Project Information
1.

Project Title
Hampton Inn and Suites (Hampton Inn)

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address
City of El Cerrito
10890 San Pablo Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number
Sean Moss, AICP
Acting Planning Manager
City of El Cerrito
(510) 215-4359

4.

Project Location
See Figure 1. The project site is located at 11615 and 11645 San Pablo Avenue, within the
City of El Cerrito San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan (SPASP, or Specific Plan) area. The
0.79-acre site is bordered by San Pablo Avenue, Cutting Boulevard, and an adjacent
commercial property.

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address
Mayur N, LLC.
11645 San Pablo Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530

6.

General Plan Designation
Transit-Oriented Higher-Intensity Mixed Use Development (TOHIMU)

7.

Zoning
Transit-Oriented Higher-Intensity Mixed Use Development (TOHIMU)

8.

Description of Project
See Figures 2 through 11. The 0.79-acre project site currently includes a motel consisting
of two parallel one-story buildings separated by a driveway. The applicant proposes to
construct a five-story hotel with a total building area of 85,075 square feet comprised of
124 guest rooms and 3,431 square feet of ground floor commercial retail space. The roof
at the base of the parapet wall would be 65 feet with a corner tower element at 75 feet. The
project would include on-site parking for 88 vehicles on two levels – one on grade and the
other on a deck above – with access via Cutting Boulevard and San Pablo Avenue. Parking
for 56 bicycles would be provided, with 43 short-term spaces and 13 long-term spaces. The
project would be an infill development within the SPASP urban environment and is located
in the northern Uptown District within the Specific Plan. Sidewalk, crosswalk, and
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landscape improvements would conform to SPASP guidelines to ensure public connections
with the project site.
The project also would include a public plaza of approximately 1,352 square feet at the
corner of San Pablo Avenue and Cutting Boulevard. The plaza would include sitting areas,
public art, and landscaping.
In order to implement the proposed project, the following actions (tentative list of
entitlements) by the City of El Cerrito would be required:


Vesting Tentative Map



Tier II Design Review

Previous CEQA Analysis and Purpose of Initial Study
In August 2014, the City of El Cerrito (as Lead Agency) certified a program environmental
impact report (EIR) for the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan (SPASP) (State Clearinghouse
#2014042025). The SPASP represents a collaborative planning effort between the cities of
El Cerrito and Richmond to identify a shared vision for the future of San Pablo Avenue,
identify improvement needs, and adopt implementing regulations that can be applied
consistently in the Plan area. A major goal of the planning effort is to achieve a coordinated,
cohesive environment and character in the Plan area through: (1) a Form-Based Code; (2)
multi-modal transportation goals and policies, recommended streetscape design
improvements, and design standards as part of a Complete Streets Plan; and (3)
infrastructure improvements.
The certified SPASP EIR is a program EIR. 1 As described in the EIR, subsequent
development activities must be examined in the light of the program EIR to determine
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If a later activity would
have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial Study would need
to be prepared, leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration. If the lead agency finds
that, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (Subsequent EIRs and Negative
Declarations), no subsequent EIR would be required, the lead agency can approve the
activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new
environmental document would be required. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168
(Program EIR), a lead agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives developed in the program EIR into later activities in the program. Where the
later activities involve site-specific operations, the lead agency should use a written
checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were within the scope of the
program EIR.
Accordingly, the task at hand is to determine whether the proposed Hampton Inn requires
further environmental review beyond that which was provided by the SPASP program EIR.
The following Initial Study has been prepared for this task. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15168, 15162, and 15163 (Program EIRs and Subsequent and Supplemental
EIRs), it analyzes whether there are any new significant environmental effects not
identified in the SPASP program EIR or substantial increases in the severity of any
previously identified significant effects. It also analyzes whether further environmental

1

“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[a]).
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review is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 (Projects Consistent With
a Community Plan or Zoning).

9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The project site is located on a commercial corridor along San Pablo Avenue in El Cerrito.
The surrounding area is developed primarily with commercial businesses on the west side
of San Pablo Avenue, and the El Cerrito del Norte BART surface parking, station, and rail
line (elevated at this location) are to the east of San Pablo Avenue. Interstate 80 (I-80) runs
generally parallel to the west of San Pablo Avenue beyond the commercial uses adjoining
the project site. Residences are located to the northeast beyond the BART rail line.

10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement):
Development would be subject to entitlements from the City of El Cerrito.

11.

Have Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If
so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of
significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality,
etc.?
The tribal consultation process was carried out according to California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. The only tribe to request consultation for the Hampton
Inn project was the Wilton Rancheria Tribe. The City engaged in consultations with the
Wilton Rancheria Tribe in March/April 2019, and the following was agreed to:
“Prior to the issuance of any construction-related permits, the project sponsor shall enter
into a treatment plan with the Wilton Rancheria Tribe to the satisfaction of the Zoning
Administrator. The treatment plan shall detail protocols and procedures to be implemented
in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any potential tribal resource. The project sponsor
shall also retain a construction monitor from the Wilton Rancheria Tribe to be present
during all ground disturbing activities.”
The above text has been incorporated into the proposed project and is included in item
XVIII (Tribal Cultural Resources) of this Initial Study.

Initial Study Checklist (9108-04)_20190424

3

T:\CASE\Env\09108.03 El Cerito\GIS\MXDs\Fig_1_20171002.mxd 10/2/2017

_
^

San Rafael

Richmond
Oakland

San Francisco

Hayward

San Mateo
Fremont

0

0.25

0.5

Mile
1

K

San Jose
Palo Alto

Source: ESRI 2014; Contra Costa County Planning 2017; MIG 2017

_ Project Location
^

Figure 1 Project Location and Regional Vicinity Map
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project
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Project Area

Figure 2 Aerial Photograph of Project Site
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 3 Existing Site Photos
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 4 Site Plan
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 5 Open Space Exhibit
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 6 First Floor Plan
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 7 Solar Study
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

East Elevation

South Elevation

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 8 Elevations
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

West Elevation

North Elevation

Source: B Design Studio Design Management, Mayur N LLC; April 15, 2019

Figure 9 Elevations
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: Robert A. Karn Associates, Inc., April 12, 2019

Figure 10 Preliminary Grading and Utility Plan
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Source: Robert A. Karn Associates, Inc., April 12, 2019

Figure 11 Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan
El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites Project

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
 Aesthetics
 Agricultural and Forestry
Resources
 Air Quality
 Biological Resources
 Cultural Resources
 Energy
 Geology and Soils
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 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate
Change
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
 Hydrology and Water Quality
 Land Use and Planning
 Mineral Resources
 Noise and Vibration
 Population and Housing
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Public Services
Recreation
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service Systems
Wildfire
Mandatory Findings of Significance
■ No New Significant Impacts or
Substantial Increase in the Severity
of Previously Identified Significant
Impacts; this activity is within the
scope of the previously certified San
Pablo Avenue Specific Plan program
EIR

Determination:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described
on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.
X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated to the extent feasible pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions, mitigation measures, and uniformly applicable development policies
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. The proposed project would not result in any
substantially more severe or new significant environmental effects than those analyzed in the earlier CEQA document.
The previously certified San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan EIR adequately describes the proposed project for purposes of
CEQA.
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:
(1) Because this Initial Study is evaluating if the proposed project is within the scope of the project covered by the certified
SPASP EIR, an explanation is provided for all answers in the checklist. A “No Impact or No New Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to the proposed
project or that there is “No New Impact” (no new significant impact or substantial increase in the severity of a previously
identified significant impact) compared to the previously certified SPASP EIR. A "No Impact" answer is explained where
it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). A “No New Impact” is explained based on applicable
information in the previously certified SPASP EIR and any necessary update or verification of the information in the EIR.
(2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
(3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation incorporated, or less than significant.
"Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
(4) "Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced
an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the
mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures
from "Earlier Analysis," as explained in [5] below, may be cross-referenced).
It is noted that many potential environmental impacts can be avoided or reduced through implementation of uniformly
applicable development policies, standards, or regulations – such as building and fire codes, design guidelines, a noise
ordinance, a historic resource ordinance, a tree preservation ordinance, and other requirements that the lead agency
applies uniformly toward all project proposals. Consistent with CEQA streamlining provisions (e.g., sections 15183 and
15183.3), these uniformly applied requirements are not distinguished as project-specific “mitigation measures,” primarily
because they have already been adopted to avoid or reduce potential environmental impacts of all future project proposals,
not only the particular project being evaluated at the moment. Therefore, in the upcoming environmental checklist, there
are instances where uniformly applied requirements are described, followed by the conclusion, “No mitigation is
required.”
(5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063[b][1][c]). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:
(a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
(c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated," describe the
mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address
site-specific conditions for the project.
(6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
(7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should
be cited in the discussion.
(8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
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(9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
(a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
(b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

I. AESTHETICS -- Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?
c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

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

The SPASP program EIR (pp. 4-20 and 4-21) concluded that Specific Plan implementation could interfere with scenic
views of Mt. Tamalpais, the Golden Gate Bridge, the San Francisco skyline, the East Bay Hills, and Albany Hill.
Based on the orientation of the site and the above noted scenic features, the project has the potential to affect only the
San Francisco skyline. The impact of the SPASP on scenic vistas and view corridors was considered to be significant
and unavoidable even with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4-1, which requires evaluation of a proposal’s
visual effect as viewed from important on-site and off-site viewpoints including public rights-of-way. The proposed
project is within the SPASP’s Transit-Oriented Higher Intensity Mixed Use (TOHIMU) zone, which allows building
heights up to 65 feet; the proposed Hampton Inn would be 65 feet in height (as measured at the base of the parapet
wall), with an allowable tower element at the corner of San Pablo Avenue and Cutting Boulevard of 75 feet. The
proposed project complies with all aesthetic-related development standards (e.g., site layout, height, setbacks,
stepbacks), and the project is subject to Tier II discretionary approval by the Design Review Board. As a result, no
additional or more severe impact on a scenic vista or view corridor would occur.

b.

