inhabiting the site. There is no discussion of how the project
will affect this overall habitat and these other species, which cannot be replaced merely by

removal of invasive broom as discussed.

The 1998 MND called for "whipsnake habitat" to be preserved in perpetuity on the "land
owned by the East Bay Zoological Society” [we note that the City of Oakland actually owns
all the land in question, so this was misleading] east of the then-proposed California exhibit.
This provision to preserve whipsnake habitat in perpetuity should be kept in any approval, and
it is particularly relevant to a project with wildlife conservation as its mission. The boundary
of this preservation area must be extended, given what is known about whipsnake survival
needs. A qualified llel‘petologigt should be consulted to establish meaningful borders for a

protection area and search for additional snakes in nearby areas.

The MND/A’s Revisions to Mitigation Measure 13c¢ from the 1998 Approved Master Plan
(p. 3.3-39) now read that: “The service road shall be a maximum of 15 feet in width and
designed to accommodate crossing by Alameda whipsnake and other wildlife, where
necessary...” It is unclear what “where necessary™ means in this context, and how that would
be determined. No intrusion of the service road into sensitive whipsnake habitat should be

permitted.

APPENDIX G-I, Status of the Alameda Whipsnake in Knowland Park for the Proposed
Expansion of the Oakland Zoo, {Swaim Biological. Inc., 2011) recommends removing the
amphitheater from the project. The MND/A, however, mischaracterizes this as “removing the
amphitheater from the stand of chamise-chaparral,” which is ambi:guous as to whether the
amphitheater will still be part of the proposed Amended Master Plan or whether it will
actually be removed altogether as recommended by the consultant. If the amphitheater is to




remain. then the new location must be specified. These highiv relevant facts ander CEQA are
not provided. thus making it impossible to determine whether the impacts are adequately
mitigated. It is also unclear whether the proposed Interpretive Center will be re-sited. as
recommended in Appendix G-1. and whether this re-siting creates new impacts not vet
analyzed. since the documents present it in the previously proposed location. Likewise. the

MND/Areférs anibiguous!iTo Fesricriig the CaliforniaTnterpretive Centerten-teettothe
east” rather than “moving” it as recommended in the report.

Frog Populations in Knowland Park

The MND/A also notes that the potential for.the threatened California red-legged frog was not
addressed in the 1998 MND. However, it fails to describe completely circumstances leading
to obliteration of an existing seasonal pool and frog breeding area known locally by regular
parkgoers as “Lake Willbegone™. While Friends of Knowiand Park claim no expertise in frog
identification, this was a known stte for frog breeding in the late winter to spring months, with
tadpoles teeming in the standing water. The MND/A 1dentilies this area as a “950 square foot”
seasonal wetland that has little habitat value (3.3-42). However, there is history here that has
been documented in repeated emails to city staff and i1s omitted from Ibis report, provided
below (copies of emails available on request).

A few days after a Zoo-community meeting on May 18, 2009, at which the existence of this
seasonal vernal puot was raised publicly in the meeting by a community member as being a
concern because it was within the proposed project site, annual tire road grading (initiated by
the Zoo as the stewards of the parkland) was done with an especially heavy hand-- deeper and
wider than any grading ever previously done that neighbors can recall. Specifically, and
interestingly in light of the city’s existing creek ordinance developed since the 1998 approval,
this grading entirely obliterated the large seasonal vernal pool and associated habitat at the
contluence of the four cutrent roadways between the hills, right at a central portion of the
Z00’s proposed “Californial™ project expansion area.

While the MND/A attributes this pool solely to the results of prior road grading, the site lies at
the base of several natural downslopes and water naturally pools there. This pool was
regularly a breeding ground for frogs. a pair of ducks visited it yearly in rainy seasons, and
other bird life were seen in it, including a great blue heron. This was not just a puddle created
by a rough road, as the MND/A suggests. but was a seasonal pool created by the contluence
of the slopes around it. The grading not only obliterated the distinctive cracked ground and
flora that characterize such seasonal pools, but bulldozed a long (approx 60 feet) sloping
stretch away from it downlull in a way clearly intended to insure that it did not reflll. There
was no need for this track to be created for the purpose of turning around grading equipment,
since the site was at the contluence of four roads. It is difticult to imagine why it would have
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been done except to ensure that the pool. which was located at the epicenter of the proposed
Amended Master Plan exhibit site. would be eliminated. Since the fire road was used only in
the dry season. the pool was not a concern for fire access purposes. It is difficult not to
consider the possibility that the grading was done so that the pool was no longer something
that would have to be considered as part of the environmental evaluation of the site.

This was reported to the city’s creeks coordinator, Charles Pons, in February of the following
vear, after the rains began and it was clear the pool would no longer refill as before and thus
could no longer provide frog breeding habitat. tn lune. when ne further information was

~ forthcoming despite repeated queries. this matter was reported to city planner Darin
Ranelletti, who replied that he was aware of the issue and city staff were “looking into it.” No
further response was ever received, despite submission of Google earth photos showing the 60
foot track leading away downhill from the site. Friends of Knowiand Park believes this was a
relevant environmental site and that its obliteration may constitute a wetlands violation under
CEQA or other regulations.

The Habitat Enhancement Plan, APPENDIX G-2, Habitat Enhancement Plan at the Oakland
Zoo California Exhibit and Upper Knowiand Park (Environmental Collaborative, 2010b),
which we note actually constitutes a plan to have a plan, rather than being itself a plan as

- entitled, calls (Action 5-3, page [8) for additional surveys to be done to confirm the presence
or absence of additional populations of special status species. However, if such species
occupy the site, it would be iriportant to know that prior to approval. as this could have
implications for the project sit'ing and could result in additional environmental impacts on that
basis.

Particularly given the fact that the whole expansion project is being undertaken in the name of
educating the public about conserving native California species, the proiect requires a full EIR

to address all these issues.

MND/A OMISSIONS—Bielogical Resources
Sudden Oak Death

The MND/A fails to address a major California environmental issue. Sudden Oak Death
(SOD). A phenomenon known as Sudden Oak Death (SOD) was first reported in 1995 in
central coastal California, but was not well documented, understood or widely known about in
1998 when the Master Plan was approved. Since then, it has killed over a million tanoak,
coast live oak, Shreve oak, and California black oak trees.

(http:/anrcatalog ucdavis. edu/pdfi8+426.pdf) No project claiming a conservation mission
should be approved in the absence of a detailed plan for addressing SOD. most especially one
in the citv named for the oak.
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Sudden oak death is caused by a pathogen called Phyrophthora ramorin. The pathogen is not
a fungus or a bacterium. but a member of a unique group of organisms called Oomycetes. In
addition to affecting oaks. it also infects Bay laurel. madrone. manzanita, and buckeye trees.

SOD-hastimportant-implications-for-any-development-project-in-areas-with-oak-woodlands
because soil disturbance in such areas may render oaks more susceptible to infection. In
addition, soil from around inlected trees and plant material from infected trees can infect other

trees.

Although SOD is a forest disease. it is most common in urban-wildland interface areas—-
places where development meets or inlermihgles with undeveloped wildland—precisely the
type of environment represented by the proposed project site. Diagnosis of infected trees and
proper disposal of contaminated wood and other material are essential to limiting the spread
of the disease. Management options include treatment with phosphonate compounds and
selective plant removal.[ http://www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn74151 html)]

SOD can be spread by moving infested soil and plant materials. Both state and federal
regulations are in place to control the potential spread of the pathogen to uninfested areas. The
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) and the U.S. Department of ~
Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA-APHIS) regulate movement
of any known host species. A quarantine is in place for the infested counties

[http://www . ipm.ucdavis.edo/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn74151 .lﬁ_[ml].

Dr. Matteo Garbelotto of UC Berkeley, a forest pathologist specialist and internationally
recognized expert in SOD, toured the Amended Master Plan site in May, 2010 at the
invitation of Friends of Knowtand Park to discuss signs of SOD and mitigation measures that
should be included should infected trees be identifted on the expansion site. He identifted
several trees with characteristic symptoms within the area, and reports (see letter, Appendix 1)
that the disease has been found in Knowland Park and is currently mostly affecting bay laurel
leaves. As he stales in his letter, other landowners, including the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission, have taken SOD presence and distribution into account and modified
plans accordingly. He recommends a complete survey of disease distribution. a designation of
areas at high and low risk. and practices to reduce risk of transmission. More infonnation is
available on his lab's website, frip/Avww.cnr.berkeley.edu/garbelotio/english/index. php

The absence of significant SOD infection in Knowland Park_to date makes it even more
imperative that a full Environmental Impact Report under CEQA be completed. Additional
assessments for SOD should be perfomted before work is begun since stress of existing trees,
disruption of soil and roots and disposal of plant material, including other types of trees that




serve as hosts. could inadvertently increase susceptibility or spread the disease to the

remaining oak woodlands in the park.

OSCAR Policy CO-7.1. as previously noted. calls for protection of narive plant communities.
“especially oak woodlands.” The siting of the Overnight Experience campground. with

nuultiple-very-large-(-10X20-fool)-plarform-tents-liousing-a-total-of-up-to-i.00-people-in-one-of:
the most beautiful groves of mature oaks on the expansion site. is likely to create increased
stress on these oaks through trampling of root systems. shading and water effects from
platforms, disturbance of soil from construction. disruption of understory plant communities,
and other effecis not addressed or mitigated by the MND/A_ In addition. the grading plan
(3.4-25) must be revised to include information about disposal of contaminated soil from any
identified areas of infection. It would be a tragic outcome if a conservation-focused project
contributed in any way to increased loss of the city’s signature oaks to this serious disease.

MND/A OMISSIONS —Effects of Widening of Fire Road on Plant Communities and
Species Habitat

The widening of the existing fire road off Snowdown Avenue is likely to impact a large
existing colony of California lupine, which could affect butterfly habitat. This is not addressed
in the MND/A. The California Mission Blue butterfly, which is protected under the federal
Endangered Species Act; lays-its eggs on the leaves, buds and seedpods of lupines, and its
breeding has been greatly impacted by development. The area where this colony of lupine
exists is outside the proposed Aniended Master Plan expansion area but contiguous to the fire
road, and would be likely to be obliterated entirely by its widening to 20 feet with turnouts, as
called for in the Amended Master Plan proposal. An appraisal of the environmental impacts of
the tire road widening on butterflies, other species utilizing lupine, and on other native plant
communities in the parkland outside the perimeter fence is lacking in the MND/A and should

be required before the project is approved.

CONCLUSION

The MND/A does not adequately describe, address nor mitigate the significant effects the
Amended Master Plan proposal will have on special status animal aud plant species,
communities and habitat.

* As proposed, the project will result in direct and indirect impacts on a known
threatened or'endangered animal species protected under federal and state laws,

requiring that a full EIR be completed.

* The project will also result in elimination of rare plants identifled on the site, as the
mitigation measures proposed are wholly inadequate for their protection.



» The project as proposed directly confiicts with numerous provisions of the City’s
General plan OSCAR policies: these are mentioned here representativeiy rather than
exhaustivelv due to time constraints for receipt of public comments.

¢ The MND/A leaves several kev issues unnecessarily_ambiguous, including the

recominended-elimination-altogetlter-from-the-plan-of-the-amphitheater-and-the-re-

siting of the proposed Interpretive Center building.

» The project’s elfects on existing {rog populations are not fully addressed. and the
report mischaracterizes a water feature used by breeding frogs.

e The Habitat Enhancement Plan provides inadequate detail from which to determine
whether it will effectively and sustainably address the proposed project’s many

environmental impacts on existing plant and animal life.

e The MND/A completely omits discussion of a major environmental concern for oak
woodlands, Sudden Qak Death. and of the effects on existing parkland plant
communities of doubling the width of the emergency access road.

In multiple respects, the MND/A shows wity a full EIR under CEOQA is required for this
project.

1

3.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS - —eeev . - .

The Geology and Soils section does not sufficiently pursue an in-depth evaluation of how
known seismic hazards at this site could seriously endanger human health and safety,
especially with reference to the proposed gondola, gondola support structures and California
Interpretative Center. Geological risks are also associated with the location of the Veterinary
Hospital.

Major Earthquake Hazards

Several of the proposed features are located very near the Hayward Fault. The active trace of
the Havward Fault Zone passes approximately 750 feet southwest of the proposed Vet
Hospital site and ~ 2000+ feet from the proposed California Interpretative Center site,
gondola support structures, and elevated walkways of the California animal exhibits (3.4-27).
A major earthquake, or surface rupture. along the Havward Fault could greatly impact all of
them.

The probability of a major earthquake in tlie near terin future is extremely high. According to
the Working Group on California Earthquakes, there is a 63% probability of an earthquake of
Richter Magnitude greater than or equal to 6.7 between 2007 and 2037 in the Bay Area (3.4-
11}, and more specifically within this estimate. a 31% chance of a large earthquake on the



Hayvward Fault in the same time frame (3.4-11 and 3.4-13). In other words. there is a 30%
chance of a major eruption within 0.1 kilometers of the proposed Master Plan Amendment
Area. Although the project is more than 200 feet from the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone (EFZ)—a designation that was created to deal largely with the 1ssue of occupied homes
on surface trace faults—this fact does bring additional attention to seismic risks in tbis part of

Oakland. _—

In the event of a major earthquake, failures in the aerial gondola system could pose serious
public safety risks. The proposed aerial gondola consists of eight support structures and an
anchor at the proposed Calitornia Interpretive Center. Failure at any point could lead to severe
accidents, possible injury or even death. Gondola cars could swing widely during an
earthquake, or the system could even fail—stranding the public high in the air. Yet, MND/A
report does not present the aerial gondola system as a unifled whole that could respond
strongly, and possibly erratically. to earthquake movement.

Other Risks

The northern half of the proposed Califorma Interpretive Center building and at least three of
the eight independent proposed gondola support structures (#4, #6, #8) lie within a defined
seismic hazard zone (State of California Hazards Map, see 3.4-21 and Figure 3.4-5). Notably,
these defined Zonéswere specifically developed by state law to help protect the public from
the effects of seismic hazards other than surface rupture (3.4-8).

In addition, two ofithe proposed aerial gondola support structure locations (# 5 and #6) are
shown as being close to “probable landslide areas” (Figure 3.4-3). Indeed, structure #6 1s
extremely close to a “probable landslide™ area that would like flow to the southwest, and 1t,
along with #5, lie astride a second “probable landslide zone™ that would like flow to the north.
Thus, these supports for the aerial gondola might be subject not only to known seismic
impacts quickly following an earthquake on the Hayward Fault, but also might be involved in
subsidence due to other factors as well. Similarly, the newly relocated proposed Veterinary
Hospital Building, at the bottom of a ravine area, is also near “probable landslide areas™
(Figure 3.4-3).

Finally, portions of the California Exhibit are underlain by undocumented non-engineered fill
that may settle differentially. This could pose a problem for the proposed California
Interpretive Center site (where one end of the gondola construction will likely be located).
Nonetheless, this fact did not receive a full study because “at the time of the 1998 MND this
criterion was not in effect”™ (3.4-33). The fact that the gondola itself is a new feature of the
current proposal—and links to a dramatically redesigned and expanded proposed interpretive
center—suggests that it should be given full review, rather than scanty reference.



In short. there are several peological or soil hazards. apart from strong earthquake movement
that could impact key project elements and have not been tully-addressed. Three of the eight
independent support structures for the proposed aerial gondola (#4. #6. #8) as well as the
proposed California interpretive Center (and possibly the Veterinary Hospital Building) are at
potential risk from other kinds of ground movement. landslides. and/or differential

subsidence:

Surprising Conclusions

Despite presenting a long list of known geological hazards and other instabilities, the “slope
stability screening investigation™ concludes that “there is an absence of seismic landslide
hazards in the Master Plan amendment area and that no additional investigation of
earthquake-induced landsliding 1s needed” (3.4-25). Risks are also downplaved in the final
analysis. The report concludes that all substanual risks to people or structures of loss, injury
or death associated with strong seismic ground shaking, ground failure or even landslides can
be reduced to less-lhan-sipnificant levels for the proposed project through compliance with
requirements and implements of the geolechnical and design criteria (3.4.5.3; 3.4-26). These
comments appear to skirt the issue of whether the projecl should be resigned and relocated to
reduce existing natural risks. Nor is there an adequate discussion how a response team would

respond to an earthquake emergency at the site.
Miscellaneous Issues C—

There is no clear discussion of whether serpentine (and possibly asbestos) is present in the
proposed new project development site. This would be a special problem during construction
and grading, but could also have implications for public use areas as well.

1

CONCLUSION

The proposed project lies virtually atop the Hayward Fault. 1t 1s estimated lhat this fault has a
30% probability of generating a large earthquake in the next 30 vears. Ruptures on other Bay
Area faults could also impact the site. In addilion, several proposed gondola supports and the
proposed Califorma Interpretive Center are located within a designated seismic hazard zone,
and near what are designated as “probable landslide zones.” Despite acknowledging these
hazards, the geology and soils section concludes that the overall risks and hazards for people
and properly are less-than-significant. A reasonable person standard would conclude that the
geological and soils impacts of this project have been inadequately addressed.

Oakland’s General Plan OSCAR safety element (3.4-10) slates that regulations and programs
lo reduce seismic hazards should be implemented and enforced. In this project. it appears that
public safety seems to be put unnecessarily at risk with the current location of the gondola and
California Interpretive Center. Greater study is needed and perhaps a revision of the project

a2
3



design is likely needed given that gondola support structures and the California Interpretative
are within a seismic hazard zone. near a probable landslide area. and close to the active,
dangerous Hayward Fault trace. Coupled with the finding of a threatened Alameda whipsnake
nearby, several elements in the proposed project should be redesigned. relocated or removed
entirely. At a minimum. a full environmental impact report is needed.

3.5 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Global Climate Change (GCC) is cleariy a new development that was not addressed in the
1998 Approved Master Plan. so the proposed Amended Master Plan. if it creates any GCC
impacts, would create new impacts not previously identified. According to the MND/A.
however, the conclusion for all questions raised about GCC is that the project will have a iess-
than-significant impact and therefore no mitigation is required. However, Friends of
Knowland Park believes there are important problems with the way potential GCC effects

were appraised.

The assumptions on the basis of which the emissions figures were calculated appear

faulty and/or inconsistent.

Studying the MND/A. as well as supporting reports, we find that the number ene factor being
analyzed and quantified in regards to the location of the project and the project itself is the
emission of the greenhouse gas (GHG) Carbon dioxide (CO2).

The MND/A reports that in the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector
is the single largest source of GHG emissions, accounting for over 50% of the total GHG
emissions in the Bay Area. The GHG emitted from this source is COZ2.

For the City of Qakland, the annual GHG emission is approx. 3million metric tons, all from
CO2 (2005), and in Oakland, transportation accounts for an even higher percentage, namely
58% from the transportation sector, 22% from gas consumption, 16% from electricity and 4%

from decomposition.

Both because of increased vehicle traffic and because of effecis on existing vegetation, this

section is important to get right. -

Vegetation sequesters CO2. Knowland Park, containing three important protected habitats,
namely Oak Woodlands, Riparian, and Grassland, is currently a significant source for GHG
sequestration and is thus a contributor to climate control, '

One question discussed in the MND/A is whether the change of vegetation due to tree
removal and replanting of trees changes the CO2 sequestration capacity and consequently
contributes to CO2 emissions significantly. Based on the interpretation of the available



resources. including a report from ENVIRON. the lead agency determined that the impact of
stationary and other than stationary sources of CO2 emissions from the project will stay
below the significant threshold of 1.100 metric tons/year (BAAQMD) and that therefore the
impact on Global Climate Change will be insignificant.

After-careful-studv-ol-the-provided-data-analysis-by-Emviron-and-the-Table-3-5-3-on-Rage- 3 5~
18 of the MND/A we find that:

The number for GHG emission Annualized Vegetation, of 6 tons CO2e/ vear is not
supported by the data of the report and appears to be a mistake.

The ENVIRON Report gives two different numbers in different context.

1. 390 metric tons CO2e/year. as the total one-time equivalent CO2 emissions
attributable to the net change of vegetation. This 1s explained 1 the report as the
difference between the total before-project sequestered CO2 and the after-project
sequestered CO2 is the one-time CO?2 released {rom clearing the vegetation less the
CO2 sequestered by new plantings.

In a later paragraph these 390 tons are coupled with

to plant.

While the first number of 390 1s based on the acreage of different land types and the land type
applied CO2 sequestration capacity, including new planting, the second number of 274 1s
based on the assumed number of 370 replanted trees.

[t appears that because these two numbers are of differently defined categories they cammot be
combined in one equation. Furthermore, the difference of -116 tons of CO2 sequestration
capacity or 116 tons of CO2 emission reported does not appear in the table. There, this

number 1s listed as 6 tons.

It also needs to be explained why 274 tons CO2 sequestration are being deducted again from
the 390 tons of CO2 emission, when the CO2 sequestration from new plantings is already
supposedly included in the 390 tons CO2 emissions figure.

This is important, because 390 tons CO2 emission per vear from Annualized Vegetation
would increase the GHG emission from the project to 1,239 tons, which is well above the
BAAQMD CEQA threshold of Significance.

2. 274 tons of CO2/year sequestration potential of 370 new trees, which the Zoo intends S



Furthermore. while the proposed mitigation measures require replanting of protected trees.
several of the trees identified for removal are over 2 172 feet in trunk diameter. Even if the
Zoo plants the 370 new trees as identified in the ENVIRON report. these are all slow to
moderate growing trees and it could take decades to replace the loss of mid-inature 1o mature
oak trees and their CO2 sequesiration capacity. This and other factors call into question the

assumptions madein the technical caltulations aboui disturbéd Tamd veturning © it original
state, which is used to justify not calculating the CO2 removal rate associated with project

disturbances and removal of veeetation.
fu

While the lead agency argues that. because the Bay Area Air Quality Management District

- CEQA Guidelines do not contain recommendations regarding whether to include GHG

emission from vegetation in an emission inventory. and thus the presented analysis is
conservative, this is a rapidly evolving regulatory sector and it 1s realistic to assume that while

this project is being reviewed existing recommendations may change further, We question

wiry data from CO2 sequestration potential should not be included in analysis, when a
quantification method has been already identified. obviously for the reason that CO2
sequestration potential plays an important role in the reduction of Greenhouse Gas emissions.

The inconsistencies make it impossible to adequately evaluate whether the environmental
inpacty on GCC are significant. The numbers need to be verified, because this could change
the annual total GHC emissions from the project to above the threshold of significance. We
also note that the ENVIRON report accepts Zoo estimates about acreage types for
sequestration potential. These figures should be independently verified.

Even if the verification of the quantitative value of Annualized Vegetation confirms that it is
less than significant, we still intend to challenge the removal of mature native species trees,
namely Coastal Live Oak in Knowland Park, because Native Oak Woodland 1s a protected
habitat by definition in the General Plan of the City of Oakland.

The City of Qakland’s interest in the advantages of the project, in regardsato revenue,
research, education and entertainment, conflict with its responsibilities as the lead agency for
the environmental planning process of the project. It 1s important that the City respect its own
regulations for the protection of native habitats.

Fifty-one native species trees are identified for removal. most of which are mature trees, older
than twenty years. Because Live Oaks are moderate growth trees. it is conservative to assunie
that some of the Qaks with a trunk diameter over two feet are close to fifty years or older. An
arborist would be able to verify this statement, vet we don’t find in the MND/A any
information on the estimated age of these trees. ‘
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Furthermare. 110 Live Oak trees are identified as standing within only ten feet of the
construction during one or more of the four construction phases. The MND/A states that this
poses a significant risk of damage to the trees. which means that the net loss of native Live
Oaks may be much greater than 51. Yet it identifies the presence of a certified arborist on site
during construction as a suificient measure to mitigate this probfem. The mitigation measure

15 questiondble. bécatse mere practicabili lﬁ@ge’s['s‘thal'a‘h‘dn's'it'e“chan‘g‘e‘of'p‘iéns‘dm‘in g
construction. to save the existence of a tree. is highly unlikely. In addition. the damaging
effects of trampling of root systems. removal of understory vegetation, spillage of fuel and
construction-related chemical substances, and others may not be visible immediately.

Experience and the acknowledgement of human psychology makes it conservative to assume
that once construction begins. the project will be pushed forward and an onsite consulting
arborist will be pressured into approving any necessary action required to not hold up

construction deadlines.

3.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Omission; Serpentine

_Serpentine is present in the area of the proposed Amended Master Plan development.  ___

Serpentine is a naturally occurring mineral that can contain asbestos. As long as it remains
undisturbed, it is not considered hazardous to human health. However, surface grading
operations can disturb serpentine, releasing airborne asbestos fibers, wliich can cause
mesothelioma, a fatal lung disease. The California Air Quality Resources Board includes
serpentine in its Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Final Regulation Order for Construction,
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operafions
[http//www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/atem/asb2atem.htm]. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District Regulation/Rule 11-14 suggests that a registered geologist should detenmine whether
serpentine is present and in what percentage. In addition, air monitoring plans during
construction should include this aspect.

The proposed Amended Master Plan animal exhibit areas, which are noted to be in areas of
shallow bedrock, are likely to include serpentine deposits. In addition to the issue of release of
asbestos fibers during construction of buildings, boardwalks, etc., the enclosure of digging
animals such as wolves within the area could contribute to ongoing release of asbestos fibers:

This also has implications for all areas of grading, including the proposed widening and
gravelling of the emergency access road through the remaining parkland areas. which could
potentially result in releasing airborne asbestos fibers from existing serpentine deposits.
While it is possible that the serpentine on the site is not the type that contains asbestos, this
has apparently not been determined by a registered geologist. The potential serpentine hazard
issue does not appear to have been specifically assessed or addressed in any wav in the




MND/A. A full EIR should include addressing this issue with an assessment of the presence

or absence of asbestos-containing serpentine. and if present. its content percentage, within any

proposed areas of disturbance.

3.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section of the MND appropriately describes the array of agencies and legal frameworks
that will constrain point and non-point pollution, sediment loads and other aspects of water
quality and flowage. However, the lack of full project details makes public comment difficult

despite extensive mapping and conceptual engineering supplements.

Five specific problems, however, are contained in the hydrological and water quality report.
First, it obfuscates the long-term problem of flooding into nearby residential areas, especially
Hood Street. Second, it fails to deal with the implications of the new finding of an Alameda
whipsnake on the project site. This is understandable but leads to notable omissions. Third, it
tends to present mechanistic, engineered solutions for dealing with runoff from the vet
building but fails to present ecological alternatives that would be more compatible with the
park environment. Fourth. it fails to assess the cumulative impacts that stress existing but
inadequate systems for protecting Atroyo Viejo, especially those that deal with Zoo projects

“constructed since the 1998 agreement. Finally, it includes vague rather than precise project =

plans when discussing the California exhibit. This makes public assessment difficult.
Below is a discussion of these issues.
1) Flooding in the Hood Street Area

Through the comment period of the 1990s, local residents vigorously described long-term
flooding from Knowland Park into the nearby neighborhood. The area of particular conéern is
the Hood Street area where backyards were often involved. Through numerous discussions,
residents became convinced that the City of Oakland would take action to stop this

unacceptable damage to their private property.

How is this presented in the MND? Although acknowledging neighbors’® concerns about
flooding, the report uses misleading language in defining how the new project will or will not
lessen the flooding problem. Here is an iliustration. In the summary of environmental
impacts, the report poses the question, 1) Would the project expose people or structures o a
substantial risk of loss, injury of death involve flooding?"” Succinctly, here is the answer:
“Neither the proposed Master Plan amendment nor the approved Master Plan would expose
people or structures to substantial risk of loss. injury or death from floods. See discussion
under Criterion d above.” (3.7-31) What docs Criterton d suggest? “The proposed Master Plah
would not result in substantial flooding on- or off- site™ because there would be no net



increase in peak stormwater flow. or again. “post-project Hows would not exceed pre-project
flows™ (3.7-28).

This elaborate discussion avoids drawing attention to the fact that flooding in the Hood Street
area wlll continue. The Aliquot Study published in 2010 t(contained in the Appendix). makes
clear_that.new_hydrological initigationswill reduce.the.amount ot floading. possibly_kcep it at_

the currerit level, but not curtail flooding altogether (Aliquot, p. 3). The public can easily
misconstrue or misinterpret the project plan, and erroneously assume the flooding will be

stopped.

In fact, not only should the language be made clearer, but the project should also be required
to present plans to end the flooding into the Flood Street area. This is both a public safety and
health issue, and likely leads to property devalualion for nearby residents. As the upstream
property owner, the City of Oakland appears to be responsible for seeing that this is done.
Omission of a real solution to flooding in this area suggests that the hydrological section

needs to be amended.

2) Alameda Whipsnake—New Findings

The hydrological study was prepared and completed before the release of the biological report
ieleased in January 2011 (in the MND/A appendix). It therefore cannot adequately address the
fact that the Alameda Whipsnake, listed as a threatened species on the state and federal levels,
was found at the proposed project site. Although it has been understood that potential
whipsnake habitat existed near the proposed Visitor Center, Gondola, Amphitheater, and
Campground, the fact that a snake has actually been found moves the level of discourse to
another level. Although not part of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife critical habitat list, it is possible
that the snake found is not related to one of the existing small number of populations currently
known, and would therefore have even more ecological value.

As a result of all these considerations, the hydrological study needs to be expanded and
revised. Indeed, the removal of the Amphitheater and relocation of the Visitor Center (both
recommended in the current report Appendix) are likely outcomes of the whipsnake find.
Even so, there are other implications of preserving the whipsnake habitat and access to local
surface water needs to become a still higher priority since the snakes are not thought to

migrate over long distances.

There is even a written commitment to preserve wlipsnake habitat in the 1998 Final
Agreement (131). According to the agreement, Alameda Whipsnake habitat to the north of the
California Exhibit will be maintained, in_perpetuity, on the land “owned by the zoo.” {Friends
of Knowland Park notes that the repeated use of this terminology is very misleading to the
public. since the City of Oakland owns all of Knowland Park and the Zoo. However, from a
legal perspective it is clearly intended to require the Zoo to maintain wliipsnake habitat within




its boundaries. } Afier the recent finding of a whipsnake, it is clear that the land involved is
no longer “'to the north™ of the California exhibit in the Propesed Amended Master Plan, but
actuallv within the California exhibit. This additional acreage within the current project site
land should thus come under the contractual agreement for preservation in perpetuity, and this
calls for a new level of extended hydrological survey. This also suggests that the existing

Ivdrological featuresof thissareashould notbe distorted-by-large scale-impervious-surfaces
such as attend the proposed interpretive Center and Gondola Terminus, boardwalks. gondola
support structures. etc.. or compaction of the soil due to construction and facility toundations,
or from the usage by hundreds of thousands of visitors.

Since. as noted above, the zoo owns neither the land, nor buildings, nor animals at the
Knowland Park facility, it is assumed that the reference in the 1998 Final Agreement (131)
should have been to the City of Oakland. since the city does own the land. buildings and
animals. Therefore ultimate responsibility for whipsnake and whipsnake habitat preservation
rests with the City of Oakland, not the East Bay Zoological Society, and as the Lead Agency
for this project, a full Environmental Impact Report under CEQA is required to address this

issue.

3) Re-Engineering the Watershed

In dealing with specific buildings such as the Vet Hospital, the report presents several heavily
engineered projects that would substantially increase the extent of piping and artificial

detention facilities in the watershed.

With regard to the major downstream impacts of the Vet hospital and road to California, for
instance, the report focuses mainly on the flow into existing drainage systems called the North
System and South System. Both consist of piped (underground) systems installed in the
1980s. Although the pipes have been enlarged from 18 inches and 24 inches up to 36 inches,
“the overall systems [here] remain undersized to convey flow from the 10 year storm event”
and indeed, complaints of flooding are reported (Addendum, Aliquot, p. 6). Most often, the
backwater condition occurs at the inlet of an 18-inch pipe in the creek within the
neighborhood to the southeast (see Figures I and 2). However, both the North and South
Systems are deemed inadequate to handle the 10-year flow, and some of the water flows

direcfly into the creek channel in that area.

Indeed, without enlargement of the entire pipe system that runs through the Sun Bear,
Children’s zoo exhibits and then discharges directly into the Arroyo Viejo open channel at
Golf Links Road. the main alternative appears to be a detention facility upstream. Notably, the
reports concludes, “It is prudent not to divert additional drainage from the Veterinarian
Hospital to the South System to avoid exacerbating the back water condition in the
neighborhood to the southeast of the parking lot where the area of fiood occurs™ (Addendum,

Aliquot, p. 8).



Instead. the report suggests that increased flow resulting from the Vet Hospital will be
~compensated” by detention-facilities near the building itself * The creek drainage here will
be reengineered into a series of cascading pools and large detention storage structures close o

the Vet building. This highly engineered approach. which includes a four-foot high wall to
separate the building site from the creek. suggests how much the native character of the site is

being converted into an increasing mecltariized urban landscape. Piping of flow for discharge
into the Arrovo Viejo channel downstream is partly envisioned.

The report does not adequately address alternatives that would be more suitable to the
preservation of the existing parkland habitat. Undergrounding will result in loss of rare

“creekside habitat, impinge on wildlife access to freshwater. and will be hidden from future

public awareness. Undergrounding of creeks and destruction of creek habitat is also contrary
to the goals of the Oakland Creek Ordinance. Preservation and setbacks are deflned goals for -
property owners in that document. Indeed, “daylighting” of urban creeks has been proposed
former Oak Knoll Naval Hospital property nearby. Given a multi-million dollar cost for
daylighting a short portion of Rifle Range Branch of Arroyo Viejo there, how can the
hydrological report so easily adopt undergrounding as a solution al Knowiand Park?

in short, the report should include examples of ecologically sensitive designs for dealing with
runoff from the Vet hospital.

4) Omission of Cumulative Impacts since 1998 Agreement

According lo the Addendum (Aliquot, p. 7): “puf‘pose of this report is not to analyze for repair
or lo upgrade the existing inadequate Zoo drainage systems but to show thal post development
flows are not increased and thus do not impact Arroyo Viejo Creek at Golf Links Road”. Yet,
a number of the changes that were made to the East Bay Zoological Society use of Knowiand
Park since the 1990s have already had the potential to negatively impact on the quality and
volume of water in Atrovo Viejo Creek. These are not analyzed in the currenl report, a glaring
omission since the concept of the cumulative conditions should be expanded to include them,
especially those associated with the Knowiand Arboretum area.

The issues of particular concern in the Arboretum are the overflow parking area, maintenance

facility and manure composting site.

' At one point, a large detention facility to regulate 13-vear and 100-vear flows was being studied
{(without public knowledge) for a site in a “depressed lawn area near the entrance gate to the Zoo, just
north of the entrance drive of the lower parking lot” (Addendum, Aliquot, p. 8). This would have
placed the detention basin in Knowland Arboretum near the main open channel of Arrovo Viegjo.
Although the arboretum basin was abandoned because the SD was undersized. this example shows
exactly how difflcult it is for the public to monitor and respond to proposed hydrological projects,
especially when such projects would negatively impact the character and survivability of ecosvstems
in areas that were previously preseived due to historical or biological significance.



