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Further, the proposed General Plan encourages the creation of a more cohesive skyline for 
Emeryville by focusing higher-intensity development within a central core. Building intensity and 
heights are greatest in this area, just to the north and south of Powell Street in the Bayfront 
district and the eastern edge of the Peninsula. These areas build off of the existing Emeryville 
skyline, providing the opportunity for a more contiguous high-rise zone in the city. Outside of 
this zone, building heights taper to provide a gradual transition to lower-scale development in the 
remainder of the city. This will create a more coherent skyline, and thereby improve views to 
Emeryville and views that encompass Emeryville. 

Implementation of the following proposed Emeryville General Plan policies related to urban 
design and views would help preserve existing visual resources and would reduce potential 
impacts on scenic vistas or views. 

This three-dimensional image illustrates the expanded street grid, views, and hypothetical buildout under the proposed General Plan 
land use and urban design policies.  

Proposed General Plan Policies and Actions that Reduce the Impact  

UD-P-4 New development will be required to extend the street grid or pedestrian 
connections wherever possible.  

UD-P-5 The tallest buildings and highest development intensities in the city shall be 
located within the Powell Street/Christie Avenue core. 

UD-P-6 A new neighborhood center around the intersection of Powell Street and Captain 
Drive will be oriented to support views of the Bay.  

UD-P-8 Improved streetscape treatments, open space connections, and extension of the 
street grid through Powell Street Plaza. 
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UD-P-19 The street grid shall be extended as redevelopment on larger sites occurs. 

UD-P-20 Full or partial public street closures by private development shall be prohibited. 
Where a street closure to vehicular traffic is necessary for public projects, as called 
for in this General Plan, access for pedestrians and bicycles should still be 
maintained. 

UD-P-22 Opportunities to extend the street grid through internal connections in large 
parcel developments should be considered. Single-point access to new 
development should be avoided. 

UD-P-27 Visual distinction and safety shall be prioritized in the design of bridges and 
undercrossings. 

UD-P-28  Public views of the San Francisco Bay and the East Bay hills shall be maintained 

UD-P-29  Streetscape features should not block public views. 

UD-P-30 In the neighborhood centers and city parks flexibility should be provided in 
building massing so that sunlight is not blocked. 

UD-P-32 Bulky and monolithic buildings shall be prevented through: 

• Vertical articulation, such as step backs at higher floors, and less floor area as 
heights increase to reduce the apparent bulk of buildings. 

• Horizontal articulation, such as varied setbacks, recessions/projections, 
change in materials, and building transparency, especially in Pedestrian 
Priority Zones. 

UD-P-34  Tower separation shall be required to increase sky exposure for developments 
with multiple towers, and maintain separation standards for buildings taller than 
100 feet. 

UD-P-35 Where large floorplates are permitted, buildings shall be required to adhere to 
height, setback, and stepback standards, as required for view and sun access, but 
less stringent bulk standards shall be permitted. 

UD-A-6  Utilize Site Plan Review: 

• Identify options for pedestrian circulation 

• Extend street grid wherever possible 

• Require buildings within identified gateway areas to emphasize entry into the 
city through architectural elements. 
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Mitigation 

None required. 

 

 

Impact 

3.12-2 New development and redevelopment activities may have the potential to change the 
visual character of Emeryville, particularly where incompatibilities with existing 
development in scale and/or character may exist. (Beneficial) 

The proposed General Plan proposes a finer grain development that engages the pedestrian, 
especially in retail districts and neighborhood centers. This fine-grain development refers to small 
blocks, lots, and building footprints, allowing for more opportunities for public spaces and mid-
block pedestrian routes. This smaller scale of development provides greater visual interest at the 
street level, and contributes to a diverse scale and character. Fine-grain development will occur in 
several parts of the city, including the neighborhood centers, along portions of Hollis street to the 
north and south, and the San Pablo Avenue districts. The Park Avenue district, as a whole, will 
also be primarily fine-grain to reflect and retain the historic patterns of the area. Strategic height 
limitations and building massing requirements will maximize sun exposure. 

The proposed General Plan promotes an intimate scale of development along city streets through 
horizontal and vertical articulation. This includes varied building heights within neighborhoods 
or building clusters, recesses and projections, window articulation and treatments, and roof forms 
that contribute to overall texture and character. Horizontal building articulation is especially 
emphasized to provide richness and variety at eye level. The General Plan identifies Active 
Frontage Streets where the quality and character of the pedestrian realm is paramount. Along 
these streets there will be a high standard for building articulation, use of fenestration and entries 
to activate the public realm, and sidewalk/streetscape treatments.  

Streetscape improvements will activate neighborhood centers, foster pedestrian comfort and 
emphasize neighborhood character by creating an interconnected green system with improved 
sidewalk treatments, seating, distinctive lighting, and public art, as well as bicycle facilities in 
appropriate locations. Coupled with concentrated street-front activity within neighborhood 
centers and retail areas, the improved street network will foster pedestrian activity and social 
gathering.  

Two specific street types within the city will play a key role in establishing this network: Green 
Streets and streets in neighborhood centers. As the primary connections between major open 
space, activity centers, and amenities within the city, Green Streets may contain additional 
landscaping, such as a double row of trees, stormwater treatment measures, and adequate bike 
lanes. Streets within neighborhood centers are characterized by wider sidewalks, additional 
pedestrian amenities such as street furniture and wayfinding signs, curb bulb-outs at key 
intersections, and a consistent street tree theme. The four neighborhood centers are Park Avenue, 
North Hollis Street, Watergate Market Area and San Pablo Avenue. 
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The proposed General Plan Update is being completed with Design Guidelines, which (currently 
in draft form) outline a palette of appropriate materials, building forms, and orientation. 
Building form will be required to be articulated to create visual interest, prevent bulky structures, 
and avoid blank walls. High-quality architecture, construction practices, and urban design will 
help create a more attractive and distinctive city. 
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The proposed General Plan attempts to make Emeryville more navigable and visitor-friendly, by 
providing signage, kiosks, public art and other navigation tools. Public art within major activity 
nodes and regional destinations, within established neighborhoods, and along major pedestrian 
corridors will play a key role in articulating the city’s identity.  

As shown in Images 3.12-1 through 3.12-12, the overall change to the aesthetic character at the 
street level will be beneficial. Because impacts on existing neighborhoods would mitigated 
through plan policies that specify compatible character and scale, and existing neighborhoods will 
benefit from the improved public realm, the impact on the visual character of Emeryville is 
expected to be beneficial.   

Proposed General Plan Policies and Actions that Reduce the Impact  

UD-P-1 The City shall strive to accentuate activity and presence at the street level, 
particularly along pedestrian-oriented corridors and in residential areas. 

UD-P-3  Parks and open space shall be accessible and available to the public through site 
design standards for minimum size/ dimensions, visibility, and location along 
public rights-of-way, particularly Key Green Streets. 

UD-P-10 In the Industrial district, transitions will be designed between industrial and 
residential uses, creating visual continuity through building materials and design, 
while allowing landscaping or other buffers between uses. Increased fenestration 
and groundfloor entries will be required to maximize pedestrian safety and 
visibility. 

UD-P-11  A pedestrian and bicycle-friendly mixed-use district will be developed in North 
Hollis, consistent with the policies and guidelines defined in the North Hollis 
Area Urban Design Program. 

UD-P-12  In South Hollis, new development shall provide rights-of-way and greater 
setbacks where open space and pedestrian connections are planned. Building 
façades and entries should be oriented toward the Greenway, new open spaces, 
and the proposed Center for Community Life. 

UD-P-13  The Park Avenue District Plan will continue to guide development in the Park 
Avenue district, honoring its unique civic, arts, and cultural amenities. 

UD-P-14  A more urban character will be established for the East Bay Bridge district, by 
developing taller buildings, a more continuous street façade with pedestrian 
activity at the ground level, and increased development intensity. 

UD-P-15 Infill residential development should incorporate the scale, character and identity 
of adjacent existing development. 
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UD-P-16  Streetscape improvements and greater intensity of development will be 
emphasized to improve the connection between the southwestern portion of the 
San Pablo Corridor district and the rest of Emeryville to the north. 

UD-P-17  Pedestrian character and safety will be enhanced through landscaping and 
streetscape improvements in the Triangle and Doyle Street Districts. 

UD-P-18  The San Pablo Avenue Urban Design Plan will continue to be used to improve 
landscaping, and streetscape design and guide development in the San Pablo 
Corridor district. 

UD-P-21  The City shall maintain and enhance an integrated pattern of streets, pedestrian 
paths, and bike routes through a fine grain street grid that enables efficient 
movement throughout the city.  

UD-P-23 The City shall establish Pedestrian Priority Zones in Regional and Neighborhood  
Centers, around schools, parks, and in other locations. While wider sidewalks, 
street lighting, bulbed crosswalks, and other pedestrian amenities should be 
employed throughout the city, they are prioritized in these locations. 

UD-P-24  Pedestrian Priority Zones shall be linked to adjacent land uses to ensure that 
building frontages respect pedestrians and truck loading takes place on adjacent 
streets wherever possible. 

UD-P-25  Commercial uses, such as retail, restaurants, hotel lobbies, and offices, shall be 
required at the ground level along Active Frontage Streets. 

UD-P-36 Development of a finer-grain scale and texture shall be promoted citywide and 
required in portions of the North Hollis, Park Avenue, and San Pablo Avenue 
districts, and around neighborhood centers. 

UD-P-37  New developments should employ changes in height, massing, and/or design 
character to create careful transitions in scale and density. 

UD-P-38  New development should not cast significant shadow over existing development. 

UD-P-39  Neighborhood structure and pedestrian scale development should be prioritized. 
The scale and character of existing neighborhoods should be maintained to ensure 
connectivity and continuity of street design within each district. 

UD-P-42 Continuous and consistent street tree planting shall be provided along Green 
Streets and in Neighborhood Centers. 

UD-P-45 Street trees shall be planted in a row along the curb, between the vehicle roadway 
and sidewalk, unless this is physically impossible due to constraints such as 
underground water or sewer lines. 
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UD-P-46  Streetscape landscaping shall follow Bay-Friendly Landscaping guidelines and 
serve the dual purpose of treating stormwater runoff and providing shade and 
beauty to the urban realm. 

UD-P-48 City identity shall be enhanced by distinctive streetscapes through the use of street 
trees and unified landscape treatments.  

UD-P-49  Cohesive streetscape improvements to streets in neighborhood centers and 
designated Green Streets are a priority. 

UD-P-52 Use of the greenways shall be reinforced by fronting entrances to both 
commercial and residential development to the public pathway. 

• Encourage open spaces and plazas adjacent to the greenways. 

• Encourage other public-oriented ground level uses such as workshops, 
lobbies, and common areas. 

UD-P-53 Generous sidewalks, and bikeways or bike lanes along greenways shall be 
required. Curbside parking and local vehicular access when greenways share 
right-of-ways with streets shall be permitted. 

UD-P-54 Pedestrian-scaled street lighting, street furniture, and undergrounded utilities 
along greenways shall be required. 

UD-P-55  Setbacks averaging 15 feet for new residential developments shall be required 
along greenways to create a landscaped front yard. Stairs, stoops, or other 
architectural encroachments, which contribute to the pedestrian life of the street, 
are also permitted. 

UD-P-58  Parking should be screened or concealed. Pedestrian entrances to non-residential 
buildings should be located on the sidewalk; any entrances from parking areas 
should be incidental or emergency only. 

UD-P-59  Parking should be located below-grade where possible. 

UD-P-60  Above-grade parking structures should be wrapped with active uses, in Pedestrian 
Priority Zones and along Active Frontage Streets. 

UD-P-61  If active uses are not feasible on the ground floor of parking garages, frontages 
should be architecturally attractive. This may include unique designs and 
materials, such as glass, articulated masonry, murals or landscaping setbacks. 

UD-P-62  Motor vehicles and interior lighting should not be visible from the exterior of 
parking garages. 
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UD-P-63  Ground floor uses should be emphasized to facilitate pedestrian use, with 
standards for building frontage, fenestration, and entries. 

UD-P-64  Buildings should be designed with ground level windows and building entries 
along the street. 

UD-P-65  For all multifamily residential development, including high-rise, and along 
pedestrian-oriented streets, townhomes or other units with direct street access 
should be provided to promote individualization, family-friendly development, 
identity, and street safety. 

UD-P-66  An open relationship between buildings and street edge should be maintained. 
Fencing and significant landscape barriers should be avoided, except to enclose 
individual yards. 