The SPASP Program EIR (p. 4-3) states there are no officially designated State scenic highways in the Specific Plan
area. The only officially designated State scenic highways within Contra Costa County are portions of Highway 24
and Interstate 680, which are not in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area. The SPASP program EIR (p. 4-4) states that
the Specific Plan area does not contain any substantial rock outcroppings, substantial groupings of trees, individual
trees, or other scenic resources and therefore did not address the topic further. The proposed project complies with all
aesthetic-related development standards (e.g., site layout, height, setbacks, stepbacks), plus the project is subject to
review by the City’s Design Review Board. As a result, no additional or more severe impact on a State scenic highway
would occur.

c.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 4-10) concluded that development facilitated by the SPASP would serve to achieve a
coordinated, cohesive environment within the Specific Plan area and to the surrounding, predominantly residential
neighborhoods, while increasing land use intensity, through unified development standards and context-sensitive
design strategies. In addition, SPASP EIR Impact/Mitigation 4-1 (Project Impacts on Scenic Vistas, pp. 4-7 through
4-9) and Impact/Mitigation 4-2 (Project Light and Glare Impacts, p. 4-10 and 4-11) apply to the project site and shall
be implemented. Mitigation Measure 4-2 requires the use of non-reflective materials for facades and non-reflective
coatings on windows. The proposed project complies with all aesthetic-related development standards (e.g., site
layout, height, setbacks, stepbacks), and the project is subject to Tier II discretionary approval by the Design Review
Board. Therefore, consistent with the SPASP program EIR, the proposed project’s impact on visual character and
quality, and on applicable zoning and other regulations regarding scenic quality, would be less than significant after
mitigation.

d.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 4-10) noted that new development in the SPASP area would be subject to various
regulations, standards, and guidelines, which would also apply to the proposed project, including: (1) El Cerrito City
Resolution 82-9; (2) El Cerrito design review process; (3) the development standards of the Form-Based Code; and
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x
x

x

(4) for all fixtures to be Dark Sky Certified or equivalent. These requirements would reduce potential light and glare
impacts resulting from Specific Plan implementation to a less-than-significant level. The SPASP EIR also
acknowledges the Specific Plan anticipates development on the surface parking lots around the El Cerrito Plaza and
El Cerrito del Norte Bart stations and that new parking structures associated with this development may result in light
and glare from vehicles using the parking structures at night. The SPASP EIR also notes that future multi-story
buildings in the Specific Plan area, if faced with reflective materials, could result in glare impacts on adjacent and
nearby properties. Mitigation 4-2 requires future building development to utilize non-reflective materials and windows
with non-reflective coatings to reduce the potential impact to less than significant. Because the above regulations,
standards, and mitigation would apply to the proposed project, no additional or more severe light, glare, or sky glow
impact would result from the proposed Hampton Inn.
Figure 7 (Solar Study) illustrates the shadow patterns that would result from the proposed project (including the 75foot tower element) during the winter solstice, when shadows are longest. Shadows would not be cast on any existing
residential properties or public open spaces.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES --Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

x

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

x

c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

x

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

x
x

e)

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

Documentation:
a.

No agricultural uses are located in the Specific Plan area. According to the Contra Costa County Important Farmlands
Map, the Specific Plan area does not contain Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. No portion of the Plan area is zoned for agricultural use, nor is any under a Williamson Act contract. The
SPASP, including development of the proposed project, would have no impact on Farmland. (SPASP EIR p. 19-8)
No mitigation is required.

b.

The SPASP area and surrounding area are urbanized, are not zoned for agricultural use, and do not contain any land
under Williamson Act contracts. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on agricultural uses, and no
mitigation is required.

c. and d. The SPASP area and surrounding area are urbanized, are not zoned for forest land or timberland, and do not
contain any such lands. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on forest land or timberland, and no
mitigation is required.
e.

There is no Farmland or forest land in or near the SPASP area. The proposed project would not involve any changes
that could directly or indirectly affect any such lands. See items (b) and (c). No impact would occur, and no mitigation
is required.

Initial Study Checklist (9108-04)_20190424

20

Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

III. AIR QUALITY -- Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
State ambient air quality standard?
c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, including
but not limited to, substantial levels of toxic air contaminants?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
Documentation:
a.

The SPASP program EIR (pp. 5-15 and 5-16) concluded that the SPASP: (1) would generally be consistent with Clean
Air Plan measures intended to reduce automobile use, (2) would provide mixed-use development in locations within
convenient walking distance of amenities, shopping, restaurants, bus routes, and BART and (3) would include features,
policies, and implementing measures that are generally consistent with the Clean Air Plan control measures. Therefore,
the SPASP, including the proposed project, would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan. The impact would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. and c. The SPASP program EIR (pp. 5-21 through 5-23) concluded that: (1) demolition and construction activities
under the SPASP could generate short-term temporary emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen
(NOx), and respirable (inhalable) particulate matter (PM10) which exceed Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) thresholds of significance; and (2) related construction dust could cause localized health and nuisance
impacts on adjacent residential sensitive receptors (e.g., children, seniors, athletes, people with heart or respiratory
disease). SPASP EIR Mitigation 5-1 requires implementation of appropriate control measures to reduce construction
dust and exhaust. EIR Mitigation 5-1 shall be required as a condition of project approval and will reduce the project
impact from short-term temporary construction emissions to a less-than-significant level.
Regarding SPASP-related localized carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations, the SPASP program EIR (p. 5-24)
concluded that intersections affected by the SPASP, including those affected by the proposed Hampton Inn project,
would have traffic volumes below the BAAQMD screening threshold for localized CO concentrations. The impact
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Regarding SPASP-related exposure of people to toxic air contaminants (TACs) (e.g., diesel exhaust) and PM2.5 (fine
particulate matter that can lodge in the lungs) during construction, the SPASP program EIR (pp. 5-24 through 5-29)
concluded that development under the SPASP would have to be analyzed through project-level analysis to identify
the potential for significant impacts and measures to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. EIR
Mitigation 5-2 requires a project-level construction health risk assessment (required on a project-by-project basis,
either through screening or refined modeling, to identify impacts and, if necessary, performance standards and industry
recognized measures to reduce exposure). Implementation of the mitigation was found to reduce TAC construction
impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, Mitigation 5-2 shall be required as a condition of project approval;
the mitigation would reduce the impact related to cancer risk to a less-than-significant level.
A construction health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Hampton Inn project (MIG 2019) to evaluate
potential adverse health risks associated with the project’s construction emissions in accordance with Impact and
Mitigation 5-2 of the City’s SPASP EIR. The construction HRA prepared for the Hampton Inn project indicates the
proposed project’s construction emissions would result in a modeled, annual average diesel particulate matter (DPM)
concentration of 0.02 µg/m3 at the maximum exposed sensitive receptor, located approximately 250 feet north of the
project site. This annual average DPM concentration would result in a maximum excess cancer risk of 2.9 (for an
infant/child receptor type), and a chronic hazard index of 0.004. These values do not exceed BAAQMD significance
criteria for annual average PM2.5 concentrations (0.3 µg/m3), excess cancer risk (10 in one million), or chronic health
hazards (a chronic hazard index greater than 1). The proposed project’s construction activities would not result in
significant adverse health risk impacts and, therefore, no additional mitigation is required.
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x
x
x
x

Regarding SPASP-related TAC exposure from long-term operations, the SPASP found that projects located within
close proximity to surface streets with daily traffic volumes higher than 40,000 ADT could result in potentially
significant impacts to sensitive receptors. The project is the construction of a hotel, which is considered transient
lodging and not a sensitive receptor (defined as residential areas, hospitals, daycare facilities, elder care facilities,
elementary schools, and parks; SPASP Program EIR p. 5-6); therefore, the impact is considered less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
d.

The SPASP Program EIR found that the Specific Plan did not have policies that addressed potential conflicts in land
uses that could result in odor complaints. Mitigation 5-4 required additional policies addressing potential odor impacts
to be added to the Specific Plan. Implementation of this measure reduced the impact to less than significant. The
project is not a land use or type of operation that is subject to odor screening in the Specific Plan’s Form-Based Code
(FBC) because a hotel is not considered a potential generator of noxious or substantial nuisance odors. The project
would comply with the additional Specific Plans policies specified above; therefore, the impact would be less than
significant.

Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specialstatus species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

x

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

x

c)

x

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands (including
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

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

x

e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

x

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved, local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

x

Documentation:
a.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 6-6) concluded that the Specific Plan area (including the project site) and vicinity do not
contain any plant or animal species identified as candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFW). Therefore, the SPASP would have a less-than-significant impact on these species, and no mitigation
is required.

b.

The SPASP EIR (pp. 6-7) does note that Specific Plan implementation could inadvertently result in the removal of
existing trees containing nests or eggs of migratory birds, raptors, or bird species during the nesting season, which
would be considered an “unlawful take” under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and USFW provisions protecting
migratory and nesting birds. Mitigation 6-1 states:
The removal of trees, shrubs, or weedy vegetation shall be avoided during the February 1 through August 31 bird
nesting period to the extent possible. If no vegetation or tree removal is proposed during the nesting period, no further
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action is required. If it is not feasible to avoid the nesting period, the project applicant shall retain a qualified wildlife
biologist to conduct a survey for nesting birds no sooner than 14 days prior to the start of removal of trees, shrubs,
grassland vegetation, buildings, grading, or other construction activity. Survey results shall be valid for 21 days
following the survey; therefore, if vegetation or building removal is not started within 21 days of the survey, another
survey shall be required. The area surveyed shall include all construction sites, access roads, and staging areas, as
well as areas within 150 feet outside the boundaries of the areas to be cleared or as otherwise determined by the
biologist.
In the event that an active nest is discovered in the areas to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150 feet of
construction boundaries, clearing and construction shall be postponed for at least two weeks or until a wildlife
biologist has determined that the young have fledged (left the nest), the nest is vacated, and there is no evidence of
second nesting attempts.
Implementation of this measure will ensure that potential impacts on active bird nests would be less than significant.
This requirement shall be included as a condition of project approval.
The SPASP program EIR (p. 6-6) states the SPASP is subject to the regulations and standards of the El Cerrito Ohlone
Greenway Master Plan and the El Cerrito Baxter Creek Gateway Restoration project. The proposed Hampton Inn
project site does not fall within either of these planning or project areas. The SPASP further concluded that the only
riparian habitat in the Specific Plan area is located adjacent to Cerrito Creek and Baxter Creek. The project is not
adjacent to either of these creeks. Therefore, the SPASP, including the proposed project, would have no impact on
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. No mitigation is required.
c.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 6-6) concluded that there are no federally protected wetlands in or adjacent to the SPASP
area. Therefore, the SPASP, including the proposed project, would have no impact on wetlands, and no mitigation is
required.

d.