(a) Vehicle Parking & Maintenance Facility

Previously a picnic area and tree preservation area. Knowland Arboretum has become an
overflow parking area for the zoo since the 1990s. Hundreds of vehicles are routinely parked
at the base ofithe historically signiticant trees. and there is no evidence of controls that would

prevent-oil-and-gasohne-floavs-to-the-ground-and-surfacewvater-that-drains-into-the-nearby.

main open channel of Arroyo Viejo Creek. Nor is there evidence that soil compaction due to
vehicle parking has been analyzed for damage 1o the existing trees in the preserve.

Similar potential hydrelogical impacts trom the maintenance facility, built in the 1990s near
the old farmhouse in Knowland Arboretum. appear to be unstudied in their relation to nearby

Arroyo Viejo.

{(b) Manure Composting

The large manure composting facility at the Zoo, formerly located on the south side of the
park near Malcolm, was moved following the 1998 agreement, and is now much closer to the
main Arroyo Viejo channel adjacent to the Knowiand Arboretum. Indeed, hundreds of tons of
manure are now composted outdoors under loose tarps. This poses a potential signiticant
source of bacteria, microorganisms and other pollutants to enter Atroyo Viejo Creek and then
be transported through downstream residential and commercial areas before entering San
Leandro Bay at the Martin Luther King Shoreline Park. In fact, the Arroyo Viejo Channel
flows directly into a portion of Martin Luther King Park currently being restored to protect

threatened bird species.

Given that much of the manure is from exotic mammals and there are a large number of
downstream public-use and conservation resource areas, the issue is real. Both humans and
aquatic habitats may be at risk, but the issue is omitted and this is surprising. When the
manure composting facility was on the Malcolm side of the park near homes, efforts were
made to divert outflows into a sewer system leading to the water treatment plant. To date, it is
not clear from the report that a similar effort has been made to divert pollution from the
parking lot or manure facility in Knowland Arboretum to the treatment plant or to even
monitor the problem. State and federal water quality regulations may also apply here. Given
that the Zoo intends to continue 1o rely on this area for parking, and that there is a projected
increase in vehicular attendance, this issue is relevant and required to be considered as part of;
a full Enviro\nmemal Impact Report on the Amended Master Plan project.

5) Vague Rather than Precise Project Plans

Throughout the hvdrological report, it is clear that several aspects of the tinal treatment plans,
calculations, basin sizes. and actual methods are being left to the future. The document neatly
outlines the possibilities but in many cases falls short of providing details on the actual project
dimensions and details. For example. where water comes into the detention basin, the



amendment mentions there will be a series of step pools. The report does not call for these
pools to be rocked and/or vegetated to reduce erosion and head eutting. SCA-Hyrdo-3 under
b) calls for seeding with “fast growing annuals™ for erosion protection. These should be
required to be natives, but this is not fully specified.

Witlhregard-to_the_California.exhibit. the project.is.expecied_to_create about_l_additional_acre

of impervious surface. However, the report merely lisls landscaping swales. roof gardens. and
other mitigating measures as possible ways to deal with the increased flows. Instead of a
unified project plan, various treatment options are provided. This makes comment difficult.

ltris also noted that Simulation Figure 3.1-3b, placed in the Aesthetics section, appears to
show an area of water outside the perimeter fence at the center of the photo that does not
show in the “Existing view” photo above. This 1s nol now an area where there are existing
hydrological features, suggesting there may be plans to place further detention ponds or other
constructed drainage sites outside the fence in the parkland area, which would create impacts
Ihat do not appear to have been addressed in the MND/A. If so, placement in this location
would appear to violate the Resource Conservation Area zoning for this area and could raise
other issues with local, state, and federal water regulations. This also appears to be very close
to the proposed location of the pedestrian hiking trail. However, the inadequacy of the
simulations and the lack of detail about this in the MND/A make it impossible for the public

to determine what this feature may be.

"HYDROLOGY SUMMARY

' Despite providing a comprehensive review of the agencies qualified to oversee the
hydrological aspects of the new project, the report has some key areas of inadequacy. First,
the report is needlessly opaque in describing how flooding into the Flood Street neighborhood
will be treated. The project currently aims to reduce (or perhaps inadvertently maintain) the
current level of flooding, since the goal was to deal with any net increase in water flows.
However, this is not sufficient—-the report should also detail plans to stop flooding of the

nearby homes.

Another fiaw with the report lies in its inability to address the hydrological implications of the
finding of the Alameda Whipsnake, in 2011, near the proposed visitor center and
amphitheater. A significant redesign of portions of the hydrological and water quality section
must be done to ensure that the newiy identified crucial habitat is not degraded or lost.

Third, the reporl details lar:ge—scale plans for undergrounding portions of stream channels and
creating concrete or other detention devices particularly in the Vet building area. but does not
address other alternatives that would be more ecologically sensitive to preserving creek

corridors, creek subsystem habitats, and drainage in what is one of Qakland’s most important

natural resource areas {(See OSCAR).

Ll
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o Recreational facilities or the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse phyvsical effect on the environment {3.8-11]

It is our opinion that many of these criteria miiitate against approval. vet the drafi MND
concludes that there would be no significant impacts from the project. even on a cumulalive
basis—This-conclusion-is-based-on-unsupported-claims-and-assertions-as-demonstrated-in-the——

following comments.
1) Fundamental conflict between adjacent or nearby land uses

Many people in the neighborhoods adjacent to the zoo'boughl or rented their property in part
based on the reasonable expectation that there would be no further development of the
parkland open space given the existing legal agreement under wiich the state transferred
Knowiand Park to city ownership provided it would remain as open space inperpetuity.

Policy 1/C4.2 provides that potential nuisances for residential land uses should be minimized.
Paradoxically, the proposed Amended Master Plan characterizes Knowland’s remaining open
space as a “buffer” for nuisances, when the new structures. human activities, and animal
exhibits, which will now more closely adjoin the highlands, actually increase the risk of
wildfire, as well as noise pollution and light pollution, for adjacent neighborhoods. In
addition, increased zoo attendance will increase traffic congestionas well, multiplying the
threat lo public safely in areas where there are very limited evacuation routes. To the extent
that natural water flow and drainage will be further disrupied, and land cut and graded,
flooding and landslide risks will also increase. Therefore, the expansion plans are in conflict

with this policy.

The residents of adjacent neighborhoods have objected to the expansion for years, and even
the existing Approved Master Plan was a compromise to minimize nuisances and safety risks.
That agreement was believed to be binding on the City; it now appears that it was only
binding on the neighbors. Although the net acreage affected has been reduced slightly, the
exhibits and facilities have been moved to a higher elevation, and have been greatly enlarged.

This creates a conflict with the letter and spirit of that contract.

The remaining open space in the Park is a separate land use — albeit under the same city
ownership -- and ought 1o be recognized and respected as such. The proximity of such
aggressive new developmenl of the zoological park, winuch will limit historically free access
in and out of the undeveloped portions of the park and detract from the unfetiered experience
only true open space can offer, creates a fundamental conflict with its intended use. (OSCAR
REC-2.2) As noted above. the transfer of the park {rom the state to Oakland was premised on
the understanding that #o Eievelopmenl other than the original arboretum and *zoological
gardens™ would occur there. Now, the zoo is instead proposing to protect a small fraction of
what 1s afready open space. but within the confines of its new perimeter fence. as open space!



Given the checkered history of agreements made and broken with respect to Knowiand Park
and the zoo. the residents of this city can no longer be expected to take such promises at face

value.

2) Fundamental conflict with land use plan, policy, or regulation

The draft mitigated MND dedicates a 20-page chart to this criterion (3.8-14 et seq.). and finds
that there is not one inconsistency betwween the amended master plan and the hundieds of
General Plan policies deemed relevant. This is simply not credible. Many if not all of these
policies are discussed elsewnere in these comments in depth, but a few can’t be repealed too

often.

First, a major objective of OSCAR (CO-7) is to “minimize the loss of native plant
communities ...and to preserve Oakland's trees unless there are compelling safery, ecological,
public safety, or aesthetic reasons for their removal " None of these compelling reasons is
present in this case. There are alternatives 1o the current plan that would permit expansion, yet
reduce the number of protected plants and trees that would have to be destroyed for the

project.

Second, OSCAR calls for the protection of wildlife. (CO-9) It has been documented that
Alameda whipsnakes, Qakland star tulips, bristly leptosiphon, and a variety of special status
birds and insects, are present in the disputed land. For this reason, environmental advocacy

‘organizations such as the Sierra Club and the California Native Plant Society have argued,

along with Friends of Knowiand Park, that full environmental review of the revised project is
required to save these creatures. '

Third, and most compelling, if land use policies concerning issues like unstable geologic
features and slide hazards aren’t honored to the letter, it isn’t just plants and animals that will
be harmed: People will be injured or killed, too. Leaving it to a soils engineer to decide later
whether the visitors® center or gondola tower should be 10 or 15 feel to the right or left will
not suffice in an active earthquake zone. If this were a high school stadium project, the most
exacting standards of review would be applied — the people would not stand for less. The zoo
project is first and foremost a project for people, and it is the duty of the Oakland Planning ~
Department to see to it that the people are protected. no matter how popular the proposed
development.

3) Fundamental conflict with any applicable habitat or natural community
conservation plan '

The draft MND declares that buildout according to the amended Master Plan would not
conflict with a habitat or conservation plan because no such plans apph: to the Masier Plan



area. {3.8-36). This type of simplistic. circular reasoning effectively negates the possibility of

anyv meaningfui environmentaj review of the project.

OSCAR Policy REC-1.3 stronglv discourages non-recreational buildings. like the Interpretive
Center. in parks. (Also, C0-9.1) The city has assumed that this policy does not apply because

ittexentpts-developtnentin-accordance-with-an-approved-Master-Plan-However-this-particular
proposed development is not in accordance with an approved Master Plan; in fact. quite the
opposite is true: The Zoo is seeking to amend the approved. 1998 Master Plan precisely
because the type of development it wants is not in line wlth that plan.

For example. the interpretive center that is under consideration now is a vastly larger structure
than what it was in 1998 — over 34,000 square feet, including a footprint of 13,300 square
feet. The previously approved proposal called for a low profile 7500 square-foot one-story
building encompassing an area of 0.23 acres. The new proposal calls for a three story building
encompassing 0.36 acres. The new proposal also calls for offices that are not needed to house
new employees. who would be relocated there from existing office space. This is a serious
land use issue. Oakland should not be giving up prime public ridgeline épace for private
offices. The building should be reduced in size, perhaps by eliminating the third story, which
would still allow the wonderful vistas to be seen from it and would reduce its visual impact as
well. While the design is intended to be low profile, the building should not protrude above
the existing ridgeline at all.

If the expansion project were viewed as a fresh attempt to develop parkland today, the
conclusion of the draft MND would have to be very different: There is no “master plan.” The
Resource Conservation Area designation in Oakland’s General Plan, which applies to the
undeveloped portions of Knowland Park, “is intended to identity, enhance, and maintain
publicly-owned land for the purpose of conserving and appropriately managing undeveloped
areas which have high natural resource value, scenic value, or natural hazards which preclude
safe development,” (3.8-2) The peritﬁeter fence is still an abstraction at this point; its route
has vet to be settled. Nevertheless, the zoo wants carte blanche to develop the land inside that
arbitrary line - wherever it ends up being. But the reality is that the land on both sides is sfill
undeveloped (3.8-9). Since the lead agency has declared that it is reevaluating the
environmental impacts of the project under current guidelines {1-2), its failure to do so ina

meaningful manner is unacceptable.

4) Construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse

physical effect on the environment

Contrary to the conclusion of the draft MND (p. 3.8-38). there are many more recreational
features in the proposed amendment 1o the master plan than were originally contemplated by
the city in 1998. The new visitor center, discussed above, and the new people-mover and
amphitheater. are just a few of the elements that will seriously disturb natural landforms and



materially alter views and ridgelines, (OS-9.1) The gondola ride will be built on eight towers
from 40 to 60 feet tall -- towers which will rest on concreie pads that are so large. they will
have to be airlifted in. And. while the buildout of the amended Masier Plan technically would
not ~obstruct” panoramic vistas of San Francisco Bay and the city skylines (OS-10.1). these
siructures will be directly in the line of sight to the Bay from he upper knoll. (0S-10.1) The

airbrushed simulations provided by ilie Zoological Society dofiot do the new v iew justice.

CONCLUSION

While no one disputes that more visitors attend the Zoo yearly than come to walk, hike, and
picnic in Knowland Park, the "park use survey” {p. 3.8-10) is misleading and nonscientific.
Conducted during the rainy/muddiest season of the year with no formal methodology, it is
scientifically inadequate to support any useful conclusions about park use, The description of
usage being "limited to a few hikers or dog walkers" is not only dismissive, but also
somewhat disingenuous, since the Zoo staff explicitly tells people who inquire at the galé that
the area is not open for hiking, the park, inexplicably. is not listed on the Qakland parks
website. and there are no benches or tables for picnicking, etc. Even so, Knowiand Park is
also used by birders, orienteering events, naturalists, and children exploring the rock
formations and seasonal pools, and among these people, it is very highly prized.

More important, the sheer number of users of open space is not the best measure of its value ~
quite the contrary. The fact that this urban park is not crowded, noisy, or commercialized is
what makes it so worthy of continued protection. The zoo has a vital role to play in our
society, and improving it, and encouraging more people to attend, are important goals, but
they are goals that can be achieved without sacrificing Knowland Park’s other blessings,

simply by applying better planning principles. -
3.9 NOISE

The MND/A for the proposed Amended Master Plan project does not adequately explain
noise level monitoring and mitication. It leaves out important areas from which noise levels

should be appraised given the proposed siting of the project.

The existing zoo is nestled in a basin at the lower end of Knowland Park near 1-380. The
undeveloped reaches of the Park to the north of the proposed site are presently shielded from
the noise generated by the existing zoo, as well as most traffic noise, by the intervening ridge -
of hills and trees. As it is now, the Park’s open space provides‘Oakland residents who visit the
park with an easy escape from the noise and congestion that pervade much of the City due to
the existing freeways. People can walk in the woods, or watch the sun set over the Bay, in
relative peace and quiet. The previous Approved Master Plan, as noted under Aesthetics, had
minimal impact on the area on the east side of the ridgeline because the' majority of exhibits
were located on the side closer to the existing Zoo. Under the proposed Amended Master
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Plan. this would radically change: Because the tnajority of new animal exhibits. walkways.
animal houses. play areas. etc. would extend well past the ridgeline toward the east. all the
noise generated by animals. crowds. outdoor classes. and activities for children will carry into
the park highlands unimpeded. These noises are likely to be sudden. erratic. and occasionally

startling.

According to the draft MND/A, the onfy: “primary noise sources™ in the vicinin: of the project
at this time are traffic and existing zoo operations. (Vol. 1. p. 3.9-9.) With the expansion. new
sources of noise would include:

1. Animals such as bears, big cats. wolves, birds of prey

o

Elevated Viewing Walkways

Lo

Aerial Gondola "‘People~M0\'ing” System

4. California “Interpretive” Center {Visitors™ Center)

5. “Small Exhibit Activity Zone™ (Child_ren's Play Area)

6. “Interpretive Kiosk™ (Open, shaded. interactive Exhibit Structure)
7. “éotanical Exhibit (Interpretive Gardening Center)

8. Open Air Amphitheater (Animal Shows & Children’s Programs)
9. “Overnight Experience” (Family & Group Camping Area)

The draft MND/A nevertheless concludes that the noise produced by this project would not
have a significant impact on the tranquil environment in the Park. (Vol. 1, p. 3.9-29.) The
evidence supporting that conclusion is incomplete, ambiguous, and unsupported.

For example, under CEQA, a project that results ina 5 dBA increase in ambient noise levels
when compared with preexisting levels is deemed to have a significant impact. (Vol. [, p. 3.9-
16, item (h).) The draft MND/A’s finding that it would not do so in this case (Vol. 1, p. 3.9-
26) is based on measurements taken in three locations /o /ie south of the project near the

. existing zoo and adjacent residenlial areas — areas near the freeway that are already developed

and subject to higher baseline levels of noise (Vol. 1, table 3.9-4, fig. 3.9-2). As a result, those
measurements cannot_provide an accurate baseline for assessing whether there would be a
significant increase in the ambient noise level in the undeveloped portion of the Park due to

the noise generated by the project.

[n addition, CEQA provides that the project has a significant impact if it violates the Oakland
Noise Ordinance with respecl to operational noise. (Vol. 1, p. 3.9-14, item (b).) The draft
MND finds that the project is compliant without ever defining “operational noise™: “The



combined duily operations resulting from the huildout of the amended Masier Plan. including
the leterinary Medical Hospital. gondola people-moving svstem. California Exhibit. and
service road. were evaluared 1o determine daily operational noise impacts.” Lol 1. p. 3.9-
177

Is one to assume that “dailv operations™ are confined to things like greasing the cables on the
condola and shoveling manure in the bison enclosure? Or do daily operational noise impacts
also include noises like an elephant rumpeting when it awakens suddenly from anesthesia at
the animal hospital or a child screaming because he dropped his stuffed giraffe getting into the
gondola? These are intportant distinctions. and they could be determinative: The davtime
operational noise limit under the Oakland Noise Ordinance 1s 60 dBA. (Vol. 1. p. 3.0-17;
table 3.9-1. p. 3.9-7.) The highest measurement taken for the purpose of “modeling™ future
noise emissions was 59.8 dBA at a receptor along the proposed public access path right
outside the new perimeter fence. (Vol. [. p. 3.9-14; see fig. 3.9-3. table 3.9-6 [additional
“operational noise data” was supposed to be supplied in Vol. 2, App. I-1, which appears to be
a traffic studv}.) This constitutes a slim margin, raising serious questions about whether the
project’s noise impacts have been adequately evaluated. '

A further criterion for significant impact under CEQA is whether the project generates noise
levels exceeding standards established in the Oakland General Plan. (Vol. I, p. 3.9-14.)
Attempting to apply this standard, the draft MND finds that the project would not conflict
with Qakland’s land use/moise compatibility guidelines. (Vol. I, p. 3.9-16; see also 3.9-28.)

Two land use policies are cited:

“Policy 1. Ensure the compatibility of . . . proposed development projecis not only with

neighboring lund uses but also with their surrounding noise enviromnent,”

And,

“Policy 3. Reduce the community’s exposure 1o noise by minimizing the noise levels that
are received by Qukland residents and others in the City. " [Vol 1. table 3.6-1, p. 3.8-31;
see alsop. 3.9-7.]

The draft MIND reasons that the project is consistent with these policies because “traffic and
other operational noise from the buildout of the amended Master Plan would not result in
conflicts with the land use/noise compatibility guidelines. (Vol. I, table 3.8-1, p. 3.8-31; see
pp. 3.9-16 — 17.) This assumes that the open space in Knowland Park is the same land use as
the Zoo, and that visitors to-that space may be subjected to the same level of noise that zoo

patrens can. These assumptions are erroneous.

According to the draft MND, the community may “normally”™ be exposed to up to 70 dBA at a
plavground or neighberhood park like the Zoo. (Vol. I, fig. 3.9-1:see p. 3.9-28. (1}.) The lead
agency has detenimined that the project will not expose patrons of the Zoo to more than that.



(See Vol. 1. p. 3.9-16 (a).} llowever. the operarional noise limit for “civic uses.” such as the
remaining open space in Knowiand Park, is only 60 dBA. (Vol. 1. table 3.9-1. p. 3.9-7))
Therefore, if the Zoo were {0 emit more than 60 dBA into the open space in Knowland Park. it
would certainly violate the land use policies cited above.

Moreover, the_.community_noise_ exposure_compatibiliny_guidelines_are_just that — guidelines,
They lay out the parameiers for what is “nonnally”™ acceptable. “conditionally™ acceptable,
and so forth. (Vol. 1, fig. 3.9-1.) Bwn the noise element in the General Plan “recognizes that _
some land uses are moie sensitive 1o ambient noise levels than others. due to the amount of
noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) and the type of
activities typically involved.” (Vol. 1, para. 3.9.5.1, p. 3.9-5.) Knowland Park has been
singled out for special praise among all of Oakland’s parks. and this particular “sensitive
receptor” (see Vol. 1, para. 3.9.4, p. 3.9-11) deserves an even higher level of protection than
the strict word of the ordinances and regulations might suggest, particularly given the
identified presence of special status species and multiple types of other wildlife that use the

park as habital and hunting grounds.

The undeveloped land in Knowiand Park is nol the same land use as the zoo, but a
“neighboring land use.” T'herefore, if the city did not minimize the noise levels emitted by the
project to protect Knowiand, then that would create a firndamental conflict with adjacent land
uses -- in other words, « significant impact. (See Vol. 1, p. 3.8-12.)

The proposed mitigation measures require monitoring of noise during construction and
operations under SCA-NQOISE-4. However, who will monitor the noise, how often, how noise
levels will be reported back to Planning and Zoning or other agencies are not specified.

In light of the inadequacies in the lead agency’s environmental review of various noise
elements of the project, its conclusion as to the cumulative impacts (Vol. 1, pp. 3.9-28 — 29) is
also unsustainable.

3.10 PUBLIC SERVICES & UTILITIES

The 1998 Master Plan addresses Public Services and Utilities in 6 paragraphs on 2 pages in

two questions:

» The first, #29 on page 48. asks if the projecl will have an adverse effect or place new
demands on fire, solid waste disposal, police. schools, or parks. indicates that it
will have a 'less than significant impact,” and addresses the matter in 4 paragraphs.

* The second, #30 on page 49 asks if the project will impose a burden on existing roads,
gas, water. eleclricity, and sewers. indicates that it will have a "less than significant

mpact." and addresses the matter in 2 paragraphs.
pact, grap
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In contrast. the MND/A document devotes 44 pages 1o this topic. and each resource is
addressed with abundant. and semetimes redundant. information in several sections. The
presentation is inclusive of some new developiients in the past decade. such as the potential
of water rationing and inadequate wastewater treatment during wet weather events, but the
project’s impact on public services and utilities 15 not presumed to exceed what was in the

1988 Master Plait and it concludes, again. diat tlie project’s intpact 15 1€ss liam signmificant™
What is most striking about this section is what is missing.

In this age of alternative energy and sustainable building innovation. there is no attempt 10
decrease the project’s dependence on ulilities. With the exception of composting toilets at the
campsites and the intent to design the Veterinary Hospital according to LEED specifications.
there is no indication of why the California Exhibit is not being designed or built according to
LEED standards. There is no attempt to incorporate any alternative or sustainable means to
address water needs, wastewater, storm drainage, or electricity. Principles of green building
that were in their infancy in 1998 but are widely understood in 2011 have not been
incorporated. In essence, it is an “old school” approach for a non-sustainable public facility
dependent on utilities, and it puts all of its faith in EBMUD or PG&E lo provide present and
future conservation direction. However, in addition to the long term utility costs savings to be
realized from green building, such building limits consumption of natural resources, in

keeping with the conservation goals of the project.

.10.1 PRIOR MND ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS - addressed above

i

.10.2 STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(W]

3103 UPDATED REGULATORY SETTING — discussed in secfion 3.10.5 if relevant

i

104 EXISTING CONDITIONS — discussed in section 3.10.5 1f relevant

10.5 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT—see below

(W]

10.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

i

Section 3.10.5 is the counterpart to the 2 pages in the Approved Master Plan and 11 expands
the initial 2 questions asked to 9. This section and the one below are broken down to address a
particular service or utility and, in some instances, much of the same inforniation 1s repeated.
In some instances, this way of presenting the information obscures assessing it. For this
reason, comments have been combined to address the current and [uture outlook of each

service and utility that is addressed.

a) Provide new gy physically altered government facilities. adverse impacts including
environmental impact of construcfion to maintain acceptable fire or police protection
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This summary of this section draws the conclusion that what is now proposed does not incur
nor “create a new significant impact or increase the severity of nunpact.” However. it does not
address the environmental impact of the construction and niaintenance of a new emergency
access road it has proposed across remaining protected parkland. or the extent of vegetation
that will need to be removed around the California Exhibit to comply with current fire

regulanons:

Fire Protection Services — Emergency Access

The environmental impacts of altering an existing FD Vehicle Access road off Snowdown
Avenue by (1) wldening it to 20 feet across (2) placing turnouts every 300 feet along its 1450
foot length and (3) surfacing it in gravel were not addressed in the Approved Master Plan. The
document states that these changes “improve™ wliat was initially approved, but the document

does not address its environmental impact.

In contrast to the existing, narrower dirt road, what is proposed wlll increase the square
footage of this road by over an acre {50,850 calculated from these figures and a 50" turning
radius for a fire truck). Additionally, a gravel road wlll be noticeably visible and thereby
disrupt the appearance of the parkland, as discussed above in more detail under Aesthetics.
Moreover, it will necessitate ongoing maintenance, which will have additional impacts.

Because it was not in the 1998 Master Plan, this feature was not addressed 1n any of the
discussions between the 7oo and the.residents wlio expressed concern about the impaci of the
project. Although arguably it improves emergency access, it constitutes an addition that
significantly alters the appearance of the Knowland Park areas adjacent to the proposed
facility and may have other environmental impacts not addressed in the MND/A, including
those discussed under Biological Resources and Hazards.

“Fire Protection Services — Risk Reduction Measures

This section does not state how addressing the City of Oakland 2004 Wildfire Prevention
Assessment District (mentioned in 3.10.3.2) will impact the area. Requiring a 30° to 1007
defensible space around all buildings could substantially increase the footprint of the
California Exhibit as well as affect Alameda Whipsnake habitat.

b) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB

e} Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it does not have

adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand

These sections are addressed collectively, as the same concerns regarding sewer infrastructure
umprovements are raised, wlich is further discussed at length in sections 3.10.4.4 and
3.10.6 4. The Veterinary Medical Hospital (VMH) and California Exhibit {(CE) are estimated
to generate 8.1 million gallons of wastewater per year. The main issue of concern 1s that the



RWQCB has inadequate capacity to treat EBMUD discharges during wet weather events. As
stated on p 3.10-23, "the issue of wet weather capacity has been particularly critical since
2009. when the RWQCB issued an order prohibiting future discharges from EBMUD's wet
weather facilities." It is concluded that the project’s impact on this situation will be “less than

significant™.

The determination that impact of wastewater during wet weather is "less than significant” is
based on the premise that, in addition to the Zoo's compliance with EBMUD’s Sewer System
Management Plan, that other future construction projects that are downstream of the Zoo’s
waste will take place and similarly implement EBMUD s plan. It is uncertain whether or not
there will be future projects given that this part of Oakland has been developed for many
years, and it is questionable witether any large redevelopment projects will occur in the future
for a variety of reasons. not the least of which is the state of California’s economy.
Consequently, there is no guarantee that existing EBMUD's main wastewater treatment plant
will be able to accommodate the wastewater that the proposed VMH and CE will generate
during the wet season. Since the time of the 1998 Mitigated Negative Declaration there have
been substantial advances in natural wastewater treatment systems. and that the Amended
plan doesn’t propose any is another missed opportunity to lessen the project’s impact on
utilities and, ultimately, the San Francisco Bay.

¢) Require or result in construction of new storm water drainage facilities & construction

impacts

d) Exceed water supplies available

The conclusion drawn is that existing EBMUD water entitlements and resources are adequate
to supply it with the 7 million gallons/year of domestic water that it needs, and that the impact
is less than significant even though it acknowledges that during dry years its needs cannot be

satisfied.

In section 3.10.6 the proposed amendment acknowledges that future water supplies may be
inadequate. The vision for addressing these issues when they occur is merely the stated intent
to follow whatever water conservation guidelines EBMUD provides. The approach advocated
is a missed oppottunity for incorporating a water reclamation system. such as rainwater
collection, to address a serious. identified resource conservation need with contemporary
building technology. The California Exhibit could get LEED points for implementing such a

system if the plan were to have it be a LEED certified building.

f) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accontmodate it

i
¢) Violate applicable federal. state, and local statutes ayd reculations related to solid waste

h) Violate applicable federal, state and local statutes and regulations relating to energy standards
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1) Exceed energv provider's supply

The MNDV/A states that PG&E can meet the needs of the proposed Amended Masier Plan

project. and it anticipales that its ongoing needs are insured because PG&E is looking to use

more renewable resources. There is no mention of using solar panels or any other means 1o
generate.its.onn_electricity..a-featureavhich_could_turther reduce its_inipacts on Global

Climate Change and would be consistent with the Zoo's stated emphasis on conservation

education.

3.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The waffic section is incomplete and misleading for the following reasons:

e Several conclusions in the traffic study are based on untested assumptions, rather than

data. The MND investigators assume. for example, that signalization installed at
certain intersections after 1998 have improved traftfic flows in the intervening time,

without verification al certain peak times. This untested assumption is then integrated

into the conclusion that the new project will result in no significant impacts.

e There is no analysis of the congestion that occurs between intersections #1 and #2

generated by cumulative impact of changes implemented since the 1998 agreement.

e There is a failure to analyze the.cumulative impacts to be generated by other nearby
large development projects and a possible new zoo panda bear additjon.

Each of these issues, primarily resulling from omission in the study design, will be described

in greater detail below.

1) Misleading Assumptions and QOinissions Regarding 1-580/Golf Links Road

Intersections

Easthound Off-Ramp

The #3 intersection of Golf Links Road/ 1-580 Eastbound Off-Ramp/ 98" Avenue was
signalized after the 1998 study wilh the expectation that it would then operate at
acceptable levels during the PM peak hour (3.11-45). For the reporl authors, this

expectation is sufticient Jo omit re-study of the weekend midday peak hour traffic al this
intersection. Succinctly, “fw]ilh signalization and the complefion of the improvenients in
progress, this intersection [#3] was expected to operate at acceptable LOS C during the
PM peak hour and was not analvzed during the weekend midday peak hour; therefore, no
mitigation measure was recommended™ (3.11-45). And agéin, “Neither the proposed
Master Plan amendment nor the approved Master Plan would contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative impact. therefore no mitigation measures are required™ (3.11-46).

44



Yet. as 1s wel] known to drivers in the area. some of whom have repeatedly raised this
issue to city planners. the siwation has deteriorated cénsiderab]y since the 1990s,
Signalization in late 1990s and a new student carpool pickup area on 98" Avenue near
Bishop O 'Dowd are both new factors in tlte intersection that may be leading to periodic
congestion. Indeed, at certain peak times. traftle spills bevond the exit ramp onto active i-

~580 treeway laiies and onto the freewav-shoulder-Given-poor-visibilityrexisting freeway ————————
configuration, and fast moving traftic. accidents occur. Public health and safety are at risk. '

The problem is more serious than mere convenience.

Westbound Off-Ramp

A second example can be found in the discussion of the Golf Links Road/I-580
Westbound Off-Ramp. Again, it was not analyzed in the current MND/A during the
weekday AM or weekend midday peak hours because of the signalization and the

. completion of the improventents after 1998 were expected to produce acceptable LOS C
during the weekday PM peak hour. (3.11-48). Nonetheless, it is argued lhat the new
proposed Master Plan would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact and

therefore no miiigation measures are required.

In fact, since the 1990s backups onto Highway 1-580 off-ramp have been noticeably

aggravated by the new signalization and increases in zoo entry vehicles. At certain times,
the backup extends beyond the off-ramp onto the active Highway 1-380 vehicle lanes and
the freeway shoulder. Again, publi}:- health and Safely are involved, and that the additional

project-generated traffic is likely to aggravate the problem.

In summary, the Mitigated Negative Declaration fails to evaluate impacis of signalization

since 1998 during peak times at the off-ramps of Highway 1-580 in both the east- and west- .
bound directions. Without study, the public is unable to verify what appears to be increasing
congestion at certain intersections following the installation of the signal lights. '

2) Failure to Study the Cumulative Impacts of Intersections #1 and #2

Some of the intersections studied are so geographically close that they must be analyzed
cumulatively. Yel the study does not fully analyze these cumulative interactions. The best
example of this problem can be found in the area between intersections #1 and #2 in both
the eastbound and westbound traffic directions. Here is a brief overview.

Eastbound Vehicles on Golf Links Reoad from off Highwav 1-580 Off-Ramp

Vehicles exiting from the 1-380 freeway westbound (intersection #2) are confined to the
right lane if drivers intend to move east along Golf Links Road loward the zoo entry. Such
vehicles are conflated for a short distance into a single lane due to striping. At peak times,



back up of traffic here is so extreme that only a handful of vehicles can pass through the
intersection during an entire signal sequence. Much of the sporadic back up appears to
result from vehicles attempting to enter the zoo (intersection # 1).

Frustrated local drivers are often cross the double line into on-coming traffic in order to

circuimmnavigate-the-backed-up-cue-at-the-zoo-eniry=Thisis-true-for-drivers-heading-to
Mountain Boulevard as well as those headed easi up Golf Links Road. Some drivers that
are headed onto Golf Links Road also ignore the striping that confines them to the same
lane as drivers entering the zoo. inappropriately driving in the left-turning lanes designed
tor Mountain Boulevard instead. Confused drivers heading down toward the freeway
from Golf Links Road, heading into or out of the zoo entrance. or those entering or exiting
the nearby gas station, compound the problems even more.

As a result, accidents and near misses in this area are not uncommon. Changes to the
signal timing. striping or other traffic control techniques might help alleviate the problems
here. But without comprehensive, cumulative studies as should be included in the current
MND, public safety is at risk from the projected increases in vehicular traffic associated
with the proposed Amended Masier Plan. The MND/A study fails to address the
fundamental problems of one of the most poorly congested intersections, which despite
being signalized since 1998, is not functioning well.

Vehicles Westbound on Golf Links Road between Intersections #1 and #2

In addilion to studying eastbound vehicles, the cumulative inleraclion of westbound
vehicles at Intersection # 1 and #2 reveal significant issues that have been omitted from
the current MND. Again, the situation here changed after 1998 due to new signalization
and the creation of a new zoo exit onto Golf Links Road.

In the westhound direction, an extremely small area (hereafter referred lo as the
“bottleneck™) is the primary problem. The bottleneck area can absorb only 10 vehicles
maximum al a time, and because it is signalized, the cue can reach capacity easily between
lights. The small capacity of the bottleneck can also be reduced by 30% wlien a bus
lingers at the curbside bus slop, or when drivers, in the striping on the roadway assume

there is only one lane.

Traffic flowing into the bottleneck comes from a variety of sources. Vehicles entering
from Mountain Boulevard and Golf Links Road, traffic exiting the zoo, and those entering
or exiting from the adjacent gas station can all converge in this small area. And when the
light turns, drivers often compete aggressively for space. Vehicles from Mountain
Boulevard can take preference by making a right turn from the slop sign. while vehicles
from Golf Links Road are somewhat restricted. and vehicles exiting the zoo are nearly
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unable 1o fill the queue due 1o cars blocking their path from 1wo or more directions. Cross-
traffic from the gas station makes the queue even more unpredictable.

Backups are thus common during peak times on upper Golf Links Road and inside the
entry gate of the zoo, However the current MND fails to adequately address this

Plan will be acconiodated.

In short, the complex. existing cumulative interactions between intersections #1 and # 2 have
not been fully addressed in the report. and with additional vehicles associaled with the new

project, the problems will undoubtedly worsen.

3) Failure to Analyze Cumulative Traffic from Other Large Projects & Possible New
Zoo Exhibits

The MND/A fails to address the potential for additional and cumulative traffic impacts from
other large developing projects in the area, assuming that none are relevant to the current
study. Nor does the report assess the potential impact of new zoo animals in existing pens,
such as pandas from China, which would result in a sudden increase in new visitors.