UD-A-1  Prepare Design Guidelines for the following design elements: 

• Site planning 

• Building orientation and entries 

• Open space 

• Parking and service areas 

• Building height and mass 

• Building form and articulation 

• Façade composition 

• Building materials, detailing, and color 

• Residential livability 

• Streets 

• Sustainability objectives 

• Landscaping 

• Signage 

• Gateways 

UD-A-2  Prepare, update, and implement neighborhood and area plans 
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UD-A-3  Update the Zoning Ordinance: 

• Parking 

• Building mass 

• Signage 

• Districts 

• Development standards 

• Streets 

UD-A-4  Prepare citywide streetscape plan 

UD-A-7  Invest in signage, public art, and streetscape improvements at identified city 
gateways. 

UD-A-8  Improve the city’s physical appearance through maintenance and façade 
renovations of older residential and industrial building stock. Support 
community-driven neighborhood beautification programs by emphasizing 
rehabilitation grants and low interest loans. 

UD-A-9  Utilize the City’s Public Art Fund to expand public art within the city along key 
pedestrian streets and at major gateways like Hollis Street, San Pablo Avenue, and 
Powell Street. Continue support for developer and city contributions to the 
Emeryville Arts in Public Places Program, with special emphasis on locating art in 
new parks and greenways. 

UD-A-10  Develop and implement new sign regulations. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 

Impact 

3.12-3 Development under the proposed General Plan has the potential to adversely affect 
visual resources in the short-term during periods of construction by blocking or 
disrupting views. (Less than Significant) 

Short-term visual impacts resulting from development includes blockage or disruption of views 
by construction equipment and scaffolding, removal of vegetation, temporary route changes for 
transportation improvements, exposed excavation, and construction staging areas. Short-term 
visual impacts are less than significant because they are temporary in nature. In addition, the 
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above mentioned policies that would reduce the impact of 3.12-2 would also ensure long-term 
significant adverse impacts from new development would not occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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(This page intentionally left blank.) 
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3.13 Energy and Greenhouse Gases 

This section describes the current energy and electrical utilities needs of the City of Emeryville and 
potential impacts associated with the adoption of the proposed General Plan. Other public 
services, including water, wastewater, and solid waste disposal, are addressed in Section 3.10: 
Public Services & Utilities. This section also analyzes quantitatively how implementation of the 
proposed General Plan may contribute to global climate change (GCC) through greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions related to land use changes and transportation. The analysis of sea level rise 
impacts is provided in Section 3.5: Hydrology and Flooding. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

UTILITY ENERGY 

Pacific Gas and Electricity Company (PG&E) currently provides gas and electric services to 
Emeryville homes and businesses and is regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC). With a few exceptions, PG&E’s service area extends north to south from Eureka to 
Bakersfield, and east to west from the Sierra Nevada to the Pacific Ocean. The company controls 
123,054 circuit miles of electric distribution lines and 18,610 circuit miles of interconnected 
transmission lines, as well as 40,123 miles of natural gas distribution pipelines and 6,136 miles of 
transportation pipelines (PG&E, 2008). 

PG&E obtains its energy supplies from power plants and natural gas fields in northern California 
and from energy purchased outside its service area, and delivers energy through high voltage 
transmission lines. PG&E purchases electrical power from a variety of sources, including PG&E 
owned, independent, and out-of-state generators. Natural gas comes from three major sources: 
California, Southwestern U.S., and Canada (PG&E, 2008). To promote the safe and reliable 
maintenance and operation of utility facilities, the CPUC has mandated specific clearance 
requirements between utility facilities and surrounding objects or construction activities. 

Between 2003 and 2007, demand for electricity in the City of Emeryville has gradually increased 
from approximately 185.5 million kilowatts in 2003 to 228.0 million kilowatts in 2007. The 
demand for natural gas has followed a similar trend, from 6.3 million therms in 2003 to 7.4 million 
therms in 2007, with a peak of 7.5 million therms in 2006 (Cheeseman, 2008). Table 3.13-1 
provides a breakdown of annual energy use in Emeryville by sector. The demand for energy in the 
City, particularly electricity, is slowly increasing as the number of residential and commercial users 
rises. 
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Table 3.13-1: Energy Use in the City of Emeryville, 2003-2007 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Electricity (kWh)      

Residential 17,994,779 18,017,277 19,042,351 19,417,643 19,838,436 

Commercial/ Industrial 167,494,202 167,494,202 188,257,762 207,426,815 208,132,731 

Total 185,488,981 185,511,479 207,300,113 226,844,458 227,971,167 

Natural Gas (therms)      

Residential 924,365 924,491 957,541 943,759 994,173 

Commercial/ Industrial 5,361,698 5,361,698 5,938,879 6,575,981 6,422,821 

Total 6,286,063 6,286,189 6,896,420 7,519,740 7,416,994 

Source: Cheeseman, 2008. 

In its Climate Action Plan (CAP), the City of Emeryville predicts that energy demand in the 
residential sector will increase commensurate with the compounded annual population growth 
rate, while energy demand in the commercial and industrial sector will increase commensurate 
with job growth (City of Emeryville, 2008b). 

TRANSPORTATION ENERGY 

California’s demand for gasoline and diesel has nearly doubled over the last twenty years. In 2007, 
the State consumed almost 15.7 billion gallons of gasoline and 3.1 billion gallons of diesel fuel 
(California Energy Commission [CEC], 2008). Energy for transportation comprised 
approximately 39 percent of all energy that the State consumed in 2005 (Energy Information 
Administration [EIA], 2005). The CEC has predicted that on-road gasoline use in California will 
increase steadily from 2005 levels (15.9 billion gallons) to 2010 (between 16.6 billion and 17.5 
billion gallons.) This represents an increase ranging from 3.8 to 9.8 percent. CEC further estimates 
that that total gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel demand will increase 13.5 to 42.8 percent by 2030, to 
between 26.3 billion and 33.1 billion gallons per year (CEC, 2007). 

In the Bay Area, as in most other places in the United States, automobiles and commercial vehicles 
(composed of small, medium, and large trucks) are the largest energy consumers in the 
transportation sector. Automobiles and commercial vehicles are generally fueled by diesel or 
gasoline. Other transit modes in the Bay Area include ferries, buses, light rail (San Francisco 
MUNI and SCVTA rail cars), BART, and commuter rail (Caltrain, Amtrak, and ACE). These 
transit modes consume gasoline, diesel, and electricity. 

Global Climate Change 

GCC is currently one of the most important and widely debated scientific, economic, and political 
issues in the United States. The anticipated impacts of climate change on California range from 
water shortages to inundation from sea level rise. GCC refers to a change in the average air 
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temperature that may be measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. The 
baseline by which these changes are measured originates in historical records identifying 
temperature changes that have occurred in the distant past, such as during previous ice ages. Over 
the last 10,000 years, the rate of temperature change has typically been incremental, with warming 
and cooling occurring over the course of thousands of years. During this period, the earth has 
experienced incremental warming as glaciers retreated across the globe. However, scientists have 
observed an unprecedented increase in the rate of warming over the past 150 years, roughly 
coinciding with the global industrial revolution. 

GCC is now a widely accepted phenomenon. While scientists are certain that human activities are 
changing the composition of the atmosphere and that increasing concentrations of GHGs (defined 
below) will change the planet’s climate, they are less certain about how much the climate will 
change, at what rate it will change, or what the exact global, or even regional, effects will be.  
Nonetheless, the world’s leading climate scientists—the IPCC1—have reached consensus that GCC 
is “very likely” caused by humans, and that hotter temperatures and rising sea levels will continue 
for centuries no matter how much humans control their future emissions. In particular, human 
influences have: 

• very likely contributed to sea level rise and increased storm surge during the latter half of the 
20th century; 

• likely contributed to changes in wind patterns, affecting extra-tropical storm tracks and 
temperature patterns; 

• likely increased temperatures of extreme hot nights, cold nights and cold days; 
• more likely than not increased risk of heat waves, area affected by drought since the 1970s, and 

frequency of heavy precipitation events.2 

The IPCC predicts that global mean temperature increase from 1990-2100 could range from 2.0 to 
11.5 degrees Fahrenheit. They project a sea level rise of seven to 23 inches by the end of the 
century, with a greater rise possible depending on the rate of polar ice sheet melting. 

According to the California Climate Action Team, accelerating GCC has the potential to cause a 
number of adverse impacts in California, including but not limited to: a shrinking Sierra snowpack 
that would threaten the state’s water supply; public health threats caused by higher temperatures 
and more smog; damage to agriculture and forests due to reduced water storage capacity, rising 
temperatures, increasing salt water intrusion, flooding, and pest infestations; critical habitat 

                                                        

1 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is a scientific intergovernmental body set up by the World Meteorological 

Organization and by the United Nations Environment Programme. Its role is to assess on a comprehensive, objective, open and 

transparent basis the latest scientific, technical and socio-economic literature produced worldwide relevant to the understanding of 

the risk of human-induced climate change, its observed and projected impacts, and options for adaptation and mitigation. 
2 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007a. 
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modification and destruction; eroding coastlines; increased wildfire risk; and increased electricity 
demand.3 

While all of these impacts may be felt to some extent in the Bay Area, of particular concern are sea 
level rise and increased storm surge with the resulting potential for increased coastal erosion, 
higher storm-surge flooding, more extensive coastal inundation, changes in surface water quality 
and groundwater characteristics, loss of property and coastal habitats, increased flood risk and 
potential loss of life, loss of nonmonetary cultural resources and values, impacts on agriculture and 
aquaculture through decline in soil and water quality, and loss of tourism, recreation, and 
transportation functions. Also of concern is the potential for GCC to increase fire threat at the 
urban-wildland interface, and the potential for an imbalance between electricity supply and 
demand. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Gases that trap heat in the Earth’s atmosphere are called greenhouse gases or GHGs. These gases 
play a critical role in determining the Earth’s surface temperature. Part of the solar radiation that 
enters Earth’s atmosphere from space is absorbed by the Earth’s surface. The Earth reflects this 
radiation back toward space, but GHGs absorb some of the radiation. As a result, radiation that 
otherwise would have escaped back into space is retained, resulting in a warming of the 
atmosphere. Without natural GHGs, the Earth’s surface would be about 61°F cooler.4 This 
phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. However, many scientists believe that emissions 
from human activities—such as electricity generation, vehicle emissions, and even farming and 
forestry practices—have elevated the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere beyond naturally-
occurring concentrations, contributing to the larger process of GCC. The six primary GHGs are: 

• Carbon Dioxide (CO2), emitted when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), and 
wood and wood products are burned; 

• Methane (CH4), produced through the anaerobic decomposition of waste in landfills, animal 
digestion, decomposition of animal wastes, production and distribution of natural gas and 
petroleum, coal production, and incomplete fossil fuel combustion; 

• Nitrous oxide (N2O), typically generated as a result of soil cultivation practices, particularly 
the use of commercial and organic fertilizers, fossil fuel combustion, nitric acid production, 
and biomass burning; 

• Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), primarily used as refrigerants; 
• Perfluorocarbons (PFCs), originally introduced as alternatives to ozone depleting substances 

and typically emitted as by-products of industrial and manufacturing processes; 
• Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), primarily used in electrical transmission and distribution. 

                                                        

3 California Climate Action Team, 2006. 
4 Ibid. 
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Though there are other gases that can contribute to global warming5, these six are identified 
explicitly in California legislation and litigation as being of primary concern. GHGs have varying 
potentials to trap heat in the atmosphere, known as global warming potential (GWP), and 
atmospheric lifetimes. GWP ranges from 1 (carbon dioxide) to 23,900 (sulfur hexafluoride). GHG 
emissions with a higher GWP have a greater global warming effect on a molecule-by-molecule 
basis. For example, one ton of CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as 
approximately 21 tons of CO2.

6 GWP is alternatively described as “carbon dioxide equivalents”, or 
CO2e. The parameter “atmospheric lifetime” describes how long it takes to restore the system to 
equilibrium following an increase in the concentration of a GHG in the atmosphere. Atmospheric 
lifetimes of GHGs range from tens to thousands of years. 

California and Bay Area GHG Emissions 

GHG emissions contributing to GCC are attributable in large part to human activities associated 
with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors.7 
The State of California alone produces about 2 percent of the entire world’s GHG emissions, with 
major emitting sources here including fossil fuel consumption from transportation (41 percent), 
industry (23 percent), electricity production (20 percent), and agricultural and forestry (8 
percent). Much like nations around the world, California government is looking at options and 
opportunities for drastically reducing GHG emissions with the hope of thereby delaying, 
mitigating, or preventing at least some of the anticipated impacts of GCC on California 
communities. 

In 2008, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) completed a baseline 
inventory of GHG emissions for the year 2007. According to that inventory, 102 million tons of 
CO2e were emitted in the Bay Area that year.8 Table 3.13-2 shows the emissions breakdown by 
pollutant. 