The project site is located in an urban area, adjacent to two major roadways and otherwise surrounded by development.
The SPASP program EIR (p. 6-1) notes that despite the presence of introduced species planted as urban landscaping,
these plantings do not represent significant natural resource values or significant resources for native wildlife species
because of the extensive urban setting. Small patches of typical non-native annual grassland and weeds are remnant
on pockets of undeveloped ground (present at the project site) and do not represent natural habitats or valuable
resources (SPASP program EIR p. 6-1). Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially affect the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. No mitigation is required.

e.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 6-6) noted that the SPASP area (including the project site) and vicinity do not contain
any plant or animal species identified as candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans, policies
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFW). The Specific Plan, mainly the Form-Based Code (FBC), includes components that would avoid or reduce
potential impacts on biological resources. El Cerrito Municipal Code Chapter 19.12 (Creek Protection Overlay) does
not apply to the proposed project since it is not in the vicinity of a creek.

f.

There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other adopted habitat conservation
plan applicable to the SPASP area. Other applicable plans in the Specific Plan area are addressed above under response
b. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5?

x

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

x

c)

x

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

Documentation:
a.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 7-2) identifies previously recorded significant historical resources within the SPASP
area. None of the buildings on the project site is included on the list. Two listed historic resources are located nearby:
(1) the Soldavini Home at 11440 San Pablo Avenue, approximately 0.3-mile south of the project site; and (2) the
Berry House at 11915 San Pablo Avenue, approximately 0.3-mile north of the project site. The proposed project does
not include any component that would affect these historical resources.
In order to address Impact 7-1 (Destruction/Degradation of Historic Resources) in the SPASP program EIR (p. 7-7),
a historic resource review was conducted by Kara Brunzell in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5
(Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources) for 11645 San Pablo Avenue
(Freeway Motel) (November 10, 2015). The report has been reviewed by the appropriate City staff. Through a review
of existing history records, historic resource inventories, and the existing two buildings that comprise the motel, Ms.
Brunzell’s report concluded that 11645 San Pablo Avenue: (1) is associated with events that made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local, regional, or national history, but does not rise to the level of significance
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historic Resources as
an individual landmark; however, the building is a potential contributor to a potential local historic district of autooriented businesses connected to a State Highway (however, no such district has been nominated); (2) is not associated
with the lives of persons important to local, State, or national history; (3) the buildings are considered simple and
unlikely to have been architect designed, do not represent the work of a master or high artistic values, and their design
qualities are not distinguished; (4) the buildings do not appear to be a principal source of important information about
historic construction materials; (5) do not retain integrity either to their original construction in the early 1930s as
tourist cabins or to its 1950s remodel as a Freeway Motel; and (6) the buildings do not meet the criteria for listing on
the California Register of Historical Resources. Therefore, 11645 San Pablo Avenue is not considered a historic
resource as defined by CEQA. Potential project impacts per EIR Impact 7-1 were evaluated with the site-specific
historical resources evaluation as required by Mitigation 7-1, and the evaluation determined that the on-site buildings
are not considered a historic resource. No further mitigation is required.

b. and c. The SPASP EIR notes that Specific Plan implementation could disturb unrecorded sensitive archaeological
resources (p. 7-11, Impact 7-2), which represents a potentially significant impact. EIR Mitigation 7-2 requires an
evaluation to determine if the project site is within a sensitive area. A site-specific archaeological resources evaluation
was conducted by BCR Consulting (February 2016) and found that the site does not contain any cultural resources or
evidence for archaeological or paleontological resource sensitivity within the project site. EIR Mitigation 7-2 further
stipulates that in the event subsurface cultural resources are otherwise encountered during disturbing activities, work
in the immediate vicinity shall be stopped and a qualified archaeologist retained to evaluate the finds following
procedures specified in Mitigation 7-2. Personnel shall not collect cultural resources. In the event human remains are
found, special rules set forth in State Health and Safety Code section 7050.5 and CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)
shall apply. Mitigation 7-2 shall be required as a condition of project approval and would reduce impacts on
archaeological resources and human remains to a less-than-significant level. Also see item XVIII (Tribal Cultural
Resources) of this Initial Study.
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VI. ENERGY -- Would the project:
a) Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

x

b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

x

Documentation:
a.

The proposed project would not use energy in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary way during project construction
or operation. Section (19.6 Energy Conservation) of the SPASP program EIR (p. 19-9) notes that Specific Plan
implementation would generally change the area from an auto-oriented corridor to a multi-modal oriented community,
with related energy conservation resulting from the more efficient use of transportation, circulation, and infrastructure
systems. In addition, the Specific Plan Form-Based Code (FBC) includes section 2.05.06.02 (Energy), which aims to
“reduce energy usage and El Cerrito’s carbon footprint using energy efficiency and generation technologies in support
of Climate Action Plan goals.” The section addresses passive heating and cooling techniques, Zero-Net Energy
buildings, solar power, wind power, and related topics. The SPASP EIR determined that implementation of the
Specific Plan, including the proposed project, would not cause inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of
energy.
The proposed project would be consistent with the conclusions drawn in the SPASP EIR for a number of reasons.
First, the proposed project would be subject to Part 11 of the Title 24 Building Standards Code, known as the
CALGreen Code. The updated 2019 CALGreen Code for non-residential buildings is approximately 30 percent more
energy efficient than the standards contained in the previous CALGreen Code. During operation, it is estimated that
the Hampton Inn project would consume approximately 1,101,664 kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity per year and
approximately 2,906,200 kilo British Thermal Units (BTU) of natural gas per year. This energy consumption would
not be inefficient (since it would be subject to the 2019 CALGreen Code standards), wasteful (since the project would
expend energy to accommodate hotel patrons), or unnecessary (since electricity and natural gas are necessary for
normal hotel operations). Second, the proposed project is located across the street from the El Cerrito del Norte Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station, meaning that hotel guests can arrive and depart from the site via mass transit as
opposed to having to take a car. The project would also include three electric vehicle charging stations and 56 bicycle
parking spaces. Therefore, the project’s location and design features would reduce the potential for inefficient means
of transportation. Finally, although construction activities would require the use of construction equipment and
generate construction-related vehicle trips that would combust fuel (primarily diesel and gasoline), the energy would
not be inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary, since it would be required to carry out the activities associated with project
construction. For the reasons discussed above, the impact is considered less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

b.

The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency. SPASP program EIR Table 18.1 (pp. 18-7 through 18-72) concluded that the SPASP would be consistent
with the following policies from the City’s General Plan pertaining to renewable energy or energy efficiency:
• Policy CD4.5: Energy and Resources. Integrate good design with the use of energy efficient techniques
and equipment, and with materials and construction practices that minimize adverse environmental effects.
• Policy HE-20: Promote residential energy conservation programs which provide assistance for energy
conservation improvement.
• Policy HE-22: Encourage the use of sustainable and green building design in new and existing housing in
compliance with legislation AB32 and SB375.
The SPASP program EIR also concluded that the Specific Plan would be consistent with the following policies from
the City’s Climate Action Plan pertaining to energy efficiency:
• SC-1 Encourage higher density TOD [transit-oriented development] and infill development on transportation
corridors.
• SC-3 Invest in pedestrian-, bicycle-, and transit-friendly infrastructure.
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Based on the above evaluation, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and Climate
Action Plan. In addition, as discussed under response (a), the proposed project would comply with the 2019 CALGreen
Code, which would reduce energy consumption from the proposed project compared to earlier versions of the Title
24 Building Code. The project is subject to the City’s General Plan policies, El Cerrito Climate Action Plan policies,
and the BAAQMD Climate Protection Program (see Air Quality response [b]). The SPASP EIR found implementation
the Specific Plan would be consistent with adopted plans to reduce GHG emissions. Since the proposed Hampton Inn
project is consistent with the conditions analyzed in the SPASP EIR and would comply with applicable plans for
energy efficiency, the impact is considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

VII.

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)

x

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

x
x
x
x
x

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c)

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

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

x

e)

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

x

f)

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

x

Documentation:
a.

(i) The SPASP EIR notes the Plan area is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Special Study zone and that no faults run
through the Plan area (p. 8-2). The Hayward fault is located approximately one mile to the east; the EIR notes that the
Plan area could experience strong seismic ground shaking and related effects in the event of an earthquake. Mandated
project compliance with stringent seismic design provisions of the latest California Building Standards Code (CBSC)
would reduce the risk of property loss or hazards to occupants to a less-than significant level. No mitigation is required.
(ii) The project site lies in a seismically active region and is subject to ground shaking from an earthquake along
major active regional faults. This is common to virtually all development in the San Francisco Bay Area. Development
of the proposed project would be subject to review and approval by the City, and shall be designed and constructed in
accordance with all applicable seismic standards adopted by the City of El Cerrito, including the latest CBSC. SPASP
EIR Impact/Mitigation 8-1 addresses potential ground instability (p. 8-8) and states that City-required geotechnical
investigations and associated engineering design standards, specifications, and measures can reduce the potentially
significant impact to less than significant. As required by SPASP EIR Mitigation 8-1, a project-specific geotechnical
report (Salem Engineering Group, December 2015, p. 4) was prepared. The report classifies the site as Site Class D,
which helps define the California Building Code (CBC) seismic design parameters. Recommendations contained in

Initial Study Checklist (9108-04)_20190424

26

the site-specific geotechnical review shall be incorporated as conditions of approval and would ensure that the impact
of seismic ground shaking would be less than significant, with no further mitigation required.
(iii) Liquefaction is a process that occurs when strong ground shaking causes loose, saturated, unconsolidated
sediments to lose strength and behave as a liquid. The project-specific geotechnical report concludes (p. 5) that the
site is located within a zone classified as generally subject to moderate to low liquefaction. The project-specific
geotechnical analysis also evaluated liquefaction potential, using the LiqIT computer program (p. 5), and found that
the site soils had low to moderate potential for liquefaction under seismic conditions. Potential liquefaction-induced
settlement was calculated to be negligible.
In concert with the project-specific geotechnical report (EIR Mitigation 8-1), the application of existing laws,
regulations, and policies, including the City’s standard development review procedures and coordination with City
grading permit and building permit performance standards, would ensure that the impact of seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction, would be less than significant, and no further mitigation is required.
(iv) The project site is generally flat, and there is a lack of appreciable slopes in the vicinity (SPASP program EIR p.
8-7). In addition, there are no known landslides at the site, nor is the site in the path of any known or potential landslide
(Salem Engineering Group report, p. 6). Therefore, the project site is not considered to be subject to landslides. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.
b.