Former Qak Knoll Naval Hospital Site

The former 160+ acre Oak Knoll Naval Flospital property (Mountain and Keller Avenue),
when developed, could add substantial traffic to several of the identified intersections and
roadways. When build out is complete, it is estimated that about half the traffic generated
by the development will use the Golf Links/ 1-580 intersection and half will use the Keller
Avenue/1-580 intersection.

The current proposed largely residential redevelopment plan for the site proposes 960 new
homes (several hundred more than were planned in the 1990s), with additional traffic
being generated by a proposed commercial center, and public facilities such as a new park
and possible new library/senior center. The current study, however, omits this new
information entirely.

hi addition, the amount of traffic generated by the Qak Knoll site has been
uncharacteristically low in the past decade when the California Exhibit and other

~associaled zoo expansion ideas have been most fully vetted. From the 1940s through the
early 1990s. the Oak Knoll base generated a high volume of vehicles, and this number
dropped quickly with the initial announcement of base closure in the early 1990, and again
with its complete closure in the mid 1990s.

bottleneck-and-how-the-addition-ol-vehicles-resulting-from-the-proposed-Amended-Master— ———
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Holv Redeemer Site

Another potentially significant development project omitted from the study is the 25-acre
Holy Redeemer property on Golf Links Road between 1-380 and MacArthur Boulevard.
Although derails about how this property will be developed are still underway. it is likely

that-the-sinall-chureli-associaled-population-thal-occupied-the-siie.will.bereplaced bynew-
residential or educational facilities, and other uses. When the 1998 agreement was made,

the Holy Redeemer site was not available for possible redevelopment. Conditions have

changed. and should be evaluated more comprehensively in a full EIR.

Project to Bring Pandas to the Qakland Zoo

[t1s curious that the report fails to mention the fact that the zoo is currently negotiating
with the Chinese authorities to bring panda bears to the Qakland zoo after completing a $1
million facility for them. Widely reported in the media, the acquisition of pandas is
projected to bring 1.3 million more visitors over a 10 vear period

[http://www. highbeain.cou/doc/ I P2-7033087.htul] | vet the potential for significant new
traffic that would result from this addition was not examined in the MND/A.

Misleading information on impact of traffic on overnight camping

Table 3.11-6 (MND/A p. 3.11-18) shows the vehicle trips generated by the overnight
camping area. ltis not clear how these vehicles weuld access the proposed camping
location. Would they use the proposed paved service road or would some of these trips be
made via the proposed Snowdown emergency vehicle access road? This Table shows
about 19 trips during the week. If there’s Iittle camping during the week, as claimed in the
Project Description, what accounts for these higher numbers of vehicles on weekdays?
The weekend, when most of the camping presumably would occur, has only 4 trips. Why?
Also, from this table it looks like most of the vehicle traffic without accounting for the
California Exhibit 1s from the overnight camping area. The overnight camping
experience seems to contribute significantly to the increased traffic. How? This is not

specified.

Misleading information about increased attendance and vehicle trips

The Zoo has repeatedly made estimates at public meetings that are inconsistent with the
relatively low estimates used to calculate vehicle trips and environmental impact. Further,
the MND/A breakdown of vehicle trips appears underestimated. Table 3.11-6 shows that
the Vet Hospital would, as the report claims. “generate at most one additional trip during
the weekday am and pm peak hour™. This seems uirealistically low, given the Zoo's
stated plans plans for UC Davis veterinary science program teaching and residency

programs. etc.
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Absence of adequate explanation for lack of additional parking areas in plan

Friends of Knowiand Park believes a re-analysis of the estimates for vehicles is needed
because these projections appear unrealisiically low. but even if one accepts the estimates
as valid. the project will generate large amounts of additional vehicles coming to the site.

Howexer-there-are-no-provisions-inade-for-additional-parking.areas,.suggesting.that._.
frustrated drivers may go into neighborhood streets seeking parking. This is not addressed
in the MND/A at all. Failing 1his, and in the absence of parking lots or structures that
could be enlarged within the existing Zoo, one is forced to anticipate that the Zoo may
anticipate later seeking approval to place parking areas near the proposed emergency
access road or elsewhere in the remaining parkland, creating additional environmental

concerns.

SUMMARY

Thus the traffic section is incomplete and/or misleading in multiple respects:

e The transportation and circulation analysis fails to analyze how certain intersections
signalization since 1998 have been impacted during peak hours based on the
assumption that signalization resolved the pre-existing problems.

e The report also fails to analyze cumulative problems that have come to characterize

the highly congested intersections #1 and #2.

e Similarly, large developments such Oak Knoll and Holy Redeemer redevelopment or a
new panda exhibit, are omitted although each would likely increase traffic and

congestion,

e The disproportionate estimated contribution of the proposed Overnight Experience to

the increase in weekday vehicle trips is unexplained.

e The MND/A fails to adequately explain inconsistencies and questionable assumptions
in the vehicle trip estimates and dees not account sufficiently for the failure to include
additional parking areas for the estimated increase in vehicles.
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C.OTHER ISSUES

C.1 PERIMETER FENCE LINE

Inconsistencies and Omissions

The current study is misleading and confusing in its treatment of northern boundary of the
perimeter fence near Knowland Arboretum and Golf Links Road. The text makes references
to an “existing perimeter fence’ that appears to be inaccurately and inconsistently portrayed
on some of the accompanying maps. These problems suggest that 1he exact location for the
perimeter fence has been subject to considerable change 1hrough time.

According to the document (2-22), “a fence would extend around the perimeter of the
California Exhibit. The perimeter fence would be constructed of black-coated cyclone fencing
material with barbed wire on top and would be approximately eight feet high.... The fence
would connect with the existing pernueler fence that currently surrounds the zoo. (The
existing fence extends along the northern zoo boundary at Golf Links Road and along the

southern zoo boundary near the zoo’s main parking lot.”

The location of the proposed fence, however, is not clear in the accompanying maps. The

‘MND/A presents an array of contradictory maps and vague definitions of the northern

boundary of the new perimeter fence as well as depictions of what is considered to the

“existing perimeter fence” or “existing fence.”
Inconsistent and Contradictory Mapping of the Boundary

Two important maps (Figure 2-20 and 2-21) show different information on the 1998 approved
plan. Figure 2-20 shows the perimeter fence as extending to Golf Links Road, and presents a
critical segment of il in a blue color, a selection that is not explained in the legend. However,
the map on the following page of the document (Figure 2-21} shows the perimeter fence
alignment in two different colors: the blue section shows a fence line following the northern
edge of the new upland exhibits, but the segment from the bison/elk exhibit to Golf Links
Road is shown in gray rather than blue. According to the legend for this map, the blue color

‘indicates what was approved in the 1998 Master Plan. Figure 2-21 thus suggests that the

boundary that was approved does not exiend to Golf Links Road. while Figure 2-20 is
ambiguous because it lacks a legend.

As if this weren’t enough to confuse the public, other maps in the document show a different
alignment of the northern boundary of the perimeter fence. Several maps (Figure 2-3, Figure
2-4, Figure 3.11-1 through 3.11-12, Figure 3.9.3) show the new perimeter fence, in green,

about 400-300 feet south of Golf Links Road. This alignment makes it somewhat closer to the
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existing bison/elk exhibit fencing or 1o 1he existing fencing at the Center for Science and

Environmental Education.
What are the current conditions?

First, there_is na fence wiaisoever on Golf Links Road between Anza Avenue and Calafia

Avenue. although Figure 2-20 and 2-21 seem to indicate such. Second. there is a short fence
on Golf Links Road between Calatia Avenue and Mountain Boulevard but it is certainiy not
whiat would normally be regarded as a “the existing perimeter fence™ around the zoo. It
consists of a freestanding segment of 4-foot. dilapidated segment that connects only with the
enclosure of the Arroyo Viejo restoration area. Another light mesh short fence nearby appears
to prohibit goats from entering the Airovo Viejo habitat. Indeed, none of the above-described
fencing connects, in any way, with any of the existing animal exhibits at the Oakland Zoo.
Actually, Knowiand Arboretum separates this area of segmented fencing from the formal
entry areas of the zoo. It is thus difficult to conceive of Golf Links Road as being part of the
“existing fence™ or “existing perimeter fence’” boundary line.

In fact, the “existing perimeter fence” defined in terms of zoo crowd control and public safety
lies to the south of Knowland Arboretum near the Science and Environmental Education
Center, Here, a high fence defines the area of the zoo where pedestrians must pay an entry

~ fee—and by most reasonable standards, this would be considered to represent the existing

perimeter fence at the zoo (an idea supported by Figures 3.11 through 3.11-12). The fencing
in this area also connects seamlessly to fences around the Children’s Petting Zoo and other

formal animal exhibits.
Missing Analysis

If the fence alignnient on the north is conceived as connecting to Golf Links Road at the Golf
Links/Anza Avenue infersection and extending from there to Golf Links Road at Mountain
Boulevard, then several additional issues should be addressed. These are described below.

(1) Knowiand Arboretum

Currently, the Arboretum is available to pedestrians without paid admission. A perimeter
fence along Golf Links Road would alter access. In addition, questions about future intent of
the Arboretum resources would need to be veited. Currently the zoo appears to be adopting a
utilitarian model, using the site for its support services. The Arboretum is now used as an
overflow lawn parking area that exposes the trees to oil, gas, and brake pad drippings and
residues, and soil compaction from the weight of parked vehicles. It is also used as an
extensive manure composting facility that may threaten the water quality of nearby Arroyo
Viejo. If the Arboretum trees and other special features are 10 be preserved. then a clear
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conservation plan for future zoo management is needed. This does not exist as far as is known
in the current MND/A or other documents presented.

(2) Existing Fire Gate and Fire Road

The proposed fence line. if extended along Golf Links Road from Mountain Boulevard to

Anza Avenue, will cut off an important existing fire road access gate. and the fire road it
serves. This fire road is about Y2 mile in length, and lies entirely in Knowiand Park along the
wooded canvon parallel to. but not visible from Golf Links Road. One gate is at Golf Links
Road/Calafia Avenue and the other is at Golf Links Road/Elysian Fields Drive.

In the past two decades, the fire department has used this roadway to suppress a grass fire.
Should the 8 perimeter fence be built, the relocation of the fire road entry gate, and perhaps
the fire road itself, may prove problematic. The hillside becomes considerably.steeper toward
Burgos Road and may be prohibitive for access by large fire Irucks. Significantly, there is no
discussion of the cut-off of the Fire Road gate or the need for a new alignment in the current
MND/A (3.10-10 to 3.10-11)

(3) Aesthetic Impacts

Adding a new 8 fence along Golf Links Road from Anza Avenue to Calafia Avenue, or even
to Mountain Boulevard, would greatly detract from the visual aesthetics of residential housing
along the other side of Golf Links Road and for drivers along this stretch of what Oakland has
Jong stipulated to be a scenic roadway. No adequate discussion is presented in the report.

{4) Loss of Public Access

The grassy fiatland area south of Golf Links Road from Anza Avenue to Calafia Avenue is
now popular with Knowiand Park users including walkers, runners and hikers. A large portion
of this area will be lost to public access with fencing, without a clear opportunity for the

public to provide comment.

Summary

In conclusion, the document itself is fiawed and does not provide a clear description of the
perimeter fence boundary or its potential environmental impacts. especially for the northern
segment. Conflicting, confusing and seemingly erroneous information contained in the
document makes it impossible for the public to appropriately comment.

C.2 PROPOSED AERIAL GONDOLA RIDE

The proposed aerial gondola ride was not part of the previously approved Master Plan and
thus is a new and major change to the project. A full EIR should be required to more fully

N
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assess the impacts of this feature. Under CEQA guidelines!there is a “fair argument” that the
zoo expansion may have significant adverse environmental impacts that may not be fully
mitigated to a less than significant level with the proposed measures. Section 21080 of the
CEQA guidelines indicates that “substantial evidence™ includes “facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” Substantial

evidencesttogests-thatthisfeature'may-have-more-impactsthat-have-not-been-tully-addressed——————
and should call for full consideration of other alternatives besides the loop road alternative

within the context of various design configurations.

While the revised Master Plan proposal MND/Addendum assumes that the aerial gondola ride
will reduce overall impact by eliminating the need for constructing the loop road and reducing
vehicular traffic to the remote portions of the expansion site, and this is possible, the
MND/Addendum does not adequately deal with the multiple new site specific potential
impacts of this feature and makes unwarranted assumptions about its environmental footprint.

The construction of the gondola towers on steeply sloping ground is a concern not fully
addressed in the MND/Addendum. A-full EIR should be required to ensure that this is the best
feasible solution and is needed for this expansion. It is important to note that should a
different configuration of exhibits be undertaken, other people moving systems might be
feasible to use that would raise fewer environmental concerns. In 2008, ope}jaitironls__o‘fg_ o
gondola in Taiwan were suspended after serious erosion occurred beneath a supporting pillar
following rainstorms [Atip:/Hww. taiwanderful net/guides/maokong-gondolaj. The project had
not had a full EIR prepared and construction had damaged vegetation, adding to soil
instability in a context of inadequate pre-approval review of the engineering challenges

associated with construction:

Aesthetically, the gondola will obviously have a greater impact on views from multiple
locations, as it will be more visible from the scenic portions of [-580, Golf Links Road, which
is a scenic road by Oakland standards, and other areas than the perimeterlroad that was part of
the Approved Master Plan. Towers of up to 62 feet marching up the slope to a much higher
profile and a larger building than called for in the Master Plan will extend above the trees;
multiple gondola cars holding groups of people will be visible as well from these scenic
routes. The Scenic Highways element of the Oakland General Plan states in relation to I-580
that “Visual intrusions within the scenic corridor should be removed, converted, buffered or
screened from the motorist’s view.” It is unclear how this could be done with such a structure.
Painting cars in ‘earth tone colors’ is insufficient. '

-

It 1s also unclear whether from the gondolas the windows and yards of adjacent homes of the
park will be visible, witich could raise privacy concerns for neighboring homes.

The I-580 simulations do not include views coming from the south. Given that it is from this
direction that the gondola structure would be more visible, this is a serious omission.

vh
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We have been unable 10 find in the report details as to the specific heights of each supporting
pillar. which would help in evalvating the visual impacts.

The simulations do not appear to show the gondola in proportion to its size. and include a
structure that is not identified in the proposal (Fig 3.1-4a. center photo}.

The locations of the simulations leave out important perspectives from which the gondola
would be visible, including from the homes nearer to the Zoo than the Hood Street site and
the view from 1-5380 traveling toward and past the Zoo from the south.

There are no simulations of the loop road from the same perspective to compare with the
simulations of the proposed revised project; thus it is impossible to visually compare their
aesthetic impacts from the varlous perspectives.

The possibility for ground vibrations from the gondola affecting endangered species such as
the Alameda Whipsnake, does not appear to have been addressed. The report does not address
any potential effects on raptors and other birds that use this area for habitat and hunting
presently. Neither are its potential effects on plant communities fully analyzed in this report.

The site-specific geotechnical assessment of each individual gondola tower construction site
do not appear to be called for until after the project is approved. However, if the sites
identified for gondola towers are unsuitable for reasons of land instability, shaking,
liquefaction, etc. this could undermine the entire proposal or require additional measures that
greatly increase the environmental impact of constructing it. In the Taiwan case discussed
above, towers had to be relocated, creating additional impacts. :

The noise impacts of the gondola have also not been sufficiently considered. The
environmental report does not make clear whether the gondola cars will be completely
enclosed with glass or plastic materials or whether they may have areas partially open to the
air, in wltich case one would need to address noise from people screaming at animals, across
to others in different cars, tossing of litter from cars, etc.

The environmental report says there will be “no night lighting” on the gondola, but if this is
true, would visitors who come for the planned evening events at the proposed interpretive
center be riding the gondola in total darkness? This seems unlikely, in which case there will
be night light impacts that should be addressed. particularly given the existing great horned
and other owl populations on the site. as well as other nocturnai animal s that inhabit it.

C.3 Z00 STEWARDSHIP OF PARKLAND

The Zoo's stewardship of the parkland is a factor that is not appraised by the MND/A, yet this
is a condition about which there is now considerable evidence accumulated since the 1998



approval that should be considered. FOKP 1s concerned that the Zoo's stewardship of park
resources 1s more verbal than substantive. and this raises realistic concerns. based on past
practices. about the extent to which any mitigation measures will actually be carried out.
monitored and enforced. This concern is justified by the evidence of how fully the mitigation
measures of the previous approval have been accomplished.

Compliance with 1998 MND Mitigation Measures -

The 1998 MND specified a number of mitigation measures, including preparation of a Habitat
Enhancement Plan including an annual assessment of the species and distribution of
mvasives. a management element for control of each species. and a revegetation element for
areas wltere heavy invasive weeds comprised a significant portion of existing vegetation.
However. many of these measures have been inadequately carrted out or not done at all.

[nvasive plants

While the Zoo has engaged volunteers in removal of invasive species along Arrojo Viejo
Creek, it has neglected entirely to attend to the greatest threat. which is mnvasive French
Broom spreading upward from the Zoo mto the remainder of Knowland Park. Friends of
Knowland Park and the California Native Plant Society orgamized a broom removal m spring
of 2010, clearing a large swath of broom from the northeastern ridge grassland-area proposed
in the Amended Master Plan for animal exhibits in an effort to keep it from spreading further
upward into the park’s grasslands. We carefull)‘f collected seedlteads in a plastic bag and piled
the pulled plant debris near the road wltere the Zoo, which had loaned us equipment for
pulling, had agreed to pick up and dispose of'it.

Despite several reminders by email, the Zoo fatled to pick up the material untl afier the
annual road grading was done, which resulted n the bag of seedheads being torn open and
ground into the disturbed soil, creating new opportunities for broom to spread. This
experience, and the proliferation of broom near the veterinary hospital site and other areas
within the existing Zoo grounds raise serious questions about the Zoo’s ability to deliver on
its promises of abating invasives and its willingness to commit adequate resources to achieve
promised abatement. Given the soil disturbance that tlte proposed Amended Master Plan
Project will create in the upland grasslands, it 1s likely to result in a more rapid spread into the
relatively intact native plant communities of the remaining parkland. This is not sufficiently
addressed as an environmental impact on the park that is likely to be worsened as compared to
the 1998 Approved Master Plan, given the geography of the reconfigured exhibits and the
site.

The Zoo has also used mower type equipment that creates considerable sotl disturbance to clear
broom from the bison area. This soil disturbance creates more opportunities for the seeds to

n
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sprout and take root. See
hep e calipe. org-ip-meanagement plamn_profiles Genista_monspessniana. php

This creates justified concerns about the viability of the recommended mitigation measures
and how the Amended Master Plan project construction would contribute to further spread of

invasives-into-the-unspoiled-areas of the retttaining-parkland._This_requires further analysis.

including a discussion of the criteria by which city siaff assesses the adequacy of Zoo
stewardship of public parklands and the extent to which they have been met during the past 13

vears.
Rare Plants

It is notable, for example, that a rare colony of robust monardella (Monardella villosa ssp.
Globosa) was identified within the proposed expansion area in the 1998 MND. The Zoo. as
the designated steward of park resources and clanming a conservation mission lhat justifies
this Amended Master Plan proposal, was responsible for management of this area during the
ensuing 13 vears, but the colony now appears to have been eradicated, possibly through
aggressive grazing of goats used for fire protection purposes or by other means. Given that the
previous report proposed mitigation measures for its protection, it is difficult for the public to
verify that protections are occurring or lo have confidence in the Zoo’s ability or willingness
to make protection of the new raré’plants identified in the currént MND/A a priority.

* Zoo Dumping into Parkland Drainages

For many vears, the Zoo dumped construction and animal wastes into upper Knowland Park.
Attached in the Appendices are maps and recenl photographs of substantial piles of
construction/demolition debris including concrete, rebar, chain-link fencing, asphalt paving
material, steel and wood sign posts. wire, chairs, tables. tires, and lots of sections of cut
Eucalyptus trunks and branches taken in the park. It appears to amount to many tons of debris,
dumped into a drainage channel that runs off the northern side of Knowland Park mesa and
drams down toward the Atroyo Viejo Creek area.

While the Zoo has always claimed that any dumping was done by others, signage debris
clearly shows that at least portions of the debris was from the Zoo iself See the sign
denoling a former Elephant Enclosure and indicating times the exhibil might have been open
lo the public (on the fiipside). Relatively young Eucalyptus trees appear to have sprouted from
the drainage, perhaps from the dumped eucalyptus debris also present.

The hillside above has clearly had a substantial amount of dirt pulled down to cover an
extensive area, perhaps suggesting that even more debris is covered over under soil.
Measurements in Google Earth and on the ground indicate that the debris tield covers roughly



25.000 square feet and ranges in depth from one foot to 6 teet deep. We consider thar it is .
likely more than 1000 cu vards of infill and construction debris. . '

This is not the only dumping ground in Upper Knowiand. but it is the only one thar contains
Zoo signage. The other dumping grounds. however, contain massive amounts of animal dung.
presumably-eleaned-{rom-the-aninial-enclosures - While-we-do-not-have-the capabilitv_io .

determine when this dumping occurred. the relatively intact paint on the elephant sign
suggests it was during the last 20-25 years. In any case, the Zoo is responsible for siewardship
of the park and has not cleaned up 1his dumped maierial, despite obviously having knowledge
of it. These are facts not acknowledged or addressed in the 1998 MND or in the MND/A

which have bearing on the likely impact of the project.

Seasonal Wetlands Mismanagement and Obliteration of Frog Breeding Area at
Expansion Site

See above under Biological Resources section.

Summary

Considerable, documented evidence suggests that the Zoo has not taken seriously enough its
stewardship role, or that it is not capable of upholding il properly, despite its legal obligations
to the city,

D. CONCLUSIONS

Knowiand Park is, as the OSCAR policy document of the city’s General Plan affirms, the
“crownjewel” of the city’s parks system. It is also an important and unique area of native
plants and wlldlife habitat, protected in some respects by the topography of the natural
hillsides and canyons il features despile ils nearness to urban development. For this reason,
any proposal for development of the parkland areas warrants especially rigorous

enviromnental scrutiny.

The Amended Master Plan proposal meets the criteria under which a full Environmental
Impact Report under CEQA must be prepared, to wit: (1) substantial changes are proposed to
the project; (2) substantial changes occur in the circumstances under which the project is lo be
undertaken; or (3) new information of substantial importance emerges. Pub. Res. Code §
21166; Guidelines § 15162: AMira Monte Homeowners Ass'n v, County of Ventura (1983) 165
Cal. App.3d 357, 363-66. Where the agency previously certified a negative declaration. as for
this project, an addendum is only appropriate where “minor technical changes or additions are
necessary.” Mani Brothers Real Estare Group v. Ciny of Los Angeles (2007) 153 Cal. App.4th
1385, 1400. The Amended Master Plan clearlyv involves far more than minor technical



changes and involves serious environmental impacts. as discussed above. that cannot be fully

mitigmed.
\

Friends of Knowtand Park has been unfairly accused of being anti-Zoo.” On the contrary.
while there may be some park supporters who do not like the Zoo, many of our members are

last 1wo decades. However, we cannot support a plan that creates such clear destructive
impacts on rare and endangered plants and wildlife and their habitat.

As engaged citizens of Oakland. we believe that 1t 15 our civic duty to participate in the
decision-making about use of this important public resource, and these comments reflect that
commitment. We believe it is possible to design a plan that has less environmental impact on
our environment and is more authentically true to the conservation mission of the project. The
environmental diversity and richness of Knowland Park call for a fuller analysis of the
impacts of this project. which will permanently affect the many species that make their homes
in Knowiand. However, the 30-day time frame wlthin which we were permitted to appraise
the more than 1300 pages of often highly technical materials that took the city more than a
year to prepare was inadequate, and these comments are incomplete as a result. A longer
public review and comment period is a requirement for a full EIR under CEQA precisely
because that process assures that many eyes review plO_]ECtS with 1mp01tant impacts and

participate in efforts to improve development proposals. We urge that a full EIR under CEQA

~ be prepared betore this project is approved.

E. APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Sudden Qak Death, Supplemental Document

-also Zoo members, and werespect the great improvements the Zoo has accomplished overthe
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" Department of ESPA, UC Berkeley

Berkeley. March 13", 2011

To Whom it May Concemns:

1 have been asked, in light of my position as the Forest Pathologist State Specialist of the University of California,
to express an opinion on the Oakland zoo master plan and its amendment. After careful revision of the plan, !
find it quite lacking of sufficient detail to ensure proposed construction and development will not result in the
decline or demise of local trees. After a personal inspecton of the site, ] have noticed that a significant number of
valuable oaks are present in the area subject to the proposed enlargement of the Zoo. Soil grading or re-grading,
changes in depth of the root collar, partial flooding linked to constructions are all well known causes of an
intensification of native and frequent diseases such as Armillaria root rot that will result in a rapid decline of trees
in proximity of construction sttes. The developers fail to describe how they are going to minimize these negative
effects on what appears to be an extremely important wild population of coast live oaks in the East Bay.
Additionally, in 2009, Sudden Oak Death (SOD) was reported in Knowland Park (information has been public
and posted on the web at www matteolab.org since early 2009): this exotic disease has resulted lethal to millions
of oaks and tanoaks in California. Upon an on-site inspection, | have deducted the disease has Just recently
arrived in the Park and it is mostly affecting bay laurel leaves. Linfortunately, once established in an area on bay. .
laurels, the disease spreads on to oaks and additionally contaminates the soil. Once bay laurels are infected,
mfecnous SOD spores will move for relatively short distances (10-100 yards) through the air, but can be moved at
longer distances by water and by human- related movement of soil. The current Master Plan ignores the existence
of SOD in Knowiand Park, and apparently does not address the likely issue that soil movement and heavy
equipment may potentially lead to a complete infestation of the park with significantly negative consequences for
the survival of oaks. 1t is known that some types of habitats are more conducive to disease spread than other.
This knowledge, in conjunction with a knowledge of the current distribution of the disease, may help draft a plan
aimed at ensuring SOD will not result in a lethal eptdemic: unfortunately no mention of SOD and of how the
developers will deal with it appear on the Master Plan. I am concerned development could lead to a significant
acceleration of dispersal of the SOD pathogen. Other landowners (including the San Francisco Public Unlity
Comission} have taken SOD presence and distribution into account and have modified all construction pans
(including the massive updating of water lines) to minimize the impact of SOD. 1t is my opinion that SOD needs
to be addressed in a final Master Plan for the new Oakland Zoo by including a complete current survey of disease
distributton, a designation of areas at high risk and low risk, and by including the practices that will be taken to
minimize spread of the disease. Asl mentioned above, simply moving heavy equipment between a clean and an
infested area will potentially lead to infestation of the clean area. However, order in which sites will be selected
for work, overall timing of work, and careful observation of best management practices (such as sterilization of
tools and equipment, avidance of wounds, etc.} may minimize this impact. Stands containing both bay laurels
and oaks are very conducive to the disease, and if they need to be protected, it must be ensured the pathogen is not
transported lo these sites: additionally some selective bay thinning may need 1o be implemented to ensure
protection of oaks in these sites. None of these aspects are dealt with in the Master Plan, yet the knowledge is
available to draft a plan that will significantly reduce the impact of the proposed work. I recommend a final
approval of the plan (or at least approval for tree removal by the City of Oakland) should come only after the
developers have convincingly dealt with the above issues. For any further clarification, feel free to email me at

maueog @berkeley.edu

-

Yours stncerely,

zf’
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Appendix 2: Zoo Stewardship Photo Exhibits

Appendix 2: Zoo Stewardship Photo Exhibits

Set 1: Dumping ground overview maps (5 pages)

B S;i-Z:—EIe‘[)ll:lnt site pl‘mtos-(.l.S p;;ges)
Set 3: Historical views of eucalyptus in Upper Knowiand Park (4 pages)
Set 4: Timeline photos of dump site D — Vet Hospital site (9 pagés) '

Set 5: Vet hospital site photos (8 pages)

60
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Attachment 4:

Comments from the Califomia Native Plant Society, dated March 14, 2011
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Califo _afflmm Native Plant Somety

Fast B,n Ch: lplLr © PO Bex 3397 Ehnwaood Station. Berkelen, €

To: Darin Ranelletti, Planner 11
Community and Economic Development Agency

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Qakland, CA 94612

From: East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society

Date: March 14, 2011

Re: Proposed Amendment to the Master Plan for the Ozkland Zoo (Major Conditional
Use Permit No. CM09085) and Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negati ve Declaration/

Addendum
Dear Mr. Ranelletti and Oakland Planning Commissioners:

The East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (EBCINPS) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the matter before you conceming the Proposed Amendment
to the Master Plan for the Qakland Zoo (Major Conditional Use Permit No. CM09085)-
and the Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum.

The California Native Plant Society is a statewide non-profit conservation organization.
CNPS works hard to protect California’s native plant heritage and preserve it for future
generations. Our members include both professional and lay botanists and the interested
public. We promote native plant appreciation, research, education, and conservation
through our 5 statewide programs and 33 regional chapters in California. The East Bay
Chapter (EBCNPS) covers Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and its membership
totals some 1200 members;, many of whom live in Oakland.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Qur Purpose in Conunenting

EBCNPS has long cherished Knowland Park, a favorite destination for our members who
enjoy hiking and botanizing its marvelous open spaces. Since public access to Knowiand
Park is currently both free of cost and available (though not wwell known), our chapter has
led field trips there to see its rare native grasslands and locally rare plant species.
Knowland Pari is not listed among other city parks on the Qakland Parks and Recreation
website, a fact that tends 10 obscure its true importance to the community. Points of
access from the surrounding neighborhood are largely unsiened. While developed parks
such as the Oakland zoo are listed on the city website. the conunanding views and

@ Dedivated to the fjreycrum‘fon of Caﬁ’fornx’a.naﬁw /%m



relatively unspoiled plant communities of Knowland Park remain one of the best kept
- secrets on the west side of the East Bay hills. Many Oakland residents do not know_how. —.—.—- ——
o ———tp-access-the park;and thiSTelative ihvisibility unfortunately tends to make Knowland
| Park both under-appreciated by the public at large and completely unprotected by the
| City. As aresult, Knowiand Park has been treated by the City and by the zoo as
surplus land rather than a distinct resonrce with its own integrity and purpese.

What is nof at issue here is whether the zoo is an important and valued institution for
f Oakland or the region, or whether it has brought money, jobs, and educational
opportunities to the city, or whether it should or will expand. EBCNPS would agree to
all of the above. We have been in discussion with the zoo for many years over how best
for its mission to be continued in Knowiand Park, with full knowledge that the zoo -

intended to expand.

EBCNPS has commented for well over a decade both formally and informally with the
Qakland zoo about its plans to expand, and in the course of these discussions we have
emphasized the importance of stewardship and protection of Knowiand Park.
Representatives from EBCNPS have also attended each of the pubhc meetings in the

. past-few years regarding the new plihs tor expansion where we repeatedly emphasized
-our desire-to see an authentic resource management plan for Knowiand Park. In these
discussions, we expressed our dismay at the lack of stewardship of Knowiand Park on the
part of the zoo most notably in the lack of control of invasive weeds e manating from the
z00. We have repeatedly requested to see the specific plans for expansion so that we
could determine how these would fit into a sound resource management plan. Last year
some of these plans were finally made available, and we once again offered comment.
Although the mission of CNPS and the mission of the Oakland zoo are each directed
toward conservation, we have explained repeatedly that we cannot and will not
endorse the expansion without credible evidence that the zoo is fully prepared to act
upon our reasonable requests. Nothing could be more cruclly ironic than to destroy
the native plants of Knowiand Park in the course of creating exhibits designed to
educate the public about the tragic loss of California native wildlife species.

What is at issue here is whether proper environmental review has been done to assure the
public and decision-makers who aren’t intimately familiar with the day to day planning
for expansion on the part of the zoo for and with the City—whether this review has been
correctly applied so that the public can be assured that the project has been thoroughly
described, important natural resources (and other resources) within the project and its
vicinity identified, potential impacts to these resources called out, and whether most
importantly, based on this analysis appropriate mitigations have been determined and will
be required of the project applicant. This is the entire purpose of the California

f Environmental Quality Act.



Application of CEQA

s ‘Wtule the Planning Coiminission’s.decision-is-whether-to-recommend-approval of the
__'H""——*_dwproposed amendment and of the Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative

' Declaration/Addendum DSMND/A to the City Council, the cornmissioners’ adequate
| consideration is based very much on whether they’ve been fully informed of the -~
! ramifications of their decision. Thus it hinges on whether the CEQA document is the
[ proper instrument for this task.

Legally, the level of CEQA review applied must fit the requirements of the CEQA

guidelines. There is a “fair argument” under CEQA guidelines of “substantial evidence”

o that the zoo expansion may have significant adverse environmental 1mpacts Pursuant to
Section 21080 of the CEQA guidelines, “substantial evidence” includes, “facts, ™
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” 1f
the impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level by mitigation, then an MND
i§ thé wrong tool for the task of analysis, and a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
must be prepared There are major differences between an MND and an EIR in the
standards of review and the information required. One of the most important differences
is that the project applicant must develop altematives to the proposed project in a full EIR

, while the MND avoids that requirement. The aroimt of time given to the publlc -and

F other agencies is also longer for a full EIR.

We ask the City Planning Department whether the requirement for environmental review
has been consistently applied by the City to major conditional use permits and other
actions likely to bring environmental impacts. For instance, the City requires a full EIR
on subdivisions of four or more house. These could be located in large undeveloped lots

} in fully urban neighborhoods. Surely, the zoo expansion onto 56 acres of valuable and
sensitive open space lands would cause more potential impacts than a four-home
subdivision.

It’s important to remember that the City owns the land and as lead agency for
[ CEQA, it has a potential conflict of interest. It’s extremely difficult for a government
Ii agency to maintain the distance and objectivity required to make unpartial judgments and
application of stringent laws, especially with respect to a large project in a popular city
institution.

Based on our reading and evaluation of the documents, EBCNPS concludes that the
Draft SMINIV/A is inadequate in major areas, including project description,
description of sensitive resources, consideration of impacts, and appropriate
mitigations. Therefore, we urge the Planning Commission not to recommend to the
City Council approval of the Proposed Amendment to the Zoo Master Plan and the
Draft SMIND/A.



; We have reviewed the documents prepared for environmental review ofithis major

_detail-these -belows - —— - - R

— e —

SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS OF BOTANICAL RESOURCES
The Botahica_l‘_\t{“é}'lue of Knowland Park

Knowland Park is a known botanical hotspot in the East Bay Hills and one of the few
places where large stands of rare native grassland, oak woodland, coastal scrub, and

chaparral occur in relatively intact condition. Itis also known for its large number of
locally rare species (see Attachments A and B). For these reasons it is included in our

recently published Guidebook to the Botanical Priority Protection Areas of the East Bay ™~

i (Bartosh, Naumovich, and Baker, 2010) as part of the Foothills of Southern Oakland
| botanical priority protection area (BPPA). We have included relevant pages from this
document (see Attachment C).

We informed the City and the Zoo last year of the botanical importance of Knowiand
Park and of the existence_of.tbe BPPA. We also gave a copy of the appropriate file on

the BPPA to the City Planning Department, but we could find no reference in the S

documents to the information that we submitted. Attachment D is a copy of
correspondence between EBCNPS and the zoo and the City.