                                                        

5 Diesel particulate matter, which is also referred to as black carbon, is a strong absorber of solar radiation; scientists have known for 

many years that when black carbon particles combine with dust and chemicals in air they become more efficient in absorbing solar 

radiation, and black carbon mixtures may be the second biggest contributor to global warming. See California Air Resources Board, 

Health Effects of Diesel Particulate Matter pages 4-5, available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/dpm_draft_3-01-06.pdf [as 

of October 14, 2008]. See also Chapter 2.2: Air Quality of this EIR for an analysis of diesel particulate matter emissions. 
6 California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol Version 2.2, 2006. 
7 California Energy Commission, 2006. 
8 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2006. 
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Table 3.13-2: 2007 Bay Area CO2e Emissions by Pollutant 

Pollutant Percentage CO2e (Million Tons/Year) 

Carbon Dioxide 91.4 93.7 

Methane 2.4 2.5 

Nitrous Oxide 2.2 2.3 

HFC, PFC, SF6 3.9 4.0 

Total 100 102.6 

Source:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2008. 

The Bay Area’s transportation sector contributes 40 percent of the CO2e GHG emissions, followed 
by industrial and commercial sources (34 percent), electricity and co-generation (15 percent), 
residential fuel usage (7 percent), off-road equipment (3 percent), and agriculture and farming (1 
percent). Bay Area emissions by sector are illustrated in Chart 3.13-1. 

Absent policy changes, Bay Area GHG emissions are expected to grow at a rate of 1.4 percent a 
year due to population growth and economic expansion.9 Economic activity variations and the 
fraction of electric power generation in the region will cause year-to-year fluctuations in the 
emissions trends. Chart 3.13-2 shows the emission trends by major sources for the period of 1990 
to 2029. Emeryville is one of several cities and counties in the Bay Area that has developed or is in 
the processing of completing a climate/GHG reduction action plan and inventory.10 

Chart 3.13-1: Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions by Sector, as a Percent of Total Emissions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District, 2008. 

                                                        

9 Ibid. 
10 Office of Planning and Research, May 2008. 
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Chart 3.13-2: Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trends by Sector 

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2008. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Emeryville 

In 2006, Emeryville partnered with Alameda County and ten other cities to become members of 
ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI) and participate in the Alameda County 
Climate Protection Project. The jurisdictions committed to an “ongoing, coordinated effort to 
reduce the emissions that cause global warming, improve air quality, reduce waste, cut energy use 
and save money.”11 For its part, the City of Emeryville developed a CAP. The CAP was officially 
adopted by the City on November 18, 2008. 

As a first step toward preparing the CAP, the City completed a baseline inventory of GHG 
emissions. The City of Emeryville’s inventory was conducted by ICLEI in partnership with staff 
from the municipality. The baseline emissions inventory determined the levels of GHG emissions 
that Emeryville emitted in 2004. The inventory methodology systematically estimated and tracked 
GHG emissions from energy and waste related activities at the community-wide scale and those 
resulting directly from municipal operations. 

As shown in Table 3.13-3, the analysis revealed that 178,832 tons of CO2e emissions were released 
into the atmosphere in 2004. The inventory accounted for all energy consumed in Emeryville—
even the electricity consumed in the city, but produced elsewhere (except for three percent for 
direct access for large commercial users). In Emeryville, the transportation sector is the largest 

                                                       

11 City of Emeryville. Climate Action Plan. November 2008: 5. 
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contributor to GHG emissions, responsible for nearly half of all emissions. The transportation 
sector represents vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on local roads and state highways within 
Emeryville. The commercial/industrial sector accounts for nearly 43% of emissions, which is not 
surprising given the city’s concentration of industrial, office, and retail uses. Residential uses and 
methane generated by waste account for five and three percent of total emissions, respectively. 

Table 3.13-3: Emeryville 2004 Community Emissions by Sector 

 Residential  Commercial/Industrial  Transportation  Waste  TOTAL  

CO2e (metric tons)  9,380  76,204  87,447  5,801  178,832  

Percentage of Total CO2e  5.2%  42.6%  48.9%  3.2%  100.0%  

Energy Use (MMBtu)  160,562  1,267,105  262,451  0  1,690,118  

Source: City of Emeryville, Climate Action Plan, November 2008. 

For comparison, in Alameda County the transportation sector is also the largest contributor to 
GHG emissions, responsible for 45%. The commercial/industrial and residential sectors account 
for 32 and 23 percent of countywide emissions, respectively. 

Existing GHG Emissions Forecasts for Emeryville 

In addition, the CAP inventory includes an estimate of future emissions in 2020 based on land use 
changes in the proposed General Plan and VMT as estimated by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC). The CAP estimates that from 2004 to 2020, under a business-as-usual 
scenario, the City of Emeryville’s emissions will grow by approximately 32.6% from 178,832 to 
237,101 metric tons CO2e. Table 3.13-4 shows more detailed results of that forecast. 

Table 3.13-4 – Emeryville Community Emissions Forecast by Sector 

 2004  2020  
Annual Growth 

Rate  
Percent Change from 

2004 to 2020  

Residential  9,380  15,587  3.444%  66.2 

Commercial / Industrial  76,204  102,407  1.990%  34.4 

Transportation (incl. 2005 State Hwy data)  87,447  109,467  1.509%  25.2 

Waste  5,801  9,640  3.444%  66.2 

Total  178,832  237,101  --  32.6 

Source: City of Emeryville, Climate Action Plan, November 2008. 
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Recent City Actions 

In addition to the CAP, Emeryville has taken several actions in recent years to address Climate 
Change through increasing energy efficiency, reducing air pollution, and reducing solid waste. 
These actions include:12 

• Brownfield Redevelopment - Extensive programs since 1996 resulting in urban in-fill 
projects and reducing the need for urban sprawl. As of 2008 this redevelopment created: 
2,290 new residential units for 3,500 residents of which 719 were affordable; and 3.6 
million square feet of new commercial space and 800,000 square feet of new retail space 
creating 8,400 new jobs. 

• Establishment of the EPA-award-winning Emery-Go-Round: in 2007 shuttled 1.2 million 
riders between the MacArthur BART station and the City and growing 8% per year. 

• Requiring new City Buildings and Landscapes to be LEEDTM Silver Certified and Bay-
Friendly Verified. 

• Reducing building permit fees for single family home solar installations. 

• Installing Solar PV panels on the Civic Center roof. 

• Requiring vegetated stormwater treatment in all new developments, cleaning the bay, 
reducing the heat island effect in the City, reducing energy use for cooling and increasing 
CO2 uptake by plants. 

• Increasing Street tree planting standards for new developments ensuring the long-term 
health of more trees in the City. 

• Implementing environmental purchasing decisions such as switching to recycled content 
copy paper in many City buildings. This practice benefits the community by incentivizing 
business practices that conserve resources, reduce emissions, and reduce waste. 

• Working with the Emeryville Chamber of Commerce to get 21 businesses in Emeryville to 
“Go Green” and become certified green businesses since 2003. 

• Working with “SmartLights” of the East Bay Energy Watch program to reduce energy use 
in the lighting of commercial properties in the City. 

• Adopting StopWaste.Org’s Multi-Family Green Building Guidelines which serve to reduce 
GHG emissions by keeping construction and demolition debris out of landfills and 
increasing energy efficiency in buildings. 

                                                        

12 City of Emeryville, Climate Action Plan, November 2008.  
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• Converting traffic signal lights to more energy efficient LED lamps. 

• Requiring new developments to rate their projects using the green building scoring systems 
from StopWaste.Org and the United States Green Building Council (USGBC). 

• Implementing residential food scrap recycling. Since 2006, approximately 20% percent of 
households in the single family neighborhoods participate, thereby diverting 9 of tons of 
food scraps in 2006 from the landfill to a composting facility. 

• Requiring landscapes in new developments and city projects to use locally produced 
compost and mulch partially made of feedstocks from municipal sources. 

• Equipping the City Corporation Yard with motion occupancy sensors and energy efficient 
lighting. These steps save the City money, and reduce the emissions that cause global 
warming. The Senior Center also received rebate funds for the replacement of the old 
boiler. Other City facilities are also being considered for lighting retrofits. 

• Installing Emeryville’s first bike boulevard, adding more bike lanes and building the first 
phases of the Emeryville Greenway, an urban Rail-to-Trail project, encouraging more 
people to travel by bike and on foot reducing vehicle emissions. 

• Educating the residents of Emeryville at each year’s Earth Day event in Temescal Creek 
Park about environmental issues that face the City and the planet. 

• Adopting the “Eco Food-ware” ordinance requiring disposable food packaging to be 
recyclable or compostable for all food prepared in the City and reduce plastic litter 
washing out to the Bay and ocean. 

• Working with the East Bay Green Corridor Partnership to increase the availability of 
green-collar jobs and green job training. 

• Starting in 2007, the City has contracted with California Youth Energy Services each 
summer to give local high school students energy conservation job skills and retrofit 
existing Emeryville homes with energy conserving devices. 

• Joint Bio-Energy Institute - Partnering with UC Berkeley, the Lawrence Berkeley 
Laboratory and the City of Berkeley, Amyris and others creating 360 green jobs in 
Emeryville. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal Regulations 

Energy Policy Act of 2005 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 seeks to reduce reliance on non-renewable energy resources and 
provide incentives to reduce current demand on these resources. For example, under the Act, 
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consumers and businesses can attain federal tax credits for purchasing fuel-efficient appliances and 
products. Because driving fuel-efficient vehicles and installing energy-efficient appliances can 
provide many benefits, such as lower energy bills, increased indoor comfort, and reduced air 
pollution, businesses are eligible for tax credits for buying hybrid vehicles, building energy efficient 
buildings, and improving the energy efficiency of commercial buildings. Additionally, tax credits 
are given for the installation of qualified fuel cells, stationary microturbine power plants, and solar 
power equipment. 

Global Change Research Act (1990) (15 United States Code Sections 2921 et seq.) 

In 1990, Congress passed and the President signed Public Law 101-606, the Global Change 
Research Act. The purpose of the legislation was: “…to require the establishment of a United 
States Global Change Research Program aimed at understanding and responding to global change, 
including the cumulative effects of human activities and natural processes on the environment, to 
promote discussions towards international protocols in global change research, and for other 
purposes.” To that end, the Global Change Research Information Office (GCRIO) was established 
in 1991 (it began formal operation in 1993) to serve as a clearinghouse of information. The Act 
requires a report to Congress every four years on the environmental, economic, health and safety 
consequences of climate change; however, the first and only one of these reports to-date, the 
National Assessment on Climate Change, was not published until 2000. In February 2004, 
operational responsibility for GCRIO shifted to the U.S. Climate Change Science Program. 

Massachusetts v. EPA (2007) (549 U.S. 497) 

In this U.S. Supreme Court case, 12 states, three cities, and 13 environmental groups filed suit that 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) should be required to regulate carbon dioxide 
and other GHGs as pollutants under the federal Clean Air Act. In April 2007, the U.S. Supreme 
Court found that the EPA has a statutory authority to formulate standards and regulations to 
address GHG emissions, which it historically has not done. To-date, the EPA still has not taken 
any new action. It is unclear what effect the action would take, in particular on California 
communities as they may already be subject to more stringent regulations. 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140, at 42 USC Section 7545(o) (2)) 

In December 2007, President Bush signed the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 to 
move the U.S. toward greater energy independence and security. This energy bill increases the 
supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) requiring 
fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022. It also tightens the Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards that regulate the average fuel economy in the vehicles 
produced by each major automaker. The current CAFE standard for cars, set in 1984, requires 
manufacturers to achieve an average of 27.5 miles per gallon, while a new standard for light trucks 
and heavier SUVs was adopted in 2006 that would require new vehicles to achieve 24 mpg by 2011 
(this standard was later challenged in court). This energy bill requires that these standards be 
increased such that, by 2020, the new cars and light trucks sold each year deliver a combined fleet 
average of 35 miles per gallon. 
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State Regulations 

State of California Integrated Energy Policy 

The CEC adopts and transmits to the Governor and Legislature a report of findings biannually. In 
2002, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 1389. The legislation reconstituted the state’s responsibility 
to develop an integrated energy plan for electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuels, or Energy 
Report. At a Special Business Meeting on November 12, 2003, the CEC adopted the 2003 
Integrated Energy Policy. The 2004 Update to the Integrated Energy Policy was adopted by the 
Energy Commission on November 3, 2004. The 2005 Integrated Energy Policy was adopted by the 
Energy Commission on November 21, 2005. 

The plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to improve 
air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least 
environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of strategies, 
including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in implementing incentive programs for 
Zero Emission Vehicle and addressing their infrastructure needs, and encouragement of urban 
designs that reduce VMT and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations is the California Building Code, governing 
all aspects of building construction. Included in Part 6 of the Code are standards mandating 
energy efficiency measures in new construction. Since its establishment in 1977, the building 
efficiency standards (along with standards for energy efficiency in appliances) have contributed to 
a reduction in electricity and natural gas costs in California. The standards are updated every three 
years to allow new energy efficiency technologies to be considered. The latest update to Title 24 
standards became effective on October 1, 2005. The standards regulate energy consumed in 
buildings for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. Title 24 is implemented 
through the local plan check and permit process. 