The SPASP EIR notes that grading and construction activities may result in minor erosion or the minor loss of topsoil
and that City-required standard grading- and construction-period erosion control techniques would mitigate this
potential impact to a less-than-significant level (p. 8-7). No significant impact was identified, and no mitigation is
required.

c.

The SPASP EIR includes Impact 8-1 (Potential Ground Instability Impacts). Mitigation 8-1 requires the completion
and implementation of geotechnical mitigation recommendations identified in required site-specific geotechnical
investigations and engineering studies, in coordination with City grading permit and building permit performance
standards. The site-specific geotechnical report prepared for the project (Salem Engineering Group, December 2015)
found the potential for lateral spreading to be low (p. 6). In conjunction with the project-specific geotechnical report,
the application of existing laws, regulations, and policies, including the City’s standard development review
procedures, would ensure that project geotechnical impacts would be less than significant, and no further mitigation
is required.

d.

Expansive soils exhibit “shrink and swell” where they expand and contract during wetting and drying. The proposed
project’s geotechnical report (p. 8) states that the primary geotechnical constraint “is the presence of near surface
moderately expansive and moderately compressible soils”; recommendations to mitigate the effects of these soils are
provided in the report. In conjunction with the project-specific geotechnical report, the application of existing laws,
regulations, and policies, including the City’s standard development review procedures, would ensure that the effects
of expansive soils would be less-than-significant, and no further mitigation is required.

e.

The project would be connected to the sewer system and does not propose septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

f.

The SPASP (chapter 7, section 7.1.2 – Paleontological Resources) notes the Plan area is underlain by alluvium which
is considered to have a high potential for containing fossil resources and that contact with such resources during
ground-disturbing activities is considered a potentially significant impact (p. 7-13, Impact 7-3 - Potential for
Disturbance of Paleontological Resources). EIR Mitigation 7-3 requires a worker education program and outlines
procedures in the event paleontological resources are discovered. Mitigation 7-3 shall be required as a condition of
project approval and would reduce impacts on paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level.
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE - Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?

x

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

x

Documentation:
a.

A limited amount of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) would occur during demolition and construction. Due to the
relatively small size of the site (less than one acre) and the temporary duration of construction (assumed to be less
than two years), construction emissions from the project would not be substantial and would not significantly
contribute to regional GHG levels. Consistent with this conclusion, the SPASP program EIR (p. 9-9) concluded, “2040
full development capacity of the Specific Plan would have per capita emissions…which would not exceed the
BAAQMD specific plan-level threshold...”. The impact is considered less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

b.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 9-9) found the Specific Plan would be subject to new requirements under rule making
developed at the State and local level regarding GHG emissions as well as subject to local and General Plan policies,
including the El Cerrito Climate Action Plan. These plans and policies are expected to reduce emissions of GHG. The
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

x

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

x

c)

x

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

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

x

e)

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

x

f)

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

x

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?
Documentation:
a.

The proposed project would contain 124 hotel rooms and 3,431 square feet of commercial floor area. The SPASP
program EIR (p. 10-9) explains that hazardous materials associated with operations in the Plan area may involve the
occasional transport, use, storage, or disposal of common hazardous substances such as fuel, paint, and solvents. These
normal activities would be subject to applicable local, State, and federal regulations, including standard conditions of
the City of El Cerrito. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 10-10 and 10-11) notes that there are required, standard procedures to ensure SPASP
activities would not expose construction workers and occupants to hazardous materials contamination. The SPASP
notes project applicants are required to comply with all applicable existing City-, regional-, and State-mandated site
assessment, remediation, removal, and disposal requirements for soil, surface water, and groundwater contamination.
Related to the potential for hazardous materials on the project site and in the existing buildings (which are slated for
demolition), several site-specific reports were prepared for the project applicant and reviewed by the appropriate City
staff. These include:


Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 11615 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, California; Stantec; September 8,
2011.



Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 11615 and 11645 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, California; SALEM
Engineering Group; July 20, 2016, revised March 28, 2019.



Groundwater Monitoring and Remediation Report, 11687 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, California; Pangea
Environmental Services, Inc.; March 14, 2016



Asbestos and Lead Survey Report, 11645 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, California; Hazardous Materials
Assessment, Inc. (HMA); December 17, 2015.



Offsite Subslab Gas Sampling Report, Super Stop 11687 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito California, RWQCB File
No. 07-0539. Pangea Environmental Sciences, Inc. December 13, 2017.
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x

Additionally, a Construction Health Risk Assessment (MIG 2019) was conducted. See section III (Air Quality) of this
Initial Study.
The reports listed above document the existing hazardous materials conditions on the project site, as part of the
required and standard procedures outlined in the SPASP EIR, as summarized below.
(1) There is a potential to encounter residual elevated concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), associated with the historic operations at the site and an adjacent Leaking Underground
Storage Tank (LUST), during project excavation and grading.
As part of the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (July 2016, revised March 2019), SALEM performed a
Limited Soils Assessment (LSA) to evaluate on-site soils for petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, and lead, and to
determine appropriate soil handling and disposal measures. SALEM also performed a soil vapor survey to
establish baseline soil vapor concentrations and determine if past operations (on- and off-site) pose a risk for
intrusion to future occupants at the site. The following presents a summary of the results that were above
regulatory thresholds:
a.

Of the 13 soil borings drilled at the site, 3 borings showed obvious signs of contamination (color, odor, etc.).

b.

Some groundwater contamination by petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHg) exists in the areas investigated. The
concentrations sampled were below Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs; the regulatory thresholds that
identify a need for more detailed investigation), but may require treatment prior to disposal in the event dewatering occurs during construction.

c.

The data suggest that soil contamination is present in the areas investigated. Therefore, preparation and
implementation of a Soil Management Plan (SMP) is recommended. The SMP would describe waste
handling and disposal procedures that will be implemented at the subject property, including characterization
for disposal, waste material documentation, tracking, handling, management, stockpiling, temporary storage,
and all related activities required to remove, transport, and dispose of material that may be generated during
construction activities. An SMP is a comprehensive report to be referenced prior to and during earthwork
activities. An SMP is a standard, industry requirement for any project whose site preparation may encounter
contaminated soil.

d.

Total petroleum hydrocarbons (as gasoline; or TPHg) was present in soil vapor samples, at multiple sample
locations and depths, in concentrations above the Tier 1 Environmental Screening Level (ESL) established
by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB). Benzene and ethylbenzene were
also detected at concentrations above the Tier 1 ESL established by the SFRWQCB. Soil vapor
concentrations as TPHg, benzene, and ethylbenzene should be further evaluated by taking into consideration
the type and details of construction, such as foundation design (e.g., slab-on-grade), volume of proposed
building (floor area, ceiling height of first floor space), and the details of any soil remediation/removal to be
performed prior to or during construction. Construction details along with site-specific contaminant data
should be used to calculate a risk factor and determine the type and necessity of engineering controls
appropriate for the project (e.g., vapor barrier, soil gas recovery/venting system). Due to the precision
required in formulating such solutions, this standard, industry protocol is implemented during later levels of
project design, when more specific design and construction details are available.

(2) An asbestos site survey and lead testing were conducted in the existing buildings on the project site (HMA, Inc.;
2015). Asbestos containing materials (ACM) were identified in various building components, primarily linoleum
flooring, other floor tile (including mastic), hidden resilient flooring, and the water heater flue. The survey noted
limitations in surveying for ACM and that it is possible that additional ACM may be hidden in wall/ceiling cavities
not accessible until demolition. Resilient flooring materials identified prior to or during demolition should be
presumed positive for asbestos and removed accordingly. All regulated ACM must be removed before demolition
and shall be performed by a registered CalOSHA asbestos abatement contractor in compliance with CalOSHA
and Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) standards.
Fourteen paint samples were collected and tested for lead. Four samples were found to contain lead (according to
EPA’s definition of lead-based paint). Eight samples were above the Cal-OSHA level of detectable lead content.
Contractors should be notified of the lead content of the various samples for Cal-OSHA purposes.
Summary. The SPASP EIR outlines standard, industry procedures to address potential soil and surface/groundwater
contamination and hazardous materials. The environmental reports described above were prepared to identify potential
hazardous materials and contamination at the site and to address potential soil handling and disposal issues prior to
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excavation. Implementation of all recommendations contained in the reports, subject to City review and approval,
would ensure that potential impacts remain less-than-significant.
c.

Several schools are within one-quarter mile of the Specific Plan area (SPASP EIR p. 10-13); however, no existing or
proposed schools are within one-quarter mile of the Hampton Inn project site. There are five schools within about
one-half mile of the project site: Stege Elementary School (4949 Cypress Avenue, Richmond), Caliber: Beta Academy
(4301 Berk Avenue, Richmond), Kennedy High School (4300 Cutting Boulevard, Richmond), Summit K2 (1800 Elm
Street, El Cerrito), and Prospect Sierra Elementary School (2060 Tapscott Avenue, El Cerrito). As discussed in item
(a) above, the proposed project may store, use, or dispose of limited quantities of common hazardous materials, but
none of these materials would emit hazardous emissions or be acutely hazardous. Given these circumstances plus the
existing federal, State, and local hazardous materials regulations already in place, the proposed project’s potential
hazardous materials risk to existing or proposed schools would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required.

d.