Furthermore, there are procedural problems that have kept this information off the public
record of this project. The first omission came when we submitted a letter to the zoo last -

year referencing the BPPA. The zoo did not mclude that letter (3/24/10) in its packet to
. : the Planning Commission containing the public correspondence it had gathered regarding
the proposed expansion. Last week in preparing for the Parks and Recreation Advisory
Commission meeting on March 9®, we checked for on-line materials for the agenda. The
i aforementioned public correspondcnce was supposed to be carried forward in the public
record in an Attachment C to the agenda, but none of the attachments were not available.
; Therefore we and other members of the public as well as the PRAC commissioners were
' unable to review these. Finally, we note that none of the considerable written public
comment on this important and controversial project is included in the CEQA and master
plan documents. Failure to maintain the public record is a serious procedural problem.

Valley Needlegrass Grassland
The proposed project will destroy many acres of rare Valley Needlegrass Grassland, a

high prionity native plant community ranked S3 for state rarity (see Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf,
and Evens, 4 Manual of California Vegetation, 2™ edition, 2008). All native California

- project and have found them madequate ina number of spemﬁc significant regards We



grassland is to greater or lesser extent invaded by weeds and exotic annual grasses.

Membership in the Purple needle grass grassland alliance is usually determined by at
N least 10% cover of purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra). However, other criteria tEaL o

e e~ ——are-used-to assess-the-relative-health of this plant-conniumity ificludé the presence of

‘ other native grass species and forbs. Attachment Dps a list of the native grass species

o found in the project area (there are additional native grass species found throughout
S Knowland Park). This list indicates high species richness. Since there are also native
[ forb species found in association with the grass species, the project site boasts an

Y excellent example of this high priority community.

However, the Biological Resources section and the Habitat Enhance ment Plan of the

, Draft SMNDY/A do not include any evidence that grasslands were actually mapped and

; classified according to accepted protocols. These data-based protocols establish plant
. : community descriptions and classifications from on-the-ground measurements. - While

! the document acknowledges that Valley Needlegrass Grassland occurs on the project site,
i ‘ the resource itself is inadequately described. Consequently, the public and decision-
makers cannot determine what quality of grassland will be destroyed. Appropriate
mitigation measures call for replacement of lands of equal or hig her quality.
Without knowledge of what was destroyed, adequate mitigation cannot be

determined. R .

Furthermore, the document calls for mitigation ratios. The basis for mitigation ratios

rests on the principle that when protected resources are destroyed, the mitigation results

. in a net gain in acreage. However, as stewards of Knowland Park, the zoo has been
responsible for maintaining the grasslands in the park. The fact that they have degraded
through weed invasion has been the zoo’s responsibility. Restoring the degraded

': grasslands is a good goal, but it does not mean that it meets the test of a mitigation since

? there will be a net loss of native grassland when the expansion is built on top of

them.

There will also be cumulative impacts as a direct result of placing structures further up on
the mesa ofiKnowland Park. The Oakland Fire Department contracts annually for goat

: grazing m large sections of Knowland Park (see Attachment E). They do so with funds
generated by an assessment of property owners in the Wildfire Assessment District which
was established in 2002 by city voters. Funds from this assessment were also to be used
to create an Envirounental Impact Report and associated Vegetation Managment Plan

‘ that would guide careful decisions in how to manage city owned-property requiring fuels
management, However, in the 9 years since the creation of the W.A.D., no such
document has been produced, and the goat grazing, which is a non-selective form of
vegetation management, has caused additional degradation to the grasslands. The
proposed zoo expansion will require a targer perimeter of fuels management in order to
protect the buildings and human and animal life. The dirt fire road will also be widened.
taking even more of the grasslands and spreading weed seed on vehicle tires and
underbodies. This in turn will destrov even more of the grasslands.
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Habitat Enhancement Plan

The HEP 1s basically a plan-to-make-a plan-to-control weeds in Im
does not allow deferred mitigation. Since the approval of the first plan for expansion
when the subject of controlling weeds was identified in the MND, the zoo has had 12
years in which to demonstrate its commitment to controlling weeds both.on its existing

~ .. site and in Knowland Park in general. Its track record is poor and must be regarded as

indicative of the fact that there were no specific objectives that had been required to
demonstrate actual progress toward the goal of weed reduction. In fact, weeds have
exploded across Knowiand Park in the years since that approval.

At a minimum, the HEP must include:

1. .Monitoring and measuring: plan. - The MMP lays out a detailed description of the” = -
resource, whal factors are to be measured, etc. (see Measuring and Monitoring
Plant Populations, Elzina, Salzer, and Willoughby, Bureau of Land
Management). :

2. Performance standards. These are specific criteria that explain how success in
implementing a plan is to be achieved and measured. They also lay the
groundwork for adaptive management so that baseline data routinely collected
and what is not working,

3. Anendowment in perpetuity to cover the costs of the mitigation.

Some of the more important steps that would be included in the HEP would be a clear
description of Best Management Practices for weed control and prevention of spread, not
just weed removal. These would include weed sanitation equipment and measures. The
zoo should purchase and install power washing equipment for all vehicles and tools and
incorporate weed control in handling manure disposal, landscaping, etc.

~ Bostly Leptosiphon (Leptosiphon acicularis}

The locally rare native wildfiower and CEQA-protected plant, Leprosiphon acicularis,
that was discovered in the area slated for the wolfenclosure is at risk for significant '
adverse impacis that cannot be fully mitigated by the recommended measures. These
measures include fencing it off during construction, removing the fence once the wolves
occupy the enclosure, and then monitoring it to see whether there is damage. These are
completely inadequate mitigations for an annual flower that is part of a native grassland
community. Here is where we believe that the “reasonable assumption™ or common
sense that CEQA guidelines refer to ciearly applies.

The substantial evidence resides in a number of reasonable assumptions or common
sense. The fust assumption is that wolves as denning animals are likelv to dig and
scratch at the earth. The size of the enclosure that the wolves will occupy 24 hours a day



ensures that they will pass over this area frequently over the course ofitheir hves, and the
trampling that would take place likely would extirpate them. The most available form of
evidence for what happens to vegetation in animal enclosures is to visit any zoo,
includmg the Qakland Zoo, and look.at.the-soil-in-the-animal-exhibits—We have yet 1o

see one that supports native plant communities. The weed-choked bison exhibit is an
example ofiwhat’s more likely to happen.

The:sgcond assumption is that the nature of this plant species itself is incompatible with
artificial habitat. Annuals are plants that are wholly dependent on setting seed to ensure
that another generation will succeed. In the botanical world they are known to be
particularly vulnerable since if one generation is wiped out, there is no guarantee that
there will be seed left in the soil to produce the next generation. Unlike perennial plants,
each individual plant lives just one season. Very little is known about this plant species

.. and its requirements; although its rarity suggests that it-needs to be part of intact native

grasslands (themselves rare}—not an artificial habitat of a wolfienclosure. The notion that
seed could be collected and planted somewhere else is simply a notion since there is no
horticultural data to support that (nor did any appear in the document). Translocation of
species, especially annuals, is frequently doomed to total failure.

So, applying the CEQA test for whether there are sufficient mitigations to the-potential
significant ifipacts to this CEQA-protected plant species that would allow for an MIND
would fail.

The botantst who performed the surveys for the zoo is Dianne Lake—she discovered this
population of the leptosiphon. She is the acknowledged expert on locally rare plants in
Alameda and Contra Costa counties and has maintained a database for several decades.
We include here her list ofilocally rare plants for Knowland Park (attachments A and B).
We also include some selected pages from her book, Rare, Unusual, and Significant
Plants of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, 8" edition (2010). These pages explain
the importance of locally rare plants, their protection under CEQA, and the methodology
that she uses (Atttachment F). Please note in particular on page In-8 her statement
regarding habitats: “Many plants qualify for this report at least partially because they
occur only in habitats that are limited and/or threatened in Alameda and Contra Costa
Counties: ...perennjal grasslands...” These refer to native grasslands such as those

described above.

Oak Woodlands

The proposed project calls for the removal of dozens of mature coast live oaks. A city
destroying its namesake is vet another case of sad irony. The loss of dozens of mature
coast live oak to make room for the project cannot be adequately mitigated by the
planting of new saplings. First, mature oaks create a rich assemblage of hundreds of
organisms dependent upon them. These assemblages take many years to establish.
Second, the CEQA document does not say where these oaks will be planted. If they are




knowiandplanted in grassland areas, they will actuaily cause harm to the grasslands

themselves. Oak saplings need to be watered until they are established. Irrigation will be

needed which can be damaging to native communities evolved for.only.seasonal-rains—————""""
-Furthermore in ordér to prevent herbivory by deer, the saplings will need to be enclosed

in wire mesh, which is unsightly in a natural area

; The location of the camp among the oak woodlands is entirely inappropriate. The

'; presence of up to 100 people will trample roots and will require the removal of the oak
understory. The addition of this camp is a new project not currently covered by the old
master plan. We believe that a better alternative to serve the community of campers is to
utilize the excellent camping facilities and program of the East Bay Regional Park

o District. Group campsites are available in Anthony Chabot Regional Park near

: Knowiand Park.

Conclusion

EBCNPS believes that the pubhe and the decision-makers have been put into 7

| several untenable binds. Not enough time to read an enormous complex document -
{more than the size of most full EIRs) yet with the less stringent standards of __
analysis and review as required by CEQA. The choice between the old plan and the
amended plan is a false one, and being required to choose between the lesser of two
evils with inadequate information is no real choice at all.

We strongly recommend to the Planning Commission the following:

1. thatit request further time and information in order to make its
f determination. The Planning Commission is being asked to make its

decision before the written and more detailed comments from the public can
be read and understood. We suggest that this is simply abad way to go
about making such a critical decision and that there are far better choices
permissible and desirable;

2. that it reject the Draft SMIND/A as inadequate and call for a full
Environmental Impact Report on the proposed expansioa.

Please feel free to call me if you have any further questions (510-849-1409).

- Sincerely,
b Bt

Laura Baker
Conservation Comumnittee Chair
East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society
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Rare and Unusual Plants of nomand Park (Current and Historical)

As Of January 2011
(Statewide Rare Plants Are In Upper Case)

e

East Bay
_Rarity. — —_—
Rank Species Common Name Habitat
A2 Brodiaea terrestris ssp. terrestris dwarf brodiaca Grassland; Woodland;
( Misc. Wetlands
’7*A2 CALOCHORTUS UMBELLATUS Oakland star-tulip Chapanal; Scrub;
o . Woodland
Al -Carex dudleyi Dudley's sedge Misc. Wetlands
A2 Carex multicostata many-ribbed sedge Misc. habitats
A2 Castilleja subinclusa ssp. franciscana Franciscan Indian paintbrush Chaparral; Scrub
A2 Corallorhiza maculata var. maculata spotted coralroot Forest; Woodland
{forma immaclliata is more common in
East Bay)
1 A2 Cryptantha torreyana Torrey's cryptantha Dry Open Slopes; Forest
A2 Deinandra corymbosa ssp. corymbosa coast tarweed Coastal Bluff; Grassland
(formerly Hemizonia corymbosa) : _
A2 Juncus phaeocephazius var. unknown - brown-headed rush Misc. Wetlands _{
*Al LEPTOSIPHON ACICULARIS bristly linanthus Chaparral; Grassland;
(formerly LINANTHUS A Woodland
*A2 MONARDELLA VILLOSA SSP. robust monardella Chaparral; Woodland
GLOBOSA (ssp. villosa is more
| commen)
A2 Sanicula laciniata coast sanicle Chaparral; Scrub;
B Woodland
*A2 STREPTANTHUS ALBIDUS SSP. most beautiful jewel-flower Chaparral; Dry Open
PERAMOENUS Slopes; Grassiand;
Serpentine ]

Explanation of Ranks

*Alor *A2: Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties listed as rare, threatened or endangered statewide by

federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS.

A tx: Species previously known from Afameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now presumed extirpated here.

1: Species currently known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.

A2: Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or, if more, meeting other important criteria such
as small populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or threatened habitat, etc.

A17: Species with taxonomic or distribution problems that make it unclear if they actualtly occur here.

=2

o

High-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in & to 9 regions here or otherwise limited or threatened.

Second-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in 10 to 13 regions here, but have potential threats.
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B-Ranked Unusual Plants of Knowiand Park (Current and Historical)
As Of January 2011

East Bay
—Rarity
Rank Species Common Name Habitat
B Antirrhinum vexillocalyculatum ssp. wiry snapdragon Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand or
vexillocalyculatum Sandstone areas; Serpenting
B Calamagrostis rubescens - pine grass Woodlands
B Festuca rubra red fescue Coastal Bluff; Grassland; Sand
or Sandstone
B Garrya elliptica silk tassel bush Coastal Bluff, Chaparral; Sand
or Sandstone; Woodland
B .Helianthemum scoparium peak rush-rose Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes;
Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand or
Sandstone
B Hordeum jubatum foxtail barley- Misc. habitats
B Mentha arvensis marsh mint Riparian areas; Misc, Wetlands
B Ribes divaricatum var. pubiflorum straggly pooseberry Coastal Bluff; Riparian; Scrub
B Rumex salicifoiius var. unknown willow dock Riparian areas; Misc. Wetlands
B Sequoia sempervirens coast redwood Redwood Forest
B Sidalcea malviflora ssp, malviflora (ssp. | checkerbloom .. Grassland
lacipiata is more common)
B _ | Silene laciniata ssp. califomica Califomia Indian pink Chaparral; Forest; Woodland
(formerly Silene c.) o
B Vaccinium ovatum California huckleberry Forest; Redwood Forest
B Vulpia octoflora var. unknown slender fescue Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes;
Dry Washes; Sand or Sandstone

Explanation of Ranks

*Al or *A2: Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties listed as rare, threatened or endangered statewide by

federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS.

Alx: Species previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now presumed extirpated here.

Al: Species currently known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.

A2 Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or, if more, meeting other important criteria such
as small populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or threatened habitat, etc.

>

o

1?: Species with taxonomic or distribution problems that make it unclear if they actually occur here.

High-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in 6 to 9 regions here or otherwise limited or threatened.

C: Second-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in 10 to 15 regions here, but have potential threats.
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C-Ranked Unuswl Plants of Knowiand Park (Current and Historical)
As Of January 2011 '

East Bay
! Rarity
- Rank™——  Species Common Name Habital
C Acaena pinnatifida var. califomnica California acaena Coastal Bluff; Rock, Scree or
Tallus; Scrub; Sand or Sandstone
: C Arctostaphylos tomentosa ssp. brittleleaf manzanita Chaparral; Sand or Sandstone
) crustacea - )
’ C Calochortus luteus | yellow mariposa lily Forest; Grassland; Woodland
- C Carmissonia ovata sun cup Coastal BIuff; Grassland
C Clematis ligusticifolia virgin's bower Riparian
l C Danthonta californica var. californica California oatgrass Grassland
i C Hem izonia congesta ssp. lutescens hayfield tarweed Grassland; Serpentine
(formerly included in ssp. congesta in :
o . .. .. | Jepson Manual) - C e :
C Lilaea scilloides flowering quillwort Misc. Wetlands
! C Navarretia mellita honey-scented navarretia Chaparral; Gravel; Sand or
[ ‘ Sandstone
C Prosartes hookeri (formerly Disporum fairy bells Woodland
h.) .
: C Rhamnus crocea _spiny redberry Chaparral; Scrub; Woodland
1C Scutellaria tuberosa Darmie's skullcap Burns; Chaparral; Woodiand ~
C- - Tauschia hartwegii Hartweg's tauschia Chaparral ;.- Woodland .-
C Viola pedunculata Johmy-jump-up Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland
C Vulpia microstachys var. ciliata Eastwood's fescue Forest; Sand or Sandstone
‘ {var. pauciflora is more common)
C Wyethija glabra (W. helenioides is more | mule ears Scrub; Woodland
common)
C ' Y abea microcarpa California hedge parsley . | Misc. habitats

Explanation of Ranks

*At or *A2: Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties listed as rare, threatened or endangered statewide by
federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS,

1x: Species previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now presurned extirpated here,

>

|: Species currently known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties,

- Species currently known from 3 to 3 regions in the two counties, or, if more, meeting, other important criteria such
mall populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or threatened habitat, etc.

kR p

17: Species with taxonomic or distribution problems that make it unclear if they actually occur here.

>

l:

B: High-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in 6 to 9 regions here or otherwise limited or threatened.

C: Second-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in 10 to 5 regions here, but have potential threats.
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The botanical wealth of the East Bay is rarely realized or appreciated. Mare plant commumtles come -0
together in Alameda and Contra Costa counties than almost anywhere else in the state, Great Valley L@ k
vegetation meets Coastal, and moist northern communities meet dry southern ones. Islands of Sierran 10
————and-desert~vegetation-occur-here as well"as serpentihg oitcrops, vemal poois, dune flelds, and alkaline @/
communities. Salt marshes fringe San Francisco Bay, freshwater marshes border the Delta, and brackish
marshes lie in between. Fifty-five plant species reach their northern range limit here and 19 reach their

southern limit.

‘ e
Of the estimated 1500 plant taxa occurring in the two counties, 135 are currently listed as rare or
endangered statewide by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California Department of Fish and Game,
or the state level of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), and are thus protected by the California

Environmental Quality Act {CEQA).

But many more plant species also lead a precarious existence here. In the course of its field studies, the = -
East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society has found 608 additional species that would meet
the standards for rare and endangered status if only their populations in these two counties were
considered. Many of these plants occur in very limited or threatened habitats and their numbers are in
decline. Of these 608 species, 313 have only one or two currently known !ocatlons in Alameda and Contra
Costa Counties {ranked as Al in the East Bay); 231 accur in less than five places in the two counties or
are otherwise endangered (A2), and 64 are only known from the area historically”and are presumed to
have been extirpated here in the last 100 years (A1x).

- These 608 locally rare, or unusual, plant species (ranked Al, A2 or Alx in this report) are protected by
CEQA in sections 15380 and 15125(a) which address species of local concern and place spedial emphasis
on environmental resources that are rare or unique to a region. Thus they must be considered in local
land planning and management issues along with the 135 statewide rare plants referred to above,

Unfortunately, they are often overlooked or ignared.

An additional 191 plants are on a High-Priority Watch List and are ranked B, generally occurring in only
six to nine regions of the two counties. While they are not currently rare or threatened locally and are not
protected by CEQA, they should be closely watched since they could become rare, threatened or
endangered if their habitats continue to disappear or decline or other detrime ntal environmental

conditions continue,

A Secand-Priority Watch List of 137 C-ranked plants is provided in Appendix C but they are not included
in the body of the report. Although still relatively common and widespread in the two-county area
{occurring in 10 to 15 regions), they should be monitored since they could also become less common if

certain conditions persist,

Because the flora of this area is unique, we must recognize the importance of protecting and preserving
these native plant populations and remember that the loss of any species alters and damages the -
surrounding ecosystem. At the same time, we must seek a better understanding of these plants and how
they depend upan and contribute to the environment. This report of Rare, Unusual and Significant Plants
of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties is presented in the hope that it will serve as a valuable tool in

achieving these goals.

In-1
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METHODOLOGY

In compiling this list, many Bay Area txotanists were contacted for their views, and pIantJ[sEg_lvgre_p_
reviewed for many East Bay locations. Extensive field studles as.well.as-literature arid herbaria searc
were conducted. An initiai list of 865-candidate speci€s was compned in 1991 and reviewed by 35
__botanists-familiar with” East Ba Bay flora. Their comments, additions, and changes were reviewed and
lncorporated Further field research, interviews, and literature and herbaria searches were then

- conducted. The resulting list consisted of 611 species, and the report was first issued on March 1, 199

-

Research has contnnued over the years and the cunent list consusts of 958 spedes, :ncluding 135

statewide rare plants, 632 A-ranked locally rare plants, and 191 B-ranked plants. In addltlon a Watch it
of 137 Cranked species is included as Appendix C.

A ranking system was devised based on the number of current locations in Alameda and Contra Costa
counties, with A1 indicating plants with only two or less locations here; A2 indicating three to five - -
locations here; and B indicating plants with six to nine locations here. A Watch list with a rank of C was
also devised for plants. not cun entfy rare, threatened or endangered in the two counties, but with
potential.to become so if. certaln trends and pract:ces continue, such as over-development water
dwersnon excess:ve grazmg practrces weed and lnsect |nva510n etc

Other cntena besrdes number of occunences were also Iooked at and a few plants that had more than
five locations here but met other criteria were included in the A2 rank, and some pIants with more than
nine locations here were induded in the-B rank. Conversely some- plants that oceyr in orily three to five
places but had Iarge or. multlple populatlons there were moved to a B rank, and some found in only six to
riine ‘areas but with large.or:multiple populations were moved to the C rank. The criteria that qualify

these plants for the higher or lower ranks are indicated in the “Comments” column in the body-of the
report—. : Do ' - R e

Research has contlnued over the years wnth more field surveys herbarium and literature searches, and
interviews with area botanists. " Herbartum vouchers have been checked at several Bay Area herbaria for
all A-ranked (*Al *Alx A1 Alx, A1?, *AZ and AZ) species and most B-ranked species. -

Many people have provuded new lnformatlon and comments and reader response to both the project and

the report itself has been excellent. As a result, new locations have been found for some plant species,
while others have been found to be more unusual or threatened than onglnally thought

in-2
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AIM OF REPORT

It is hoped that this report of Rare, Unusus/ and Sigrificant Piants of Alameds.and - Contra-Costa-Counties
will_prove.-helpful-to-botanists;-planners;land anagers, consultants, students and others working with
the vegetation of Alameda and Contra Costa counties, and that it WI|| serve to clarify and identify the

valuable resources found in this area.

This report also aims to help the reader become aware of the sensitivity and significance of the plants
listed in this report, so that when they are encountered in the field they will be treated accordingly.

The high number of plant species appearing in this report and the range of threats facing them in the
two counties indicates some of the problems posed by modern society for the natural resources of this
area. It is important to recognize the value of these plant populations and how they affect their
sunounding environment - their importance to not only the plants that occur there, but also to the. .. . .

‘wildlife and humians wha depend on'that envirenment. A com plex inter-dependence exists between

man and nature, and the loss or lessening of any of these rare or unusual plant species affects the health
of the human, wildlife, and plant environments in which they occur. -

The importance of the survival of these plant species must be recognized, and a way must be found for
people to co-exist with the natural resources of the area without one severely endangering the othér,
Steps must be taken to protect these plant populations, and studies must be conducted to tetter
understand the needs of these plants, and what must be done to assure their continued health and

proliferation,

To achieve this delicate balance between man and environment, it is essential to leam more about the
complex requirements of the various plants in that environment. It is hoped that this report will inspire
and help provide areas of study and research for students and researchers, as well as provide important
plant distribution information for planners, developers, and land managers.

The list should by no means be considered as a final product and will continue to change as more data -
become available. The continued accuracy and usefulness of this report depends on the input and
cooperation of as many people and sources as possible. All comments, additional information, and
suggestions are welcome. The East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society is dedicated to
keeping this list as up-to-date and accurate as possible, and information should be addressed to Dianne
Lake, 1050 Bayview Farm Rd., #121, Pinole, CA 94564 (Phone: 510-741-8066; Email:

dlannelake@vahoo com ).

1 would like to thank all those who have already commented on and provided information for the report,

in-3
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PLANTS INCLUDED

"Rare, Unusual and Significant Plants" refers to plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangerec
Alameda and Contia Costa Counties, as well as those that meet that criteria statewide. (See discussio

of “Rare Plants" and "Unusual Plants” below.) -

S
Only tegqiyléil,“vascular plants-are’included. An arbitrary decision was made to not indude aguatic or

';_ﬂ,ﬁ_;——ﬂf“non vascuiar plants in the interest of keeping tive size of the report manageable.

This should in no way be interpreted as an indication that aguatic and non-vascular plants are less
important. If anything, it should indicate the need for further study of these plants, and of the™ = -
importance of .compiling similar data for them. Aquatic and non-vascular plants have a very important
place in the environment and it is imperative that we increase our knowledge of them - their
reguirements for survival, their interaction with the local and global environment, and tiheir distribution i
our area as well as worldwide. This situation has been realized over the last several years and many

efforts are now underway to compile and distribute this important data and to make the general publIC
aware of their importance and need for protectlon

Rare Plants

Statewide listed rare plants are indicated by an asterisk preceding their rank, and appear in upper case
type. )

"Statewide listed rare plants” refers to those species listed as rare, threatened-or endangered, or as -
candidates for such listing, by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Dept. of Fish and Game, or the
state level of the California Native Plant Society. As of January, 2010, 135 statewide rare plant species
are listed as occurring in Alameda and Contra Costa counties either currentiy or historically.

More detailed information can be found in the sixth edition of the CNPS Invanfory of Rare and
Endangered Plants of California, or the on-iine seventh edition at CNP S.orgfinventory.

Complete information on rare plants can be obtained from the California Natural Diversity Data Base of
the Califomia Dept. of Fish and Game, Sacramento.

Unusual Plants

Unusual plants are indicated by A1, Alx, A1?, A2, or B in the Rank column, with no asterisk preceding the
rank.

"Unusual plants” refers to plants that are rare, threatehed or endangered in Alameda and Contra Costa
counties but not necessarily in the rest of the state, or plants that are on a High-Priority Watch List (8
List). This status has been determined tirough extensive research carried out by the East Bay Chapter of

the California Native Plant Society. These ranks and the criteria used to determine them are discussed
under "Ranks" below.
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NOMENCIATURE

Most species names used in this report are In agreement witii those in e Jepson Manual: Higher Plants
of California by James Hickman (1993)_or_the_Online-Interchange-For California Floristics

(Tcjeps. berkeley .edu/interchange) which contains updated taxonomy and treatments being compiled for
the second edition of the Jepson Manuai.

In a few cases, however, the plant names differ, as follows:

Three species of clovers that are IﬂCIUdEd within 7rifolium barbigerum var. andrewsfior 7. fucatum in the
Jepscn Manual are listed in this report as separate species: 7. favufum, T, gambelii and T. Macinum.

In addition, recent studies have determined that plants in tiie East Bay prevnously identified as Angelica
tomenmsa are actually A. californica.

RANKS

Ranks are based on the number of botanical regions a spedies currently occurs in, rather than the

number of specific sites. This gives a much more accurate indication of the geographicai distribution of a
plant species. There may be several specific sites for a species, but if they are-aii.within a few miles of
each other, the species is actually much rarer and more endangered than one with the same number of
spedfic sites but spread over'a wrder range (See discussion of "Regions” in "Locations” sections on page

In-7}
The ranks are as foliows:

*A (114 spp.). Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties iisted as rare, threatened or
endangered statewide by federal or state agencies or by the state CNPS.
Protected by CEQA
(Includes 59 *Al1, 18 *Alx, and 37 *A2 species)

Al (370-spp.}: Species known from 2 or less botanicai regions in Alameda and Contra Costa
Counties, either currentiy or historically. Protected by CEQA
(Includes 59 *A1 and 311 Al species)

Alx (89 spp.}): Species previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now
believed to have been extirpated, and no longer occurring here.
Protected by CEQA
(Includes 18 *Alx and 71 Alx species)

Al17 (24 spp.): Species possibly accurring in Alameda or Contra Costa counties but there are
rjuestions about their identification ar location

A2 (243 spp.). Species currentiy known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or, if more,
meeting other important criteria such as small popuiations, stressed or deciining
popuiations, smali geographical range, limited or threatened habitat, etc.
Protected by CEQA
(Includes 37 *A2 and 206 A2 species)

In-5
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B (164 spp.): A High-Priority Watch List: Species currently known from 6 to 9 regions in the
two counties, or, if more, meeting other important criteria as described above
for A2. (Not protected by CEQA)

C (137 spp.): A Second-Priority Watch List: Species currently known from 10 to 15 regions in
the two counties, but potentially threatened if certain conditions persist.such.as———
over-development, wMersions,-excessjve-grazingTTvEé”d or insect invasions
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Several criteria have been used-to determine which plants qualify for the Rare, Unusual and Significant
.Plants list. Statewide listing and two or fewer occurrences in Alameda and Contra Costa counties were
the first criteria used. But it was discovered that many plants not failing into these two categories wert
still threatened or endangered here. Several other criteria were therefore looked at as follows:

Disjunct Populations
Declining Populations
Fire-following Plants
Limited or Threatened Habitats
Narrow Range in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties
Range Limits
Small Populations
Small Geographical Range
‘Stress from weed invasions,.disease, insects, drought, etc.

The rank of a species is based only on current populat?éﬁéf_fi-éfs or later). Historical, planted, and

- unconfirmed sites (indicated by parentheses) are not considered since it is not known if the species is

“currentiy there, or the population does not occur there naturally.

In a few instances a plant species has more occurrences than its rank indicates, but poor field conditions
such as very small or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or

threatened habitats, etc. give it the higher rank. In a few other instances a species occurs in fewer places
than its rank indicates but large or multiple populations qualify it for a lower rank. The reason for the
different rank is explained in the "Coemments” column in the report.

LOCATIONS

The current location system, developed for the fifth edition in 1999, consists of 40 botanical regions, and
specific sites within those regions. The locations are listed alphabetically by region, with specific sites
following. Ranks are determined by the number of regions a species is currently known to occur in,
rather than the number of specific sites. :

Historical, introduced, and unconfirmed populations are also included in parentheses, but have not been
considered in the determination of ranks since it is not known whether or not the populations still exist,
or the populations de not occur at the site naturally.

A list of the 40 regions and the specific sites in each can be found starting on page L-1. An alphabetical
list of the specific sites occurs at the end of the report.

In-6



A map of the regions appears on p. M-1, and a map of many of the specific sites and the regions in
which they occur appears on page M-2.

Regions
The regional location system was developed to provide a more accurate picture of the_actualdistfibution

of species in the two_counties-than-had-been-available in the garty editions of the report:

Because some areas have been more broadly explored botanicaliy than others, the listing of only specific
locations in early editions of this report did not always give an accurate indication of a species' real
distribution. For example, the Berkeley Hills have been studied extensively over the years because of
their proximity to the University of California at Berkeley, while more outlying areas such as Brentwood
and Byron, for example, have not been visited as often. Thus, when ranks were based only on specific
sites, as in the early editions of this report, plant species in well-explored areas appeared to be more

common than they actually were,

To demonstrate, Asarum caugatum would be ranked at the C level using the specific locations system
because it currently occurs at 13 specific sites. . However, all of these sites are within a- '

few miles of each other and are in similar habitats. Thus, this species is not as common or widespread
in the two counties as a C rank would indicate. It actually only occurs in a very small geographical area
of the two counties and only in a particular kind of habitat. Using the region’ system, these 13 specific
sites are contained in only four regions, thus giving this plant an A2 rank which is much more indicative
of its actual field condition and distfibution in the East Bay.

The regions system is based on the eight major regions or sub-divisions of the East Bay determined by
Dr. Barbara Ertter in her Annotated Checkiist of the Fast Fay flora (1997), These eight regions were
examined, comparing botanical, geological, and geograpmcai characters such as vegetation types, plant
communities, habitats, individual plant species occurrences, soil types, bedrock strata, and topography.
These studies and comparisons resulted in the development of the 40 botanical regions.

Spedific Sites
The number of specific sutes has increased over the years as more areas have been explored. Some codes

have been divided or expanded, thus giving @ more accurate picture of distribution and the actual field
conditions of each species.

The list of 40 botanical regions and the specific sites within those regions can be found starting on page
L-1. An alphabetical list of specific sites is provided at the end of the report in the Locations Index. _

Historical Sites
Populations have been divided into cunent and historicat occurrences with 1975 as the dividing line. This

also gives a more accurate picture of the cunent field conditions of a species and allows for comparisons
to past conditions, and the determination of which species may Le dedlining.

Historical populations are inciuded in parentheses with the date of the last known sighting, and are not
considered when determining rank because ranks are based only on current populations.

Many plants have not been seen since 1575 or before and are presurned to have been extirpated. These
species now have a rank of Alx. A list of these species is provided in Appendix A along with their habitats
and where they occurred. The rediscovery of any of these species would be very significant, and the
reader is requested to contact the author at (510} 741-8066 or dianneiake@vahoo.com if they find any

of these extirpated species.

In-7



The dividing year between cunent and historical was 1950 for previous editions, but has now been
moved up to 1975. While 1950 was an appropriate division in 1992 when the report first came out,
of those records are now over 60 years oid and can hardly be considered “cunent Thus 1975 is no
more accurate indication of currency. .

Unconfirmed Identifications and Sites S —

"iD?": The identification of. some-populations-are-questionable and fiave not been confirmed. These

T sites are included in parentheses and indicated by “ID?". They are not considered in the determinath
“ranks because rank is based only on current populations.

Qver the years many of these populations have been visited and identified. Thus the number of locati
with this designation has decfined SUbstanhally with each new edition.

. s
“Loc?”: The locations for some populations are questionable. These species have been reported in ai
area but have not yet been confirmed there. These sites are also included in parentheses and are
followed by "Loc?". They are not considered when determining the rank of a plant species.

- ' ... . ...Many of these sites have also been visited over the years and several have been found, thus reducing’
i number of such designations.

Planted Sites-
Some populations have been introduced as. fandscaplng or restorations projects. These popufatm N5 are

i incfuded in parentheses. Since these are not natural sites, they have not been considered in the
' determlnatlon of ranks . .
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Habitats are listed to help clarify and identify where plants may occur and where they should be looked
for. With the increased interest and concern in protecting plant communities and areas, habitat
information is an essential tool in determining which areas need protection. A fist of habitats and their
cades is provided on page In-11.

~ m ) ,’:.F.“:“.;ﬁ!’;"?‘\'f“’

Habitat requirements were determined by studying habitat and community information in e Jepson
Manual: Vascular Plants of California by James Hickman (ed.) (1993, A Galiforria Flora and Supplement
by Munz and Keck (1973), A Manua/ of Califorria Vegetation by John Q. Sawyer and Todd Keeler-Wolf,
1995, A Preiiminary Guide o the Terrestrial Plant Communities of Califormia by Robert F. Holland (1986),
and the sixth edition of the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of Califorriia by
David Tibor (2001), as well as discussions with several bay area botanists.

as

! Many plants qualify for this report at least partially because they occur only in habitats that are limited
Lo ' and/or threatened in Alameda and Conba Costa Counties: alkali areas, perennial grassland, redwood

i forest, rocky or talus areas, sand or sandstone soils {including coastal bluff and coastal siand),
serpentine or serpentine-derived soils, and wetlands (including brackish, freshwater, and salt marshes,
riparian areas, vernal pools and miscellaneous wetiands).

1n-§
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Fwdr Comments from the Californ:a Natxve Piant Soc1ety on Proposed

Subj:
Amendments to Approved 1998 Master Plan
Date: Thursday, March 3, 2011 2:22:49 PM
‘From: rwest@monocot.com
To: Ibake66@aol.com, janetgawthrop47@gmail.com, mwgraf@aol.com, david@hjuliendesigns.com
cc:  rwest@monocot.com . o L
Fyi,
This was our last written communication to the city and the zoo about the zoo's plans, from April of tast
year.
__Roy

Begin forwarded message:
> From: Roy West <rwest@monocot.com> 70T
> Date: April 21, 2010 6:18:38 PM PDT
> To: dranelletti®@oaklandnet.com
> Cc: Roy West <rwest@monocot.com>, Lbake66@aol.com
> Subject: Comments from the Cahfornla Native Plant Souety on Proposed Amendments to Approved 1998

Master Plan
>
> Dear Mr. Ranelletti,
>
*- > The California Natjve Plant Society has been meeting with the Zoo for many years to discuss the Zoo's
plans to expand its exhibits into the upper portion of Knowland Park.