Executive Order S-20-04 (Gov. Schwarzenegger, July 2004) 

Executive Order S-20-04, signed on July 27, 2004, requires that the State commit to aggressive 
action to reduce state building electricity use, and more specifically, that State agencies, 
departments and other entities take measures to reduce energy use by 20 percent by 2015. In 
addition, the Order requires that the CEC increase energy efficiency standards by 20 percent by 
2015, compared to the 2003 Titles 20 and 24 standards.   

California Public Utilities Commission 

As a public utility, PG&E is under the jurisdiction of the CPUC. PG&E provides service in 
accordance within the policies and extensions rules on file with the CPUC. 
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Senate Bill 1078 Sher (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) 

Established a Renewable Portfolio Standard requiring electricity providers to increase purchases of 
renewable energy resources by 1% per year until they have attained a portfolio of 20% renewable 
resources. 

Senate Bill 1771 Sher (Chapter 1018, Statutes of 2000) 

Requires the CEC to prepare an inventory of the state’s GHG emissions, to study data on GCC, 
and to provide government agencies and businesses with information on the costs and methods 
for reducing GHG emissions. It also established the California Climate Action Registry to serve as 
a certifying agency for companies and local governments to quantify and register their GHG 
emissions for possible future trading systems. 

Assembly Bill 1493 (Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002) (Calif. Health & Safety Code Sections 42823 and 
43018.5) 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (Pavley) amended California Health & Safety Code sections 42823 and 
43018.5 requiring the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and adopt, by January 1, 
2005, regulations that achieve maximum feasible reduction of GHGs emitted by passenger 
vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles used for noncommercial personal transportation in 
California. The regulations apply to motor vehicles manufactured in the 2009 or later model year. 

In September 2004, pursuant to AB 1493, the CARB approved regulations to reduce GHG 
emissions from new motor vehicles. Under the regulation, one manufacturer fleet average 
emission standard is established for passenger cars and the lightest trucks, and a separate 
manufacturer fleet average emission standard is established for heavier trucks. The regulation took 
effect on January 1, 2006 and set near-term emission standards, phased in from 2009 through 
2012, and mid-term emission standards, phased in from 2013 through 2016 (referred to as the 
Pavley Phase 1 rules). The CARB intends to extend the existing requirements to obtain further 
reductions in the 2017 to 2020 timeframe (referred to as Pavley Phase 2 rules). The CARB has 
included both Pavley 1 and 2 rules in its Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan (October 2008), 
pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which outlines the State’s strategy 
to achieve 2020 GHG emission reductions. While EPA has refused to grant a waiver that would 
allow California to implement these standards, and California has challenged this action in federal 
court, the President Obama administration has indicated it would grant the waiver.  

The CARB calculates that in calendar year 2016, the Pavley Phase 1 rules will reduce California’s 
GHG emissions by 16.4 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, and by 2020, Pavley 
Phase 2 would reduce emissions by 31.7 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents. 
Further, the AB 1493 new vehicle requirements would cumulatively produce 45 percent more 



Emeryv i l l e  Genera l  P lan  Dra f t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

3.13-14 

GHG reductions by 2020 compared to the new federal CAFE standard in the Energy Independence 
and Security Act of 2007 (above).13 

Without Pavley rules, both state and regional CO2 emissions would increase steadily between now 
and 2035 as VMT increases with population growth; with Pavley rules, CO2 emissions are 
projected to decrease between now and 2035. This decrease in regional 2035 CO2 emissions 
compared to current levels is in large part a result of technological changes expected to reduce CO2 
emissions per VMT. The regulations would reduce climate change emissions from the light duty 
passenger vehicle fleet by 12.6 percent statewide and 22.9 percent in the Bay Area in the 2035 
calendar year compared to 2006. 

Executive Order S-3-05 (Gov. Schwarzenegger, June 2005) 

Executive Order S-3-05, signed on June 1, 2005, recognizes California’s vulnerability to climate 
change, noting that increasing temperatures could potentially reduce snow pack in the Sierra 
Nevada, which is a primary source of the State’s water supply. Additionally, according to this 
Order, climate change could influence human health, coastal habitats, microclimates, and 
agricultural yield. The Order set the GHG reduction targets for California:  by 2010, reduce GHG 
emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020 reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050 reduce GHG 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) (Calif. Health & Safety Code Sections 
38500 et seq.) 

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act (Health and Safety Code Section 38500 et. seq.). The Act requires 
the reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. This change, which is 
estimated to be a 30 percent reduction from business as usual emission levels projected for 2020, 
will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased 
in starting in 2012. The Act also directs the CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce 
statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources and address GHG emissions from vehicles. The 
CARB has stated that the regulatory requirements for stationary sources will be first applied to 
electricity power generation and utilities, petrochemical refining, cement manufacturing, and 
industrial/commercial combustion. The second group of target industries will include oil and gas 
production/distribution, transportation, landfills and other GHG-intensive industrial processes. 

Senate Bill 1368 (Chapter 598, Statutes of 2006) (Calif. Public Utilities Code Sections 8340 et seq.) 

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 required the CPUC to establish a GHG emissions performance standard for 
“baseload” generation from investor-owned utilities by February 1, 2007. The CEC was required to 
establish a similar standard for local publicly-owned utilities by June 30, 2007. The legislation 
further required that all electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, must be 
generated from plants that meet or exceed the standards set by the CPUC and the CEC. In January 

                                                        

13 California Air Resources Board, Comparison of Greenhouse Gas Reductions for the United States and Canada Under ARB GHG 

Regulations and Proposed Federal 2011-2015 Model Year Fuel Economy Standards, Addendum to February 25 Technical 

Assessment (2008). 
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2007, the CPUC adopted an interim performance standard for new long-term commitments 
(1,100 pounds of CO2 per megawatt-hour), and in May 2007, the CEC approved regulations that 
match the CPUC standard. 

Executive Order S-01-07 (Gov. Schwarzenegger, January 2007) 

In January 2007, a Low-Carbon Fuel Standard was established by Executive Order S-01-07. The 
Order calls for a statewide goal to be established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s 
transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 (“2020 Target”), and that a Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels be established for California. Further, it directs the CARB 
to determine if an LCFS can be adopted as a discrete early action measure pursuant to AB 32, and 
if so, consider the adoption of a LCFS on the list of early action measures required to be identified 
by June 30, 2007, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 38560.5. The LCFS applies to all 
refiners, blenders, producers or importers (“Providers”) of transportation fuels in California, will 
be measured on a full fuels cycle basis, and may be met through market-based methods by which 
Providers exceeding the performance required by a LCFS shall receive credits that may be applied 
to future obligations of traded to Providers not meeting the LCFS. 

In June 2007, the CARB approved the LCFS as a Discrete Early Action item under AB 32. It is 
expected that the regulatory process at the CARB to implement the new standard will be 
completed no later than December 2008. 

Senate Bill 97 (Chapter 185, Statutes of 2007) (Calif. Public Resources Code Sections 21083.5 and 
21097) 

Senate Bill (SB) 97 directs the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare, develop, and 
transmit to the California Resources Agency guidelines for feasible mitigation of GHG emissions 
or the effects of GHG emissions, by July 1, 2009. The Resources Agency is required to certify and 
adopt amendments to the Guidelines implementing the CEQA Guidelines on or before January 1, 
2010. These new CEQA Guidelines will provide regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation 
of GHG emissions in CEQA documents. In the interim, the OPR offered informal guidance 
regarding steps lead agencies should take to address climate change in their CEQA documents.14 

Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) 

On September 30, 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Senate Bill (SB) 375 into law. This 
legislation links transportation and land use planning with the CEQA process to help achieve the 
GHG emission reduction targets set by AB 32. Regional transportation planning agencies are 
required to include a sustainable community strategy (SCS) in regional transportation plans. The 
SCS must contain a planned growth scenario that is integrated with the transportation network 
and policies in such a way that it is feasible to achieve AB 32 goals on a regional level. SB 375 also 
identifies new CEQA exemptions and stream lining for projects that are consistent with the SCS 
and qualify as Transportation Priority Projects (TPP). TPPs must meet three requirements: 1) 
contain at least 50 percent residential use; commercial use must have floor area ratio (FAR) of not 

                                                        

14 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review Technical Advisory, June 19, 2008. 
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less than 0.75; 2) have a minimum net density of 20 units per acre; and 3) be located within one-
half mile of a major transit stop or high quality transit corridor included in the regional 
transportation plan. 

Regional Coordination 

In the Bay Area, the Joint Policy Committee (JPC) coordinates the regional planning efforts of 
ABAG, the BAAQMD, the BCDC and MTC. In fall 2006, the JPC commenced a six-month 
program to study the issue of climate change and to recommend an initial set of actions to be 
pursued jointly by the four regional agencies. The study recommends that the regional agencies 
build their Joint Climate Protection Strategy in service of this key goal: To be a model for 
California, the nation and the world. It then organizes initial actions by six strategy elements: 
establish priorities, increase public awareness and motivate action, provide assistance, reduce 
unnecessary driving, prepare to adapt, and break old habits.15 

As part of the proposed investments in the Transportation 2035 Plan, the region plans to invest 
$400 million towards a 5-year Transportation Climate Action Campaign aimed at smart traveling 
and smart driving in an effort to reduce GHG emissions from the transportation sector. This 
action campaign, to be implemented by the four regional agencies, focuses on outreach/education, 
Safe Routes to Schools, Safe Routes to Transit, transit priority measures (TPMs) for local bus 
transit, and grants/incentive programs. 

City of Emeryville 

Resolution: U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agreement 

In 1999, the Emeryville City Council passed a resolution authorizing the Mayor to sign the U.S. 
Mayors Climate Protection Agreement, thereby committing the City to taking action for climate 
protection. In doing so, the City joined all of the other local governments in Alameda County in 
becoming a signatory of ICLEI: Local Governments for Sustainability (City of Emeryville, 2008a). 

Charter Member, United Nations World Environmental Accords 

The City of Emeryville signed on as a charter member of the United Nations World 
Environmental Accords on June 5, 2005, the smallest city in the world to do so. As a member, 
Emeryville committed to taking one of 21 action steps each year, including setting a goal of 
reducing GHG emissions by 25 percent by 2030 and developing a system to track GHG emissions. 
Emeryville will be evaluated on its voluntary actions in 2012 by the United Nations at a follow-up 
conference (City of Emeryville, 2008b).  

                                                        

15 May 4, 2007 Joint Policy Committee memo regarding “Bay Area Regional Agency Climate Protection Program – Consolidated 

Recommendations” can be found at: 

http://www.abag.ca.gov/jointpolicy/jpc_agenda_packages.htm. 
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Member, Alameda County Climate Protection Project  

Since 2006, Emeryville has been a member of the Alameda County Climate Protection Project, 
coordinated by ICLEI and StopWaste.org. As a member, Emeryville is committed to ongoing, 
coordinated efforts to cut energy use. As part of this process, Emeryville has conducted a baseline 
GHG emissions inventory, set a community-wide emissions reduction target, and developed a 
CAP consisting of policies and measures to help Emeryville reach its target (City of Emeryville, 
2008b). 

Resolution: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 

On May 1, 2007 the City Council of the City of Emeryville adopted a resolution establishing a 
GHG emissions goal to reduce city-wide and municipal emissions 25 percent below 2004 levels by 
2020 (City of Emeryville, 2007). 

Emeryville Climate Action Plan 

The CAP GHG inventory and forecast was introduced earlier in this section. As a result of this 
2004-2020 inventory and forecast, the City, through the CAP, set a goal to reduce community-
wide GHG emissions by 25 percent below 2004 levels by 2020. These targets are shown in Table 
3.13-5. 

Table 3.13-5: Emeryville’s Emissions Summary and Target Emissions Reductions  

 Community-wide 
Government 
Operations 

Base year  2004  2004  

Quantity of CO2e emissions in base year (tons)  178,832  1,335  

Target year  2020  2020  

Business-as-usual projection of CO2e emissions in 2020 (tons)  237,101  1,335  

Percent CO2e reduction targeted by target year relative to base 
year (%)  

25 25 

Quantity of CO2e reduction targeted relative to base year (tons)  102,977  284  

Source: City of Emeryville, Climate Action Plan, November 2008. 

The City currently has two formal energy conservation policies. The first supports programs 
providing alternatives to conventional private vehicles. The second policy promotes energy 
conservation and the use of renewable energy resources. 