The proposed project is located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5 (Cortese List) (11615 San Pablo Avenue), as State Water Resources Board
GeoTracker leaking underground tank (LUST) site, in which cleanup was completed and the case closed as of July 8,
2010 (Unocal, site T0601300334). Contamination from adjacent and historic uses at the site has been found in on-site
soils and groundwater as evaluated in the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (see item [b] above). Potential
impacts related to the site’s inclusion on the Cortese List have been evaluated and are subject to mandatory, standard,
industry protocols. The impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

e.

The SPASP area is not located in the vicinity of any airports or private air strips. No impact would result, and no
mitigation is required.

f.

The SPASP EIR notes (p. 10-14) that the Specific Plan is designed to improve circulation within the Plan area and
that planned roadways must be able to support emergency response apparatus. Also, all roadways must be designed
to meet requirements for width and height clearance, facilitate turning radii of apparatus, and accommodate proper
siting for fire hydrants (Specific Plan section 3.05.02.02.02, Emergency Access). The proposed Hampton Inn project
would provide driveway and site access that meets all requirements for emergency access. The impact on emergency
access, response, and evacuation would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

g.

The SPASP area is not within or adjacent to a wildland fire hazard zone (SPASP EIR p. 10-9). No impact would result,
and no mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

x

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

x

c)

x

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on – or off-site?

x

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

x

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

x
x

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants dur to
project inundation?
e)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

Documentation:
a.

The project site includes two motel buildings (collectively comprising one motel) with a paved parking lot and access
drive area. A portion of the site is flat and vegetated with ruderal grasses. The SPASP EIR notes (p. 11-7) that
development facilitated by the Specific Plan would need to implement routinely mandated measures to protect water
quality, including but not limited to the Contra Costa Clean Water Program, as outlined in the California Stormwater
Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and the Stormwater
C.3 Guidebook. In addition, City Grading Permit procedures routinely require specific measures to be taken during
grading to minimize construction period erosion. Implementation of standard, required jurisdictional city construction
period measures reduce the risk of construction period pollutants. Also, the project grading plan (see Figure 10) and
the stormwater treatment plan (see Figure11) are subject to review and approval by the City. For example, the
stormwater treatment control plan illustrates self-treating landscape areas (1,702 square feet) and bio-retention areas
(1,192 square feet of surface area) to address water quality and the runoff rate in accordance with County technical
guidance (“C.3” requirements). Based on the discussion above, water quality impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

b.

Groundwater supply and recharge: El Cerrito does not use local groundwater sources and is not considered a source
of municipal potable water supply (SPASP EIR p. 17-1). Currently, the Specific Plan area is covered almost entirely
with structures, surface parking (asphalt paving), and introduced landscaping. The SPASP EIR (p. 11-9), states the
Specific Plan is expected to decrease the proportion of the Plan area that is covered with impervious surface; therefore,
groundwater recharge would not be negatively affected and determined the impact on groundwater recharge would be
less-than-significant. In addition, proposed bio-retention facilities included as part of the project would encourage
infiltration of runoff at the site. Therefore, impacts to groundwater recharge are considered less than significant.

c.

Drainage Pattern. The project site located on is flat land that is mostly paved (developed) with a portion along the
northern border of the site that is currently unpaved. The site is surrounded by urban development to the north and
west and roadways to the east (San Pablo Avenue) and south (Cutting Boulevard). The project does not alter the course
of a stream or river as none are present on-site. The project does add impervious surfaces to the site. All development
facilitated by the Specific Plan would need to implement routinely mandated measures to protect water quality,
including but not limited to those measures required under the Contra Costa Clean Water Program, as outlined in the
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x

California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for
Construction and the Stormwater C.3 Guidebook (p. 11-7). The project will formalize drainage across the entire project
site and stormwater will ultimately discharge into storm drains located at San Pablo Avenue and Cutting Boulevard.
Erosion or siltation on- or off-site. In addition to the routinely mandated measures to protect water quality referenced
above, the project requires a grading permit and under the City’s grading permit issuance procedures routinely requires
specific measures to be taken during grading to minimize construction period erosion (SPASP EIR p. 11-7).
Construction and post-construction water quality impacts were found less than significant with the implementation of
the standard, required jurisdictional city construction period measures.
Based on the above discussion, construction period and post-construction water quality impacts on erosion and
siltation from project implementation are considered less than significant.
Rate or amount of surface runoff resulting in flooding on- or off-site. The SPASP EIR (p. 11-8 through 11-9) states
that permanent post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required for all new projects that create or
replace between 2,500 and 10,000 square feet ("small projects") or more ("large projects") of roofs or pavement,
including new development, redevelopment, and commercial and industrial sites.
The project includes low impact development (LID) treatment measures including three separate bio-retention areas
to treat and retain stormwater runoff from the project site. The LID measures have been sized according to the Contra
Costa Clean Water Program Integrated Management Practice (IMP) sizing calculator (Figure 11). A portion of the
proposed project site (less than 200 square feet) is proposed to be covered in impervious surfaces, which will not be
connected to a bio-retention device and therefore left as “untreated”. As stated under (a) above, the stormwater
treatment control plan illustrates self-treating landscape areas (1,702 square feet) and bio-retention areas (1,192 square
feet of surface area) to address water quality and the runoff rate in accordance with County technical guidance (“C.3”
requirements). The square footage of bioretention areas exceeds the required minimum area by 33 square feet (Figure
11). The project site is less than one acre in size and therefore not subject to the Hydromodification Management
which applies to projects creating or replacing more than one acre of impervious surface.
Existing deficiencies related to conveyance of the 10-year storm event along San Pablo Avenue are addressed in the
City’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The drainage improvements are described in the Specific Plan (chapter 4,
Infrastructure Systems) and, for efficiency and the reduction of construction impacts, would be constructed as part of
the Complete Streets improvements.
Construction of the project’s bio-retention devices as well as implementation of the standard, required jurisdictional
measures related to impervious surfaces and stormwater would reduce the risk of flooding on- or off-site to less than
significant.
Rate or amount of surface runoff exceeding existing or planned stormwater drainage facilities or substantial sources
of polluted runoff. As stated above, the project’s stormwater control plan shows the installation of bioretention
facilities that exceed the required minimum area required for the drainage areas. Polluted runoff. The temporary use
of hazardous materials (e.g., diesel fuel) and heavy equipment, which represent an incidental component of
construction, could also introduce materials that might be spilled in the plan area and subsequently washed into San
Francisco Bay. These substances could have a direct, adverse effect on water quality in the bay. Implementation of
the standard and required jurisdictional City construction period measures to reduce the risk of construction period
pollutants would reduce this risk to a less-than-significant level.
Impede or redirect flood flows. The SPASP EIR (p. 11-2) states that most of the Plan area is located in an area
designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as Flood Zone X, which is an area classified as
outside the 0.2 percent annual chance of flood (i.e., a “500-year” flood). This conclusion has been confirmed for the
project site (Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel 06013C0237G, Effective Date September 30, 2015). In addition, the
SPASP EIR (p. 11-2) states that the Plan area, including the project site, is not likely to be subject to inundation from
dam failure. The SPASP area does not require protection by levees; therefore, no impact would result, and no
mitigation is required.
Based on the discussion above, implementation of the Specific Plan, including the proposed project, would not: (1)
substantially interfere with groundwater recharge, (2) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, (3)
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, resulting in flooding or exceeding the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide additional sources of polluted runoff, or (4) impede or redirect
flood flows. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required (SPASP EIR pp. 11-7 through
11-10).
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d. The SPASP area, including the project site, is not located near a lake and therefore would not experience a seiche; the
EIR notes that there are no published maps or information regarding seiche hazards in the Bay Area (SPASP EIR p.
11-6). Portions of the SPASP area are within a mapped tsunami inundation area; however, the area identified does not
include the project site. (The tsunami inundation area is identified as the area along Central Avenue and within the
City of Richmond.) The project is not otherwise in a flood hazard area (see item [b]) and therefore does not represent
a land use at risk for release of pollutants. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
e.

Based on the explanations in items (a) through (d), and implementation of mandatory and standard procedures, the
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or a sustainable groundwater
management plan.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Documentation:
a.

The applicant proposes to replace a motel and construct a five-story hotel with a total building area of 85,075 square
feet comprised of 124 guest rooms and 3,431 square feet of ground floor commercial retail space. The roof at the base
of the parapet wall would be 65 feet with a corner tower element at 75 feet. The project would include on-site parking
for 88 vehicles on two levels – one on grade and the other on a deck above – with access via Cutting Boulevard and
San Pablo Avenue. Parking for 56 bicycles would be provided, with 43 short-term spaces and 13 long-term spaces.
The project would be an infill development within the SPASP urban environment and is located in the northern
Uptown District of the Specific Plan. Sidewalk, crosswalk, and landscape improvements would conform to SPASP
guidelines to ensure public connections with the project site. The project also would include a public plaza of
approximately 1,352 square feet at the corner of San Pablo Avenue and Cutting Boulevard. The plaza would include
sitting areas, public art, and landscaping.
The SPASP represents a collaborative planning effort between the cities of El Cerrito and Richmond to identify a
shared vision for the future of San Pablo Avenue, identify improvement needs, and adopt implementing regulations
that can be applied consistently in the Plan area. A major goal of the planning effort is to achieve a coordinated,
cohesive environment and character in the Plan area through: (1) a Form-Based Code; (2) multi-modal transportation
goals and policies, recommended streetscape design improvements, and design standards as part of a Complete Streets
Plan; and (3) infrastructure improvements.
The SPASP EIR determined that implementation of the Specific Plan would reinforce established community-wide
land use patterns. Beneficial effects of the Plan include revitalizing the corridor, facilitating development where
services and infrastructure can be most efficiently provided, and promoting compact, transit-accessible, pedestrianoriented mixed-use development patterns and land use. The proposed Hampton Inn project promotes these objectives.
Also, City staff has determined that the Hampton Inn project is consistent with the development standards and
guidelines of the Specific Plan. Based on the discussion above, the proposed project would represent a beneficial
effect on Specific Plan implementation, and no mitigation is required.

b.