>
> We submitted the following comments to the Zoo in March of this year, with the understanding that these

would be shared with the Planning Commission and its staff. | learned this evening that the Zoo decided not to
include our letter with the materials they presented to you in the past month.

>
> | am submitting a copy of our letter to you now.

>
> | would welcome the opportunity to discuss our Society's concerns with this project at your convenience.

>

> Sincerely,
>

> _._Roy West

> Conservation Committee, California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter

>

> ¢C; Laura Baker, Chair, Conservation Committee, EBCNPS
>

>

> Begin forwarded message:

>
>> From: Roy West <rwest@monocot.com>

>> Date: March 25, 2010 B:36:11 AM PDT

>> To: Nik Haas-Dehejia <Nik@oaklandzoo.org>
>> Cc: Lbake66@aol.com, "Dr. Parrott" <drparrott@oakiandzoo.org>, Roy West <rwest@monocot com>

>> Subject: Comments from CNPS on Proposed Amendments to Approved 1998 Master Plan

L of 3 310/11 11:03 AM
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>>

>> ‘

>> March 24, 2010 . ' .
>>

>> Nik Haas-Dehegjia,

>> Director of Strategic Initiatives

>> Qakland Zoo
>>-97-7-7-Golf-k-inks-Road
>> Qakland, CA 94605
>>

>>

>> Dear Nik,

>
>> | and members of the Conservation Committee of our East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant

Society have reviewed the letter requesting comments and the three exhibits pertaining to the Qakland Zoo's
"Proposed Amendments to Approved 1998 Master Plan.”

>
>> The South Qakland Hills are one of our chapter's 15 Botanical Priority Protections Areas, identified in our

chapter's forthcoming publication, "Guide to the Botanicat Priority Protection Areas of Alameda and Contra
" Costa Counties.” Knowiand Park is part of that BPPA because of its known native piant diversity and the
presence of some relatively intact native plant communities that are rare in the -Oakland Hills, due to

development and other causes.

>>
>> CNPS' concerns are with the health and protection of those plant communities in the park and the rare,

unusual, and even comman plants that comprise them. This is not just about special-status taxa; it is about
preserving and protecting the precious, intact natural communities in the park.

> .
>> We are reminded that the Zoo's stated mission is "to inspire respect for and stewardship of the natural

worid, while providing a quality visitor experience.™ The whole-of Knowiand Park is the Zoo's responsibility,
In evaluating the Zoo's current and future plans for Knowiand Park, we have consistently explained in our
many meetings with you and Dr. Parrott that to meet your responsibility, we expect the Zeo to develop a
management plan for the native plant communities and their components in the park. Such a pian would

include details of:
>
>> * What communities exist

>> * What are their features and conditions
»> * What are the threats to those communities' health {disease, invasives, human or a2nimal damage,

construction, pianting of CA native plants from outside the park that could affect the genetics of the local
natives, etc.)

>> * What areas are the highest priorities for protection and enhancement, based on value and threat

>> * What specific practices will be used to protect and enhance those areas, or at least the top priority
areas '

>> * What protocols will be used to monitor the communities and the effectiveness of the practices in years
to come

>>
>> We understand that there are long-term impacts to the plant communities in the park and there is no magic

bullet that will achieve the goals we ail share for a healthy park ecosystem. But CNPS can not support an
expansion into new areas of the park without clear, written explanation of how the expansion will affect the
goals and priorities of a formal management plan for the park.

>> '

>>

>> Sincerely,

>>

>> Roy West
>> Conservation Committee, California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter

3/10/11 11:03 AM
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>
-

>> c¢¢: Laura Baker, Chair, Conservation Committee, EBCNPS

Dr. Joel Parrott, Executive Director, Qakland Zoo

aolrich://2041591210:
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Native Grasses in QOakland Zoo 1820 Project Area

Agrostis pallens

leafy bentgrass
Caijifornia_brome

Bromus carinatus-var-carinatus
Bromus laevipes '
Danthonia californica var. californica
Elyrnus glaucus ssp. giaucus

Elymus multisetus

Hordeum brachyantherum

Melica california

Melica imperfecta

Melica torreyana

Nassella iepida

Nasselld pulchra™ -

Vulpia microstachys var. ciliata
Vulpia microstachys var. paucifiora

woodland brome
California oatgrass
blue wildrye

big squirreltail
meadow barley
California melic grass
small-flowered melic grass
Torrey’s relic
foothill needlegrass
purple needlegrass
Eastwood’s vulpia
Pacific vulpia
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The isads Wat comprise e East Bay Chanlel ars incatad 8l ihe convatgence
of tne San Francsco Say, tne North and South Coast Ranges, the Sacra-
menin-San doansin Oelta, ana the San Joaqyln Vallay. The East Bay Chapter
ares suppans a unique congregation af acalggical cenditions and native
planis. Based on historic botanical coifections, the prassuros from growlh-
based Bay Area econoinies have buried many of ihe botanical reasures of
Ihe East Bay The cnliisian of floristic pratection and economic growlh con-
ceiverl lhe Brtaninal Prinrity Protaction Areas Psoject {SPPA), and fortiliad
imra-chapter collaboration between the Plant Stienca and Consarvation arms
0! tha Eas! Bay Chaplor of tha Calitornia Mative Plant Saciety {CNPS}.

In January of 2008, (e Bay Areaz Upen Space Council (BAOSC) requested
that our chaptar proviein (ham a fist of ipertant bolanicn) areas. Qur botani-
cal prigrities werq g be incorporaiod into BAQST's Uplant Mabial Goass Pro-
ject which aling 1o increase the ncreage of protectad lands and develop an
increased awareness of kay haldlats amang fnd managemant agencies and
local jurisdiclions. We had only one day to accompt'sh the difficull task of
¢hoosing belwean many hotanically rich araas of Alamada and Contra Costa
counties. At sad of the day, ailor a llurry of emalls, fiftean areas andowed
with native plani diversily lhal are lhrealened by currant and potential fang-
use decisions ware hashily ioentifisg.

This inquiry and resulting cachn of bolanical areas bsggad anothar queslion:

how can we look at these areas through a more objective lens utllilzing axist-

ing information? To answer (his Initial guestion, the project began as a simpla

Geographic Informalion System (GIS) exercise, Heath Bartosh, the chapter's

Rare Pfant Cynmittee Chairmnn, began by mappmg primedly walershed-
basce bnundaries of each prolection area.

Qverall, the 15 BPPAS corprise 238 225 acres {372 square miles)in Ala-
meda 96,932 acres) and Conlra Cosia {141,292 acres) counties. The BPPAs
Getupying TR western pariion of the chapter are smaller in acreage due the
urbanization thal has alfeady occursad along the bayside flatlands leaving
diminuiive botankca)l refugia still in need of protection. (n the east, vast ex-
panses of undeveloped ‘and containing a hroadar diversity of habials and
nalive plan! species are slill intact as characterized by the larger BPPAs
Tound flanking tha Qiakla Range.

BPPA boundares were drivvn with the intenlion of excluding (ands previously
preserqad, suth as Monn! Ciablo Slate Park or lands owned and managed by

. sandy solls within our chaoter area are resiricted lo Contra Costa

the East Bay Ragiohal Park District, Howeyer, cerigin BPPAs include
pubfic parcels or proparties with other consarvation status. Thase are
cases where Jand has been conserved since the craation of these
boundartes of wha/e potenlis! managemeni decisions have the poten-
tial jo negatively affscl an area’s bolanical resourcas, Additionally,
gach acre withiss these BPPAs represents a pofeniial area of high pri-
ofity. Both urban and natural sellings are included within these
boundanes, therefore, they are intended to be consldered as areas
warranting {urther scruliny dus to the abundarnce of nearby sensitive
potanical resources supposed by high guality habitat within each
BPPA. Atthough a parcel, available fnr presenvation through fee litle
purchase or conservation easement, may be located within the
boundaries of a BPPA, this does not hy defautt Indicate that it con-
1alns sensitive botanical resources. Parcelz wilthin eacn BPPA should
be floristicaily evalualed on a case-by-case basis 1o determine thein
bolanical regource value before any conservation activily, larnd-use
chenge, or development is undartaken,

Following 1his lnnial mapping elfort, the Easi Bay Chap.
ter's Canservation Commitiee began o uliize the con-
cept in draft fotm in kay local planning efforts. Lech
Naumovich, ths chaples's Consralinn Arabyst stell
person, showcased the map sel it {o{ums such as the
BAQSC's Uplanleabi{al Goals Project and lke Green
Vision Group (I assoctalion with Greangell Alliance);
East Bay Ragrona! Park Districl's Masl|er Plan Process;
and iocat mumcrpalmes I the near lulure we anhmpale
these BPPAg willlbe incorporaled into tha Eastern Ala.
maeda County Conservation Sirategy. a regiona) plan-
ng effarl currenHy being develnped.

EAST DAY
CNTS

As a resull of thisicollaboration our chagpler alsg sa-
cured gram funding from the Tides and Rose Founda-
tions to prepare Mis guidebook of Ihese BPPAs. This
guidebook rnc:udas maps o) the 15 BPPAs, which ap-
pear oppasite plnonal and narralive trealments, These
traatments include a written sontritubon Hom a puesi
author, disls and halng(af.h'; of sensitive batanical re-
snurces, a portrayal af tie subiec) areas’ botanical hot
spats and notewddhy collectfon histary, and a discus-
slon of threats, opnor{unr(res and constraints unigue to
each area. Wilh the exceplian of the guest authors’

conthbutlons, the(remaisting lexi appearing in the green
B boves was wrilten by epd authors Mr, Bartnsh, M,
Naumovich, and Conservalion Commitiee Chairperson,
Laura Baker.

From within these boundarigs en analysis was executed of readily
and freely available spatial datasels such as botanical respurce oc-
currences, substratss {solls and gealogyy, wetiands, urbanized areas,
axis\ing protected areas, and possibla threats. From these analysas
each of the 15 maps includas a summary 1abis that provides informa-
tion such as the size of lhe araa, watershed Information, relevant sub-
strata information, and botanical regource attributes.

The grachic poriion of pach map showcases ¢roteclion ar@as on a
2009 aerial photograph provided by the Nalional Agriculture Inventory
Program. Certain BPPAs include areas of edaphic substrates which
strongly Influence plant species composition and struciure, The East
Bay is bestowad with significant substrates suzh as alkaline soils,
sandy soils, and serpentinitic habitals, Wilhin a spacific BPPA, ed-
aphic substrates wera spalially analyzad using Farmiand Mapping <r =
and Monitoring Program [FMMP) data. The mos! uselul component of qu'h g Asan enhcemenl o professionals and taypeopls alike,
the FAMMP data locates areas of uthanization and imigated aghcultura. PRI o _pc*—o 3 e au1hor5 At (hay e e oS
Tre ects of the UMan environ including development s d. ’ :J“ e i aions of these aréas and why thoy are {impartant as na-
se asnecis ot N ‘ronment including development an v R ""'l:.c- BN tlive plant rafugia I:The\r con{tihuuqns appear at the top
alteration of vegelalive cover, 50l siruclure and hydralogy have
eraded the natural hagitat that nalive pianls nead 1o persist. Spatialfy
analyzing edaphic substrate dala agglnst select FMMP dala shows
the amount of these substrates that | ave been los! due o posi-
induatrial. For exampfa, 17,280 acres of the alkaline 50ils have baen
mapped within afl East Bay BPPAs, (3t thoae acres, 21 percsn! con-
taining alkaline soiis witbin our BPPAs have bgen lost. Atthough

relative 1o each BF'F'A The guest authors include a
W broad spectrum ot individuals ranging fram dedicated
amateur botanlslg,. eslablished academics, and govern-
mant regulators. :Fhey were provided a list of interview
guesllons 1o elicil a connaction to the BPPA thal would
appeal to poth nalive planl neophytes ang seasoned
enthysiasts. These quastions ware tormat into a shont
paragraph that pértrays their impressions and impor-
BB iance of the BF'PA Due to taytat zestzhons, many of

l 1he guest euthors piscos appearing in this guidebaok
are abridged versions. Each of the gues! author’s entire
narratives will belpuhtistied separately in coming issues
of thg Easl Bay Chapler's newsletter, the Say Loaf,

CNPS - Dedicated to the preservation of Califorma native flora . 1

Counly, at one time 1hey representsd 24,726 acres. To dale, af least
33 percsnl of sandy sells no lenger suppon healthy native communi-
fles of plants. Serpeniine substrates imanifast themsetves in three af
the 15 BPPAs: Cedar Mountain, Marsh Creek, and North of Mount
OGiabto. Hawaver, none of these habilats bas been as significantly lm-
pacted as the large serpantine bodles of the Berkeiay and Qakland
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Attachment 3:

CNPS Rare Plant Program Ranking Systemn, labeled “Exhibit A™
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. Rare  The CNPS Ranking System
| Plant Program  cxesvists

CNPS has created five "lists” in an effort to categorize degrees of

" » About the Program _ _
concem. Please see the Online Inventory for information about the

+ Rare Plant Inventory ' number of plant taxa in each category and for more information about the
i ' : species tracked as rare by CNPS. The CNPS lists are described as

« . CNPS Ranking System follows:

" -- Rare Plant Data

» Status Review Process List 1A: Plants Presumed Extinct in California

« Rare Plant Forum

¢ Rare Plant Photos

¢ Locally Rare Plants

» Botanical Survey Guidelines

» Rare Plant Treasure Hunt

o Getlnvolved

! o Proiect Background

o Funding and Support

Opporrunities : i
- Rare Plant Maps Astragalus pycnostachyus var,
= fanosissimus (Rediscovered in

1997- now on List iB.1), photo by

Data Collection &
Nick Jensen 2006

Reporting

[¢]

o Treasure Hunt Events

2010 Prize Winners! EXHIBIT A_

O
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The plants of List 1 A (less than 30
taxa) are presumed extinct because
they have not been seen or collected
in the wild in California for many

* - California, as well as those plants
- . which are presumed extirpated in

vears, Thislist-includes plants-that—[-¢
are both presumed extinct in

California. A plant is extinct -
California if it no longer occurs in or
outside of California. A plant diat is
extupated from California has been
eliminated from California, but may
still occur elsewhere 1n 1ts range.

fmulus pictus (List 1B.2), photo
by Lara Hartley 2006

Plants are placed on List 1A in an effort to highlight their plight and -
encourage field work to relocate extant populations. Since the publication
of the fifth edition (1994), eight plants thought to be extinct in California
have been rediscovered. These are Ventura marsh milk-vetch (dstragalus
pycnostachyus var. lanosissimus), San Fernando Valley spineflower
(Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina), diamond-petaled California poppy
(Eschscholzia rhombipetala), Mojave tarplant (Hemizonia mohavensis),
water howellia (Hbwellia aguatilis), Howell's montia (Montia howellii),
northern adder's-tongue (Ophioglossum pusillum), and Shasta _
orthocarpus (Orthocarpus pachystachyus). The successful rediscovery of
several List 1A plants is encouraging and CNPS hopes that it will
motivate professional and amateur botanists altke to search for and
rediscover more List 1A species.

All of the plants constituting List 1A meet the defmitions of Sec. 1901,

. Chapter 10 (NativePlant Protection Act) or Secs. 2062 and 2067
(California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of

Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing. Should these taxa

be rediscovered, it 1s mandatory that they be fully considered during

preparation of envirorunental documents relating to the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

List 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and
- Elsewhere

The plants of List 1B are rare throughout their range with the majority of
them endemic to California. Most of the plants of List 1B have declined
significantly over the last century. List 1B piants constitute the majority
of the plants in CNPS’ Inventory with more than 1,000 plants assigned to

this category of ramnty.

All of the plants constituting List 1B meet the definitions of Sec. 1901,
Chapter 10 (Native Piant Protection Act) or Secs. 2062 and 2067
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(California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of
Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing, It is mandatory
that they be fully considered during preparation of environmental
documents relating to CEQA.

List 27 Plants Rare, Threatened; or Enrdangered-in-California;But
More Common Elsewhere
) 1 Except for being common beyond

the boimdaries of California, the
plants of List 2 would have appeared
on List IB. From the federal
. perspective, plants common in other
states or countries are not eligible
for consideration under the
f provisions of the Endangered
} Species Act. Until 1979, a similar
policy was followed in California.

- R M However, after the passage of the
‘Penstemon janishiae (List2.2), * waiive Plant Protecﬁon .fct, plants
photo by Cheryl Beyer were considered for protection
without regard to their distribution outside the state.

With List 2, we recognize the importance of protecting the geographic
range of widespread species. In this way we protect the diversity of our
own state's flora and help maintain evolutionary process and genetic
diversity within species. All of the plants constituting List 2 meet the
definitions of Sec. 1901, Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or
Secs. 2062 and 2067 (California Endangered Species Act) of the
California Department of Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state
listing, It is mandatory that they be fuliy considered during prEparanon of
environmental documents relating to CEQA.

List 3: Plants About Which We Need More Information - A Review
List

The plants that comprise List 3 are
united by one common theme - we
lack the necessary information to
assign them to one of the other lists
or to reject them. Nearly all of the
plants remaining on List 3 are ‘
taxonomically problematic. For each
List 3 plant we have provided the
known infcrmation and then
indicated in the “Notes’ section of A
the Inventory record where Salvia dorrii var. incana (list 3),
assistance is needed. Data regarding photo by Steve Matson 2006
distribution, endanigerment, ecology,

and taxonomic validity will be gratefully received by e-mailing the Rare
Plant Boianist at asims@&cnps.org or (916) 324-3816.
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Some of the plants constituting List 3 meet the definitions of Sec. 1901,
Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Secs. 2062 and 2067
(California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of
Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing, We strongly
recommend_that_List 3 plants be evaluated for consideration during

preparation of environmenta! documents relating to CEQA.,

List 4; Plants of Limited Distribution - A Watch List

The plants in this category are of
limited distribution or infrequent
throughout a broader area in
California, and their vulnerability or
susceptibility to threat appears
relatively low ai this time, While we
cannot call these plants "rare” from
a statewide perspective, they are
uncommon encugh that their status
should be monitored regularly.
Should the degree of endangerment
or rarity of a List 4 plant change, we

Phacelia exilis (List 4.3), photo by oroiyeore oo _
t (S ropriate
Lara Hartley 2005 lislt. anster 1t {0 a more approprat

Very few of the plants constituting List 4 meet the definitions of Sec.
1901, Chapter.10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Secs. 2062 and 2067
(California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of

. Fish and Game Code, and few, if any, are eligible for state hsting.
Nevertheless, many of them are significant locally, and we strongly
recommend that List 4 plants be evaluated for consideration during
preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA. This may be
particularly appropriate for the type locality of a List 4 plant, for
populations al the periphery of a species' range or in areas where the
taxon is especially uncommon or has sustained heavy losses, or for
populations exhib#ing unusual morphology or occurring on unusual
substrates.

Threat Ranks

¢

The CNPS Threat Rank is an extension added onto the CNPS List and
designates the level of endangerment by a 1 to 3 ranking, with 1 being the
most endangered and 3 being the least endangered. A Threat Rank is
oresent for ail List {B’s, List 2's and the majority of List 3's and List 4°s.
List 4’s may contain a Threat Rank of 0.2 or 0.3; however an instance in
which a Threat Rank of 0.1 is assigned to a List 4 plant has not yet been
encountered. List 4 plants generally have large enough populations to not
have significant threats to their continued existence in Califomia;
however, certain conditions still exist to make the plan: a species of -
concern and hence be placed on a CNPS List. In addition, all List 1A
(presumed extinct in California), and some List 3 (need more
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information) and List 4 (limited distribution) plants, which lack threat
information, do not-have a Threat Rank extension,

Threat Ranks
« 0.1-Seriotsly threatened m California (high degree/immediacy of
threat) '

« 0.2-Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy
ofithreat)

¢ 0.3-Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of
threats or no current threats known) -

Where did the RED Code g0?

ﬁ@ﬁg:u‘-d fﬂg% 4'.";6‘ i_}fé’}ff&f/ﬂj’ "‘.92- 5} E{’ﬁ&‘&?w&t«ﬁ fliod"?-fyf ";ﬂﬁﬁ

Dedicated to the Preservation

of California Native Flora

Califomia Native Plant Society 2707 K Street, Suite 1 » Sacramento, CA 95816 5113

(916) 4472677 « fax (916) 447-2727 » cnps@cnps.org .. . o
Copyright © 1999-2011 California Native Plant Somety All rights reserved. i

Copyright © 1999-2011 California Native Plant Society. All rights reserved. Contact Us
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Attachment 6:

Letter from Califomia Native Grasslands Society (fax), dated March 13, 2011
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March 13, 2011

Darin Ranelletti, Planner 111

g vuss U

. Sg.ocfatforn

PO, Box 8327
woodland, CA 95776

Phone/fax 530.661.2280

WWW.CNGa.org
admin@cnga.org

The mission of the
California Native
Grasslands Asspclation
[s10 promote, preserve,
and restare the diversity
of Caillfornia’s

mative grasses and
Grassland ecosystems
through education,
advocacy, research.
and stewardshlp.

|
f'
|
|
|
|

City of Oakland, Community and Economic Development
250 Frank H, Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Oakland, California 94612

RE: Comments on Amendment to the Oakland Zoo Master Plan
Dear Mr. Ranelletti:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum
(SMND/A) from the Proposed Aendment 1o the Oakland Zoo
Master Plan (2/11/11).

The California Native Grasslands Association subrmits the
following comments on the description of, impacts on, and
proposed mitigations for the native perennial gragsland blologlcal
resources in the SMND/A of the proposed Master Plan
Amendment,

Addendum Purpose

Below is the text from Section 1.1 -- Purpose of the Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum from the Proposed
Amendment to the Oakland Zoo Master Plan (2-11-11):

“In 1998 the City adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (1998
MND) and approved a Master Plan for the Qakland Zoo. (The 1998
MND is included as Appendix A.) The Oakland Zoo now proposes to
amend the previously approved Masizr Plan to refine and make
certain changes to the site plan for the Master Plan. This document is
a Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration /Addendum
{SMND/Addendum) to the 1998 MND, This SMND/Addendum
analyzes the buildout of the amended Master Plan against the City’s
current CEQA Thresholds of Significance and compares the
environmental effects of the amended Master Plan to the
environmental effects of the approved Master Plan analyzed in the
1998 MND.

Pursuant to Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City has
determined that the proposed Master Plan amendment meets the
requirements for an addendum to the 1998 MND because only
minor technical changes or additions are necessary and/or the
project does not meet any of the criteria described in Section

15162 of the State CEQA Guidelings, nor are any of the
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circumstances described in Section 15162 present, requiring a
Subsequent Environmental Impac: Report (EIR) or Subsequent
Negative Declaration. Specifically, the project would not result in
any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial

increase-in-the-severity-of previously-identified-significam-impacts
resulting from substantial changes in the project, substantial
changes with respect to the circumstances surrou nding the project,
or new information of substantial importance which was not
known and could not have been known whh the exercise of
‘'reasonable diligence at tbe time the previous MND was adopted
However, in the interest of being conservative and providing
additional opportunity for public review, the City is following the
procedural requirements for a Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration. Therefore, this document is titled a “Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum,”

CNGA Commensg

The MND and SMND/Addendum appropriately acknov/ledge the presence of and need
to mitigate for existing and stable natural heritage native grassland commmbhies that
could be impacted by the proposed deveiopment. CNGA supports this important. . : ..
consideration in the buildout of the amended Master Plan....it is in line with the intent of
a center that will show rhe beauty and values of California’s natural history.

However, there is an inadequate description of the current presence and quality, impacts,
and mitigation for these California native grassland biological resources in the
SMND/Addendum Our comments are as foliows:

1, The SMND/Addendum description of the existing rare, and potentially high-quality
native grassiand in the Master Plan area is not adequate to determine the impacts and
possible mitigations from ihe proposed Master Plan amendment.

In the 1998 MND, native and non-native grassland communities were identified gnd
mapped within the area covered by the Master Plan ameodment area. In the 2011
SMND/A, populations of our state grass, Purple Needle Grass (Nassella puichra) and
Califomia Oat Grass (Danthonia California) (note 1), were mentioned as present in tbe
Master Plan area. Likewise, the SMNDV/A cites gradual loss of Knowiand Park’s native
florlstic resources, including native grasslands, due to continued invasive weed
advancernent and former management impacts.

The SNML)/A memions the California’s Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) protocol
for identifying, ranking rarity, and evaluating stand quality of threatened plant .
communities, Nassella pulchra, along with other native grassland species, is present
within the Master Plan amendmem area. Natural communities of this native grassland,
particularly high quality areas, have been lost from development and other causes and are
given the highest rarity status, a State ranking of S-3.

IV AV
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us, centuries to develop. A 1:1 revegetation seeding may be an equivale nt mitigation for

disturbance or loss to a previously reseeded native grassland, but not a heritage grassland
community. In addition, without a current vegetation invintory and map ping, the impacts

that could be avoided or minimized on the existing heriuwge native grassland are not

considered in the SMND/A

4. No endowmem or secure ongoing funding commitment is provided for ongging -
management of intact or revegetated grasslands in the Habitat Recovery Plan. -+

Revegetating a native grassland population requires more skill and funding commitment
and timc than protecting an existing, stable grassland community, Volunteers are
mentioned for this purpose, and this is comimendable and valuable, but there is no secure
funding identified to maintain these reclaimed areas if the: vohmteer effort is infrequent or
not enough to maintain the proposed revegetation, protection, and enhancement areas of

the Habitat Enhancernent Plan,

6. Theproject purpose is to enable the Qakland, Zoological Society to help the public enjoy
and appreciate Callfornia’s natural history. However, there are no project alternatives
included.in the SNMD/Addendum that can be evaluated to optimally conserve the existing
California heritage native grassland, resources that currently exist in the Master Plan area It
is notpossible to determine if the Master Plan amerdment area’s higher quality native. -~
grasslands are optimally retained since there is no current vegetation mapp ing and only one
development footprint is provided. The SMND/A contains insufficient buildout alternatives
fo evaluate the optimum conservation (or avoidance) of a kzy biological feature this project

has been designed to represent.

Therefore, CNGA believes that the proposed a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) should be implemented since the SNMD/Addendum does not fully describe the
cunent native grassland biological resources, the proposed project impacts on the
resource, and the best possible mitigations on historically high~quality native grasslands
in the Master Plan amendment area (especially in relation to the Chy’s Open Space
“OSCAR?” policy on protection of native flora), We believe an EIR would enable creation
of developroent altematives that would address these gaps and strengthen the important
goals of this California natural history project.

Sincerely,

PER

im Hanson, Conservation Chair

Attachmem 1: Qutline of “Neddlegrass Grassland” from 1998 Mitigated Neg. Declaration
Attachment 2: Grasses in Oakland Zoo 1820 Project Arex

Attachmem 3: Rare and Unusual Plants of Knowland Park - A-Rated (Jan, 2011)
Attachment 4: Rare and Unusual Plants of Knowland Park. - B-Rated (lan. 2011)
Attachment 5: Rare and Unusual Plants of J{nowland Park - C-Rafcd (Jan. 2011)

CNGA Commems on Amendmem to the Ozkland Zoo Master

A
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Note: Page 3.3-20 mqntions Nacelle piichard and Anronia California which we believe
are simply typographical errors and sigmify Nassella pulchra and Danthonia californica,
respectively.

@UVb/ VL

CNGA Comments on Amendment to the Cakland Zoo Master
&
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Melica california
Melica imperfecta
Melica torreyana
Nassella lepida
Nassella pulchra _
Vulpia microstachys var, ciliata
Vulpia microstachys var. pauciflora

CETAL P-4 RN R TS
! Attachment 2
N
Native Grasses in Oakland Zog 18240 Proiect Areg
C
1
8 Agrostis pallens lealy bentgrass
o Bromus carinatus var. carinatus Califomia brome
Bromua laevipes woodland brome
| Danthonia califomica var. califomica California oatgrass
\ Elymus glaucus ssp. glaucus blue wildrye
Elymus muhlsctus big squirreh ail
-] Hordenm brachyantherum meadow barley

California melic grass
small-flowered mclic grass
Torrey’s melie

foothill needlegrass

purple needlegrass
Eastwood’s vulpia

Pacific vulpia

Courtesy of Dianne Lake, East Bay Chapter, California Native Plant

Scciety
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Rare and Unusual Plants of Knowland Park (Current and Historical)

As Of January 2011
(Staiewids Rade Plargs Aré I Upper Case)

East Bay
Rarity
Rapk Species Common Neme: Haebitat
A2 Brodiaea terrestris ssp. taresiris dwarf brodiaea Grassland; Woodland;
Misc. Wedands
*A2 CALOCHORTUS UMRELLATUS Ogidand srar-tulip Chapairal; Scmb;
Woodlamd
Al Carer dudk yi Dudley's sedge Misc. Wetlands
A2 Carex muhicostata many-ribbed sedge Misc, babltsts
A2 Castilleja subinclusa ssp. franciscana Franciscan bidim painttrush | Chaparral; Scmb
A2 Corallorblza maculata var. maculata spotted coralroot Forest; Woodland
.| (fonaa innnaculaa is more comaca in
East Bay)
A2 Cryptaadm torreyana Totrey's eryptamba Dry Open Slopes; Forest
A2 Deinaadra corymbosa ssp. corymbosa coast tarweed Coastal B, Grasslamt
(focmerly Hernlzonia caryiubosa)
A2 Juuces phacocephalng var. mkaown brown-headed mish iviisc. Wetlands
Al LEPTOSIPHON ACICU1 ARIS bristly Jjuantbus Chaparral; Grasslend;
{(femerly LINANTHUS A) Woodland
*A2 MONARDELLA VILLOSA SSP, robust momardelia Chsaparrai; Woodland
GLOBOSA (ssp. villosa is more
comnicm)
A2 Saniculg laciniata coast sanicie Chaparral; Scrub;
Woodland
*A2 STREPTANTHUS ALBDUS SSP, most beautitil jewel-flower Chapamgl; Dry Open
PERAMOENUS Slopes; Grassland;
Scrpentiae
Bati

*Al or *A?2: Species In Alameda 20d Coours Costa counlies listed as rare, threatened or endangered statewide by

federal or state agencies ar by the state level of CNPS,

Alx: Species previously lceown from Alameds or Conoa Costa Counties, but now presumed extirpated here,

At: Species currently ioiown from 2 or less regions in Aiuneda and Conitrz Costa Counties,

Al: Species curently known frexn 3 to Steglons in the two counties, or, Ifmore, meeting odier lmportant criteria such
as smali populations, stressed ar declining populations, small geographical range, limited or threatened habitat, ec.

A1?: Species with taxonomic ar distribution probk ms that make it unclear If they actually occur here,

B: High-Priarity Watch List: PLmts occurring in 6 to 9 reyzions here or otherwise limited or direateed

C: Second-Priority Watch List: Plants occwrriog in 10 1o 15 regicns here, but have potential threats.

Courtesy of Dianne Lake, East Bay Chapter, California Native Plant Society




U3/ e Lu

td.ad rhaA

Amendment 4
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B-Ranked Unusual Plants of Knowiand Park (Current and Historigal)
As Of January 2011

.

East Bay
Rarity
Rank Specles Common Name Habitat
B Antirrhinum vexillocalyculatum ssp. wiry snapdragon Rock, Tallus cr Scree; Sand or
vead llocalyculatum Sandstone gregs; Serpentine
B Calamagristis rubeseens pine grass Woodlands
B Festnea rubr nid fescue Coastal Bluff; Grassland; Sand
or Sandstcaie
B Garrya elllptica silk tassel bush Coastal Bluff, Cbaparrai; Sand
or Sandstcne;, Woodland
B Helianthemum scoparium peak nish-rose Cbaparral; Dry Open Slopes;
: Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand or
Sandstone
B Hordeom jubatnm fuxtail barley Misc. habitats
B Mentha arvensis marsh ming _ } Riparian areas; Misc Wetlands
B Ribes divaricatum var, pubiflarum wregely gooseberry Coastal Bluffl Riparian; Scrub
B Fhumex salicifbolius var. unknown willow dock Riparian areas; Misc Wetlands
B Sequoia scopervireas- -+ eoas: redwood - "1 Redwood Forest
B Sidalcea malviflora ssp. malviflora (ssp. | checkerbloan Grassland
Ilacinlata is more comunon) e i :
B Silene laciniata ssp. califomica Califomia Indian pink Chaparral; Forest; Woodland
({bnnerly Silene c)
B Vacctaium ovatum Califoruia hucidebenry Farest; Redwood Forest
B Valpis octoflora var. oalaurwa sleadcr fescue Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes; -
Dry Washes; Sand or Sandstone

Explapation of Raaks

*A) or *A2: Speéia In Alameda and Ccntra Costa cowades listed as rare, threatencd r endangered statcwide by

federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS,

Alx: Species previously known from Alameda or Contni Costa Counties, but now presumed extirpated here.

Al: Species currcntly known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Conira Costa Counties.

A2: Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, cr, if more, meeting other important criteria such
as small populalions, stressed or declining populadons, small geographicz] range, limited or threatened habitat, etc,

A]?: Species with taxonomic or distribution problems that make it unclear If they actually occur here.
i

B: High-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring iu 6 to 9 regions here (r oterwise limited ar threatened.

C: Second-Pricrity Watch List: Plants occurring In 10 to 15 regians here, but have potential threats.

Courtésy cf Dianne Lake, East Bay Chapter, California Native Plant Societvy
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Attachment 8§
C-Ranked Unusual Plants of Knowiand Park {Corrent and Historical)
As Of January 2011
East Bay
Rarity o
Rank _Spedles Common Name Hahbijtat
C Acaena pinnatifida var. callfirnlca Califcrmia -acaena Coasta] Bluff, Rock, Scree cr
Tallus; Scrub; Sand or Sangsioae
C Arctostaphylos tomentosa ssp. brittleleaf manzanita Chaparral; Sand ar Sandstone
crustaces
C Calochortus luleus ellow mariposa llly Forest, Gragaland; Woodland
C Camissonia ovata sun cup Coastal BIuff; Grassland
C Clematis ligusdciiblia virjzin's bower Riparian
C Dantbonia californica var, Cailfernia oatgrass Grassland
califarnica
C Hemizania comgesta ssp. lutescens hayfield tarweed Grassland; Serpentine
(fixnnerly dncluded o ssp, ccogesta in .
Jepson Mamal)
C Iilaea scilloidcs fiowering quillwort Misc, Walaods
C Navarretia mcllita hancy-scented navarsesia ... |- Chaparral; Gravel: Sand er
o Sandstone
C Prosartes hookeri (formerly Disporum | fairy bells Woodland®
h.) T
C Rhamunis crocea spitty redberry Chspairal; Scrub; Woodland
C Scutellaria tuberosa Danaie’s skullcap Bums;, Chaparral; Woodland
C Tauschla hartwegil Hartweg's tauschia Chaparra¥, Woodland ]
C Viola pedunculata Jaumy-hmnp-up Chaparral; Grassiand; Woodland L |
C Valpla mierostachys var. cliiata FEastwood's fescue. Forest; Sand or Sandstone
: (var. nancifora is more coomion)
' C Wyethia glabra (W. helenloldes is more | mule ears Scrub; Woodland
. coquuon) ‘
C Y abea microcarpa California hedge parsley Misc. habitats
Exolsgatien of Ragks

*Alor *A2: Species hi Alameda and Contra Costa countles listed as s rare, ihreatcned or endangered statewide by

o federal or siate agencies or by the state level of CNPS.