The CAP also addresses energy issues through policies promoting fuel and energy efficiency and 
renewable energy to achieve its emission reduction goal. Measures include promotion of energy 
efficient appliances and practices for new construction and retrofit projects. Using renewable fuel 
sources to accommodate the city’s power needs can substantially reduce GHG emissions, 
compared with production from conventional coal-fired power plants. The CAP seeks to increase 
the availability of renewable energy sources by offering incentives for individual homeowners to 
install solar photovoltaic (PV) systems and by constructing a PV system on the roof of City Hall. 
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The CAP outlines policies and measures in the energy efficiency, renewable energy, transportation, 
and solid waste management sectors that Emeryville will implement and/or is already 
implementing to achieve its emissions reductions target. Within these categories, measures are 
further divided into actions that target municipal operations and actions that affect community 
wide-emissions. The Plan also provides steps required for implementation. Table 3.13-6 is the 
Emeryville CAP Summary of Proposed Actions: 

Table 3.13-6: Emeryville CAP Summary of Proposed Actions  

Community-Wide Affected Sector 

Transit Oriented Development New Development Projects 

Green Building and Bay-Friendly Ordinance New Development Projects 

Enhanced Transportation Demand Management Conditions New Development Projects 

New Bicycle, Pedestrian and Transit Infrastructure/Incentives All Sectors 

Increased Transit Service and Ridership All Sectors 

Commercial and Residential Energy Conservation Ordinances Existing Buildings and Homes 

Reduce Waste by additional 50% by 2020 All Sectors 

City Operations  

GB/BFL for new parks and buildings  

Fleet changes – fuel and vehicle types  

Reduce Waste by 50 percent by 2020 – Franchise Agreement  

Environmentally Preferable Purchasing  

Alternative Transportation Incentives/Initiatives  

Source: City of Emeryville, 2008b. 

 

Appendix D provides a comprehensive list of the Emeryville CAP proposed measures and policies. 
The City anticipates completing similar inventories every five years, in 2010, 2015, and 2020.  

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

The significance criteria for this analysis were developed from criteria presented in the CEQA 
Guidelines and based on Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, developed by OPR for public workshop and approval in January 2009, as updated and 
announced on April, 13 2009. A significant impact would occur with full implementation of the 
proposed Emeryville General Plan if it would do one or more of the following: 

• Result in a substantial increase in total energy consumption in the City, compared to 
existing conditions; 



Chapter  3 :   Se t t ings ,  Impac t s ,  and Mi t i ga t i on  Measures  

3.13-19 

• Result in the need for additional energy infrastructure or facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects; 

• On a cumulative basis, increase per capita GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly;16 or 

• Conflict with goals, objectives, or policies of the Emeryville CAP, or other applicable 
energy or GHG emissions policies or standards. 

METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

The General Plan predicts that between 2005 and 2030 total net new development will result in an 
increase of approximately 3,800 housing units, a 70-percent increase in the existing population of 
9,727 to 16,500, and 2.5 million square feet of total non-residential space, an increase of 21 percent 
over 2007 levels. The Plan also predicts an increase of approximately 10,000 jobs over the same 
time period. The proposed General Plan development potential is described in greater detail in 
section 3.1: Land Use and Housing, Table 3.1-2. 

Energy 

The analysis of energy is based on information provided by PG&E, the CEC, Fehr & Peers, project 
plans, the proposed General Plan, and applicable regulations and guidelines. Future VMT 
presented in Section 3.2: Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, were used to calculate future 
transportation energy demand. 

Greenhouse Gases 

The climate change analysis is provided in response to the most recent recommendations and 
guidance materials from the OPR, CARB, the Attorney General, and other responsible agencies. 
Until official state guidance from OPR and California Resources Agency is issued, lead agencies 
                                                        

16 The selection of a threshold that considers any increase in greenhouse gas emissions is based, in part, on guidance issued by the 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in the white paper entitled CEQA and Climate Change: Evaluating 

and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act, published in January 

2008. This white paper discusses evaluating and addressing greenhouse gas emissions under CEQA in order to provide a common 

platform of information and tools to support local governments. While not intended to dictate the manner in which a lead agency 

chooses to address GHGs, this paper provides a coherent look at the tools and techniques available, and suggests possible 

advantages and disadvantages of each analytical approach. The CAPCOA white paper discusses three basic paths lead agencies could 

take when contemplating CEQA thresholds of significance for GHG emissions (CAPCOA, 2008): 1. A “no threshold” approach, 

wherein the lead agency determines there are sufficient reasons to not specify a universal threshold for GHG emissions, and instead 

requires analysis on a project-by-project basis; 2. A “zero emissions” threshold, wherein the leady agency finds that any increase in 

GHG emissions is potentially significant under CEQA and therefore all projects under the lead agency must quantify and mitigate 

GHG emissions regardless of the size of the project, or prepare EIRs to disclose the unmitigable significant impact; or 3. A “non-

zero” threshold, wherein the lead agency decides that there are certain GHG emission sources that are so small they will not 

contribute substantially to the global GHG problem, and sets thresholds of significance, or a de minimis value for cumulative 

impact. 



Emeryv i l l e  Genera l  P lan  Dra f t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

3.13-20 

responsible for complying with CEQA are using all of the resources available to guide 
environmental review processes in the interim.17 

CO2 and CO2e Emissions 

The GHG analysis focuses CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions. These are the gases that make up the 
overwhelming majority of GHGs. These gases are described in terms of CO2e, in order to combine 
these gases and compare total emissions. 

This analysis is based on the analysis completed by the City of Emeryville for its Climate CAP) 
Because the CAP uses projections from the proposed General Plan for population projections, this 
EIR uses the same growth rates assumed in the CAP for residential, commercial/ industrial, and 
waste emissions. 

CARB indicated that it will be able to enforce AB 1493, and recently advised MTC to factor in 
reductions in carbon dioxide emissions that would result from the regulation in its most recent 
DEIR. Therefore, this EIR takes a similar approach and includes Pavley Phases 1 and 2 in the 
emissions analysis. This EIR uses fuel efficiency estimates for No Pavley, Pavley Phase 1, and 
Pavley Phase 2 as undertaken by MTC.18 This analysis applies this fuel efficiency, projected VMT, 
and factors from the California Action Registry General Reporting Protocol Version 2.2, to 
calculate CO2e for Emeryville’s transportation sector. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The effects of energy consumptions, in terms of GHG emissions, is by nature a cumulative impact. 
While the proposed General Plan is a component of regional contribution, for the purposes of this 
EIR, impacts are assessed at a cumulative level. The project adds residents and jobs that create 
additional energy demand and therefore contribute added GHG emissions. Although the result is a 
cumulatively significant impact, the contribution from the project are deemed not cumulatively 
consideration. By prioritizing high-density mixed-use development that results in reduced VMT 
per capita and has the potential to reduce per capita energy use, the plan is beneficial at a 
cumulative level. Energy reduction targets, energy-saving building codes, the Emeryville CAP, and 
an effective use of alternative modes of transportation would reduce overall energy consumption 
Therefore, the new population and jobs accommodated under the plan will likely have lower rates 
of energy use and GHG emissions than if those same residents and workers were accommodated in 
lower-density areas.    

Total CO2e emissions at buildout would be approximately 300,000 metric tons per year, 22 percent 
more than existing conditions. However, this growth in overall emissions does not reflect the fact 
that the proposed General Plan is designed to implement infill development that can capitalize on 
density benefits such as increased public transit use, increased walking and biking to work, and 

                                                        

17 OPR issued a Technical Advisory entitled CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Review (June 19, 2008). OPR’s recommended approach is for each CEQA lead agency needs to develop its own 

approach to performing a climate change analysis for projects that generate GHG emissions. 
18 MTC, Draft Environmental Impact Report for Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, December 2008. 
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reduced building energy use. The benefits of this approach are demonstrated through per capita 
CO2e emissions, which at buildout of the proposed General Plan would be 18 metric tons 
annually, 29 percent less than existing conditions. When compared to both existing conditions and 
the No Project alternative, the proposed General Plan results in fewer per capita emissions, 
indicating that the proposed General Plan does not make a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to the overall cumulative impact. 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan is not expected to require construction of any new 
energy infrastructure on the part of PG&E. Further, the proposed General Plan is found to be 
generally consistent with existing City policy documents, goals, and objectives related to GHG 
emissions and energy reduction. Likewise, as these existing documents are consistent with the wide 
state objectives for reduction of GHG, the proposed General Plan is also believed to be consistent 
with wider State policy and executive orders. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

3.13-1 New development under the proposed General Plan may increase total energy 
consumption. (Significant Cumulative Impact, Project Contribution Not Cumulatively 
Considerable) 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

This analysis of electricity and natural gas consumption uses a business as usual methodology to 
project future demand, a similar methodology as applied by the City of Emeryville for the CAP 
(City of Emeryville, 2008b). This conservative method assumes that residential energy demand will 
increase commensurate with the compounded annual population growth rate, and energy demand 
in the commercial and industrial sector will increase commensurate with job growth. The analysis 
does not account for improvements in energy efficiency, which are difficult to quantify; therefore, 
these results may be considered a worst case scenario. 

For this analysis, the annual growth rate was calculated based on population and job estimates for 
2008 and for 2030 buildout, which reflect a 2.29 percent annual growth for population and a 1.73 
percent annual growth for commercial and industrial. Note that if commercial and industrial 
energy use were estimated based on growth in square feet of non-residential space rather than jobs, 
total energy use would be lower. This is because the proposed General Plan includes a shift away 
from industrial land use toward office, retail and hotel, which support more jobs per square foot 
than industrial uses. In other words, jobs grow at a faster rate than square feet of non-residential 
space. These assumptions are based on a business as usual approach, where no new energy 
conservation measures are implemented.  
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Table 3.13-7: Residential and Commercial Energy Use in Emeryville, Existing and in 2030 

 2007 2030 Per Person / Per Job 

Electricity (kWh)    

Residential 19,838,436 32,632,361  2,040  

Commercial/ Industrial 208,132,731 303,813,835  10,127 

Total 227,971,167 336,448,226   

Natural Gas (therms)    

Residential 994,173 1,635,321  102  

Commercial/ Industrial 6,422,821 9,375,469  313  

Total 7,416,994 11,010,790   

Source: Cheeseman, 2008; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 

As shown in Table 3.13-7, since energy is projected to grow at the same rate as population and 
jobs, per capita and per job energy use remains constant. However, because the total population 
and commercial sector is expected to grow, in the business as usual scenario total energy use would 
increase from 228 million kwh to 336 million kwh and from 7.5 million therms to 11 million 
therms, indicating a 48 percent increases for both kWh and therms. Therefore, development 
considered under the proposed General Plan could potentially increase demand for gas and 
electrical services.  

However, greater energy efficiency is expected in the future. In addition to California’s Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24, Part 6), which outlines 
improved site planning and building design as well as energy conservation measures, the proposed 
General Plan includes several policies which would minimize the potential for inefficient, wasteful, 
or unnecessary consumption of energy, as described below. Further, the CAP, which would be 
implemented under the proposed General Plan, outlines policies to reduce wasteful, inefficient, 
and unnecessary consumption of energy. The city has set an emissions reduction target of 25-
percent reduction from 2004 emissions by 2020, and has developed policies in its CAP to achieve 
this target. This reduction in emissions inherently includes a reduction in energy use. Action areas 
include, but are not limited to: requiring green building for new construction; energy efficiency 
education targeted at residents; implementing a strict commercial energy code; energy efficiency 
retrofits of existing building; and transit oriented development. See Appendix D for a 
comprehensive list of measures. 

Transportation Energy Use 

Unlike the electricity and natural gas analysis above, which used a conservative business as usual 
method, the analysis of transportation energy use uses projected VMT resulting from the proposed 
General Plan as a metric for determining transportation energy demand at buildout. In this way, 
the projection is a closer approximation of potential energy consumption, that factors in the 
measurable effects of the proposed General Plan.  
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Adding 6,700 new residents and 10,000 new jobs between 2005 and 2030 would likely require 
additional energy for transportation uses within the City of Emeryville. The City of Emeryville 
depends on transportation energy to move people and goods along its transportation corridors. 
Fehr & Peers (2008) have estimated that at buildout under the proposed General Plan, VMT 
would increase from 859,000 (2005) to 1.15 million per year (2030), an increase of 34 percent.  

As shown in Table 3.13-8, daily fuel consumption under the proposed General Plan will decline if 
Pavley rules are applied. It should be noted that in the case where Pavley is not applied, daily BTUs 
will increase by 29 percent. However, in all cases, transportation use per capita declines. Even 
when no Pavley rules are applied, per capita BTUs decrease by 24 percent, and when Pavley 1 and 
2 are applied, per capita BTUs decrease by 49 percent.  

