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Table 31: Project Peak Hour Transit Trips 
Peak Hour Trips 

Destination AM PM Transit Routes 

Downtown Oakland 2 2 19, 72, 72M, 72R 

San Francisco 1 2 C, CB, F 

Berkeley 1 1 F, 19 

Hayward / Fremont 1 1 BART (via 57, EM) 

Emeryville 1 1 EM 

Albany / El Cerrito / Richmond 1 1 72, 72M, 72R 

Total 7 8  

Source: DMJM Harris, 2008. 

 
 
As shown in Table 31, only a minimal increase in transit ridership is expected as a result of the 
proposed project, with most trips heading to or coming from Downtown Oakland and San Francisco.  
Given the frequent transit service to these destinations and excess capacity on transit vehicles currently 
serving the area, however, it is not likely that the proposed project would cause significant loading 
problems for transit vehicles.  The additional vehicular traffic generated by the project may cause small 
delays to transit vehicles on Hollis Street. 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the 
project: 
 

    

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

 

    

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

 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed?  

 

    

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

 

    

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

 

    

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

 

    

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

Board? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is currently served by utility infrastructure, including sanitary sewer and water lines. 
Minor modifications to these lines would be made to enable the existing sanitary sewer infrastructure 
to convey wastewater away from the project site. The increase in residential and employee population 
that would result from the project would incrementally increase the amount of wastewater generated on 
the project site.  
 
For the purposes of this analysis, wastewater generation is assumed to be approximately 90 percent of 
total water usage (the 10 percent differential includes consumed water and water used for irrigation). 
According to the Public Policy Institute of California, per capita water use in California is 232 gallons 
per day.27 Implementation of the project would increase the local population by 290 residents and 21 
employees. Therefore, a rough estimate of the project’s anticipated water demand is 72,152 gallons per 
day (311 persons x 232 gallon per day); expected daily wastewater generation would be 64,936 gallons 
per day (90 percent of 72,152).  
 
This increase in demand for wastewater treatment would comprise a small portion of the wastewater 
treated by East Bay Municipal Utility District’s (EBMUD’s) Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) in 
Oakland (which has an average annual daily flow of approximately 80 million gallons a day (mgd)). 
The WWTP has a primary treatment capacity of 320 mgd and a secondary treatment capacity of 168 
mgd.28  The additional wastewater generated by the project represents far less than one percent of the 

                                                      
27 Public Policy Institute of California, 2006. Water Supply and Quality. September.  
28 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), 2008. Wastewater Treatment. Website: www.ebmud.com/ 

wastewater/treatment/. March. 
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secondary treatment capacity of the WWTP and would not exceed the remaining secondary or primary 
treatment capacity at the plant. The wastewater would contain typical household and commercial 
wastes in concentrations that are routinely treated by the WWTP. As such, the project would not cause 
an exceedance of the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s treatment standards.  
 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Water treatment and wastewater treatment are provided to Emeryville by EBMUD. As noted in 
Section XVI.a, the project site is currently served by sanitary sewer and water lines. Minor connections 
to these existing lines would be required to serve new structures on the project site.   
 
Based on per capita water demand rates, the proposed project would require approximately 72,152 
gallons of water per day and would generate approximately 64,936 gallons of wastewater per day. The 
most current EBMUD Urban Water Management Plan (2005) has projected that water demand will 
increase to approximately 232 mgd in 2030.29 The increased demand that would result from the 
proposed project is less than one percent of this anticipated demand. Therefore, water could be 
supplied to the project via existing and planned entitlements.  
 

As noted in Section XVI.a, EBMUD’s WWTP has an average daily flow of 80 mgd and a primary and 
secondary treatment capacity of 320 mgd and 168 mgd, respectively. The proposed project would 
generate far less than once percent of the secondary treatment capacity of the WWTP and would not 
exceed the remaining secondary or primary treatment capacity at the plant. In addition, the local 
sanitary sewer subbasin has adequate capacity to accommodate flows generated by the proposed 
project. Therefore, increased water demand and wastewater generated by the proposed project would 
not require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities, or the expansion of 
existing facilities.  
 
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
(Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The nearest surface water to the project site is the San Francisco Bay, located approximately 2,600 feet 
west of the site. Surface flow direction is to the west towards the Bay.  
 
Under existing conditions, almost 100 percent of the project site is covered with impervious surfaces. 
After project implementation, the amount of impervious surface cover would incrementally decrease, 
which would incrementally reduce storm water runoff from the project site. This reduction in runoff 
would be achieved through the installation of a park and two courtyards. All three areas would contain 
lawns, planted areas, and other pervious ground cover. Because the project would incrementally reduce 
stormwater runoff, it would not require the construction or expansion of storm water facilities.  
 