Alx: Specles previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, tat now presumed extirpated here;

Al: Species clurently known frcen 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.

AZ: Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, cr, if more, meeting other important criteria such
as small populations, stressed ar declining populations, sin:all geographical range, Emited cr threatened habitat, etc.

A17. Species with taxonamlc ¢r distrlbution problems thar make it unclear if they actually occur here.

B: High-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring in 6 to 9 regloos here ¢r otherwise limited or threatened.

C: Second-Priority Watch List: Plants occurring In 10 to 15 regimns here, but have potential threats.

. Courtesy of Dianne Lake, East Bay Chap:ter,

California Native Plant Society
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Letter from Sierra Club, dated March 14, 2011




S I E RRA Northern Alameda County Group
| Alameda-Albany-Berkeley-Emeryville-Cakland-FPiedmeont-San Leandro)
2330 San Pablo Avenue, Suite [, Berkeley. CA 94702
' LU B 310-848-0800 (voice) - 510-848-3383 (fax)

FOUNDED 1892

March 14, 2011 _

Darin Ranelletti, Planner [{l

Community and Economic Development Agency
230 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Qakland, California, 94612

| Sierra Club’s Comments on the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (SMND) for the

Oakland Zoo Master Plan Amendment

The Sierra Club has followed the Gakland Zoo's expansion plans for several years. We previously
expressed our concern about the loss of open space in Knowiand Park and potential impacts the Zoo
expansion will have on the built and natural environment. In light of the length of time that has elapsed
since the original Master Plan was approved in 1998, and since the new proposal is significantly changed
from the original proposal, we think that the 1998 mitigated negative declaration is no longer valid
according to CEQA. We asked City of Oakland Planning and Zoning staff for more time to review this
environmental review document - a request that was declined.

In the foilowing pages, we have summarized our comments in-regards to the mitigated negative declaration.
General Comments Regarding the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (SMND)

1. Because of the significant differences of the new expansion proposal to the old (different acreage on the
ridges, a bigger interpretive center, new gondola, etc.), the Sierra Club considers the 1998 mitigated
negative declaration no longer valid according to CEQA. Therefore we do not find it acceptable that
mitigations proposed in the 1998 plan are being re-used or modified for the purposes of this new
expansion plan. The mitigations should be completely reformulated to match the changed character of

the new California! expansion proposal.

The Sierra Club is disappointed that the pedestrian hiking trail which was included in the original
application for the approved Master Plan (following the contoyrs of Arroyo Viejo Creek), connecting
the meadow picnic area with the hiking trails near the proposed California Interpretive Center and
throughout the rest of Upper Knowiand Park, has been eliminated (p. 72). We are unclear why the Zoo
has chosen not to fund this trail, though the SMND does hint (on p. 176) that such a trail might impact
“sensitive chaparral and riparian habitat.” A freefy accessible, protected self-guided walk along the
Creek would be a positive addition, because it would a) allow people to access and obseive the area
around Arroyo Viejo Creek for free, b) improve public health when people exercise by walking up and
downhill and ¢) provide an educational opportunity for the public on the topic of riparian and natural
habitat conservation, while promoting a positive conservation message by the Zoo. This also aligns
with the Sierra Club’s mission to “explore, enjoyv and protect” natural areas.

t



Among the "Environmental Topics Requiring Updated Discussion", in the table of contents, there is no
topic dedicated 1o "loss of open space.”" How does the Zoo / City plan to mitigate or make up for the
loss of 30+ acres of open space (of which approx. 20 acres are walkable)?

3.

4. We are pleased that an "Ecological Recovery Zone" is planned that will "serve as an active educational
resource for the community" (p. 34)

5. We are pleased with the proposed outfall répair and replacement to relocate the pipe downstream of its
current location at Arroyo Viejo Creek and replace the pipe with a standard pipe type used for storm
drainage conveyance, (p. 39.) ’

6. We are pleased that the Zoo has proposed-to use detention basins, bio-retention planters (rain gardens),
or landscaped vegetated swales to reduce pollution from additional runoff caused by the project. (p.

292)

7. Weare pleased that an estimated 100,000 new visitors will be able to.visit the zoo, learn about animal
and wildlife conservation, and come to appreciate Knowiand Park.- However, we would be even more
pleased if 100,000 new visitors came to enjoy free access to Knowiand Park. The Sierra Club believes
in the conservation of all natural areas and parks, and therefore has major concerns when any
institution, no matter how excellent their reputation, proposes to take public open space and fence it in.

Specific Comments Regarding the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration

Biological Resources (Section 3.3)

On page 176 the SMND states: “The proposed perimeter fence alignment would still interfere wilh the
movement of large animals such as deer and mountain lion, but il would be designed to allow for the
passage of small animals along the base of the fence approximately every 300 feet.” On the following page
(p. 177) the SMND goes on: “With implementation of the relevant 1998 mitigation measures, including
habitat protections provided in Mitigation Measures 13a and i3b, implementation of the HEP, and
restrictions called for in Mitigation Measures 13c, together with implementation of the City’s Standard
Cenditions of Approval related to tree removal (SCA-BIO-1 through SCA-BIO-4), creek protection (SCA-
BIO-9 through SCA-Bi0-14), and other habitat protections, the buildout of the amended Master Plan
would have a less-than-significant impact on wildlife movement in the vicinity. As a result, no conflicts
with Policies CO-11.1 and CO-11.2 of the OSCAR Element of the Oakland General Plan, relating to
sustaining wildlife populations and protection of wildlife movement opportunities, are anticipated.”

The Sierra Club finds a conflict with OSCAR Policy CO-11.2, which states that “iigratory Corridors shall
be protected and that, where such corridors are privately owned, that new developments be required to
retain native habitat or take other measures which help sustain local wildlife population and migratory
patterns.” If the zoo expansion interferes with the movement of large animals, such as deer and mountain

lion. then this is interfering with migratory patterns.

Page 27 of 4 -



3.3.3.2 (Cirv of Qakland General Plan)

o

The Sierra Club finds that the proposed zoo expansion is inconsistent with the Oakland General Plan's
Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, which states (Chapter 3, p. 46 of OSCAR) that 'the
substantial portion of Knowland Park above the zoo and picnic grounds...is to remain in its natural state and
be'managed for resource conservation and fire hazard reduction.” '

Hvdrology (Section 3.7)

The SMND document states on p. 258, “The build out of the amended Master Plan would not result in an
increase in storin water runeff to Arroyo Viejo Creek and would not cause an increase in runoff exceeding
the capacity of existing storm water systems serving the Master Plan area.” The Sierra Club is aware of
and applauds the zoo’s efforts to restore Arroyo Viejo Creek in partnership with the California Coastal
Conservancy and other local agencies, as well as the zoo’s plans to divert water from the creek through
improved piping, detention ponds, bio-swales, etc. as outlined in the SMND. However, it appears likely
that the expansion will result in an increase in storm water runoff'to Arroyo Viejo Creek. If the project
increases impervious surfaces (through the installation of exhibits with cement and/or asphalt walking paths
and service roads) within the drainage basin of Arroyo. Vieto Creek, then it more water will be flowing to
the Creek in storms and during periods of high precipitation.

We also remind the City and the Planning Commission about the nearby Leona Quérry residential
development built by DeSilva Group in the 1990s, where “controls” to prevent storm water runoff into
Lecna Creek failed in spring 2007. The controls were only installed by court erder following a 2003
citizen lawsuit — yet these failed, and resulted in sewer discharges into Leona Creek, and, due to increased
water pressure, a manhole was blown off'its cover with attendant spills of sewage.

Transportation and Circulation (Section 3.11)

We are pleased that the SMND refers to the 1998 requirement for approval of a Parking and Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) plan 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 lo reduce on-site parking demand and single
occupancy vehicle travel. The applicant shall implement the approved TDM plan. The TDM shall include
strategies 1o increase bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and carpools/vanpool use. All four modes of travel shall
be considered.”

Where can the Sierra Club obtain the Zoo's Transportation and Demand Management Plan?
Also, with respect to “reducing single occupancy vehicle travel:™ if an additional 100,000+ annual visitors

are expected as a result of the expansion, then we would propose that the zoo include in their TDM plan
initigation measures such as :

o+
L]
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» Reward zoo emplovees and visitors for car pooling, cycling, and transit (how about discounts on
admission to the zoo?)

+ Subsidize AC Transit for additional weekend service on line 46 (which currentlv provides no weekend
service)

» Provide a shuttle service during popular park hours to and from transit destinations, for instance the
Eastmont Mall, or Coliseum BART.

Our biggest concern regarding transportation is the climate change emissions that witl increase from the
increased number of zoo visitors expected (p. 433 says that 100,000 to 150,000 additional visitors are
expected per year). If these visitor numbers are true, then the zoo or the City must find a way to provide
more public transportation. Otherwise the climate change impact of this project will ciearly be significant
due to increased numbers of car trips.

Summary

Though the SMIND studies the impacts to the natural environment resulting from the Oakland Zoo
expansion in a fair amount of detail, and proposes several good mitigation measures, the Sierra Club stilt
has serious concerns with this document. Mitigation measures are in some instances difficult to identify, or
rely on the 1998 negative dectaration, which we consider no longer valid according to our understanding of
CEQA. We have specific concerns related to Biological Resources, the City of Oakland’s General Ptan
(OSCAP.), Hydrology and Transportation.-We want these concerns addressed be fore this expansion plan is
approved. :

Kent Lewandowski
Sarah Syed (Chair)
Sierra Club Northern Aiameda County Group
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Letter from Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger, LLP, dated March 14, 2011




SHUTE. MIHALY |
¢ ~WEINBERGER w

396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 CATHERINE C. ENGBERG
T: 415 552-7272 F:415552-5816 Attorney
www.smwlaw.com engberg@smwlaw.com

March 14, 2011

Via Electronic Mail

Darin Ranelletti, Planner 111

City of Oakland, Community and
Economic Development Agency

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315,
Oakland, Califomia, 94612, '

E-Mail: dranelletti@oaklandnet.com

Re: Subseguent Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum for the
Proposed Amendment to the Qakland Zoo Master Plan

Dear Mr. Ranelletti: -

On behalf of Friends of Knowiand Park, | am writing to inform the City
that the proposed Amendment to the Oakland Zoo Master Plan (“the project”) is
inconsistent with the City of Oakland’s General Plan in violation of State Planning and
Zoning Law, Govt. Code § 65000 ef seq. In addition, the City has failed to comply with
the requirements of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™), Public '
Resources Code § 21000 ef seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, Califomia Code of
Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines™) by (1) failing to prepare a
new or subsequent environmental impact report; (2} failing to adequately analyze the
impacts of the project; and (3} failing to require mitigation measures adequate to ensure
the impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.

L. Approval of the Project Would Violate California Planning and Zoning Law.

The State Planning and Zoning Law requires that development decisions be
consistent with the jurisdiction’s general plan. Accordingly, “[t]he consistency doctrine
[is] the linchpin of Califomia’s land use and development laws; it is the principle which
infuses the concept of planned growth with the force of law.” Families Unafraid to
Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. Board af Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal. App.4th 1332,
1336. It is an abuse of discretion to approve a project that “frustrate[s] the General Plan’s
goals and policies.” Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. Napa Counry (2001} 91



Darin R anelletti
March 14, 2011
Page 2

Cal.App.4th 342, 379. The project need not present an “outright conflict” with a general

plan-provision-to-be-considered-inconsistent;-the-determining.question.is_instead.whether.
the project “is compatible with and will not frustrate the General Plan’s goals and
policies.” Napa Citizens, 91 Cal.App.4th at 379.

Here, the project conflicts with the Open Space Conservation and
Recreation (“OSCAR”) element of the City’s General Plan. Specifically, OSCAR policy
“REG-1.3: Siting of Buildings in Parks™ flatly prohibits the placement of the Interpretive
Center and the new veterinary hospital within the Knowiand Park boundary. This policy
states: “Strongly discourage new non-recreational buildings in City parks unless their
construction is a matter of public necessity and the use cammot be reasonably
accommodated in another location.” OSCAR at 4-29. The three story Interpretive
Center, which is filled with office uses, and the veterinary hospital are clearly not
recreational uses. Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration/Addendum (“SMND/A”
or “Addendum”) at 2-16 and 2-24. The Zoo has failed to make any showing that these

structures are necessary or cannot be accommodated elsewhere.
Y

Furthermore, the proposed project cannot meet the three exceptions in the
policy that would allow such construction. The policy specifies the following:

Exceptions to this policy may be made in cases where there are

(a) no feasible altematives to placing buildings in parks; (b) the

buildings are being developed in accordance with an overall

Master Plan for the impacted park; and (c) replacement open

space will be provided as specified in REC-1.2. OSCAR at 4-
¢ 29, : :

All three exceptions must be met before a building may be placed m a park. /d.

The proposed project does not satisfy the criteria in sections (a) and (b)
above and therefore fails to qualify for an exception. First, the Addendum fails to
analyze feasible alternatives for locating office uses and the veterinary hospital at off-site
locations or within the existing developed portions of the Oakland Zoo. Second, the
project is not being developed in accordance with an overall Master Plan for the impacted
park. Indeed, the original 1998 Master Plan did not include the veterinary hospital and
the Interpretive Center was a modest one story structure. Furthermore, the OSCAR only
intended to exempt development in Knowiand Park that is consistent with an “already
adopted master plan.” OSCAR at 4-29. Because the project proposes to amend the
already adopted master plan, it is clearly not consistent with it.

SHUTE, MIHALY
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As discussed below, by placing die massive interpretive Center on the

ridgeline-without-considering-scaled-down-altematives;-the-project-is-also-inconsistent
with OSCAR Policy OS-10.1 regarding preservation of scenic views. The project’s
inconsistency with the City’s General Plan also results in significant environmental
impacts under CEQA. See Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124
Cal.App.4th 903. \

II.  The City Should Have Prepared a Subsequent or New EIR.

The City has failed to prepare the proper environmental document, CEQA
requires agencies to prepare subsequent environmental impact report (“SEIR”) where (1)
substantial changes are proposed to the project; (2) substantial changes occur in the
circumstances imder which the project is to be undertaken; or (3) new information of
substantial importance emerges. Pub. Res. Code § 21166; Guidelines § 15162; Mira
Monte Homeowners Ass'nv. County of Ventura (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 357, 363-66.
Where the agency previously certified a negative declaration, as was the case here, an

. addendum is only appropriate where “minor technical changes or additions are

necessary.” Mani Brothers Real Estate Group v. City of Los Angeles (2007) 153
Cal. App.4th 1385,.1400.

Here, all three criteria for a SEIR are met. First, the new project elements
represent a substantial departure from the previously approved project. Indeed, the Zoo
seeks to incorporate the following components, none of which were included in the
original Master Plan: (1) an aerial gondola people-moving system; (2) substantial
redesign and relocation of the Califomia Interpretive Center; (3) a new veterinary
medical hospital; and (4) a new overnight camping area. SMND/A at 2. For example,
the Interpretive Center approved in the 1998 Master Plan was a single story building
encompassing approximately 7,500 square feet. SMND/A at 2-47. The redesign of the
Califomia Interpretive Center would result in a three-story building that is 34,305 square
feet--more than four times larger dian the approved structure. /d. at 2-16. In addition,
the veterinary medical hospital, gondola, and the overnight camping area will disturb
habitat and disrupt views not contemplated in the 1998 MND.

Second, changed circumstances that lead to “new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects”
also compel a subsequent EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 15162(a)(2). In the thirteen years
that have passed since the 1998 MND was adopted, the regulatory landscape has changed
substantially. For example, the prior Master Plan was approved before the City’s Open
Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element of the General Plan was adopted.

SHUTE, MIHALY
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SMND/A a1 3.8-4. Indeed, it appears that the 19928 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration-analyzed-the-prior-project’s consistency-with.the_1995_version.of the

OSCAR. IS/MND at 38. As discussed below, die project’s inconsistency with several of
these OSCAR policies results in new significant environmental impacts.

Third, the City must prepare a SEIR if new information, “which was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the previous EIR for MND] was certified,” shows that the project will have impacts
missing from the previous MND or that any impacts will be more severe than stated in
the previous MND. CEQA Guidelines § 15162. As detailed below, recent studies reveal
a host of previously unknown environmental impacts of the project. For example, while
no state and federally protected Alameda whipsnakes were encoimtered at the project site
in 1998, recent protocol surveys revealed that one or more whipsnakes are in fact present
on site. SMIND/A at 3.3-21. In addition, two previously undetected special status plant
species, the Oakland star tulip and bristly leptosiphon, were located during 2009 and
2010 surveys. As discussed below, both species will be directly or indirectly impacted as
a result of the project.

lI. The Addendum Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Impacts of the
Project. )

After carefully reviewing the Addendum for the Project, we have concluded

- that it fails in numerous respects to comply with the requirements of CEQA. As

described below, the MND violates CEQA because it fails: (1) to provide an adequate
project description; and (2) to adequately analyze the significant environmental impacts
of the Project or propose adequate mitigation measures to address those impacts.

A.  The Addendum’s Project Description Is Inadequate.

“An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.” San Joaguin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v.
County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4d1 713, 730 (quoting County of Inyo v. City of
Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App.3d 185, 193). As a result, courts have found that even if
an EIR is adequate in all other respects, the use of a “truncated project concept” violates
CEQA and mandates the conclusion that the lead agency did not proceed in a manner
required by law. San Joaguin Raptor, 27 Cal. App.4th at 729-30. Furthermore, “fa]n
accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential
environmental effects of a proposed activity.” /d. at 730) Thus, an inaccurate or
incomplete project description renders the analysis of significant environmental impacts
inherently unreliable,

SHUTE, MIHALY
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i Projected-Attendance-at-the-Oakland-Zoo Is

Misleading.

The project’s traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas and noise impacts depend
largely on how many Zoo visitors the project will attract. The Addendum projects the
new California exhibit will cause an increase in visitors from 630,000 (current) to
700,000 (year 2035). This modest increase, however, defies common sense and
contradicts actual attendance fignres. '

The Addendum explains that the Zoo has experienced a marked increase in
attendance between 2004 and 2009. Addendum App. D at 3. In fact, the only
documented decline in attendance experienced in the past seven years took place in 2010.
Id.; (attendance declined from 670,700 in 2009 to 629,300 in 2010.) The report goes on
to explain that Oakland Zoo visitor satisfaction is generally high, initial opening of the
new exhibits is expected to result in a substantial increase in attendance, and that
attendance is anticipated to stabilize at a higher level than prior to the exhibit. /d. at 4, 6,
7and 9. Moreover, the document explains that the summer of 2010 was particularly cold
and rainy, and that the nearby San Francisco Zoo also experienced lower attendance that
vear. [/d. at 8.

Despite the data presented suggesting that the Zoo can expect increased
attendance, both in the short- and long- term, the Addendum extrapolates from just one
year of lower attendance to conclude that base attendance will decline to 600,000 guests
per year. See id., Table 3 at 12. This assumption is not explained and seems implausible.
The attendance analysis ignores robust attendance figures with yearly increases for the
preceding six years. See id., Table 2 at 3. 1t inexplicably applies the decline in
attendance experienced in one particular year (2010) to die following five years. This
assumption artificially deflates the base attendance figures, which in turn results in low
attendance projections at build-out and beyond. The analysis must be redone to include
projections that accurately reflect historic attendance at the OGakland Zoo.

2. The Document Fails to Describe the Project’s Gondola
System,

The Addendum states that the support structures for the aerial gondola
passenger movement system, which spans a length of approximately 1,850 feet and a
vertical rise of approximately 331 feet, would not include night lighting. SMND/A at 2-
13. The document also states that the Califomia Interpretive Center “may occasionally

| SHUTE, MIHALY
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be used in the evenings for events that currently occur at the zoo, such as zoo-related
business-meetings,-fundraisers,-lectures,-the.Zoo-Lights holiday_light_show, and_the

_ L

annual members’ night.” /d. Presumably, nighttime visitors of the new facilities would
be transported using the gondola system since no additional parking is proposed for the
project. The SMND/A does not elaborate on die necessity for night lighting in the
gondola cars themselves or at the gondola receiving area at the Califomia Interpretive
Center where passengers disembark. Thus, the project description fails to provide a
complete and stable description of key project components and, as a result, understates
the project’s visual impacts.

B. The Addendum Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate
Impacts to Biological Resources.

The project would be located in Upper Knowiand Park, a known botanical
hotspot in the Oakland hills and one of the few places where large stands of nafive
grassland, oak woodland, coastal scrub, and chaparral co-exist in relatively intact

. condition. It is also known for its large number of locally rare species. Upper Knowiand

Park is zoned as a Resource Conservation Area, indicating that this open space is
resource-rich and an area identified by the City to be preserved.

The project proposes to place structures, roads and animal exhibits either on
top of or in close proximity to these important biological resources. The Addendum
recognizes that significant impacts will result and largely relies on the Habitat
Enhancement Plan and Mitigation and Monitoring Plans to be prepared in the future to
mitigate these impacts to sensitive habitats and special status plant and animal species.
Details of these plans, however, are unknown and the City has failed to made them
enforceable though legally binding instruments. Moreover, as detailed in the letter
submitted by Friends of Knowiand Park under separate cover, the Zoo’s record of
stewardship over these open spaces lands is questionable at best. Accordingly, there is
simply no basis to support the Addendum’s conclusion that this project’s impacts will be

_ reduced to less than significant levels.

I. The Project Will Result in Significant Imipacts to Sensitive
Plant Species.

The project will result in direct and indirect impacts to two sensitive plant
species: the Oakland star tulip and the bristly leptosiphon. SMNDV/A at 3.3-30. These
plants are both maintained on the List 4.2 of the Califomia Native Plant Society
Inventory. The List 4.2 category indicates that these plants are of limited distribution and
that they are uncommon enough that their status should be monitored regularly. See
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http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/ranking php, attached as Exhibit A. In addition,
these piants-are-designated as “fairly-threatened.in.Califomia,” which.indicates.a

moderate degree and immediacy of threat to these species. /d.

Despite the Addendum’s acknowledgment that these sensitive plant species
warrant protection, the document completely fails to adequately analyze and mitigate
potential impacts to them. As for the Oakland star tulip, while the Addendum evaluates
potential direct impacts to this flower species, it fails to consider indirect impacts.
Instead, the document notes that the known occurrence of Oakland star tulip is
approximately 500 feet outside the proposed perimeter and concludes that the Project
would not result in direct disturbance or impacts. However, fuel modification activities
such as managed grazing and mowing, in the area outside of the perimeter fence could
result in significant impacts. Knowiand Park is located in an area susceptible to wildland
fires. SMND/A at 3.6-12. State law requires that a defensible space be maintained
around all stmctures. Pub. Res. Code § 4291. Thus, with implementation of the Project,
which will locate stmctures in imdeveloped areas currently in open space, fiel
modification activities will likely be intensified. This in tum would result in impacts to
sensitive species outside of the perimeter fence. This, and any other indirect impacts

resulting from construction of the Project must be analyzed in a new or SEIR.

The Addendum’s treatment of the bristly leptosiphon is no better; in fact, it
proposes a plan to obliterate onsite occurrences of the species. The bristly leptosiphon is
located on the portion of the site slated for the wolf exhibit. The document recognizes
that the species “could be affected by trampling, den digging, and other activities of
wolves within the enclosures.” SMND/A at 3.3-31. However, the document is
dismissive of potential impacts to this species and propose to let the wolves trample the
species, monitor the species but once a year, and if needed put fencing around the
species. [d. at 3.3-32. It is impossible to imagine a scenario where the wolves would not
impact the species, the Zoo should redesign the project to avoid the species altogether.
Barring that, at the very least the fencing should be required as part of the project.
Furthermore, the City should impose specific mitigation for this impact as follows: (1)
the frequency of the monitoring should be increased to quarterly; (2) members of the
public should be invited to attend the monitoring events; and (3) monitoring reports
should be provided to not only the City but also to Friends of Knowiand Park and the
Califomia Native Piant Society.

The bristly leptosiphons listing on the CNPS Inventory means that
conditions still exist to make the plant a species of concem. See Exhibit A. Therefore,
the Addendum is obligated to evaluate impacts to this species imder CEQA. Yet the
document fails to consider the locality of this List 4 plant and how the specific locality
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may affect the level of threat for this species. For example, the Addendum should have
evaluated-whether this_population.is located at-the periphery of the species’ range_or.in

area where the species has sustained heavy losses, whether it exhibits unusual
morphology or occurs on unusual substrates. /d.

2. Proposed Mitigation for tbe Alameda Whipsnake is
Inadequate.

The project will result in a substantial reduction (15.7 acres) of state and
federally threatened Alameda whipsnake habitat. SMND/A at 3.3-34. The Addendum
recognizes that this impact is signiticant but fails to impese mitigation that will ensure
that these impacls are reduced to less than signiticant levels.

Mitigation Measure 14c, as revised, requires compensatory mitigation for
the AWS at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio. SMND/A at 3.3-4. Yet the Addendum fails to
provide any specitics about how this mitigation is to be achieved, deferring the details to
some future “Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.” To ensure that this mitigation can be

~ achjeved, City should require that the mitigation habitat be preserved in perpetuity by

placement in a conservation easement or other such binding instrument. See Guidelines
15126.4(a)(2) (requiring that mitigation measures be fully enforceable though legally
binding instruments). Indeed, the 1998 MND required that AWS replacement habitat be
preserved in perpetuity. There is no reason why the mitigation measure was watered
down to exclude this requirement, particularly in light of the Zoo’s history of '
questionable park stewardship. Absent stronger mitigation requirements, the
Addendum’s conclusion that impacts to the AWS are mitigated to less than significant
levels is misplaced.

3. The City Has Failed to Adequately Mitigate Impacts to
Seasonal Wetlands.

The project will pave over a 950-square-foot seasonal wetland that has
formed at the crossroads of the fire road. The Addendum provides only ceonditional
mitigation for diis impact since it asserts that the water feature has “limited habitat

. value.” SMNDV/A at 3.3-42. Specitically, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires the Zoo to

mitigate this impact by providing a minimum of 1:1 replacement for this seasonal
wetland, but only if the Regional Water Quality Control Board takes jurisdiction over it.
T'o the extent the wetland’s habitat value is diminished, however, it is due to the Zoo’s
careless grading of the tire road. These grading activities are described in greater detail
in the letter submitted by Friends of Knowiand Park under separate cover. In any event,
because the wetlands habitat value would likely be greatly enhanced had the Zoo been a
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better steward of this resource, die Zoo should, at the very least, commit to 1:1 mitigation

regardless-of-whether-the-Regional Board determines.that.it.is.subject_to_regulation_under
state law. :

4. The City Has Failed to Adequately Mitigate Impacts to
Native Grasslands.

The project would result in adverse impacts to approximately 8.5 acres of
native grasslands, which are considered sensitive habitat. SMND/A at 3.3-40. The
Addendum recognizes that this impact is signiticant but fails to impose mitigation that
will ensure that these impacts are reduced to less than signiticant levels.

The Addendum relies on Mitigation Measure i3a, which calls for future
preparation of a Habitat Enhancement Plan (“HEP”). Specitic measures in the HEP
describe the identitication of historic grasslands in Knowiand Park and their enhancement
through the removal of invasive species and planting with native species. /d. However,
the Addendum fails to provide any specitics about how this mitigation 1s to be achieved,
deferring the details to an undisclosed future date. To ensure that this mitigation can be

- -achieved, the document should have specitied whether there is an adequate amount of

historic grassland within Knowiand Park to accommodate the i7-acre mitigation area on-
site. Plus, the mitigation measure will still result in a net loss of grasslands; the
Addendum fails to explain how preserving 17 acres of existing grasslands that are
currently used for habitat purposes will actually result in mitigation. Furthermore, the
mitigation area should be protected from future fuel management activities and preserved
in perpetuity by placement in a conservation easement or other such binding instrument.
Absent that, the Addendum’s conclusion that impacts to the native grasslands are
mitigated to iess than signiticant levels is incorrect.

5. The Addendum Fails to Anélyze Impacts from Overnight
Camping.

The Addendum completely overlooks impacts to oak woodlands and other
biological resources that would result from implementing the overnight camping
component of the project. The new overnight camping area would be located in a
wooded area dominated by oaks. SMND/A at Figure 2-5. The camping area would
entail canvas tents on wooden platforms and would accommodate up to 100 people.
SMND/A at 2-22. The document appears to assume that because no oaks would be
removed in this area, there would be no impact. Not so. For example, construction and
installation of the platforms, composting toilets and fire rings would result in
disturbances to the understory, which could encourage establishment of non-native

,
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species. In addition, the introducfion of large groups of campers to this habitat would

likely-result-in-trampling-that-could-damage-root-systems, which-in-tum-renders-the trees

vulnerable to disease. The project would therefore result in a much higher loss of trees
than identified by the Addendum. The SEIR must include analysis of these significant

impacts.

6. The Addendum Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Impacts
Related to Sudden Oak Death.

Sudden Oak Death is a forest disease which is responsible for the deaths of
millions of oaks and tanoaks in California. SOD has recenfiy been reported in Knowiand
Park and is affecting bay laurel leaves. See Letter from Matteo Garbelloto, UC Berkeley,
dated March 13, 2011, submitted 1mder separate cover. Constmction and operation of the
proposed Master Plan would result in movement of soil and heavy equipment that could
spread SOD to the Park’s oaks. The Addendum fails to mention, let alone analyze or
mitigate, these potentially adverse impacts.

C. The Addendum Fails to Adequately Analyze Visual Impacts.

From a aesthetic perspective, the proposed project represents a vast
departure from the 1998 Master Plan. The Califomia Interprefive Center will be two
stories taller and four times larger than the approved structure. The Addendum’s visual
simulations indicate that the Interpretive Center will protrude above the ridgeline
significantly altering views from the trails and fire road in Knowiand Park above the
project site, Addendum, Figure 3.1-3a, Furthermore, in contrast to the 1998 Plan, most
of the animal exhibits and visitor areas have been moved up the hill so that they are
visible to neighbors and Knowiand Park users.

The document attempts to minimize these changes to the visual character
and concludes only that the project “would reduce the extent of visible open grasslands.”
ld at 3.1-7. However, as made clear by the visual simulations, park users would
experience prominent views of the massive Interpretive Center structure, roadways and
fencing in lieu of the existing undeveloped open space. The result of these changes are a
significant change to the visual character of the area, which would be a significant impact
lo the public using Knowiand Park for recreafion. The Addendum suggests that these
views, because they are not scenic vistas, do not warrant protection. Quite the contrary,
an adverse impact on scenic views enjoyed by the public is a significant impact under
CEQA. See Ocean View Estates v. Montecito Water Disi. (2004) 116 Cal. App 4th 396,
402. :

SHUTE, MIHALY
K)7\~\X/E1NBERGERLL;=



Darin Ranelletti
March 14, 2011
Page 11

The proposed design also confiicis with OSCAR Policy O8-10.1, which

=protects-exisfing-scenic-views-in-Oakland;-paying-particular-attention-to-(a).views of _the
Oakland Hills from the fiatiands; ... and (d) panoramic views from . . . hillside
locations.” OSCAR at 2-65. No amowmt of screening can disguise the fact [hat the
project will alter the existing ridgeline and degrade the existing views from the Oakland
flatlands and hillsides. The OSCAR policy explains that these views should be protected
by a combination of height limitations and proper management of park and open space.
Id. Here, the OSCAR clearly calls for a scaling back of the Interpretive Center and other
large hillside strctures. Because the City ignores this admonifion, the project is
inconsistent with this policy and represents new, significant impacts |o views from public
parklands.

The gondola system will be visible from surrounding neighborhoods and
the 580 freeway. Yet, as discussed above, the Addendum fails to analyze impacts from
lighting in the gondola cars and corresponding receiving area at the California
Interprefive Center during night time use of the system. Addendum at 3.1-28. Therefore,
the document fails to analyze impacts to views and adjacent uses from night lighting and
glare.

Finally, the visual simulations fail to capture all aspects of the project. The
new emergency plah, for example, calls for grading and constructing a 20- to 30-foot
wide fire road from Snowdown Avenue. Yet these “improvements” are not shown on the
simulations. Furthermore, although the Addendum concedes that the project would
“reduce the extent of visible grasslands,” the visual simulations fail to show what this
loss of grasslands would actually look like.

D. Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise Analyses Are Inadequate.

The artificially low base attendance figures used to project fitture Zoo
-attendance after Master Plan build-out also implicate other analyses in the MND. The
analysis of air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, traffic and noise are all based on base
attendance figures and related attendance projections. Inasmuch as the baseline
attendance figures are distorted, related analyses also underestimate project-related
impacts. For this reason, any revised documentafion must include a revised analysis of
project-related air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, traffic and noise.
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IV, Conclusion

For all ofi the foregoing reasons, we respectfully submit that the Planning
Commission cannot lawfully approve the Project as currently proposed. The Project
should be redesigned in a manner that is consistent with the Cily General Plan.
Moreover, before the City may lawfully approve the project, it must prepare a new EIR
or SEIR that analyzes, mitigates and proposes alternatives to reduce the project’s
significant environmental impacts.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

K/

Catherine C. Engberg

cc: Ruth Malone, Friends of Knowiand Park

Wimwd ol |_data\ZOOMCommem Letter 3-14-11.doc
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The plants of List 1A (less than 30
taxa) are presumed extinct because
they have not been‘seen or collected
in the wild in California for many
years. This list includes plants that
are both presumed extinct in

California, as well as those plants
which are presumed extirpated in
California. A plant is extinct in
California if it no longer occurs in or . Do
outside of Califomia. A plant that is . T R
extirpated from Califomia has been thulu.s}f :ctlus g‘ lStGIB'2)’ photo
eliminated from California, but may by Lara Hartley 200 .
still occur elsewhere in its range.

Plants are placed on List 1A in an effort to highlight their plight and
encourage field work to relocate extant populations. Since the publication
of the fifth edition (1994), eight plants thought to be extmct in California
have been rediscovered. These are Ventura marsh milk-vetch (4stragalus
pycnostachyus var. lanosissimus), San Fernando Valley spineflower
(Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina), diamond-petaled Califomia poppy
{Eschscholzia rhombipetala), Mojave tarplant (Hemizonia mohavensis),
water howellia (Hbwellia aquatilis), Howell's montia (Montia howellii),
northem adder's-tongue (Ophioglossum pusiffum), and Shasta
orthocarpus (Orthocarpus pachystachyus). The successful rediscovery of
several List 1A plants is encouraging and CNPS hopes that it will
motivate professional and amateur botanists alike to search for and
rediscover more List 1A species.

All of the plants constituting List | A meet the definitions of Sec. 1901,
Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Sees. 2062 and 2067
(California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of
Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing. Should these taxa
be rediscovered, it is mandatory that they be fully considered during
preparation of environmental documents relating to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

List 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and

- Elsewhere

The plants of List 1B are rare diroughout their range with the majority of
‘them endemic to Cahfomia. Most of the plants of List IB have declined
significantly over the last century. List 1B plants constitute the majority
of the plants in CNPS’ Inventory with more than 1,000 plants assigned to
this category of rarity.