The Emeryville CAP outlines additional policies to reduce transportation energy consumption due 
to the projected increases in peak hour trips. In setting an overall carbon reduction goal of 25 
percent below 2004 levels by 2020, the CAP outlines the several actions that will help reduce VMT 
and emissions associated with VMT. These actions include: transit oriented development; 
education on low-carbon transportation options; bus rapid transit; expanding carshare; providing 
free high school bus passes; increasing BART and Amtrak ridership; increasing Emery-Go-Round 
ridership; parking cashout; increasing AC transit ridership; providing bicycles for daily trips; 
bicycling paths and facilities; promoting carpooling and vanpooling; promoting telecommuting; 
parking and lane incentives for hybrid vehicles; walking friendly environments; and integrating 
bicycles and transit. Furthermore, as shown above, state implementation of Pavley rules, phases 1 
and 2 will result in less energy use per mile traveled due to increased fuel efficiency.  

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce Overall Energy Use 

To complement and reinforce the CAP, the proposed General Plan includes several goals that 
would result in efficient energy use, such as improving access to sunlight, promoting walkability, 
promoting alternative forms of transportation, and allowing dense, mixed use development. In 
particular, goals such as ST-G-6, which calls for a fifty-percent reduction in energy consumption 

Table 3.13-8: Daily Transportation Energy Use in BTUs  

 Population 

Daily 
Vehicle 

Miles 
Traveled 

Fuel 
Efficiency 

Daily Fuel 
Consumption 

Daily 
BTUs 

(Billions) 
BTUs per 

Capita 

% Change 
in Per 

Capita 
BTUs from 

Existing 
Condition  

Existing Conditions 9,727 859,000 17.5           49,086  6.14  630,792.05  -- 

Project        

     No Pavley 16,600 1,154,000 18.2           63,407  7.93  477,459.29  -24 

     Pavley 1 16,600 1,154,000 24.6           46,911  5.86  353,242.24  -44 

     Pavley 1and 2 16,600 1,154,000 27.3           42,271  5.28  318,306.19  -50 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008.  
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for all sectors—transportation, industrial/commercial, residential, and waste, over 2008 levels, by 
2017; and ST-G-8, which calls for environmentally friendly and energy-efficient buildings 
throughout Emeryville in new construction, redevelopment and retrofit projects, highlight the 
focus of the proposed plan on improving energy efficiency.  

To support these goals, Land Use policies encourage mixed-use development, live/work spaces, the 
creation of a walkable city, and building standards that promote energy efficiency. Urban Design 
and Sustainability policies promote green building and building standards that promote energy 
efficiency. Parks and open spaces are to be designed consistent with sustainable design principles, 
and the city fleet is to receive a budget for clean fuels and vehicles. The Sustainability Element in 
particular outlines several policies to achieve actual reductions in electricity use, such as providing 
incentives for retrofits to support implementation of photovoltaic and other renewable energy 
technologies. 

The Sustainability Element also sets a 50 percent reduction target of energy consumption for 
transportation of 2008 levels by 2017. As a result, the proposed General Plan focuses on mixed uses 
and an efficient transportation system that prioritizes alternative modes. There are a number of 
policies in the proposed General Plan that would also help to reduce transportation energy 
consumption due to the projected increases in VMT. Mobility policies encourage transit-oriented 
development and minimization of VMT, as well as the creation of “complete streets” that 
encourage public transit and bicycle and pedestrian traffic.  

The following policies in the proposed General Plan would directly reduce wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact  

LU-P-7 Permit live/work in all land use designations except Office/Technology, Public, 
Parks/Open Space, and Marina. In the Industrial district west of Hollis Street, 
permit only “heavy” live/work—involving, for example, manufacturing, welding, 
or assembly.  

LU-P-18 Develop the area around the Amtrak station with transit-supportive uses, through 
measures such as reduced parking requirement, incorporation of public parking in 
developments, and transit proximity when considering height and FAR bonuses. 

T-P-3 Design, construct, operate, and maintain the city streets based on a “complete 
streets” concept that enables safe, comfortable, and attractive access and travel for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and transit users of all ages and abilities, with 
emphasis on specific travel modes as indicated by the typologies described in this 
chapter. 

T-P-7 Encourage development that minimizes VMT per capita (i.e., resident or 
employee). 
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T-P-9 Promote a fine-grained street network by extending the street grid to form new 
connections as larger sites are redeveloped. 

T-P-10 Require new development to expand the street grid and provide other new 
transportation facilities as shown in Figures 3-1 through 3-6. 

T-P-17 Encourage walking through building design and ensure that automobile parking 
facilities are designed to facilitate convenient pedestrian access within the parking 
area and between nearby buildings and adjacent sidewalks. Primary pedestrian 
entries to nonresidential buildings should be from the sidewalk, not from parking 
facilities. 

T-P-18 Require development to include safe pedestrian walkways that link to streets and 
adjacent bus stops. 

T-P-21 Following completion of the new east span of the Bay Bridge, the west span should 
be retrofitted with a pathway to provide continuous pedestrian and bicycle access 
between San Francisco and the East Bay. 

T-P-22 Create the bicycle circulation system set forth in Figure 3-4, and based on the 
typologies described in this chapter. 

T-P-24 Designate on-street bike routes in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as either 
Class II (bike lanes) or Class III (signed routes without lanes), as appropriate.  
These designations are not part of the General Plan and may be changed as 
circumstances dictate. 

T-P-29 Support existing public transit to BART, Amtrak, and regional destinations, and 
promote transit within Emeryville for residents, workers, and visitors to move 
smoothly within the city without relying on the automobile. 

T-P-30 Support transit service on all Transit Streets, as shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-5.  This 
includes Powell Street to the Marina and east of Hollis Street to the Ashby BART 
station and downtown Berkeley, Park Avenue west of Hollis Street, and Adeline 
Street. 

T-P-31 Develop and implement transit stop amenities such as pedestrian pathways 
approaching stops, benches, traveler information systems, shelters, and bike racks 
to facilitate transit stops as place-making destinations and further the perception of 
transit as an attractive alternative to driving.  

T-P-32 Support transit priority on Transit Streets through features such as traffic signal 
priority, bus queue jump lanes at intersections, exclusive transit lanes, and other 
techniques as appropriate, with adjustments to technology as conditions change. 
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T-P-33 Support free and/or subsidized transit for both local travel within the City and 
travel to the regional hubs located at the Amtrak Station, the MacArthur BART 
station, and San Pablo Avenue at 40th Street. 

T-P-34 Support high density Transit-Oriented Development with reduced parking 
requirements, and amenities to encourage transit use and increase pedestrian 
comfort around the Major Transit Hubs at the Amtrak station and the 40th 
Street/San Pablo Avenue intersection. 

T-P-35 Require all new development (residential and non-residential) to contribute to the 
Emeryville Transportation Management Association to ensure that Emeryville 
residents are well served by transit.  

T-P-36 Provide frequent, direct transit service to all points in Emeryville, especially 
between the east and west sides of town. 

T-P-47 Provide equal priority to bicycles and public transit (and discourage through traffic 
by other modes) on streets in the vicinity of the Amtrak station that are designated 
as both Transit Streets and Bicycle Boulevards.  

T-P-50 Support parking supply and pricing as a strategy to encourage use of transit, 
carpools, bicycles, and walking. 

T-P-51 Allow flexible parking standards that reflect calculated parking demand for 
proposed land uses and that allow for appropriate offsets to reduce parking 
demand and encourage walking, bicycling, carpooling, and transit use. 

T-P-52 Encourage employers to offer “parking cash out”, whereby employees who choose 
not to drive are offered the cash value of any employee parking subsidy, to be used 
towards commuting to work by other means. 

T-P-64 Work with local, regional and state agencies, the Chamber of Commerce, and the 
Transportation Management Association, as well as employers and residents, to 
encourage and support programs that reduce vehicle travel such as preferential 
carpool parking, parking pricing, flexible work schedules, and ridesharing.  

T-P-66  Support and encourage the expansion of car-sharing programs in Emeryville. 

UD-P-30  Enhance the pedestrian environment with multiple neighborhood access points, 
through-streets, and pedestrian pathways. Use site plan review as an opportunity 
to identify options for pedestrian circulation.  

UD-P-58  Ensure that development steps back above 25 feet to allow for greater penetration 
of light and sky exposure along Hollis Street. 
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UD-P-61  Ensure that new development provides rights-of-way and greater setbacks where 
open space and pedestrian connections are planned. Buildings facades and entries 
should be oriented to these connections, along with ample fenestration and 
pedestrian-scaled building massing. 

UD-P-66  Encourage adaptive reuse of existing industrial buildings. Explore opportunities to 
rehabilitate or reuse older existing industrial buildings and structures, such as the 
ITT Grinnell and PG&E buildings. 

CE-P-3  Budget for clean fuels and vehicles in the City’s long-range capital expenditure 
plans, to replace and improve the existing fleet of gasoline and diesel-powered 
vehicles. 

ST-P-1  Maintain Climate Action Plan to achieve energy efficiency and conservation goals. 

ST-P-6  Collaborate with residents, businesses, and other members of the community, 
including architects, builders and contractors, to encourage private development 
within the City to use green building methods and practices and to achieve 
standards set by LEEDTM for commercial buildings and the Alameda County 
Residential Green Building Guidelines for residential projects.  

ST-P-8  Establish incentives for energy retrofits to support implementation of photovoltaic 
and other renewable energy technologies that result in an energy savings of at least 
20 percent when compared to consumption that would occur with traditional 
energy sources. 

The following actions in the proposed General Plan would further reduce wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy, and implement those policies listed above. 

Proposed General Plan Actions that Reduce the Impact  

T-A-7  Maintain and update every ten years a Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan that defines a 
cohesive pedestrian network of public sidewalks, paths, and street crossings that 
make walking convenient, safe to travel, and are universally accessible. Within the 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan provide: 

• Guidelines for sidewalk functional elements (e.g., pedestrian zone, 
planter/furniture zone, curb zone, and building frontage zone), amenities (e.g., 
landscaping, benches, trash receptacles, news racks, pedestrian-scale lighting, 
directional/information signing, and public art), street crossings; description 
and schedule for public improvements; and developer responsibilities. 

• Establish a Pedestrian Safety Program that provides pedestrian educational 
materials and a regularly updated pedestrian safety report.  

• Designate and support a Citywide Pedestrian Coordinator. 
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T-A-8  Maintain and update every ten years a Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan that defines a 
cohesive bikeway network of paths, lanes, routes and boulevards that make biking 
convenient, safe to travel, and accessible. Within the Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan 
provide:  

• Bikeway facilities that are appropriate to the street typology, traffic volume, 
traffic speed, surrounding land uses, and accounting for the constrained urban 
environment. 

• Designate and support a Citywide Bicycle Coordinator  

• Evaluate the feasibility of implementing a bicycle sharing program for 
Emeryville residents and workers 

T-A-11  Urge public transit vehicles to carry bicycles 

T-A-12  Actively work with transit providers for free and/or subsidized transit for both 
local travel within the City and travel to the regional hubs located at the Amtrak 
Station, the MacArthur BART station, and San Pablo Avenue at 40th Street. 

T-A-13  Work with transit providers to expand hours of operation, reduce travel time, and 
increase frequencies/headways. 

T-A-14  Refer to AC Transit’s handbook Designing with Transit for integrating transit into 
the community. 

T-A-15  Monitor as appropriate the transit system to assess the system’s effectiveness in 
serving Emeryville residents and those working in Emeryville. Make changes to the 
transit system, as appropriate, to provide an efficient rider-friendly environment 
that meets the needs of all users including children, seniors, the disable, and 
transit-dependent persons. 

T-A-16  Require all new development (residential and non-residential) to contribute to the 
Emeryville Transportation Management Association to ensure that Emeryville 
residents are well served by transit. 

T-A-18  Study and implement a citywide Transportation Demand Management Program 
and explore funding mechanisms. 

UD-A-1  Prepare Design Guidelines for the following design elements: 

• Site planning 

• Building orientation and entries 

• Open space 

• Parking and service areas 
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• Building height and mass 

• Building form and articulation 

• Façade composition 

• Building materials, detailing, and color 

• Residential livability 

• Streets 

• Sustainability objectives 

• Landscaping 

• Signage 

• Gateways 

CSN-A-1  Plant new trees and other plantings, and maintain existing healthy trees to improve 
air quality and reduce the urban heat island effect. 

CSN-A-16  Implement Climate Action Plan in coordination with all City departments 

ST-A-1  Implement Climate Action Plan in coordination with all City departments 

ST-A-2  Adopt the United Nations Environmental Accords by Resolution with a plan for 
implementing 14 of the 21 actions by 2012. 

ST-A-3  Incorporate site-appropriate standards described by Build-It-Green GreenPoint 
rating system and/or Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEEDTM), 
and Bay- Friendly Landscape Guidelines, Sustainable Practices for Landscape 
Professionals into all new construction and rehabilitation projects. 

ST-A-4  Implement civic green building resolution requiring City projects to follow green 
building and Bay-Friendly Landscaping requirements. 