The proposed project is substantially consistent with the type, intensity, and character of the anticipated new uses and
development facilitated by the SPASP, as well as other City-adopted policies, regulations, and guidelines that
implement the General Plan. In general, the SPASP allows building heights greater than would be allowed without
the Specific Plan. The Plan furthers “smart growth” principals and represents a shared vision between the Cities of El
Cerrito and Richmond to identify improvements and adopt regulations to be applied consistently within the Plan area.
In order to implement the proposed project, the following actions (tentative list of entitlements) by the City of El
Cerrito would be required:
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x
x



Vesting Tentative Map



Tier II Design Review

The proposed project cannot be approved unless the City of El Cerrito Design Review Board approves the actions
described above. If the Design Review Board approves these actions, the proposed project would be considered
consistent with all applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigations are required beyond those
identified in this Initial Study.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

XII.

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project result in:

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

x

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

x

Documentation:
a. and b. The SPASP EIR states that there are no significant mineral deposits in the Specific Plan area or vicinity (SPASP
EIR p. 19-9). No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

NOISE AND VIBRATION – Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standard of other
agencies?

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

XIII.

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels?
c)

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

Documentation:
a.

In order to evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the SPASP EIR regarding noise, a project-specific
acoustical analysis was submitted by the applicant and reviewed by the appropriate City staff (Proposed Hampton Inn,
11645 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito California; WJV Acoustics, Inc.; February 21, 2019, revised April 23, 2019).
The descriptive content, methodology, and impact evaluations in the project-specific noise analysis are consistent with
the SPASP EIR:
For the project-specific acoustical analysis, existing and projected noise exposure levels were evaluated to determine
whether increased traffic generated by the proposed project would cause a substantial increase in the noise
environment. Areas evaluated included San Pablo Avenue, Cutting Boulevard, Peerless Avenue, Eastshore Boulevard,
and Hill Street. Based on the traffic volume data developed for the proposed project (see item XVI below), traffic
noise levels along all the evaluated roadways are anticipated to increase by approximately 0.0 to 0.1 decibel (dBA) as
a result of the project; a noise level increase of 3 dBA or more would be considered a significant impact (SPASP EIR,
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x

x
x

p. 13-14; WJV Acoustics, Inc., p. 9). Therefore, the project’s generation of traffic noise would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
A related noise issue is the exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise levels exceeding City and State land use/noise
compatibility standards. For example, project residents and off-site neighbors could be exposed to collective
environmental noise (e.g., traffic, airplanes, mechanical equipment) whether or not the proposed project itself
generates substantial noise. The SPASP program EIR (pp. 13-17 through 13-20) identifies Impact/Mitigation 13-1,
which addresses the potential for future development (interior and exterior areas) to be exposed to outdoor noise levels
exceeding acceptable standards. Hotels and motels are included in the residential noise standards in the El Cerrito
Noise Element (WJV Acoustics p. 3). EIR Mitigation 13-1 requires a project- specific evaluation to determine what
treatments, if any, are needed to meet applicable interior noise standards. For bedroom interiors, noise levels must be
maintained at or below 50 dBA Lmax, which is more restrictive then the City’s general interior 45 dBA Ldn standard
(SPASP EIR p. 13-16). The day/night average sound level, or Ldn, represents noise exposure during the course of an
entire day. When calculating Ldn, a 10 dB “penalty” is added to nighttime noise to calculate the 24-hour average noise
level. Lmax is a description of the instantaneous maximum sound level. The project-specific acoustical analysis
concluded that the project would meet interior noise standards by requiring installation of windows with a minimum
sound transmission class (STC) rating between 28-32, depending on the room type (see WJV Acoustics Table III p.
8). Once a determination of the actual desired window manufacturer and product line is selected, final compliance
verification will be determined, subject to review and approval by the City. Implementation of this requirement
consistent with EIR Mitigation 13-1 was determined to reduce the potential impact of noise and land use compatibility
to a less-than-significant level; no additional mitigation is necessary.
The project-specific acoustical analysis (p. 14) concluded that project exterior areas would comply with applicable
exterior noise standards for the City of El Cerrito. Therefore, no noise mitigation is required for the proposed hotel’s
exterior uses.
Construction noise was projected at between 61 dBA and 80 dBA at 300 feet. The analysis noted that construction
activities are temporary in nature, most likely occurring during daytime hours (WJV Acoustics p. 11-12). Construction
noise could result in annoyance or sleep disruption if nighttime construction is allowed or equipment is not properly
muffled. SPASP EIR Mitigation 13-3 shall be required as a condition of project approval to reduce temporary
construction-related noise. Mitigation 13-3 (SPASP EIR p.13-23) requires use of engines fitted with mufflers that are
in good condition and appropriate for the equipment, and limits construction to between 7:00 A.M and 7:00 P.M.,
Monday through Friday, and 9:00 A.M. and 8:00 P.M. on weekends and holidays. The mitigation also includes
conditions related to construction equipment use and orientation on the site, installation of temporary walls or other
noise-control features, construction-related traffic, timing of activities, and notification requirements. Despite
implementation of this mitigation measure, the SPASP EIR determined that the noise impact of overall Specific Plan
development over time would be significant and unavoidable due to the extended period of time that adjacent receivers
would be exposed to construction noise. Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary, intermittent
noise that would contribute to the overall noise environment, but it would not result in a new or substantially more
severe significant construction period noise impact than described in the SPASP EIR. Therefore, no additional
mitigation is required beyond that included in the EIR.
SPASP EIR Mitigation 13-2 (p. 13-20) requires commercial projects to evaluate the project’s noise-generating
operations – including loading/unloading, trash pick-up, and ventilation systems – and their potential effects on
adjacent land uses. Mitigation 13-2 requires a project-specific noise analysis to evaluate how the proposed use would
meet the City’s applicable noise standards, including a requirement that noise-generating activities be limited to
between the hours of 7:00 AM and 9:00 PM. The acoustical analysis evaluated project-related traffic noise, loading
dock activities, mechanical equipment, and parking lot activities. As stated above, project-related traffic noise would
be less than significant (WJV Acoustics p. 9). Additionally, the analysis concluded that loading dock activities,
mechanical equipment, and parking lot activities would be inaudible over existing ambient noise levels for nearby
residential land uses (WJV Acoustics p. 10-11).
Regarding cumulative traffic noise impacts, the SPASP EIR (p. 13-2 and 13-22) concluded that development
facilitated by the Specific Plan would not result in a substantial increase in traffic noise above existing noise levels
along roadways and would not make a “cumulatively considerable” contribution to cumulative noise levels.
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
b.

The SPASP program EIR (pp. 13-24) identified an impact and mitigation (Impact/Mitigation 13-4) related to exposure
of vibration-sensitive land uses to construction-related vibration during excavation and foundation work of buildings.
The project-specific noise report identified blasting, pile driving, and rail activities generally as dominant sources of

Initial Study Checklist (9108-04)_20190424

36

vibration, none of which are anticipated at the project site (WJV Acoustics p. 12). Typical construction equipment
(e.g., bulldozer, jackhammer, vibratory roller) vibration levels at 100 feet from nearby commercial buildings would
be between 0.003 and 0.2 peak particle velocity (PPV; a measurement of surface movement in inches per second)
which is below the vibration threshold of 0.5 PPV for modern industrial/commercial buildings (WJV Acoustics pp. 5
and 13). Typical construction equipment vibration levels for the nearest sensitive uses (residences at 250 feet away)
were identified at between 0.0004 to 0.03 (WJV Acoustics p. 13) and is below the vibration threshold of 0.3 PPV for
older residential structures. These anticipated levels of vibration for the nearest adjacent commercial and nearest
sensitive residential uses would not be expected to cause damage and would be “barely noticeable” at the closest
residence, even if the construction equipment were used continuously. Therefore, the impact is considered less-thansignificant, and no mitigation is required.
The SPASP program EIR (pp. 13-24 through 13-26) concluded that development from the SPASP could expose
residences, businesses, and historic structures to temporary construction-related ground-borne vibration (Impact 134). Therefore, SPASP EIR Mitigation 13-4 shall be required, as applicable, as a condition of project approval. This
mitigation requires avoiding impact pile driving, avoiding use of vibratory rollers and tampers near sensitive areas,
and if deemed necessary, conducting site-specific vibration studies. The SPASP EIR concluded that the long-term
Specific Plan construction-related vibration impact would be significant and unavoidable because it may not be
possible to completely avoid using pile drivers, vibratory rollers, or tampers near sensitive areas. However, in the case
of the proposed Hampton Inn (as discussed above), pile driving is not anticipated for construction, and intermittent
vibration levels at the nearest sensitive use (residences) would be “barely noticeable.” The proposed project would
not result in a new or more significant construction period vibration impact than that described in the SPASP EIR. No
additional mitigation is required.
c.

The project site is not in the vicinity of an airport or a private airstrip (SPASP EIR p. 13-16). No impact would occur,
and no mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact or
No New
Impact

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

x

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

x

Documentation:
a.

The SPASP program EIR (pp. 18-1 through 18-72) concluded that the Specific Plan is substantially consistent with
the City of El Cerrito General Plan, which identifies the San Pablo Avenue corridor as an area identified for new
population and housing growth (SPASP EIR p. 14-3). The EIR notes that the Specific Plan does not include
components that would involuntarily displace residents or housing and therefore finds that the Specific Plan would
not contribute to a displacement impact (SPASP EIR p. 14-4). The proposed project is a Hampton Inn on property
currently containing a motel; the project would not reduce or add permanent residential units to the SPASP area
(SPASP EIR p. 14-4). Also, the proposed project would include about 3,431 square feet of commercial space, which
has already been planned for as part of overall, long-term Specific Plan implementation.
The project and cumulative impact related to population growth would be less than significant, and no mitigation
specific to population growth is required.

b.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 14-3 and 14-4) concluded that development in the SPASP area could include existing
residential units that are voluntarily replaced by property owners in accordance with the Specific Plan provisions.
However, the Specific Plan: (1) forecasts a net increase of 1,706 dwelling units in the SPASP area through 2040; (2)
provides a mix of housing types near public transportation and bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure; and (3) notes that
affordable housing and density bonuses would apply to the Specific Plan area. In the case of the Hampton Inn project,
the existing buildings on-site are a motel use. No displacement of people or permanent housing would occur, and no
mitigation is required.
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
or No New
Impact

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

x
x
x
x
x

a) Fire protection?
b) Police protection?
c)

Schools?

d) Parks?
e)

Other public facilities?