                                                      
29 East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2005. Urban Water Management Plan. November.  
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Refer to Section XVI.b.  
 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Refer to Section XV.b.  
 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 

waste disposal needs? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
Waste generation rates for multi-family residential uses and commercial/retail uses are maintained by 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). According to CIWMB, the typical 
solid waste generation rate for a resident of Emeryville is 2 pounds per resident per day.30 The 
employee waste generation rate for an employee of Emeryville is 4.6 pounds per employee per day.31 

These generation rates estimate the total amount of waste created and include all discarded materials, 
whether or not they are later recycled or disposed in a landfill. Therefore, the 290 new residents and 21 
new employees would be expected to generate an additional 676 pounds per day of solid waste; a 
portion of this waste would be recycled per the City’s policies that encourage recycling at businesses 
and condominium and apartment buildings.32  
 
Most non-hazardous solid waste generated in Emeryville is collected and disposed of by Waste 
Management of Alameda County. Waste from the City is collected and transported to the Davis Street 
Transfer Station in San Leandro. At the Davis Street Transfer Station, waste is transported for disposal 
at the Altamont Landfill and Resource Recovery Facility (ALRRF) in eastern Alameda County, 
approximately 35 miles southeast of the project site. Both the Davis Street Transfer Station and the 
ALRRF are owned and operated by Waste Management of Alameda County. 
 
The Altamont Landfill is permitted to receive 6,000 tons of waste a day. The amount of solid waste 
generated by the proposed project represents substantially less than 1 percent of the daily permitted 
waste intake at the Altamont Landfill. Therefore, the Altamount Landfill has adequate capacity to 
accommodate waste generated by the proposed project.  
 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (Less-

than-Significant Impact) 
 
The following discussion summarizes waste reduction regulations that apply to projects in Emeryville: 

                                                      
30 California Integrated Waste Management Board, 2008. Jurisdiction Profiles. Website: 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/. March. 
31 Ibid. 

32 Emeryville, City of, 2008. Recycling and Disposal Guide for Multi-Units, Condos and Apartments. Website: 
www.ci.emeryville.ca.us/community/pdf/mf_brochure.pdf. June 3.  
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California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939). State-mandated solid waste diversion goals 
are established in the California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), including source 
reduction, composting, and recycling. AB 939 required all municipalities in the State to divert at least 
50 percent of their waste streams by 2000. Source reduction, which is given the highest priority, is 
defined as the act of reducing the amount of solid waste generated by waste producers. Recycling and 
composting are given the next highest priority. AB 939 specifies that all other waste that is not 
diverted be properly and safely disposed of in a landfill or through incineration.  
 
Alameda County Measure D. Approved by voters in 1990, Measure D established the Alameda 
County Source Reduction and Recycling Board to coordinate the creation of the Alameda County 
Source Reduction and Recycling Plan. This plan established a countywide goal of achieving a 75 
percent solid waste diversion rate from landfills by the year 2010.  
 
Emeryville Municipal Code Title 6, Chapter 4. To further ensure that waste is reduced, Emeryville 
Municipal Code Title 6, Chapter 4, Collection of Solid Waste and Recyclables, provides additional 
standards for solid waste collection and recycling Citywide. This ordinance provides regulations 
addressing the placement of solid waste and recycling receptacles, the quantity and size of recycling 
receptacles, and establishes performance standards for recycling service providers. 
 
The project would comply with the State and local solid waste statutes and regulations and therefore 
would have a less-than-significant impact.  
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

    

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

 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)  
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c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?  

 

    

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

 
The proposed project site is located in an area that has been previously developed. This infill site is 
within an urbanized area that has little biological value. Despite the absence of biological resources on 
the site, the project would contribute to the degradation of water quality by storm water runoff, which 
may adversely affect wildlife species that use San Francisco Bay. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HYD-1a and HYD-1b would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The project 
site does not contain important examples of California history of prehistory.  
 
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.) (Less-than-Significant Impact)  

 
The proposed project would result in the redevelopment of an urban infill site. The site is located close 
to transit, shopping, and job centers in Emeryville, and is already served by utility infrastructure. These 
characteristics of the project site would reduce the possible cumulative effects the project may have in 
combination with other planned development in Emeryville and surrounding communities. The 
impacts of the proposed project are individually limited and not cumulatively considerable. 
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly?  (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated) 

 
The project could have substantial adverse effects on human beings through: air quality degradation 
during the construction period (including potential exposure to lead and asbestos); placing people at 
risk from seismic and soils hazards; and creating substantial noise during the construction period. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1, AIR-2, GEO-1, HAZ-1, NOISE-1, and NOISE-2 
would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
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