ST-A-5  Implement green building ordinance requiring Public-Private Partnership projects 
to be follow green building and Bay-Friendly Landscaping requirements. 
(pending) 

ST-A-6  Develop and implement an environmentally preferable municipal purchasing 
program. 

ST-A-7  Identify sites for developers to provide sites for farmers’ markets 

The above policies and actions would help to ensure that per capita and per job energy 
consumption decreases and that future energy consumption is neither wasteful nor inefficient. 
This analysis concludes that, given existing and proposed policies and actions, as well as statewide 
regulation, the cumulative effects are significant, but the project’s contributions are not 
cumulatively considerable. The proposed General Plan adds residents and jobs that increase energy 
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use, but does this in an efficient way through mixed-use high-density development. The project is 
actually beneficial, in that the incremental impact of these future residents and workers would be 
greater in a lower density outlying area. 

Mitigation Measures: 

None required. 

Impact 

3.13-2 New development under the proposed General Plan may require the construction of 
additional energy infrastructure facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant) 

To meet potential energy demand for build out under the proposed General Plan, PG&E could be 
required to upgrade its existing infrastructure and construct new electrical substations in 
Emeryville as necessary. The company would also upgrade local gas lines to accommodate growth 
and increase supply and service reliability. 

PG&E does not evaluate whether specific proposed developments would require the construction 
of additional energy infrastructure facilities; rather, PG&E’s long-term energy forecasts are 
conducted on a system-wide basis. PG&E states that the East Bay area is included within the 
Greater Bay Area Region and there are currently no regional concerns with regards to reliability 
deficiencies and associated transmission improvements. The electric transmission capacity in the 
East Bay area is adequate to serve electric demands and PG&E has not identified any necessary 
capacity projects for the area. While there are currently no proposals to construct additional 
transmission or distribution network facilities in the East Bay area, PG&E consistently monitors 
and evaluates the need for serving new customers and will propose projects based on need 
(Braddy, 2008). 

One of the goals of the Sustainability Element of the proposed General Plan is that buildings in 
Emeryville be environmentally-friendly and energy-efficient. The Sustainability Element of the 
proposed General Plan contains numerous policies that promote environmentally friendly and 
energy efficient building design for new development, while the Urban Design Element promotes 
recycling and reuse of building materials and design that protects natural light thereby realizing 
energy efficiency benefits of passive solar design. 

In addition to ST-P-6 and UD-P-66, as listed in Impact 3.13-1 the following policies in the 
proposed General Plan would help to reduce potential for construction of new energy use facilities. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact  

ST-P-7:  Adopt a construction and demolition waste recycling ordinance which will require 
that, except in unusual circumstances, all construction, demolition and renovation 
projects meeting a certain size or dollar value, to divert from the waste stream, 100 
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percent of all portland cement concrete and asphalt concrete and an average of at 
least 50 percent of all remaining debris from construction, demolition, and 
renovation projects. 

UD-P-23:  Where transitions in building heights and intensities occur, ensure that new 
development does not cast significant shadow over existing development. 

UD-P-26:  Work with City departments and utilities to remove impediments to sidewalk 
safety and movement, undergrounding utilities/transformers or locating them on-
site where possible. 

In addition, actions UD-A-1 and ST-A-1 through 5, as described for Impact 3.13-1, would ensure 
implementation of the policies listed above. The above listed policies and actions, considered in 
conjunction with PG&E infrastructure improvement procedures, would reduce the potential 
construction impacts related to new and/or expanded energy infrastructure facilities to less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Impact 

3.13-3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan would increase total carbon dioxide 
equivalent emissions in the City compared to existing conditions. (Significant Cumulative 
Impact, Project Contribution Not Cumulatively Considerable)) 

Concurrent implementation of the proposed General Plan and forecast development of residential 
and employment land uses in the region could result in increased GHG emissions, thereby 
contributing to GCC. It is reasonable to generalize that GCC is a significant cumulative impact, as 
the scientific community has acknowledged its detrimental effects on ecosystems and human 
communities, and it is caused by the cumulative GHG emissions from human activities across the 
globe and over many decades. Furthermore, as GCC is accelerated by GHG, any additional GHG 
emissions beyond what exists today in the atmosphere can generally be considered to contribute 
somewhat to this significant cumulative impact. However, for the purposes of this EIR, this 
analysis needs to make a determination about whether the proposed Project makes a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the overall cumulative impact. 

For this analysis, transportation emissions were calculated based on daily VMT, including 
implementation of Pavley rules, as described in the methodology and assumptions. As shown in 
Table 3.13-9, the proposed General Plan would result in a 12 percent decrease in annual 
transportation emissions when Pavley 1 and 2 are considered. 
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Table 3.13-9: Transportation Energy and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Comparison  

  

Daily Vehicle 
Miles 

Traveled 

Fuel 
Efficiency 

(mpg) 
Annual Vehicle 
Miles Traveled 

Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

Total Annual 
CO2e 

Emissions 
(metric tons) 

% Increase 
in CO2e 

from 
Existing 

Conditions 

Existing Conditions 859,000 17.5 301,956,855  17,254,677  152,525  n/a  

Proposed Project       

     No Pavley 1,154,000 18.2 405,665,659 22,288,772 197,283 29.3 

     Pavley 1 1,154,000 24.6 405,655,659  16,490,067  147,704  -3.2 

     Pavley 1 and 2 1,154,000 27.3 405,655,659  14,859,182  133,760  -12.3 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008; Emeryville Carbon Action Plan, November 2008; CCAR GRP v.2.2; Fehr & Peers, 2008. 

Total GHG emissions for Emeryville in 2030 are estimated using transportation emissions when 
applying Pavley 1 and 2, as described in Table 3.13-9, and annual compounded growth rates for 
population and jobs from 2005 to 2030 to calculate the increase in residential, commercial/ 
industrial, and waste emissions. This methodology is consistent with the approach used in the CAP 
and CAP estimates are used as the GHG existing conditions baseline. As shown in Table 3.13-10, 
total CO2e emissions would be approximately 288,000 metric tons per year, 18 percent more than 
existing conditions. Total emissions in the No Project alternative are 269,000 metric tons of CO2e 
per year, seven percent less than under the proposed General Plan. However, per capita CO2e 
emissions at buildout of the proposed General Plan would be around 17 metric tons annually, 38 
percent less than existing conditions and 18 percent less than the No Project Alternative per capita 
emissions of 21 metric tons per capita. The lower per capita rate under the proposed General Plan 
indicates that a greater portion of regional population growth is accommodated with minimal 
increase in GHG emissions.  

Table 3.13-10: Community Emissions Projections by Sector for 2030 (metric Tons of CO2e) 

Sector 

2004 
Community 
Emissions1 

2030 General 
Plan Community 

Emissions 
2030 No 

Project 

Percent 
Change from 

2004 to 2030 

% Change from 
No Project to 

Project 

Residential 9,380 19,403 13,772 106.9 40.9 

Commercial / Industrial 76,204 123,051 110,496 61.5 11.4 

Transportation2 152,525 133,760 136,078 -12.3 -1.7 

Waste 5,801 12,000 8,517 106.9 40.9 

Total 243,910 288,214 268,862 18.2 7.2 

Population 8,650 16,600 12,700 91.9 30.7 

Per Capita CO2e emissions 28.2 17.4 21.2 -38.4 -18.0 
1. 2004 emissions for residential, commercial/ industrial, and waste are based on the Emeryville CAP.  
2. Assuming VMT as modeled by F&P; Assuming Pavley one and two are implemented.  

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008; Emeryville Carbon Action Plan, October 2008; CCAR GRP v.2.2. 
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Even considering no implementation of Pavley rules, emissions per capita would be lower in the 
proposed General Plan in 2030 than in existing conditions (a 25 percent reduction rather than 38 
percent reduction as is seen when Pavley 1 and 2 are implemented). However, total emissions 
would continue to increase, and in 2030 there would be 44,304 CO2e per year more than in the 
existing condition.  

Improvements in efficiency resulting from City policy, State measures and the proposed General 
Plan would decrease total emissions by 2030, suggesting that this analysis represents a conservative 
and worst-case scenario projection of GHG emissions. Moreover, the mixed-use high density 
nature of the project, adds residents and workers in a way that is more efficient and necessitates 
fewer GHG emissions than would be required in an outlying area. The City’s 2007 Resolution to 
reduce GHG emissions 25 percent below 2004 levels by 2020, together with the policies and 
measures outlined in the CAP to achieve this reduction, would result in a further reduction in per 
capita GHG emissions. In addition, several goals and policies in the Emeryville General Plan would 
help decrease total emissions by 2030. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact  

This General Plan calls for the implementation of the CAP, rather than duplicate its policies. The 
CAP was adopted by City Council in November 2008. In addition, the proposed General Plan 
addresses GCC and methods for reducing emissions throughout the plan, and summarizes these 
policies in Chapter 7: Sustainability. This chapter also includes CAP policies and urban accord 
energy action items. Throughout the proposed Plan, each element contributes to the overall goal 
of sustainability in Emeryville, including the reduction of GHG emissions. The Land Use Element 
describes a vision for a mixed use city, with greater residential and employment densities and 
enhanced neighborhood centers and services, leading to a more livable compact and efficient city. 
The Transportation Element focuses on orienting higher-density housing and intensive non-
residential uses near transit to reduce VMT. Making alternative transportation more pleasant, 
convenient, and accessible, can reduce vehicle trips and therefore GHG emissions. The Parks, 
Open Space, Public Facilities, and Services Element describes an increase in the amount and 
accessibility of parks and open spaces, proposing spaces for passive and active recreation, while 
improving air quality and managing stormwater runoff. The Urban Design Element outlines a 
form for walkable streets, appropriate building massing, and attractive landscaped streetscapes that 
invite pedestrians, allow for solar access, and create a connected street grid. Enhancing the 
walkability of the street network, by adding additional streets and paths, amenable to pedestrians 
and bicyclists, can potentially reduce the number of vehicle trips and VMT. The Conservation, 
Safety, and Noise Element describes strategies to maintain environmental quality within an urban 
environment, through stormwater management, creek restoration, water recycling and 
conservation, and preservation of biological and plant resources. 

Policies T-P-9, 17, 22, 30-36, 47, and ST-P-1, 6, and 8, as listed under impact 3.13-1 and UD-P-23 
and ST-P-7 as listed under impact 3.13-2, are directly related to GHG emissions because they help 
to reduce energy use, and thus are also applicable to reducing the impact of increased GHG 
emissions. The following proposed policies also contribute to reducing the GHG impact of the 
proposed General Plan. 
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T-P-5 The City encourages development that minimizes Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). 

T-P-6  To the extent allowed by law, the City’s Traffic Impact Fee shall include bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, and road improvements so that development pays its fair share 
toward a circulation system that optimizes travel by all modes. 

T-P-14 Safe pedestrian walkways that link to streets and adjacent bus stops will be required 
of new development. 

T-P-26  Existing public transit to BART, Amtrak, and regional destinations will be 
supported, and transit within Emeryville for residents, workers, and visitors will be 
promoted. 

T-P-28  The City will develop and implement transit stop amenities such as pedestrian 
pathways approaching stops, benches, traveler information systems, shelters, and 
bike racks to facilitate transit stops as place-making destinations and further the 
perception of transit as an alternative to driving. 

T-P-37  The City supports a new BART line in the East Bay that includes service to 
Emeryville along the existing regional rail corridor with a stop at Powell Street. 

T-P-44  The City will establish equal priority to bicycles and public transit (and discourage 
through-traffic by other modes) on streets in the vicinity of the Amtrak station that 
are designated as both Transit Streets and Bicycle Boulevards. 

T-P-48  Flexible parking standards are encouraged that reflect calculated parking demand 
for proposed land uses and that allow for appropriate offsets to reduce parking 
demand and encourage walking, bicycling, carpooling, and transit use. 

T-P-49  Employers are encouraged to offer “parking cash out”, whereby employees who 
choose not to drive are offered the cash value of any employee parking subsidy, to 
be used towards commuting to work by other means. 

T-P-53  The land area devoted to parking shall be reduced by supporting innovative 
technologies such as parking lifts and automated parking. 

T-P-60  The City will work with local, regional and state agencies, the Chamber of 
Commerce, and the Transportation Management Association, as well as employers 
and residents, to encourage and support programs that reduce vehicle miles 
traveled, such as preferential carpool parking, parking pricing, flexible work 
schedules, and ridesharing. 

T-P-62  The City supports and encourages the expansion of car-sharing programs in 
Emeryville. 
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PP -P-7  A system of greenways and Green Streets, as tree-lined open spaces, and as 
continuous recreational paths for bicyclists, joggers, and pedestrians, linking parks 
and activity centers. 