Documentation:
a.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 15-8) concluded that, since development in the SPASP area would be subject to the
City’s standard citywide development review process and permitting procedures, building and fire code requirements,
and individual project development review, the impacts of the SPASP related to fire protection and emergency medical
service would be less than significant. The proposed project would be subject to the same standard requirements. The
SPASP EIR also states that if Specific Plan implementation results in the need for additional fire protection personnel
or equipment, that the need would be funded through annual budget review and allocation, and is not expected to
require new or physically altered fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant impacts.
Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b.

The SPASP program EIR (p. 15-8 and 15-9) concluded that the SPASP impact on police service would be less than
significant because: (1) the development review process includes review by the police department to provide a
determination regarding the ability to serve the project and make specific recommendations to maintain acceptable
levels of service; (2) the final project designs are subject to police department review and approval; (3) Specific Plan
implementation results in more “eyes on the ground” by facilitating a pedestrian-friendly Specific Plan area, providing
a safer public environment; and (4) demand for additional police protection personnel or equipment would be funded
through currently adopted public facilities fees imposed on new developments. Increased demand for police services
is not expected to require new or physically altered police protection facilities. Therefore, the project’s impact on
police service would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

c.

The project proposes hotel and commercial uses and does not propose new residences. The project, located in the West
Contra Costa Unified School District, is not expected to add students to the school district. The SPASP program EIR
(pp. 15-9 and 15-10) concluded that the SPASP impact on schools would be less-than-significant because
approximately 1,147 new students anticipated over the 25-year horizon of the Specific Plan would be accommodated
in existing schools, and implementation of the Specific Plan would not require the need for new or expanded school
facilities. In addition, the school district collects school impact fees from new development in accordance with the
California Government Code; these fees are deemed by law to be full and complete mitigation. The proposed project
would be subject to those school impact fees. Therefore, the project’s impact on schools would be less than significant,
and no additional mitigation is required.

d.

The proposed project would include a public plaza of approximately 1,352 square feet at the corner of San Pablo
Avenue and Cutting Boulevard. The plaza would include sitting areas, public art, and landscaping (see previous Figure
5). Under SPASP standards, 2,128 square feet of open space would be needed to meet the requirement, which can be
satisfied by paying an in-lieu fee; the applicant would pay the fee for the 776 square-foot difference. The project’s
impacts on parks and recreation would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Initial Study Checklist (9108-04)_20190424

38

e.

The SPASP EIR (p.15-10) found that Specific Plan related increases in residential, commercial, and public activity
within the Specific Plan area would result in a corresponding increase in the need for other municipal services, such
as libraries. However, the incremental increased demand over time is not expected to result directly in the need for the
construction of new library facilities. Therefore, the project’s impact on libraries would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
or No New
Impact

XVI. RECREATION -- Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

x

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

x

Documentation:
a. and c. See item XV (d) above. In addition, the construction of the proposed project open space would not result in any
new or more severe construction impacts than those impacts already evaluated in the SPASP EIR. The SPASP EIR
found that despite the anticipated growth in population under the Specific Plan, the ratio of park acres to residents
would remain above the level of service standard adopted by the City’s General Plan. Impacts on recreation would be
less than significant, and no additional mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
or No New
Impact

XVII. TRANSPORTATION -- Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

x

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

x

c)

x

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

x

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
Documentation:
a.

The SPASP EIR notes that implementation of the Specific Plan would result in significant and unavoidable impacts
related to cumulative traffic impacts (p. 16-50). Mitigation Measure 16-1 requires adoption and full implementation
of the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan/Complete Streets Plan. Implementation of the plan is projected to reduce auto
trips relative to the baseline assumption in the impact analysis to a less-than-significant level. In addition, it also notes
that adoption of the plan would change the City’s Level of Service (LOS) standard from LOS D to LOS E and should
be considered in conjunction with the multi-modal LOS standards for transit, pedestrian and bicycle modes, with
transit and pedestrian modes being the primary priorities in the corridor. This would also render the impact to less
than significant. However, because the projected mode shift could not be guaranteed, and adoption of the proposed
new multi-modal LOS goals as defined in the draft plan could not be assured, the impact relative to the current City
LOS standard was found to remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation (SPASP EIR p. 16-51).

Initial Study Checklist (9108-04)_20190424

39

A project-specific traffic impact report was prepared for the applicant, and reviewed by appropriate City staff (Traffic
Impact Report for El Cerrito Hampton Inn and Suites, CA; Crane Transportation Group; April 25, 2017 (with April
17, 2019 additions) and Addendum March 13, 2019). The original report analyzed a 116-room hotel development,
and the Addendum addresses the increase to 124 rooms. In addition, parking was originally envisioned at ground level
and a subterranean level; however, parking is currently proposed at ground level and a second floor deck. No changes
were made to entrance driveway locations. The study included an evaluation of weekday AM, mid-day, and PM peak
hour traffic conditions at the following intersections near the project site:


Cutting Boulevard/San Pablo Avenue



Eastshore Boulevard/Hill Street/Peerless Avenue/San Pablo Avenue

The traffic studies concluded:
(1) The proposed project would generate 59 (34 inbound and 25 outbound) AM peak hour trips, and 62 (30 inbound
and 32 outbound) PM peak hour trips. These trip numbers are expressed as net trips to account for the existing 17room motel use that currently operates at the site.
(2) There would be no significant increase in delay at either of the two study intersections under existing plus project
and 2040 traffic volumes plus project conditions, with or without the San Pablo Specific Plan improvements described
in the SPASP EIR for the Uptown section of the corridor (p. 16-29). No mitigation is required.
(3) There are adequate sight lines for project traffic travelling eastbound on Cutting Boulevard and turning left into
the project to see westbound traffic leaving the San Pablo Avenue intersection. It was noted that if a vehicle stopped
in the median waiting to turn left, the situation could disrupt traffic flow of eastbound traffic through the San Pablo
Avenue signal; however it would only occur 2 to 3 times during the PM commute peak traffic hour and does not
constitute a significant impact. All other vehicle access ways were found to have adequate sight distances.
(4) The project would contribute to the number of vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and transit users within the San
Pablo Avenue corridor and nearby streets and pathways. As a uniformly applicable development regulation for all
development under the Specific Plan, the project shall contribute its fair share to achieving the comprehensive roadway
design improvements identified in the SPASP. The project incorporates design elements called for in the Specific Plan
as part of its site plan and landscape plan (e.g., sidewalk and landscaping improvements.) The project’s degree of
responsibility for provision of bus shelters, or for providing a fair share contribution to provision of bus shelters, shall
be determined by the City and transit agencies.
The Hampton Inn project includes a new ADA ramp on the north side of Cutting Boulevard which would connect to
a redesigned mid-block crosswalk spanning Cutting Boulevard. The Hampton Inn project would slightly re-align the
Cutting Boulevard crosswalk to connect just west of the Cutting Boulevard project driveway.
(5) The project is subject to SPASP parking requirements. Form-Based Code (FBC) Table 29 specifies 1 space per
1,000 square feet of commercial space. The total Hampton Inn building area would be 85,075 square feet, and the
project would provide 84 standard parking spaces, resulting in a 0.99 parking ratio. The project also proposes 4
accessible spaces, increasing the total parking provided to 88 spaces. This meets the SPASP parking requirement. The
traffic report notes that the close proximity of BART and the availability of other transit options, including ride
services such Lyft and Uber, likely reduces demand for paid parking by guests and estimates demand might total
closer to 59 to 78 spaces. Projected weekday maximum parking demand (Addendum Table 2) showed a maximum
demand of 80 spaces in the late evening for both hotel employees and guests.
(6) The traffic report (p. 16) concludes that the project would not conflict with local or regional policies or programs
supporting active transportation and transit. The report also concludes that the project would not cause substantial
delays related to transit service, nor exceed existing or planned service capacity for transit facilities. The impact would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
(7) The traffic report addendum notes that the site plan changes from the original version analyzed in the 2017 traffic
report required updating the analysis to address the change in hotel room numbers (from 116 to 124), to provide a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan, and to address access to transit.
b.

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3.b (Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts) goes into effect for
environmental documents released after July 1, 2020; however, the SPASP EIR anticipated the general requirements
under section 15064.3.b and included a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis. From a long-term planning
standpoint, The SPASP EIR concludes that the Specific Plan would not cause significant increases in VMT compared
to service population (residents plus employees) growth, and would not interfere with Clean Air Plan (CAP) control
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measures; therefore, the impact related to VMT would be less-than-significant (SPASP EIR p. 5-16 through 5-21).
The EIR (p. 16-30) notes that a 7 percent mode shift from autos to walking/biking/transit would be required to achieve
CAP 2020 emission reduction goals. The EIR infrastructure enhancements proposed as part of the Specific Plan would
help achieve this mode split; however, the EIR also notes that significant TDM strategies will be required (p. 16-30).
The addendum to the project-specific traffic report includes a TDM plan for the Hampton Inn; TDM measures would
include, for example:
*

A carpool/vanpool and/or car-share program for employees (e.g., carpool ride-matching)

*

A transit use incentive program for employees (e.g., on-site distribution of transit passes and/or subsidized transit
passes, such Clipper Cards)

The traffic report addendum also found that the project’s proximity to regional and local transit (including the BART
station directly across the street), as well as to a variety of commercial uses, would likely result in high rates of nonautomobile use by employees and guests.
c.