All of the plants constituting List 1B meet the definitions of Sec. 1901,
Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Sees. 2062 and 2067




http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/ranking.php Page 3

(California Endangered Species Act) of the Califomia Department of
Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing. It is mandatory
that they be fully considered during preparation of envirommental
documents relating to CEQA.

List 2: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But

More Comm Qn‘E:']spwhere

Except for being common beyond
the boundaries of California, the
plants of List 2 would have appeared
on List IB, From the federal
perspective, plants common in other
states or countries are not eligible
for consideration under the
provisions of the Endangered
Species Act. Until 1979, a similar
policy was followed in California.-

— i ® Howeéver, after the passage of the
Penstemon janishiae (List 2.2),  Native Piant Proteclt)ion Act, plants
photo by Cheryl Beyer were considered for protection
without regard to their distribution outside the state.

With List 2, we recognize the importance of protecting the geographic
range of widespread species. In this way we protect the diversity of our
own state's flora and help maintain evolutionary.process and genetic
diversity within species. All of the plants constituting List 2 meet the
definitions of Sec. 1901, Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or
Sees. 2062 and 2087 (California Endangered Species Act) of the
Califomia Department of Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state
listing. It is mandatory that they be fully considered during preparation of
environmental documents relating to CEQA.

7 List 3: Plants About Which We Need More Information - A Review

List

The plants that comprise List 3 are
united by one common theme - we
lack the necessary information to
assign them to one of the other lists
or to reject them. Nearly all of the
plants remaining on List 3 are ‘
taxonomically problematic. For each
List 3 plant we have provided the
known information and then
indicated in the “Notes” section of S
the Inventory record where Salvia dorrii var. incana (list 3),
assistance is needed. Data regarding photo by Steve Matson 2006
distribution, endangerment, ecology,

and taxonomic validity will be gratefully received by e-mailing the Rare
Plant Botanist at asims@cnps.org or (916) 324-3816.




http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/ranking.php Page 4

Some of the plants constituting List 3 meet the defmitions of Sec. 1901,
Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Sees. 2062 and 2067
(Califomia Endangered Species Act) of the Califomia Department of
Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing. We strongly
recommend that List 3 plants be evaluated for consideration during
preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA.

List 4; Plants of Limited Distribution - A Watch List

i The plants in this category are of
¥ limited distribution or infrequent
throughout a broader area in
Califomia, and their vulnerability or
susceptibility to threat appears
relatively low at this time, While we
cannot call these plants "rare" from
a statewide perspective, they are
uncommeon enough that their status
should be monitored regularly.
_ Should the degree of endangerment
-k S — or rarity of a List 4 plant change, we
Phacelia exilis (List 4.3), photo by 1y trztuymfcr ittoa rflore approgpriate
Lara Hartley 2005 Ist. -

Very few of the plants constituting List 4 meet the definitions of Sec.
1901, Chapter.10 (Native Plant Protection"Act) or Sees. 2062 and 2067
(Califomia Endangered Species Act) of the Califomia Department of

. Fish and Game Code, and few, if any, are eligible for state listing.
Nevertheless, many of them are significant locally, and we strongly
recommend that List 4 plants be evaluated for consideration during
preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA. This may be
particularly appropriate for the type locality of a List 4 plant, for
populations at the periphery of a species’ range or in areas where the
taxon is especially uncommon or has sustained heavy losses, or for
populations exhibiling unusual morphology or occurring on unusual
substrates.

Threat Ranks

The CNPS Threat Rank is an extension added onto the CNPS List and
designates the level of endangerment by a 1 to 3 ranking, with 1 being the
most endangered and 3 being the least endangered. A Threat Rank is
present for all List 1B’s, List 2's and the majority of List 3’s and List 4’s.
List 4’s may contain a Threat Rank of 0.2 or 0.3; however an instance in
which a Threat Rank of 0.1 is assigned to a List 4 plant has not yet been
encountered. List 4 plants generally have large enough populations to not
have significant threats to their continued existence in Califomia;
however, certain conditions still exist to make the plant a species of
concem and hence be placed on a CNPS List. In addition, all List 1A
(presumed extinct in California), and some List 3 (need more
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mformatlon) and List 4 (limited distribution) plants, which lack threat
information, do not-have a Threat Rank extension.

Threat Ranks

« 0.1-Seriously threatened in California (hlgh degree/immediacy of:
threat) -

e 0.2-Fairly threatened in California (moderate degreeflmmedlaCy
ofithreat) .

« 0.3-Not very threatened in Califomia (low degree/immediacy ofi
threats or no current threats known)

Where did the RED Code go?

N ) /i cated to the Preservation

of California Native Flora

California Native Plant Society 2707 K Street, Suite 1 * Sacramento, CA 95816-5113
(916) 447-2677 « fax (916) 447-2727 » cnps@cnps.org

Copynght © 1999-2011 California Native Plant Society. All rights reserved.”

Copyright © 1999-2011 California Native Plant Socnety All nghts reserved. Contact Us
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Letter from Golden Gate Audubon Society, dated March 15, 2011




RE: AMENDMENT TO OAKILAND ZOO MASTER PLAN

THE ATTACHED PUBLIC COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED AFTER THE.
PREPARATION OF THE MARCH 16,2011, PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF
REPORT AND AFTER THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE ADDITIONAL PUBLIC
COMMENTS ON MARCH 15, 2011. THESE COMMENTS ARE BEING

DISTRIBUTED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND BEING MADE
AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC AT THE MARCH 16, 2011, HE ARING.
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March 15, 2011

Via U.8. Mail and Emait

Darin Ranetletti, Ptanner 111

City of Oakland, Community and Economic Development Agency
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, Californta, 94612

Fax: 510-238-6538

E-mail to draneilenif@oak|andnet.com

Re: Project # CM09085/CP09078/ER09005; Amendment to Oakland Zoo Generat
Plan, Mitigated Negative Declaration '

Dear Mr. Ranellettt:

[ am writing on behalf of the Golden Gate Audubon Society to provide comments on the
‘Amendment to Qakland Zoo Master Plan: Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration/dddendum (“Mitigated Negative Declaration” or “MND”) issued for the
proposed expansion of the Oakland Zoc. Golden Gate Audubon’s mission is to protect
wildlife and their habitats in the Bay Area and.to connect Bay Area restdents with nature.
For more than 90 years, Golden Gate Audubon’s members have used and enjoyed the
natural and open space areas of the East Bay, including Knowland Park.

Golden Gate Audubon’s East Bay Conservation Committee has struggled with this matter
for nearly a year. On one hand, Golden Gate Audubon advocates for protecting open
space and habitats in the Bay Area and is uncertain of the quality of environmental
review conducted for the project in 1998, On the other, Golden Gate A udubon sees value
in the proposed expansion to engage the public and provide an important educational
resource about the value of wildlife and habitat conservation in the Bay Area. Frankly,
were this any other applicant or any other project, the Conservation Committee would be

inclined to oppose this expansion into open space.

However, given that the proposed expansion will focus on native California animals and
their conservation needs and given the proposed minimization and mitigation measures,
the Conservation Committee has elected to not oppose the project at this time: Instead,
we will provide comments regarding the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration in the
hopes that the final project will be improved to reduce impacts to wildlife, habitats, and
the natural aesthetic values of the site. We encourage the Zoo to consider these
comments and to work with other groups, including the Sierra Club, the California Native
Plant Society, and the Friends of Knowiand Park, to address concerns and improve the
overall project. -

GOLDEN GATE AUDUBON SOCIETY

2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite G 8Berksley, Califcrnia 94702

plow 510.843.2222 . 5310.843.5351  w.) weew.goldengateaudubon.org



Golden Gate Audubon Comments re: Qakland Zoo Expansion Mil. Neg, Decl.

March 15, 2011
Page 2 of 3

I Concerns Regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration

A, The Baseline for the Project Should be Current Conditions, Not the
Hypothetical Impacts Identifted in the 1998 Master Plan.

Throughout the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), the authors compare.the
estimated impacts from the project as current planned with those identified in the 1998
MasterPtan—Golden-Gate-Audubonbelievesthe-MND-would-be-improved-by-assessing

the significance of the impacts (and providing appropriate minimization and mitigation
measures) based on current conditions at the site. We believe that the document is
weakened by its reliance on the 1998 environmental review, which may not have been
fully adequate or applicable to current conditions, especially when considered with

cumulative impacts from surrounding areas.

B. Tree Removals Should Be Minimized and Should Avoid the Bird
Breeding Season. '

The MND does not provide an adequate description of how tree removals will be
minimized nor does it provide assurances that trees will not be removed during the bird
breeding season (March | — July 31 of each year). Itis not adequate to simply conduct
some surveys (the methods of which are not included in the MND). Rather, the project
should simply avoid all tree removals during the bird breeding season and seek to reduce
impacts to birds during other parts of the year.

Meré replacement of mature trees.with new plantings does not futly mitigate impacts
from tree removal. Mature trees provide more habitat, including broader canopy, acorn
production, and cavities and snags which are used by birds and other wildtife. Where
possibte, trees with cavities or snags should be left remaining. if trees with snags or
cavities are removed, replacement habitat should be created. The MND does not

current]y address this issue adequateiy.
C. Waste and Trash Control

With the increase of visitors to the area that will result from this project, it is very likely
there will be a subsequent increase in trash and food refuse. Food waste attracts many
“pest” species, including rats, raccoons, feral cats, crows, and ravens, which in turn can
have significant negative impacts on local wildlife populations. The MND does not

appear to address this issue adequately.

D. Native Plants Should Be Planted and Maintajned

The MND states that native plants will be planted in upper Knowiand Park and in other
areas as part of the habitat management plan. It is not clear from the MND whether the
200 is committing to not only planting native plants but also ensuring that they survive in
the area. Any mitigation must include long-term management to ensure that the
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replacement habitat and other mltlgatlons thrive and meet the goal of offsetting impacts
from the project.

E. Golden Gate Audubon Recommends that the Aerial Tram Be
Avoided.

Golden Gate Audubon knows that some community members have proposed that the 700
|

feplace plaris foran aerial tramwith-some-form-ofdand=based-transit-(e:ga-shuttle-orrail
car). We encourage the Zoo to consider the options because it will (1) result in fewer'
impacts to birds, (2) be more economicat, and (3) better maintain the area’s natural

aesthetic values.
F. Lighting

The introduction of night-lighting into portions of the open space that were heretofore
dark will create additional impacts that are not adequately addressed in the MND. The
introduction of artificial light into a natural landscape can have negative effects on
wildlife, including the alteration of breeding and foraging behaviors, predator-prey
relationships, and nest predation in'birds. We ask that the document be revised to
consider these impacts and propose mitigations as necessary.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If you would like to discuss this
matter further, please do not hesitate to contact me at (510) 843-6551 or
mtvnes(@goldengateaudubon.org.

Sincerely,

//’7’ V= ’H‘

Michael Lynes
Conservation Director
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Friends of Knowland Park
http://www saveknowland.org
Ruth E. Malone, Co-Chair
Friends of Knowiand Park
10700 Lochard Street

QOakland, California 94605
April 27, 2011

Darin Ranelletti, Planner 1il

City of Oakland
Community and Economic Development Agency

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
QOakland, California ?4612

RESPONSE TO CITY/Z00 COMMENTS POST MAlRCH 16,2011 PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING :

Dear Mr. Ranelletti,

Friends of Knowland Park would like to officially submit this letter with regard to the
Amendment to the Qakland Zoo Master Plan. This letter will discuss the city/zoo responses
prepared following the March 16, 2011 Plaiming Commission Meeting.

Type of Environmental Document

We are disappointed to find that Planning Staff have again declined to prepare a Full
Environmental Impact Report as required under the California Envirormiental Quality Act.

First, no full EIR was prepared for therpreviously approved project, only a Mitigated Negative
Declaration. However, given that the Zoo is now proposing a project dramatically different in
both elements and configuration, CEQA section 21166 clearly provides for preparation of an

EIR if:

(a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the environmental impact report.

{b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in the

environmental impact report.
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(c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the
time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes

available.

As stated in our previous comments and those of other environmental groups, all these

o de

conditions pertain here.

Clearly, the very fact that the “Subsequent Mitigated Declaration Addendum”™ (SMND/A) has
now grown to encompass nearly 1300 pages of materials itself suggests that city staff recognize
that the substantial changes in the project did indeed call for major changes to the Mitigated

Negative Declaration.

Multiple changes in the circumstances under which the proposed project would be undertaken
have occurred. These include but are not limited to: Increased traffic on the adjacent freeway
and roads; inconsistencies with the city’s Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR)
portion of the General Plan, which was adopted post 1998; discovery and development of
knowledge about Sudden Oak Death and the loss of witdlife and native plant habitat in the
intervening 13 years due to additicnal development.

New information has become available. Specifically, this includes the documented presence of
the endangered Alameda Whipsnake on the expansion site as well as the development of tools
for measuring the effects of habitat toss on existing wildlife, among others.

Regrettably, the City’s response to previous public comments is inadequate and even
dismissive of serious environmental concerns. The staff report states (P.9) that “No new
mitigation measures are required to reduce a potentially significant impact,” yet proposes
numerous new mitigation measures different from those adopted in 1998, creating confusion
for the public. The City’s response is simply not credible and suggests bias and abuse of
discretion in evaluating the pubtic comments.

It defies common sense to claim, as the City does, that what was previously approved as a one-
story, ‘low profile’ 7500 square foot visitor center structure and is now proposed to be a 34000
square foot 3-story interpretive center, restaurant, gift shop and offices, plus an additional 1100
square foot deck and including a 30 foot service road addition and reloc ated into a much more

sensitive area in terms of native plant communities is a “minor technical change.”

It defies common sense that adding an aerial gondoela in an area subject to seasonal earth

movement and seismic disturbance is a “miner technical change.”

It defies common sense to claim, as the City does, that the addition to the project of a
campground featuring ten 10X20 foot platform tents to serve up to 100 people at atime in an

area of sensitive pak woodlands is a “minor technical change.”
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It defies common sense to claim, as the City does, that the addition of a new 17000 square foot
veterinary hospilal not part of the previousty approved proposal and located near a creek
drainage is a “minor technical change.” '

Environmential Baseline

The SMD/A inadequately considers the potential impact of the project on existing
envirommnental conditions in numerous ways. Most of these have already been mentioned in
previous comments, and remain inadequately addressed. Notably, the SMD/A and the
Response to Public Comments both omit comprehensive anatysis of the project’s impact on
existing wildlife habitat, local wildlife populations as a whole, and changes in the amount of
wildlife habitat in the city since 1998. These aspects are material to considering the baseline

conditions and the project’s impacts.

Attendance projections

At several previous public meetings, Zoo staff ctaimed the expansion would bring more than a
million visitors a year to the Zoo. The staff response (p. 3) to the previous public comments
about attendance projections used to calculate, among other things, traffic and air quality and
climate change impacts, simpty restates the previous analysis and provides no evidence
whatsoever to refute the public’s concern that the figures were “cherry-picked” to suggest a

lower attendance for environmental purposes.

Lighting

We appreciate the correction provided to clarify that indeed—contrary to the SMND/A's
assertion that there will be “no night lighting™ of the proposed gondolas, the gondolas will in
fact have night lighted interiors and will be used to bring visitors to night events at the

proposed interpretive center.

Reconfiguration of Animal Exhibits

The City's response ignores the environmental impacts of the wholesale relocation of animal
exhibits, buildings, walkways, etc. over the ridgeline to the eastern portion facing the remaining
Parklands. Thus it treats the Park as a mere backdrop to the Zoo, as opposed to a Park in its

own right.

Aesthetics

One need not expect a visual simulation analysis to show “every possible viewpoint.”

However, the City has not provided evidence o counter the comment that the simulations are
misleading and inadequate for the public to be able to determine the true effects of the project
on the aesthetic environment. The City’s OSCAR portion of the General Plan explicitly refers
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to “views,” not “vistas,” yet the City response continues to'assert that only distant views are to
be considered. This is contrary to the facts of the City’s own policy.

The City response (p. 5) also includes a deliberately misleading statement which we can only
assume has been provided by the Zoo to City Staff and mis-represented as the Staff's own

viewpoint, namely the characterization of the Frierids 6f Knowland Park (FoKPY) slide of the
visual simulation of the Interpretive Center as “manipulated.” This state ment should be clearly
attributed to Dr. Parrott, who made this false claim during a meeting at the Planning and
Zoning conference room with the Zoo, Planning and Zoning Staff, and Friends of Knowland
Park leaders. Furthermore, the visual simulation used by FoKP at the Planning Commission
meeting was not used as a demonstration of the public viewpoint; rather it was submitted as
proof that the proposed interpretive center building breaks the continuity of the ridgeline, and
as such is in violation of the Oakland General Plan and O‘SCAR, which calls for protection of
ridgelines from development. The outside edge of the simulation photo was cropped to
demonstrate more cleariy what will be seen by the public, but this can also be seen in the
uncropped version which wés developed by Zoo consultants.

The use of the word "manipulated™ also appears intended to imply that FoKP somehow
tampered with the image, and falsély indicates that the image was "expand[ed]", which it was
not. The exterior frame of the image was simply cropped for the reasons stated above. Nothing
else was done to this image and to suggest otherwise appears to be a transparent effort to
discredit project opponents, hardly worthy of City staff The public deserves to have the record

-corrected and this biased statement retracted.

In addition, claiming that this image of the building will not be visible to anyone, when it is
taken straight out of the visual simulation provided by the Zoo, defies belief The building is on
the ridgeline and the image of the ridgeline and building is idemical in every respect to that
which appears in the Zoo simulation, so it is patently false to claim it will not be visible.

The City’s response provides ne further evidence to support the claim that the location of the
project in Knowiand Park would not substantially degrade the character or quality of the Park.
We have previously submitted evidence showing clearly how it would do so. Misleadingly,
given that City staff are most certainly aware that most of the remaining Park is inaccessible
from the western and most valued portion of the parkland, the Response suggests that because
278 acies of open space would remain, “the project would not have a dominant presence in the

whole of Kniowland Park.”

This entirely ignores the reality that Knowland as used 1s two separate parks, divided by a
roadway, creek, and impenetrable brushlands, and the western portion is the most used and
most beloved. This portion will have a much smaiier open area remaining. At hearing after
hearing, Park users have emphasized the importance of the tranquil view and quiet character of
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the park itself as seen from the mesa area. which direcrly faces the proposed expansion across a
smatt vale. As previousty documented, Knowiand Park is scenic in itself, offering Park users
the opportunity to escape from the urban landscape and be transported into an historical
California experience of rolling hills and oak woodlands unbtighted by any development

— wharsoever _The_visual_simulations obviously demonstrate a significant impact on the scenic

beauty of the Park itself, a significant change from the 1998 project alchsiglliﬂcatlt nesw
impact not recognized nor mitigated. If this project is approved, ir will be impossible 1o walk
around western Knowland Park without seeing and hearing the Zoo. This is a fundamental
change in the character of the park and will permanently alter peaceful enjoyment of it.

The widening of the existing fire road and addition of turnouts every 300 feet is falsely
characterized as having no significant aesthetic impact “because the road is not part of a scenic
vista.” [t is, however, right in the center of the scenic VIEW Park users most enjoy, and
widening it to a virtual freeway right down the middle of the part of the Park where most
visitors go is not “a small presence in an otherwise large and expansive park.” The response
seems intended to mislead thosée who are unfamiliar with the Park’s actual configuration (west
and east portions) and use patterns. The aesthetic impact to Knowiand Park as a park would be
devastating and would entirely change the character of the Park, yet NO genuine mitigation
measures are proposed. “Dirt colored gravel” is laughable and indicates no interest whatsoever
in preserving the beauty of the existing parkland for future generations to enjoy. Further, the
City has failed to analyze the traffic increases in the natural habitat and experience inside the
remaining open space parkland. Currently, traffic’is limited to occasional security checks,
seasonal grading, and‘the rare wildfire. The new uses of the modified EV A roadway could
cause impacts on wildlife and alter the hiking, birding, picnicking, biking, and other
recreational opportunities in the Park areas adjacent to the EVA road. Altering the gravel color
does nothing whatsoever 1o mitigate the land use and wildlife impacts.

Biological Resources

It is dismaying to see that the City’s response to concerns raised about Biological Resources
continues to fail to provide sufficient detait to address the overall and cumulative
enviroumeutal impacts of the project. There 15 still no comprehensive analysis ofexiétitlg
wildlife populations that currently use the site as habitat and how they will be affected, only
discussion of a few types of witdlife and plants considered in isolation from one another, rather
than as ecosystems. The response also continues to assume that it is possible to “re-create”
natural plant and animal communities as mitigation, which it is not. Such communities are
complex and interreiated systems right down to the soil microorganisms. The SMNDVA and
additional staff comments fail to acknowledge this and thereby fail to produce an
envirommnental document consistent with the state of ecological knowledge in the 21™ century.

We have alreadyv provided comments on the Alameda Whipsnake. However, we do note again
that the city has failed to make mitigation measures enforceable through legally binding

LAh



Friends of Knowiand Park Letter - 4/27/11

instruments, suggesting that it has not taken steps to ensure the measures will be adequaleiy
implemented. The proposed interpretive center should be scaled down and moved into an area
closer to ils previous location and not located anywhere adjacent to chaparral habitat. Given
that the localion of the interpretive center has yet to be determined, based on the need for
permit_approvals from the US Fish & Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish

and Game, the public is being denied the right to make comments on ifs flnal Tocation. The
approvals from these agencies should be obtained PRIOR to final project approval so that the

public has the opportunity to review the location and make comments.

The mitigation measures proposed for protecting the bristly leptosiphon remain inadequale to
protecting such a liny plant. One need only visit any animal enclosure at the exisling Zoo to see
thai assuming such a plant can survive within one is based on assuming that the wolves do not

actually use the enclosure area.

Grasslands and Habilal Enhancement Plan mitigation measures are meaningless without the
requirement of an endowment to provide funding for such activities. This suggesls that the Cily
has nol established legally binding policies to ensure the mitigation measures would actually be
implemented. While the City's response claims that “failure to properly implement the
mitigation measures is subject to enforcement actions by the City,” there is no evidence
whatsoever that such actions ever have been taken to either monitor or enforce existing
invasive plant removal measures required under the 1998 agreement, raising a “reasonable

person” argument that such enforcement is lax or absent.

Has the City ever examined the Zoo’s annual assessments of the species and distribution of
invasive nonnalive weeds, including maps, that were required under the 1998 MND mitigation
measures? 11 would seem that these should have been submitted as evidence of the Zoo’s
implementation of mitigation measures. Invasive species are being spread by the Zoo and ils
activities in Knowland Park. The Staff report and the SMND inaccurately state the extent of

invasive species.

For example, the "Vegetation Cover and Disturbance Areas Map” (Add 3.3-1) in the SMND/A
shows only some French Broom infestation, but il 1s not accurate. French Broom has marched
inlo significantly more and larger areas than what Swaim Biological depicts on their map and
the Staff Report (on Page 72) clearly contradicts the Swaim map, showing the "native
grasslands in the vicinity of the proposed bison/tule elk enclosure that is being overtaken by
French broom (shrubs with yellow flowers)”. A proper study—or even a simple visual
examination of the site—would show that the density of French Broom has been greatest in the
areas adjacent to the Zoo, and least dense as one moves farther away from the Zoo.

City resource constraints exacerbate this concern. Dr. Parrott himself, in a recent radio
interview (April 21, 2011, KQED Forum), emphasized the very costly nature of such invasive
species removal activities and how that limits the Zoo’s ability to carry them out. Establishment
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of a designated funding source would be an effective measure to ensure that these mitigations
are not merely words on paper (as, apparently. were the other commitments made in 1998 to
the community groups that negotiated the previous and very different project plans).

Seasonal Wetland

—_—

The seasonal wetland, located in the expansion area, formed at the base of several slopes and
contrary to City claims, was not simply a result of road grading. Water did drain slowly from it
into adjacent grasslands until, in spring 2009, the 60 foot downhill channel was ploughed,
obliterating the wetland--as previously documented and reported to the Creeks Division and to
Planning on multiple occasions. This work was done at the behest of the Zoo following a
community meeting at which the existence of the wetland and frog breeding area was raised.

FoKP discussed the 950 square foot seasonal wetland issues and other water-related issues
raised by the project with Brian Wines of the state Water Resources Control Board, Water
Resources Control Board staff were concerned about the previous grading within the project
area, saying they thought that perhaps this action could constitute a violation of state and
federal law. Mr. Wines also characterized as “inadequate and slipshod” the SMD/A’s
description of the areas of potential state water agency jurisdiction, and said “you can quote me
on that.” This raises serious questions for the public about the adequacy of the mitigation
measures for !l hydrology-related aspects of the project, including the location of the

- veterinary hospital near a creek drainage and the measures proposed to deal with that. The

Water Resources Control Board should review and approve ail proposed mitigation measures

before the finat project approval is granted.

Finally, the use of existing Knowland Park land as mitigation for the taking of other Knowland

Park land is unacceptable.
Snowdown Emergency Access Road

To claim, as the City does, that widening the fire road to 20 feet with turnouts, with the
concomitant loss of plants and animal habitat, is an improvement to the Park and its natural
resources because widening the road will reduce the spread of weed seed from truck tires, is
Jjust ridiculous on its face. By this logic, it would also be an improvement to make the road even
wider and pave it. The Zoo's use of mechanical invasive species removal measures, which
disturb the soil and distribute seeds. and its failure to retrieve French Broom seeds carefully
bagged for removat in a timely way are a far greater threat in terms of weeds and this is

‘nowhere acknowledged or addressed despite documentation submitted previously.
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Trees—Qvernight Camping Area

The City’s response claims that the 11 raised tent platforms and camping area “would not result
in any severe damage”. However, severe damage is not necessary to render oaks more

__vulnerable to disease and death, The repeated activities of 100 persons around these mature

trees will have significant effects on the health of these magnificent oaks and these effects lave
not been adequately mitigated. Comparing the construction of permanent platforms all around
the oaks with the activities of cattle in open space ignores the effects of such permanent,
impervious platforms on water, soil temperature and general soil health, etc. The accompanying

diagram showing the location of trees in the camping area does not adequately convey the size
of the trees’ spread or root systems nor does it accurately portray the size and shape of the

proposed platforms.

Trees—Sudden Oak Death

We are pleased to see that the City now recognizes Sudden Oak Death (SOD) as a factor thal
should be addressed, since it was entirely absent previously from all environmental documents.
These trees belong to ail of Oakland and should not be damaged in order to build an
“edutainment” complex. It is shocking, considering the oak is Oakland’s signature tree, that no

comprehensive assessment of the presence of SOD has been completed as part of this reporting . __

and as part of the environmental baseline appraisal. This should be done before project
approval since it 1s impossible to determine with accuracy what the existing environmental
conditions are with respect to SOD in the absence of such an assessment.

.The additional measures proposed for mitigation in future should be completed before ANY
construction proceeds on this project, not merely those “associated with rthe California exhibir.”
The proposed veterinary hospital, with its hydrology issues, could well have impacts on the
spread of SOD in the adjacent creek drainage, where there are stands of oak trees that could be
affected by construction and water diversion measures. The construction of perimeter fencing
likewise is likely to have impacts. Details about restrictions on movement of plant and soil
material should be developed prior to approval of the project. Further, the footnoted small print
caveat provided at the top of page &, which presumably also applies to the SOD provisions,
renders all these provisions completely pointless, since anyone can argue that any measure is
too hard, too expensive, or would take too long. This provision clearly suggests unwillingness
on the City’s part to take adequate steps with enough teeth to ensure that the mitigation
measures it says will be required will actually be implemented.

Again, an endowment dedicated to implementation of the SOD mitigation measures should be
required in order to ensure these very expensive measures are properly completed.
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Global Climate Change

The comunents still do not explain the apparent discrepancy in GHG emissions for annualized
vegetation that we identified in our previous comments, According to the ENVIRON Report,
the 390 ton figure is the total one time CO2 emissions attributable to the nef change of

.Land Use, Recreation and Planning o

vegetation, (which is defined as and therefore includes’BOTH added-€O2-emission-from

" biodegradation of removed vegetation and the CO2 sequestration potential of new plantings).

The City’s comments do not reflect this but mischaracterize it as only representing the
increased CO2 resulting from removal of vegetation. However, since the 274 tons of CO2 that
are then subtracted from the 390 tons were already included in that figure, the 274 tons are
counted twice, resulting in an overestimate of sequesiration potential. Without this
overestimation, CO2 emissions from the project would reach well above the threshold of 1100

metric tons.

The comments also include no response to the need for independent verification of the acreage
types for sequestration potential. Since the Zoo has a vested interest in building the project it
prefers, these acreage types should be independently verified before the project is approved,
because the climate change calculations are based upon them.

Perimeter Fence Wildlife Claims

The perimeter fence is described as having “animal-friendly undercrossings” to allow passage
of wildlife, but Dr. Parrott has repeatedly emphasized in public meetings the necessity of
fencing ‘protected open space’ in the project to keep out feral dogs and cats. The nature of a
fence capable of discriminating between wildlife and feral dogs and cats is unknown. In any
case, there is no question that the fencing of such a large area of current wildlife habitat will
have massive effecis on the wildlife which are not adequately addressed, nor are the effects on
neighboring communities of further squeezing wildlife into a smaller portion of the Park.

Recreational Buildings in City Parks

The interpretive center and veterinary hospital, contrary to the City’s assertions, are nof being
constructed “in accordance with an adopred master plan,” hence the need for the new approval,
which would obviously not be needed if they were. However, while the City claims that in any
case, it is not feasible to locate these services outside the Park, it is in fact quite feasible to
locate offices in their current locations or in other buildings within the existing Zoo footprint
since they are not required for new staff and this could potentially reduce the impact of the
project by reducing the size of the building. There is no reason that offices need to be located in
the interpretive center. Offices could more easily be located adjacent to the new Vet Hospital
Facility, and these would be more central to the Zoo as a whole, closer to the existing office




|
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building, closer to the Vererinary Staff, and thus would offer better management characteristics

for the office space.

Noise

appear to have been deliberately selected to maximize ambient freeway noise. To date, no noise
assessments from the quiet upper-mesa area facing the proposed expansion area have been
completed. This is the area where most park users cunently experience the tranquility of the
Park. Regular Park hikers are well aware that at least two of the three measurement points in
the new assessments are quite noisy, due to topography of the site. These assessments do not
allow an accurate baseline for appraising whether there would be a significant increase in the
ambient noise in the undeveloped portions of the Park. Further, the proposed relocation of
almost all animal exhibits to the sloping land facing the remaining Park means that the sound
will reverberate up the slope. It is also unclear whether the noise levels for operations used in
the modeling include not just “human voices™ but also the screaming ty pical of enthusiastic
Zoo visitors. Noise levels within the existing Zoo on a busy weekend day should be measured

and included into the model.

Transportation and Circulation _ o

Cumulative Impacts from Other Large Frojects

While the City states that the Holy Redeemer site i1s not in development, the City failed to
mention the redevelopment of the nearly-defunct Foothill Square Shopping Center and its
potential impact on traffic in the area. This should also be included in calculations, since traffic

on and off the 106" avenue exit and down Malcolm will be affected.

Golf Links Road/(-380 Intersections

Given that many members of the community have expressed safety concerns regarding the
current freeway offramps from both directions on busy weekends, when traffic backs up into
the freeway lanes on blind curves, we believe that CalTrans should approve the mitigation

measures for this project prior to its approval. .

Zoo and City officials have failed to consider reasonable freeway access alternatives, such as

direct freeway access to and from the Zoo.

Other Issues
Perimeter Fence

Fencing the entire area years before construction begins or fiinds are even available for
constructing the proposed California Project is unacceptable, as it creates loss of public open

0
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space with no concomitant gain of any kind. The Zoo could run out of money to build the
rproject, decide to build something completely different yet again, or decide not to build at all,
resulting in permanent loss of public open space. The entire perimeter fence should not be
permitted 1o be constructed until and if the Zoo can show evidence that it is prepared to

complete_the_entire project and the mitigation measures required. A the very least, the fencing
should be phased in according to the specific element phasing, i.e. only fence in the necessary
exhibit spaces, and gradually connect modules of perimeter fencing as the exhibit spaces phase

L1t.

Alternative Concept

The Architect hired by the Zoo admitted in a meeting with Friends of Knowland Park that he
had not been asked to consider any alternatives closer to the original approved Master Plan. In
fact, the architect specificatly stated that the elements and scope of the project the Zoo had
asked him to design could not be achieved within the constraints of the 1998 Approval. Clearly
this is evidence of maior changes to the project, not “minor technical” ones, and represents a
bait-and-switch strategy on the part of the Zoo.

Mischaracterization of Process of Commiunity Input

The EBZS hf;lS indeed held community meetings over the past 3 years, but has steadfastly ™
refused to make any substantial changes to the planned amendments. At the last Planning
Commission and Parks and Recreation Commission hearings, most speakers supporting this
expansion were Zoo staff/employees, Board members, or their families. We note, for example,
that one Planning Commissioner asked the husband of the Zoo's development director (who
has not identified himself as such in his comments to that point) to respond to the concerns
about Park stewardship. White he has a right to his opinion as an individual, his obvious
conflict of interest should be acknowiedged and his objectivity as an authority on the Zoo’s
stewardship of parkland is questionable. For the record, members of the public have
consistently opposed this expansion in its present form and called for a full EIR under CEQA.

Omissions in City Response to Public Connnents

It is notable that despite submission of extensive photographic documentation, the City has
ignored the evidence of the Zoo’s poor stewardship of park resources, specifically dumping of
construction materials and composting of animal waste at several locations—not merely the
proposed Veterinary Hospital area-- in areas within the park where such dumping is not
permitted by taw. These matters are material to the consideration of whether the Zoo can
indeed be expected to complete the required mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than
significant levels, and whether the City can be expected to enforce its own requirements. Has
the City actually investigated these areas of dumping or merely accepted the Zoo’s denials? No
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evidence of such an investigation is presented, suggesting that the City has little interest in
enforcing its environmental regulations in Knowland Park. '

The response fails to address the existing agreement with neighbors to move the Service Road.
This road, which was to be relocated under the old plan, is now proposed for use both during

—t

construction and after buildout—but without any of theTnitigating landscaping and other—
measures agreed 1o when the road was previously to be relocated. This road’s use is a change
from the previously approved plan and will have major, unmitigated impacts on the neighbors
whose yards are literatly within feet of the road. This is a major unmitigated impact that has not

been addressed.
Many Unanswered Questions

Our previous comments included many questions material to evaluating the project’s
environmental impact that remain unanswered by the City. Some of these are reprised here:

» Has the impact of the noise from the deck on the visitor center been accounted for in

noise calculations?

*  What are the quiet hours for the proposed campground? Will there be outdoor fire pits?
Has noise from the campground been futly accounted for in the weekend noise”

analyses?

» The response does not explain adequately the need for such a large interpretive center

 and the compelling need for it to include office space, gift shop and restaurant that
would justify locating such a large structure on the ridgeline in highly sensitive plant
and wildlife habitat rather than in the previous location where there is more disturbed

land.
» The multiple misleading simutations are not addressed.

* The response does not address the bizarre conctusion in the SMIND/A that sources of air
pollution only must be evaluated within a 1000-foot radius of the project site. Because
the project is centered on the ridgetop, the report says the'| 000-foot radius includes no
freeways or roads, an obviously misleading claim that appears designed to obfuscate the
fact that virtually every visitor coming to the Zoo to arrive at the proposed project will
arrive via the 380 freeway which runs right next to the Zoo.

» The response does not address the lack of an accurate inventory of trees that will be
affected by the project. This denies the public the right to understand this important

aspect of the project.
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e The response does not address the issues raised about parking on the grassy area near
the entrance, including oil and gasoline from parked cars and soil compression. This is
material because if issues arise and this area can no longer be used for parking,

additional parking could be needed.

e The response does not address the question aboul Simulation 371=3b whichrappears'to
show an area of water that does not show in the existing view, suggesting construction
of a water feature outside the project boundaries that is not addressed in the proposed

plan or the SMND/A.

e The response does not seriously address the conflict between land uses.

s The response does not address the project’s continued dependence on utilities and the
need for the project to incorporate such 2 1st century conservation measures as water

reclamation.

s The response does not clarify the proposed perimeter fence and boundary
inconsistencies and the fire road access. This makes it impossible for the public to

adequately evaluate the proposed project’s impact.

Process Issues

We note that even as of the date ofithis comment letter, the City of Oakland Planning
Commission website has not been updated to reflect the names and contact information of the
current Planning Commissioners. This has made it extremely challenging for the public and
other environmental organizations to contact them to discuss concerns. FoKP volunteers have
expended time providing this information to others after we tracked it down.

We reiterate that the inadequate time provided for public review of extensive project-related
docuntentation, the lack ofia “final project plan™ accessible on the Planning website in any one
place, the posting of enormous files as single pdfs so that download times are extended and
finding information within them difficult, and many other procedural obstacles have interfered
with and made it extremely challenging for public citizens to exercise their rights to
information and participation in the public process. We note for the record that these issues
have been raised repeatedly by other individuals and groups as well, both verbally at meetings
-and in writing. We also note that we have been told today by the City that we must provide at
least 25 copies of our comments to the Planning Commission for the City to distribute to the
public at the meeting. This seems unduly burdensome and if uniformly applied, this could mean
lhat some members of the public could not afford to participate fully in the process.

FoKP and other organizations have provided substantial, credible documentary evidence
meeting a “reasonable person” standard that this project will have significant environmental



Friends of Knowland Park Letter - 4/27/11

impacts that have not been mitigated. As the public’s representatives and regardless of your

feelings about the project itself you are charged with ensuring that it meets environmental

: standards. CEQA's language is clear: this project requires a full EIR and we urge you to
protect public resources by asking for the preparation of such a report prior to voting for

’ approval. Surely this project, with its multiple impacts on natural resources, deserves as much

| . . 0 "
review as a new Safeway on College Avenue. No matter how politically popular an institution
may be, setting a precedent that full environmental review may be bypassed is bad precedent.

Sincerely yvours,

A E Fhlome

- Ruth Malene
| Co-Chair, Friends of Knowiand Park
_ Durant Park Highlands
Galpiele Allen
1 Chabot Park Highlands Association

]Qlas . eBom

' Assomate idents of equoya Highlands

efanie Gan o
Asgociated Restdents of Sequpyah Highlands

| andra Marburg
Associated Residents of Sequoyah Highlands

Karen Putz
South Hilts Homeowners Association

Lee Ann Smith
Sequoyah Heights Homeowner Association

ce: Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger, LLP
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Letter from Califomia Native Plant Society, dated April 26, 2011
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Dear Oakland Planning Commissioners:

The East Bay Chapier of the Califdraia Native Plant Society (EBCNPSYappreciatesthe
opportunity to comment ¢n the planning commission’s response to our March 14, 2011
letter concerning the Proposed Amendment to the Master Plan for the Oakland Zoo
(Major Conditional Use Permit No. CM(9085) and the Draft Subsequent Mitigated
Negative Declaration/Addendum. This response was published in the April 70”‘ Staff
Report to the Planning Commission titled; “Item #8: Oakland Zoo Master Plan
Amendment CM09—085; CP05-078; ER0%-005.”

The California Native Plant.Society is a statewide non-profit conservation organization.
CNPS works hard to protect California’s native plant heritage and preserve it for future
generations. Our members include both professional and lay botanists and the interested
public. We promote native plant appreciation, rescarch, education, and conservation
through our 5 statewide programs and 33 regional chapters in Califomia. The East Bay
Chapter (EBCNPS) covers Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and its membership
totals over 1000 members, many of whom live in Oakland.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Since our original comment letter on March 14, the planning department has responded to
our request for updated biologicat surveys of the project area by completing a biological
assessment of native grassland within the proposed project site. The planning department
cites these surveys as being a preliminary step to future execution of the Habitat
Enhancement Plan (HEP) which the department claims will effectively mitigate any
destruction of native grassland on the project site. The “Exhibit A, Memorandum:
Supplemental Grassland Mapping” section of the Staff Report also contains several
recommendations (starting on pg. 10) for revising the HEP in response to the results of
the recent grassland mapping surveys. These recommendations include increasing the
HEP’s mitigation ratio for native grassland from 2:1 to 3:1, adjusting building footprints
and construction areas to avoid native grasslands, and transplanting dominant native
grassland species where construction and new zoo footprint would result in their

destruction.

The recommendations by the planning department for Habitat Enhancement Plan revision
have been noted by the CNPS and we appreciate the planning department’s response to
our earlier comments. However, there are still glaring issues that we feel must be
addressed for this plan to be successful. One issue is with the feasibility of the proposed
grassland mitigation measures. Referencing the CEQA Guidelines Section 13364,
“feasible” (for CEQA puiposes) means “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social. and technological factors.” Increasing the mitigation ratio for destroyed
native grassland from 2:1 to 3:1 is a noble goal, but it is important that the challenges of
such mitigation are properly understood. To this day, little is known about the natural
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California Native Plant Society

systems of native grasslands, and there are still no technologies in place that guarantee
effective restoration of native grassland in an area that has been colonized by exotics such
as the European Qat Grass and French Broom at Knowiand Park. It is important to
understand that the exotic grasses and shrubs that have colonized potential restoration

areas have seed-banks in the soll that have been proven to last several decades.
Successful restoration of these areas must take these seed banks into consideration and
realize that any successful restoration effort will need to take steps to ensure these new
potential weeds will be controlled for up to a century after the initial project has been

completed.
SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

A recent study completed by researchers at UC Davis and funded by Caitrans spent
$450,000 trying to temporarily restore two acres of low elevation, non-riparian invasive-
dominated grassland into California native grassland; thus putting the cost of temporary
(permanent restoration is required by CEQA) restoration of California native grassland at
$225,000 per acre. This study was carried out over five growing seasons beginning in
2003, using the best available technology including mowing, burning, drill seeding,
thatching, and herbicide application and the highest percentage of nativess the project
achieved was 21% for one growing season (1). Today, the project site stands completely
invaded by weeds, and the accompanying report noted that even once natives were
established, the system would require continued maintenance to remain intact for more
than 10 years. UC Davis, Caitrans and almost half a million dollars were unable to find
an economically viable solution for effectively creating two acres of sel f sustaining
California grassland ecosystem. If this per acre estimation is extrapolated to the Zoo’s
cutrent HEP (which calls for a 3:1 mitigation ratio of 4.44 acres of impacted native
grassland), the mitigation alone for this project would cost the city $2,997,000 just to
establish impermanent mitigation areas with no more than 20% native species. Almost
one acre of the proposed project site is noted in the HEP survey as “High Quality”
grassland meaning that the native species component of the area was more than 40%.
Restoring grassland to this level would be practically impossible considering the cost the
city would incur. The continued management of the mitigation area for over a decade to
prevent invasion of weeds from the seed bank and surrounding areas would likely double
the above estimate. Needless to say, the monetary costs of mitigation for the current zoo
expansion may economically invalidate the City’s current HEP.

Considering the potential costs of the mitigation measures laid out in the HEP, a standing
endowment must be part of the plan. Currently, the zoo has no money set aside for the
required mitigations this project will create, nor has it laid out any provisions for funding
the mitigation and monitoring activities of this plan. The CEQA process legally requires
any mitigation measures be carried out in a timely manner and that estimates of
mitigation cost and plans for mitigation funding be in place before the project begins. As
of yet, this has not happened, and it must be included for this document to be legally
relevant.

e
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California Native Plant SOcCIety)
A second issue not addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration/ Addendum or the
Habitat Enhancement Plan is that of natural communities present at the site that will be

destroyed if the current project is accepted. One of the most valuable aspects of
Knowiand Park is that chaparral, woodlands, and grasslands currently exist side by side.

The ecotones created by these habitat boundaries af€ invaliiable'to many plant and animal
species present at Knowiand Park. The cut and paste mitigation mentality of the current
HEP will thoroughly disrupt these natural transition areas and be unable to restore them.
An added educational value lies in the opportunity for the public to actually experience
these biologically essential intergradations of habitat, almost nonexistent on the western
side of the East Bay Hills. Zoo representatives claim that the value of the proposed
expansion rests partly in the opportunity to fulfill its mission by providing new
educational opportunities for city residents. The opportunity for new educational
opportunities will be the same no matter where the Zoo chooses to expand. CNPS asks
the planning commission to consider the loss of potential educational opportunities
relating to native Califomia grassland and natural communities present at the current
project site if this current plan is approved. These natural communities could be part of
the Zoo’s new exhibit of California native species. An EIR would bring alternatives to
the table that could even include a shuttle taking zoo visitors on guided tours of the
unigue native natural resources Knowiand Park has to offer. Alternatives like this one
could serve to bring home the positive message of the importance of conservation that the
Zo0 works so hard to promote and avoid the tragic destruction of the very habitat that the
extirpated native animals in the proposed exhibit used to roam.

The City of Oakland values its public imagé and has always been attuned to projects and
issues that have the potential to tarnish the city in the public eye. If this project is
approved in its current state. the City will be at risk of having this poorly planned project
painted as a “land grab” of free access public land. Sealing the public out of what is now
their open space land will reflect very poorly on the city. The planning commission
needs to use this project as an opportunity to lay out a path for good government
decisions rather than opening the door for the City’s critics to depict Oakland as a corrupt
and greedy institution.

CNPS absolutely believes in the value of the Oakland Zoo and how the educational
opportunities of the proposed expansion could benefit the city and its citizens. There are
ways for the zoo to expand without the devastating impacts that the current plan will
have. With a full EIR, altemnatives would be drawn up and considered, fully engaging the
public process, and if a good alternative is presented, we would fully support expansion
of the zoo. As a member of the planning commission, you review plans set before you to
find and ensure any holes in these plans are attended to before they are recommended.
Expansion of the Oakland Zoo has potential to be great for the city, both in revenue and
in increasing the city’s cultural value, but as it is currentiy laid out, this plan will only
serve to damage the city’s reputation. Not all open space is equal, and the area of the
proposed project site is invaluable to the city and its residents. Please consider that when
reviewing the current plan.

Please feel free to contact me if vou have any guestions (510-734-0333).
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Califoriia Native Plant Society

Sincerety,
Mack Casterman

Conservation Analyst, East Bay Chapter California Native Plant Society

Citations:

1) Young S, Claassen V, University of California Davis. 2007. Evaluating Alternative
Methods for Vegetation Control and Maintenance Along Roadsides: Study II
[online] hilp://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/research/docs/Veg_Conversion_Final

_Report.pdf
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Attachment 12:

Letter from California Wildlife Foundation & Califomia Oaks, dated April 26, 2011




CaLlFoRMNIA WILDLIFE FOUNDATION WWW.CALF QORI AWILDLIFEFOUNDATION ORG

428 13th Street, Suire 104
Oakland. CA o4012

el 510208, 44306
fax 510268 9048

April 26,2011

Mr. Darin Ranelletti, Planner IH

Community and Economic Development Agency
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315

Oakland, CA 94612

Dear Mr. Ranelletti and Planning Commissioners:

This letter is written on behalf of the California Wildlife Foundation and California Oaks to express our
concern over the proposed plan to rip out native habitat to teach people about California’s wildlife and

their needs.

Since California Oaks is a member of California Native Plant Society and Sierra Club, the letters
submitted by those two organizations are incorporated into this letter by reference.

Please stop for a minute to revisit the very idea of disturbing grasslands and oak woodlands to teach
people about the needs of wildlife in our state, county and city. California’s oak woodlands and their
companion grasslands sustain higher levels of biodiversity than virtually any other terrestrial
ecosystem in the state. More than 300 species depend on oak woodlands for food and shelter.

Enclosed is a poster depicting representative wildlife in the California’s Oak Woodland Community. A
list of mammals, amphibians, reptiles and birds not shown in the poster is also enclosed. For additional
information, please refer to www.californiaoaks.org or www.californiawildife foundation.org.

In 1988, the Oakland Zoo was included in the East Bay Regional Park District’s Measure AA bond placed
before the voters. EBRPD now has more than 100,000 acres of parks, open space and more than a
thousand miles of trails where the Zoo could easily conduct held trips to view California’s wildlife and
native plants. It would surely be more worthy to link up with existing parks, open spaces, trails, and

' camping facilities and conserve the Zoo's own natural resources.

Contributing to climate change or moving to stabilize the enviable climate we enjoy today must be
among the highest priorities for our communities throughout the region in taking action and educating
those who will inherit the results of either good or bad decisions.

Thank you for reconsidering the very premise of this planning and community development effort.

Sincerely,

P
Ot 0. (i
Ja&vet 5. Cobb, Executive Officer
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CALIFORNIA OAKS

428 13% Street, Suite 10A / Qakland, CA 94612

Soecies shown on the California Oak Woodland Community poster are!

www.californlacaks.org

California Qak Woodland Community

Birds

» California Quail

« Nuttall's Woodpecker
+ Acorn Woodpecker

» Western Blue Bird
Yellow-Billed Magpie
Calliope Hummingbird
Lazuli Bunting
Cooper's Hawk

-

Mammals

» Dusky Footed Woodrat
= Black Bear

= MoLlntain Lion

= Mule Deer

» Gray Fox

* Rabbit

Insects _
= California Dogface Butterfly

VEgEtation
= Coast Live Qak

= Vine Maple

» Poison Oak

= California Poppies

= Sticky Monkey Flower
= Blue Qak

» Madrone Tree

= Valley Oak

Willow

= Black Oak

Golden Chanterelle

California’s oak woodlands sustain higher levels of biodiversity than virtually any other terrestrial ecosystem in
the state. More than 300 species depend on oak woodlands for food and shelter. Species not shown

include the following:

Avrboreal Salamander JAneides lugubris)

Biack Salamander [Aneides Navipunciaius)
Black- Bellied Slender Salamangder [Batrachoseps
nigriventris]

Bulfrog (Rana catesbelana}

C alifornia New {Taricha torosal

C alformia Slender Salamander {Barachoseps
anenuatus}

Callfornia Treefrog [Hyla cadavenna)

E nsatina |Ensating eschscholiz

Biunt-Nosed Leopard Leard |[Gambeta sius)

C alfornia Legless Lizard fAnaiella puchra)

C alfornia Mountain Kingsnake [Larmpropelns zonaig)
C alfornia Whipsnake [Masticophis aleralisi

C oachwinip |Masticophrs Pageilum)

Coast Hormed Lizard (Phrynosoma coronaium)
C ammon Garler Snake [Thamnophs siralisj
Common Kingsnake [Lampropellis getulus)
Desen Night Lezard [Xantusia vigilisy

Desert Spiny Lizard {Sceloparus magsier|
Guant Ganer Snake (THamnoptis gigas)
Giiben's Skink {Eumeces gibert)

Gilossy Snake jArizona elegans)

Gopher Snake {Pruophis melanoleucus)
Granite Nigtit Lizacd {(Xantusia henshawi)

Acomn Woodpecke: (Melanerpes formicivorus)
Allen's Hurnmingbird [Selasphorus sasin)
American Crow |Corvus bracny-rfyr hos

Americ an Goldfinch [Carduels nstis)

Arneric an Kestrel [Falco snarverius)

Ammznic an Ropin [Turdus migratonys)

Anna's Hurmmirgord [Calyple anna)
AshThroated Flycaicher (Myarcnys Cinerascens
Bald fagle (Haliaeetus lsuzoceonatus)

Bard-T alled Pigeno (Columba iasciaal

Bar. Swallow [Ripana npana)

Bam Owi (Tywo alba)

Barn Swallow [Hirundo rustca)

Be wick’s \Wren (Thryormanss bawicki

Blazk Swift {Cypsetoioes nger|

Black-C hinned Hummmgond [ Arcrioinus alesanan)
Black-Crowned tNignt Heron [iNveacorar mycusoraxt

Amphibians
Foothill Yellow- Legged Frog (Rana boylel)
Kern Carryon Slender Salamandier [Batrachoseps
simatust .
Limestone Salamander (Hydromartes brunust
Long Toed Salamarder (Ambystorma
macrodactytum]
Narthwestern Salamander [Ampysioma gracile)
Paclfic Slender Salarmander [Barrachoseps paciicus)
Pacific Treefrog jHyla regilial
Red- Bellied Newt [Taricha rivulans |
Repules.
Granite Spiny Lizard [Scekoporus orcuni)
Long-Nosed Snake [Rhinacheilus lecontel]
Lyre Snake [Trimorphodon biscutatus)
MNight Snake (Hypsiglena torguataj
Narthern Alligator Lizard [Gerhonotus coeruleus)
Orange-Throated Wriptail {Cnemidopborus
nyperythrus)
Racer [Coluber constnctor)
Red Diarmand Rattiesnake [Crotalus ruber)
Ringneck Snake [Diadopbis puncialus)
Rubber Boa [Charina bottag)
Sagebrust Lizard (Sceloporus graciosus)
sharp-Tailed Srake [Contia tenuis)
Side-Blotched Lizard |tta stansburianal
Small-Scaled Lizard {Lrosaurus microscuiatus)
Birds
Black-Headed Grosbeak (Pheucticus melang-
cephalus)
Black-Throated Gray Warpier [Cendroica rigrescers}
Blue-Gray Gnatcatcher [Polioptila caerulza)
Brewer's Blackbrd [Euphagus Cyanocephaius]
Brown Creeper {Certhia americana)
growrrHeaded Cowbird {Molothrus ater]
Burrowing Owi [Speatyto cuniculana)
Bushiit {Psaltriparnus menimus}
Calfornia Condo® {Gymnogyps calfarianus)
Califorrea Quall [Caspepla cawzomica)
Cahiorrva Trrasher [Toxosioma rediviaum)
Calfarrua Towhee |Pipilo cnssals)
Calliope Hummingturd [Seeliuia caliope)
Cassin's Kingbird | Tyrannus vocierans)
Catne Egret (Bubultus 1bis)
Ceaa Waxwing |Bomaycila Ceororumj
Chestnui-Backed Chickades {Parus rufescens)

]

Re ¢+ Legged Frog (Rana aurora)
Rough-Skinned Newt (Taricha granuiosa)
Shiasia Salamander [Hydromantes shasiae)

Te nachapi Slender Salamander (Batrachoseps
ste bbinsi)

Tiger Salamander [Ambystoma tigrnnourm}
Wesiemn Spadefoot {Scaphlopus hammandii]
W estern Toad Bufo boreas

Southern Alligator Lizard JGerrhonos

m uiticannans)

Speckled Ratdesnake (Crotalus mitchelli}
Western Aquatk Garter Snake {Tharmnophis couchi)
wWestern Black-Headed Sreke | Tantilla planicepsi
western Blind Snake {Leplotyphlops humilis)
western Fence Lizatd [Scefoporus occidentalis)
wWestern Patchrnosed Snake (Salvadora hexalepry
wrestern Pond Tunle [Clemmys marmorata)

W estern Rattesnake [Crotaius vindis)

western Skink [Eumeces skitonianus)

western Terrestrial Ganer Snake [Thamnopnis
ele gans}

western Whiptail [Crermidophorus ligns)

Chipping Sparrow {Splzella passernal

CIifT Swallow [Hirundo pynhonoial

Cormmon Nighthawk (Chordeiles minar)
Common Poorwil |Phalasnoptilus nutialing
Cormmon Raven [Corvus corax)

Cooper's Hawk [Accioner cooperii]

fordiieran Fycatcher [Emoidonar occicenialis]
Dark-Eyed Junco (Junco mvemals)

Dowry Woodoecke: [Podes pubescens)
pusky Flycatcher (Empidonax oberhatseril
European Starkng [Sturnus vulgans!

fvening Grosoeak (Coccotraustes vestertnus;
FerTugnous Hawi: [Buteo regalis)
Flarmmuated O [Otus flammelous

Fox Sparrow [Passerella haza)

Gorden zagie [Aguia Chnysaetos)
Goiden-_rowned Kingie; {Reguius satiacai
GoldenCrowned Soafraw [Zonatnc g airic apiaj



Flamrnulaied Owi [Olwus flammelous)

Fox Sparrow |Passerella daca)

Goloen Eagle [Aguila chrysagetos)

Gooer FCrowned Kingle: iReguius satrapa)

Gof Jen-Crownes Sparrg {ZoN0INcniz alacaciiay
Grea: Blye Heion (Agea neiodias)

Great £gret {Casrrerodius albus)

Grear Haorned Owi [Bub2 virgimdriusj

Greater Roadrunner {Geococcyx cakiormiants)

[ Green Heron [Butonoes viescens)

Hawy Woodpezker (Paowdes vikosus}
Hammond's Flycatcber {Zmpoonax nammeondi)

+y Hermx Frush (Catharus gumatus)

Rermil Warbler {Dengroica ccaderyans;
i .

Noninern Flicke! [Colaptes auratus)

Notthern Goshawe, (Accipiter gentlis)

Mortmern Harrier (Circus cyaneus]

Morthern Mockngtird {Mimus polyglotios)
Nonhern Qriote {if1erus galouta)

Nonnern Pygmy-Owi {Glaucidium gnoma)
Nonhern Rough-Winged Swaliow [Steigidopieryx
serrpennis)

Nonhern Saw-wnet Owl [Aegolius acadicus)
Nutalfs Woodpecker [Picoides nutafiil
Qive-sided “hyeatcher {Contopus boreaks)
Orange-Crownad Warpler (Vermivora celala) -
Osprey {Pandion naliaetus)

Pacific-Slope Flyaicher [Empidonar. diffictis)

Srub Jay [Aphelocoma coerulescens)
Sharp-Shinned Bawk [Accipiier stnatsi
Shon-eared Owl [Asic lammeus)

Solitary Vireo [Vireo solitarius)

Song SparrGw [Melospiza melodial

Spotted Ow {Sirx accidentals)

Sieller's Jay [Cyanocria stellen}

Swainson's Hawk [Buteo swainsoni)
Swamson's Thrusn {Cainarus ustulatus)
Townsend s Solitaire [Myadestes lownsend)
Townsend's Warbler [Dendroica (ownsendh)
Tree Swallow (Tachycneta bicoior)

Turkey Vulture [Cathanes auwia)

Varied Trrush [lxoreus naevius)

Vaw's-Swill [Chaetura vauxi)

Hormed Lark-[Eremophila-aipssirs)
House Finch JCarpoc acus mexizanus|
House Sparrow {Passer ocomesikus)
House Wren [Troglodyles asoon)
Huttons Vireo {Vireo huitony

Lark Sparraw [Chondestes grammacus)
Lawrence's Goldfinen [Carduels lawr enceil
Lazuii Bunong [Passenna amoena)

Lesser Goldfinch {Carduelis psaliiia)

Lesser Nigbthawk {Chordeiles acutiperinis)
Lews Woodpecker [Melanerpes lewas)
Lincoln's Spartow [Mekospiza incolnii)
Loggerhead Shrike {Lanius ludovicianus)
Long eared Ow {Asio 0ius) N
rdacGillivray's Warbler {Oporornis tolmiei]
Maltard {Anas platyriynchos)

Meriin [Faico columbariusi

Mountain Bluebird [Sialla cunucoides)
Mountain Chickadee (Parus gambel)
Mountain Quail {Oreortyx picius)
Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura)
Nashwille Warbler [Vermivora ruficapilla)

Aller's Chipmunk [Tarmias senex)
| American Badger {Taxidea taxus)
r Barbary Sheep [Ammaotragus fenaa)
! Beaver [Castor canadensis]

Big Brown Bai |Eptesicus fuscus)

Black Bear |LirsLs americanus)
Black Rat |Rattus ratius)
IBIac k-Talled Hare {Lepus californicus)
iBobc at [Felis rufus)

Bolta's Pocket Gapher {Thomomys bonae|
Brazillian Free-Tailled Bai [Tadarida orasiliensis)
Broad-Footed Mole {Scapanus latimanus)

Brush Mouse [Peromyscus boylii)

Brush Rabbit {Syitagus bachmani

Bushy~Tailed Woodrat [Neoloma cinereal
Catfarnia Chipmunk [Tamias abscurus)
Calformia Ground Squirrel |Spermophilus beecheyi)
Calfornia Kangaroo Rat {Dipodomys californicus)
Calfornia Mouse [Peromyscus califomicus}
Calfornia Myots [Myous califormicus)

Cawfornia Pocket Mouse [Chaetodipus calfornicus)
Calorria Voie [Microtus califorricus)

Zoyole (Canis latrans)

Deer Mouse {Peromyscus maniculatus)

Desert Cottoniad | Syivilagus audubonii]

Desert \WWoodrat {Neotoma fepida)

Dougtas' Squirrel [Tamiasciurus dougiasii)

Jusky-Footed Woodral [Neotoma lfuscipes)

ik [Cervus elaphus)

drming (Mustela ermineal

(Our mission

Peregrine Faicon|Falce - peregrinus|
Phainopepla [Phainopepla nitens)
Pileated Woodpecker [Diyocopus prlealus)
Pine Siskin [Carduels pinus]
Prain Tiwmouse (Parus inornatus)
Prairie Falcon {Falco mexicanus)
Purple Martr [Prognc sulis)
RedBreasted Nuthatch [Sina canadensis)
Reg-Breasied Sapsucke {Sphyrapicus ruber)
Red-Naped Sapsuckes (Sphyrapicus nucnalis)
Red-Shouldered Hawk. {Buteo linealus)
Red-Taled Hawk [Buleo jamaicensis)
Rock Dove [Columba Iivia}
Rock Wren [Salpincies obsoletus)
Rough-Legged Hawk [Buteo lagopus)
Ruby-Crowned Kinglel {Requlus calendutal
Rufous Hummingbird [Selasphorus rofus)
Ruffed Grouse [Bonasa umbellus)
Rutous-Sided Towbee [Pipilo erylhro-phthalmus)
Savannah Soarrow {Passerculus sancwichensis)
Say's Phoebe (Sayomis saya)
Scou's Oriole [Icterus parisorum)

Marmmal
Fallow Deer (Cervus dama)
Feral Goat (Capra hircus)
Fom Squirrel {Sciurus riger)
Fringed Myotis [MyGiis thysanodes)
Golden-Mantied Ground Squirrel [Spermaophitus
lateralis) meememn
Gray Fox |Urotyon cinerec-argenteus)
Heermann's Kangarco Ral {Dipodomys neermanni)
Himalayan Tahr {Hemrragus jemiakicus)
Roary Bat {Lasiurus cinereus)
House Mouse [Mus musculus)
Island Fox |Urocyon lioralis)
Kit Fox [Vulpes macrotis)
Lmle Brown Myolis {Myotis lucifugus)
Longeared Myotis [Myotis evotis)
Long-Legged Myats [Myoirs volans)
Long-Tailed Weasei (Mustela lrenaia)
Marsh Shrew [Sorex bendirii]
Merram’s Chipmonk [Tamias merriami)
Maountain Beaver [Aplodonta rufa)
Moontain Lion {Fels concalon)
tMute Deer [Odocoleus hemionus)
Narrow-Faced Kangaroo Rat [Dipodomys venustus}
Northerm Flying Squirrel jGlaucomys sabrinus|
Nosrway Rat [Raitus norvegic us|
Omate Shrew [Sorex omatus)
Pacific Kangaroo Rat [Dipodomys agiis)
Pallid Bat [Antrozous pallidus)
Pinyon Mouse {Peromyscus truel]
Parcupine {Erethizon dorsatum)

CWF/CALIFORNIA OAKS
428 13" Street, Suite J0A
Oakland, CA 94612

510/763-0282
WAW.CALIF ORNIAGAKS.ORG

J

Vesper Spariow [Pooecetes gramineus!
Viglel-Green Swallow [Tachycineia thalassina)
Warnling Vireo |Vireo gilvus)

Wesiern Bluebrd |Siaka mexicana)

Western Kingbird {Tyrannus venicairs)
Western Meadowlark [Stumella neglecta)
Western Screech-Owd {Otus kennicottil]
Wesiern Tanager |Piranga ludaviciana)
Western Wood-Pewee |Contopus socdidulus)
Wite-Breasied Nutharch: (Sitta carofinensis)
White Crowned $partow | Zonolri hia leucophrys)
White-Tallked Knz (Elanus leucurus)
White-Throaied Swift [Aeronautes savaalis)
Wild Turkey {Meleagris gallopavo)

Wison's Warbler [Wonia pusila)

Wood Duck (AR sponsa)

wrenut {Chamaea fasciata)

Yeliow Warbler (Oendroica petectual
Yellow-Billed Magpie {Pica nutialli)
Yellow-Rumped \Warbier {Oendroica coronaia)

Racoon [Pracyon loior)

Ringtail {Bassariscus astutus)

River Oner {Lutra canadensis)

Sambar |Cervus unicolor)

San Joaquin Kangaroa Rat | Dipodemys nitratodes)
San Joaquin Pockel Mouse |Percgnalhius inornatus)
Shrew-Moale [Neurolrichus gibbsii]

Siver-Haired 8at {Lasionycteris noclivagans)
Siskiyou Chipmunk {Tamias siskiyou)

Sonoma Chuipmunk {Tamias sonomae)

Spotted Bat {Euderma maculatum|

Sriped Skunk [Mephitis mephutis)

Townserx!'s Big-Eared Bal [Plecoius townsendil)
Trowbridge's Shrew {Sorex trowbridgil]

Vagrant Shrew [Sorex vagrans)

Virginia Opossum [Didelphis virginiana)
Western Gray Squirrel {Sciurus griseus)

Western Harvest Mouse [Reithrodon-tomys
megalotis)

Western Mastiff Bat [Eumops perotis)

Western Pipisirelle (Pipistretius hesperus)
Western Pocket Gopher {Thomomys mazamal
\Western Red Bat [Lasiurus blossewiilii]

Western SmaitFooted Myoiis { Myotis chiolabrum)
Western Spotied Skunk {Spilogale graciis)

Wid Horse (Equus cabafius)

Wid Pig [Sus scrofa)

reflow-Pine Chipmunk [Tamias amoenus)

Yuma Myolis {Myotis yumanensis)

is to protect and preserve California’s native oak woodlands and habitats.



A A
e E
A R
éi. J"Pug Q

- el

SET L, e




ITY

stern i the stuta, Muore ftun 300 species depend on oak wooklands for food and stielter.

it watrersheds, and maintain water quality 1o stremns and rivers.










Attachment 13:

Letter from California Native Grasslands Association, dated April 27, 2011




PO. Box 8327
Woodland, CA 95776

Phone/Fax 530.661.2280

WWW.C1g3.01g
admin@cnga.org

The mission of the
California Mative
Grasslands Association
is {0 promnte, preserye,
and restare the diversity
of Califernia’s

native grasses and
grassland zcosysiems
through 2ducation.
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Needle Grass and Calitormia Qal Grass commupities

Dear Planning Commissioners.

RE: Stalt Report on Qukland Zoo Expansion for April 27,2011
meeting

Thank vou tor the opportunity to speak to the staft report that responds
o March 16 comments on the “Drat] Suhsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration/Addendum (SMND/A)" -proposed expansion ofithe
Oakland Zoo ~California exhibit/trail™ in Knowiand Park.

r
Below are specitic comments lo the staft report and general comments
on the signincant environmental impacts ofi the Calitorma exhibit
proposed in the SMND/A:

. Existing native grassland description remains inadequale tor Purple

The Exhibit A ~Supplemental Grassland Mapping™ included with the
staft report discusses the Purple Needle Grass (Nassella pulchray and
Calitorma Oatgrass { Danthonia calitornia) stands in the project
footprint and reterences the Calitornia Fish and Game {(CDFG)
categonization of these native grasslands. The report conlirms that
there is significant native grassland in the proposed project tootpring
and refers to the “sensitivity™ of this plant habitat.

For the purposes of assessing ihe significance of the proposed project.
this description remains inadequate. The importance of categorizing
these native grassland systems as “S37 in fact means that they are
“hichly imperiled™ (CDFG) and “rare and threatened™ {(Manual of
Cahtormia Vegetation, 20009) in Calitornia. 'he current proposal
acknowledges that existing native grasslands will be destroyed as a
result of building the ~California exhibittranl ™ as proposed. These
vrasshands are rare and threatened in California.

Tu our kncewledge there is no better stand i this threatened oak-native
vrassland community in City of Oukland open space/parkland. Full
assessment ot the envimnmental impacts of the proposed project
reuires than the rarity ofi the existing biological reseurces be tully
undersuod and considered.



2. The projected disuirbanee impacts to_this rare and threatened natural plant community

remain inadequate and inaceurate

The SMNIYA and the Exhibit A “Supplemental Grassland Mapping™ projects degrees of
disturbance on the existing high-quality grasslands as “low™. “limited™, “high™ and

“maximuiii”T Thescdetiiiitions [ack any evidence or basis (0 assess theirretiabi i Yet
observations of intense, year-around use by medium o Targe animals in limited spaces
shows that native vegetation is often denuded or replaced by sweeds. Theretore, it is
anticipated that the existing native grassland community would be severely degraded and
lost due to the intensive and contined use in the propused project.

3. Successtul mitigation tor rare. hieh quality native vrassland is 1 conserve it

The statf report suggests a larger replacement ratio for native grassland that would be lost
from building the proposed project. These native grassland systems are centuries in the
making and the best mitigation, especially for an exhibit showing the natural diversity ot
California, is to conserve those stable, heritage native grassland systems. Therefore,
building should occur on a previously disturbed. already weed-degraded arca.

General Commuents

~ Unfortunately. 1he existing proposal remains a *win-lose.” While the additional
comments in the staft report and information for this proposed project are appreciated.
the SMNDYA proposal continues to have signiGicant and substantial impacts to the rare
and heritage native grassland systems in Knowland Park and on tuture quality vpen space
tor Qakland residents. '

A Tull EIR can provide a “win-win™ in terms of jobs, zoo enhancement, and conservation
of Qakland™s remaining natural ecological diversity. We request a full EIR be done to
look at project alternatives so that the ~Calitornia Trail”™ continues to be trails in this
special and exquisite open space. Indeed. by conserving and enhancing the existing
natural areas of Knowiand Park as a part ot the overall Oakland Zoo “California™ project
concept, Qukland and the Zoo will beneltit from a valuable authenticity und achieve
education with conservation of what it intends o educate about.

Thank you for your intcrest and consideration for Cakland’s special and valuaible natural

wealth.,

Jim 1Lanson
Conservation Chair
Oakland