The project-specific traffic report (p. 16) concludes that the project is not expected to affect transit-related facilities,
including bike lanes or sidewalks, that would result in unsafe conditions or motor vehicle conflicts. The project
proposes a new ADA ramp to connect to a redesigned mid-block crosswalk spanning Cutting Boulevard. The project
is consistent with the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan/Complete Streets Plan goals for pedestrians and bicycles (Crane
2019, p.16). No mitigation is required.

d.

The project specific traffic report (p. 16) concludes that the project would not result in inadequate emergency access.
Also see item IX.f (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.

Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
or No New
Impact

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resources, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

x

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American Tribe.

x

Documentation:
i. and ii. The tribal consultation process was carried out according to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements. One tribe requested consultation for the project: the Wilton Rancheria Tribe. The City engaged in
consultations with the Wilton Rancheria Tribe in March/April 2019, and the following was agreed to:
Prior to the issuance of any construction-related permits, the project sponsor shall enter into a treatment plan with the
Wilton Rancheria Tribe to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator. The treatment plan shall detail protocols and
procedures to be implemented in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any potential tribal resource. The project
sponsor shall also retain a construction monitor from the Wilton Rancheria Tribe to be present during all ground
disturbing activities.
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The above condition would help implement SPASP Mitigation 7-2 (Potential for Disturbance of Buried
Archaeological Resources, Including Human Remains). The condition has been incorporated into the proposed
project. Therefore, the project impact on tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. No additional
mitigation is required. Also see item V (Cultural Resources) of this Initial Study.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water
or wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas
or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects

x

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

x

c)

x

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

x

e)

x

Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Documentation:
a. and b. The SPASP EIR (p. 17-10) concluded that the water, wastewater, and storm drainage infrastructure systems would
require improvements, including the upgrading of existing deficiencies, in order to accommodate new development
facilitated by the Specific Plan. Chapter 4 (Infrastructure Systems) of the Specific Plan, identifies the water, sewer,
and storm drainage infrastructure improvements that are incorporated into the Specific Plan.
Stormwater. SPASP EIR (p. 17-16) notes that due to the plan area’s existing urban environment and the County
requirement for compliance with hydromodification management, it was assumed that there would be no need for
trunk pipe size increases. It noted that the existing stormwater infrastructure could be rehabilitated or replaced during
project design. The Hampton Inn includes modifications to road curbs, gutters, and crossings and existing storm drain
inlets and connecting pipelines shall be provided in accordance with City requirements and generally accepted
engineering practices. The Hampton Inn include bio-retention facilities to collect and convey predicted flows from
the 10-year storm event and complies with stormwater quality regulations (see also item X.c. in Hydrology and Water
Quality, of this environmental checklist). The project is not subject to hydromodification management because the
site is less than one acre in size.
The Specific Plan includes drainage improvements (chapter 4, Infrastructure Systems) that are planned as part of the
Complete Streets improvements and were designed based on the projected utility demands. The SPASP EIR notes (p.
17-19) that the construction of these infrastructure improvements would be temporary, but that construction period air
emissions (dust), noise and traffic interruption would be reduced through mandatory City construction mitigation
procedures. No additional significant environmental impact is anticipated with construction beyond the significant,
unavoidable construction related-noise and vibration impacts (Impact Mitigation 13-4 and 13-4) already identified in
the SPASP EIR.
Water. Water demand for the Specific Plan’s maximum daily total water demand would be approximately 882,720
gallons per day (gpd) at buildout. This represents approximately 0.38 percent of the planning-level water demand
forecast in the Urban Water Management Plan (URMP) (SPASP EIR p. 17-9).
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The SPASP EIR also notes (p. 17-9) that all discretionary development facilitated by the Specific Plan would
incorporate the City’s requirements for providing adequate water supply, including (1) adopted performance
standards, (2) application of each of these standards in each jurisdictional City’s (El Cerrito and Richmond)
development review process, (3) coordination of development review with the East Bay Municipal Utility District
(EBMUD), including consistency with the UWMP, and (4) the requirement that the new development pay its fair
share of the costs of water facilities through project-specific conditions of approval. These provisions would be applied
to individual discretionary development projects as they are proposed and would allow consideration of projectspecific issues of concern to EBMUD, such as (1) the need for water supply assessments in accordance with the
California Water Code (sections 10910-10915; e.g., any individual residential development project of more than 500
units or other types of development [e.g., commercial] expected to use a comparable amount of water); (2) restrictions
on installing water services in areas containing contaminated soil or groundwater; and (3) water recycling and
conservation measures.
Since future development facilitated by the Specific Plan (1) would require about 0.38 percent of EBMUD's forecasted
planning-level water demand for its service area by the year 2040, and (2) would be subject to EBMUD and
jurisdictional City plans, regulations, and ordinances regarding water supply, the SPASP’s impact on water supply
was considered less-than-significant (SPASP EIR p. 17-9). The EBMUD has issued a “will-serve” letter for water
supply and service for the proposed project (EBMUD, Wendy Mach, 2018). The proposed Hampton Inn project would
not result in any new or more severe significant impacts on water facilities. The impact would be less-than-significant,
and no mitigation is required.
In addition, no new or relocated natural gas, electricity, or telecommunication infrastructure (other than connections
to existing infrastructure) are anticipated as a result of the proposed Hampton Inn project.
Wastewater. As noted above, chapter 4 of the Specific Plan details the wastewater system improvements proposed by
the Plan to accommodate projected new development in the SPASP area. The SPASP EIR (p. 17-16) concluded that
the forecasted development capacity facilitated by the Specific Plan would generate approximately 418,680 gpd of
average dry weather flows (2,326 gallons per minute [gpm] PWWF ÷ 4 = 581.5 gpm peak dry weather flow ÷ 2 =
290.75 gpm average dry weather flows x 1,440 mins./day = 418,680 gpd average dry weather flows). This total of
418,680 gpd represents approximately 0.44 percent of the existing excess capacity of the EBMUD Wastewater
Treatment Facility and about 5.58 percent of the existing excess capacity of the Richmond treatment facility – based
on the conservative assumption that 100 percent of the daily flows generated by the Specific Plan would be treated at
one or the other facility. Based on these relatively small increases compared to available excess capacity, the
wastewater treatment facilities are considered to have adequate capacity to serve the proposed Specific Plan’s
development capacity. A project-specific wastewater flow monitoring study prepared for the proposed Hampton Inn
project (US3, 2019) determined that the infrastructure at the two monitored sites (approved by City staff) have capacity
for the proposed flows (US3 p. 14).
Figure 10 illustrates proposed storm drain, sanitary sewer, and water infrastructure for the proposed Hampton Inn
project. Like all project plans, this plan is subject to review and approval by the appropriate City staff.
As stated in the SPASP EIR (p. 17-19), the construction of Specific Plan-related utility infrastructure would be
temporary and would occur within either existing public rights-of-way, City property, a project development site, or
private property subject to a municipal easement. Construction period air emissions (dust), noise, and traffic
interruption typically associated with utility infrastructure construction would be reduced through mandatory City of
El Cerrito and City of Richmond construction mitigation procedures (e.g., see chapters 5 [Air Quality] and 13 [Noise]
of the SPASP EIR). No additional significant environmental impact is anticipated with such construction activity
beyond the significant, unavoidable construction-related noise and vibration impacts (Impact/Mitigation 13-3 and
Impact/Mitigation 13-4) already identified in EIR chapter 13 as part of overall Specific Plan implementation. Also see
items III (Air Quality), XIII (Noise and Vibration), and XVII (Transportation) of this Initial Study.
The proposed Hampton Inn project would not result in any new or more severe significant impacts on wastewater
facilities than those identified in the SPASP EIR. The impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is
required.
c.

The Stege Sanitary District provides wastewater service to customers along San Pablo Avenue, including the proposed
project site. Wastewater generated at the project site would be collected by a 10-inch collector main along Cutting
Boulevard. The SPASP EIR (pp. 17-10 through 17-16) notes deficiencies within the existing areawide infrastructure
to serve future development envisioned by the SPASP and provides recommendations and design considerations for
proposed infrastructure improvements.
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The Stege Sanitary District has issued a “will-serve” letter for wastewater collection and treatment for the proposed
project and has noted that the project is exempt from the San Pablo Avenue Sewer Capacity Impact Fee Program
(Stege Sanitary District, 2019). The “will-serve” letter notes the size of the hotel at 128 rooms; however, 124 are
proposed. The proposed project would include 3,431 square feet of commercial space, which is not specifically
mentioned in the “will-serve” letter; however, regarding wastewater generation, the additional four rooms noted in the
letter would offset the commercial space use. The project’s impact on wastewater treatment would be less-thansignificant, and no mitigation is required.
d. and e. The SPASP EIR (p. 17-20) notes that increases in residential and commercial density under the SPASP would
result in an increase in solid waste generation. However, the EIR concludes that the incremental increase of solid
waste due to the implementation of the Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to solid
waste disposal. Likewise, the proposed project’s impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
or No New
Impact

XIX. WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

x

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

x

c)

x

Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risks or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, postfire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
Documentation:
a. through d. See item IX (g) (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of this environmental checklist. The SPASP EIR (p. 109) states the Specific Plan area is not in or adjacent to a wildland fire hazard zone. No impact would result, and no
mitigation is required.
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x

Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

XX.

Less than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
or No New
Impact

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

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

x

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

x

c)

x

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

Documentation:
a.

Based on the preceding discussion and the program EIR prepared for the SPASP, including applicable mitigation
measures from the EIR as identified in this environmental checklist, it has been determined that the proposed Hampton
Inn and Suites project would have a less-than-significant potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

b.

According to CEQA Guidelines section 15355, “Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed
in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects. The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project together with related projects and forecasted SPASP
buildout have been considered for each environmental topic evaluated in this environmental checklist. Given the
relatively small size of the site (less than one acre), the temporary duration of construction (assumed to be less than
two years, based on similar projects), the fact that the proposed project would serve an existing community within an
urbanized area, and the conclusion that the proposed project is consistent with the adopted SPASP, the project is not
anticipated to have any cumulatively considerable impacts beyond those already identified and analyzed in the SPASP
program EIR.

c.

The proposed project will not have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly, beyond those previously identified and analyzed in the SPASP program EIR.
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