PP -P-8  The north-south Emeryville Greenway will be expanded, enhancing its role as an 
open space corridor and connector across the City, and a source of inspiration and 
community pride. 

PP -P-10  Efficient use of open space will be achieved through techniques such as rooftop 
play courts and gardens, joint use of sports and recreation facilities at schools, 
collocation of parks with child care facilities, and possible use of underground 
parking below new plazas and parks. 

UD-P-2  Parks and open space is required with new development. 

UD-P-3  Parks and open space shall be accessible and available to the public through site 
design standards for minimum size/ dimensions, visibility, and location along 
public rights-of-way, particularly Key Green Streets. 

UD-P-21  The City shall maintain and enhance an integrated pattern of streets, pedestrian 
paths, and bike routes through a fine-grain street grid that enables efficient 
movement throughout the city. 

UD-P-57  Large surface parking lots shall be replaced with structured parking and 
incorporated into high density mixed-use developments. New or expanded large 
surface parking lots are not allowed. 

CSN-P-1  Air quality will be maintained and improved by requiring project mitigation, such 
as Transportation Demand Management (TDM) techniques, where significant air 
quality impacts are identified. 

CSN-P-2  The City will budget for clean fuels and vehicles in the City’s long-range capital 
expenditure plans, to replace and improve the existing fleet of gasoline and diesel 
powered vehicles. 

CSN-P-5  All large construction projects are required to reduce diesel exhaust emissions 
through use of alternate fuels and/or control devices. 

ST-P-2  The City shall maintain a Climate Action Plan to achieve waste reduction goals. 

ST-P-4  The City shall negotiate a new Zero Waste Franchise Agreement with a hauling 
company that uses waste reduction programs and the disposal rate structure to 
monetarily incentivize recycling and composting which will result in zero tons of 
methane-producing materials going to landfill by 2030. 
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ST-P-9  The City shall support companies working in the sustainability sector (such as 
materials recycling or green building) to locate in Emeryville. 

ST-P-12  The City shall support community outreach and education to improve organic and 
local food systems in the city. 

ST-P-13  The City shall incorporate local and organic food as part of the proposed 
municipal purchasing program. 

Further, all actions described in Impact 3.13-1 would implement the policies listed above and 
ensure a reduction in energy use and GHG emissions. Therefore, because emissions at buildout of 
the proposed Plan are lower per capita than those under existing conditions, and because there are 
numerous policies and actions in the proposed General Plan designed to support and implement 
emissions reduction targets in the CAP and existing City resolutions, the direct impact of the 
proposed General Plan on GHG emissions is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Impact 

3.13-4 New development under the proposed General Plan may conflict with applicable energy 
efficiency and GHG reduction policies or standards, such as the Emeryville Climate 
Action Plan. (Less than Significant) 

Emeryville is subject to several energy efficiency and GHG reduction plans, policies and standards. 
These include the United Nations World Environmental Accords, the Emeryville CAP, Title 24, 
and AB 32. Each of these is described in terms of the proposed General Plan below.  

The United Nations World Environmental Accords lists several key action steps, including those of 
setting a goal of reducing green house gas emissions by 25 percent by 2030 and developing a 
system to track GHG emissions. Through the completion of the CAP, Emeryville has achieved the 
first two of the key action steps. Further, the emissions reduction goal Emeryville set is more 
stringent than that requested by the Environmental Accords, since Emeryville has set a target year 
of 2020 rather than 2030 for its 25 percent reduction.  By supporting the CAP, and integrating 
additional Environmental Accords goals into the Plan, the proposed General Plan does not conflict 
with the Environmental Accords.  

In May 2007, the City Council of the City of Emeryville adopted a resolution establishing a GHG 
emissions goal to reduce city-wide and municipal emissions 25 percent below 2004 levels by 2020 
(City of Emeryville, 2007). Subsequently, the Emeryville CAP was completed in 2008. As described 
in the Regulatory Setting, the CAP set a goal to reduce community-wide GHG emissions by 25 
percent below 2004 levels by 2020. The proposed General Plan incorporates the CAP through 



Chapter  3 :   Se t t ings ,  Impac t s ,  and Mi t i ga t i on  Measures  

3.13-37 

reference, through directive to implement, and through proposing policies that support the CAP. 
Therefore, the proposed General Plan does not conflict with the CAP.  

Title 24 includes standards mandating energy efficiency measures, which regulate energy 
consumed in buildings for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. Title 24 is 
implemented through the local plan check and permit process. The proposed General Plan 
includes incorporation of green building standards, and all several building standards, which are 
expected to be more stringent than Title 24 standards. Several policies in the proposed General 
Plan would enable the City of Emeryville to meet, if not exceed, Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards. Consequently, new development would not conflict with applicable energy policies and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

AB 32 requires the reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. This 
change, which is estimated to be a 25 to 35 percent reduction from current emission levels, will be 
accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased in 
starting in 2012. Emeryville’s 25 percent reduction goal is consistent with the statewide measure.  

Further, given the findings for Impacts 3.13-1 and 3.13-3, the proposed General Plan is expected to 
have a less than significant impact on energy consumption and GHG. This indicates that there is 
no conflict with pertinent plans and policies that would regulate a significant increase in emissions 
or energy use.  

Policies ST-P-1, 6, and 8, as listed under impact 3.13-1, are directly related to energy use reduction 
and GHG emissions reduction. In addition, action items ST-A-1-5 and UD-A-1, as listed under 
impact 3.13-1, will implement the CAP, the Environmental Accords, a green building ordinance, 
and Design Guidelines which will include sustainability objectives. The policies listed for Impacts 
3.13-1 and 3.13-2 further the reduce energy use and GHG emissions, and thus further contribute 
to achieving the goals set forth in the plans and policies listed above.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4 Analysis of Alternatives 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) mandates consideration and analysis of 
alternatives to the proposed General Plan. According to CEQA Guidelines, the range of 
alternatives “shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the 
project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant impacts” (Section 
15126(d)(2)). The alternatives may result in new impacts that do not result from the proposed 
General Plan.  

Case law suggests that the discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive and that alternatives 
be subject to a construction of reasonableness. The impacts of the alternatives may be discussed 
“in less detail than the significant effects of the project proposed” (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(d)). Also, the Guidelines permit analysis of alternatives at a less detailed level for 
general plans and other program Environmental Impact Reports (EIR), compared to project 
EIRs. The Guidelines do not specify what would be an adequate level of detail. Quantified 
information on the alternatives is presented where available; however, in some cases only partial 
quantification can be provided because of data or analytical limitations. 

4.1  BACKGROUND ON DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

A lengthy planning process took place to develop the proposed General Plan. This process 
emphasized community needs and values, as developed from an extensive outreach process that 
included a citywide survey, and workshops that gathered comments from Emeryville residents, 
business owners, other stakeholders, and City officials. The City Council and Planning 
Commission offered feedback during study sessions and a 16-member Steering Committee 
directed the process at each phase. After an initial report on existing conditions, opportunities, 
and constraints in Emeryville, an Alternative Concepts Report was prepared, based upon the 
existing conditions report and public input.  

The Alternative Concepts Report identified scenarios for a range of options for how to guide 
development and intensification, while achieving the city’s goals for creating a sustainable, 
connected and livable city. Alternatives for key components—land use, urban form, parks and 
open space, buildings heights/intensity, and circulation—were presented independently, offering 
community members and stakeholders an opportunity to select elements from each topic area 
and weave them into a viable and synergistic alternative whole. Alternatives that combined these 
components were prepared to understand resulting development, and their implications assessed.  

4.2  ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THIS EIR 

Three alternatives to the proposed General Plan are described and evaluated in this chapter.  
These draw upon concepts illustrated in the Alternatives Concepts Report, but are somewhat 
modified to provide an understanding of how impacts of the proposed General Plan can be 
reduced: 



Emeryv i l l e  Genera l  P lan :  Dra f t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

4-2 

• Alternative 1: Mixed-Use City; 
• Alternative 2: Neighborhood Centers; and 
• No Project. 

Table 4.2-1 summarizes key characteristics of the resulting residential population and jobs at 
buildout (2030) under the proposed General Plan and each of the three alternatives.  

Table 4.2-1: Comparison of Buildout of the Proposed General Plan and Alternatives1  

 

 
Existing 
(2008)  

Proposed 
General Plan 

Alternative 1: 
Mixed-Use 

City 

Alternative 2: 
Neighborhood 

Centers No Project 

Housing Units 5,988 9,800 8,900 11,700 7,500 

Households2 5,570 9,300 8,500 11,100 7,100 

Population3 9,727 16,600 15,200 19,900 12,700 

Employed Residents 5,800 11,600 10,600 13,900 8,900 

Jobs4 20,552 30,000 33,000 28,000 29,000 

Jobs/Employed Residents Ratio 3.5 2.6 3.1 2.0 3.3 
1. Projections rounded to the nearest hundred or thousand (jobs). 
2. Households calculated as 95% of housing units (assumes 5% vacancy rate).  
3. Population calculated at 1.79 persons per household.  
4. 2008 jobs calculated from annual growth rate assumed by ABAG for 2005-2010: 1.5% 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 

ALTERNATIVE 1: MIXED-USE CITY  

The Mixed-Use City Alternative permits a range of residential and non-residential uses (office, 
retail and other commercial) throughout much of the city. The land use diagram for this 
alternative is illustrated in Figure 4.2-1. Ground floor retail would be regulated to help develop 
some centers of activity, even though much of the city would be mixed-use. Powell Street is 
emphasized as a walkable corridor between the railroad tracks and the freeway, allowing a 
pedestrian district to extend south to Bay Street, and the Powell Street Plaza area. Existing 
residential neighborhoods, including the Watergate, Triangle, and Doyle Street neighborhoods 
would remain largely unchanged.  

This alternative assumes mid-rise building heights (up to 90 feet) in the zone bounded by 64th, 
Hollis, and 45th streets, and Interstate-80, as well as the eastern end of the peninsula; and low- to 
mid- rise heights (up to 55 feet) in all other areas. Floor-area ratio (FAR) in the mixed-use 
districts is assumed to average 1.2 to 1.4. As a result, this alternative would add 2,900 residential 
units, 5,000 residents, and 3.9 million square feet of non-residential space. At buildout, this 
alternative would result in somewhat fewer housing units and residents, but more jobs, compared 
with the proposed General Plan.  
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ALTERNATIVE 2: NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS 

The Neighborhood Center Alternative creates new residential neighborhoods as well as 
neighborhood-serving activity nodes, comprised of residential, retail, and public uses. Four nodes 
are identified in the North Hollis, Park Avenue, Christie Avenue, and San Pablo Avenue districts. 
Much of the city would be within a quarter mile walking radius of these centers. The land use 
diagram is shown in Figure 4.2-2. A mixed-use neighborhood with high-density residential is 
defined in the North Hollis area, with medium-high density townhouses proposed just to the 
east, in order to transition to the Doyle Street low-density residential district. A high-density 
neighborhood is also proposed on the Sherman Williams site.  

This scenario assumes high-rise mixed-use along the freeway edge (up to 250 feet) with FARs 
assumed to average about 3.5. Mid-rise development (up to 90 feet) around the East Bay Bridge 
Center and along the rail corridor is envisioned at lower intensities, with FARs of approximately 
2.0. As a result of these assumptions, this alternative would add 5,700 new housing units, 9,700 
residents, and 2.2 million square feet of non-residential space. Compared with the proposed 
General Plan, this alternative would result in more housing units and residents, but fewer jobs at 
buildout. 

NO PROJECT 

The No Project alternative assumes continuation of land use development under the 1993 
General Plan and the current Zoning Ordinance (which implements the General Plan). The No 
Project alternative is illustrated in Figure 4.2-3. This alternative would add 1,500 housing units, 
2,500 residents, and 2.8 million square feet of non-residential space. Compared with the proposed 
General Plan, the No Project alternative would result in fewer housings units and residents and 
slightly fewer jobs, at buildout.  
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4.3  COMPARATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

LAND USE AND HOUSING 

Table 4.3-1 shows land use by acreage at full buildout in each alternative. The alternatives differ 
in the amount of land dedicated to residential and non-residential uses, as well as the density and 
intensity of development.  

The comparison of alternatives with respect to land use is summarized below. None of the 
alternatives would divide an established community or displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing or people. Because all development is infill in Emeryville, all developments will result in 
the same amount of land devoted to urban uses. None are expected to create any significant land 
use incompatibilities. Because there are no agricultural lands in Emeryville, no agricultural land 
would be converted.  

• Alternative 1: Mixed-Use City. Alternative 1 devotes more land to employment uses such as 
office and retail space than the proposed General Plan. This comes at a comparative loss of 
residential developments, with this approach providing nearly 1,000 fewer units than in the 
proposed General Plan. Alternative 1 would result in a jobs/employed residents ratio of 3.1. 

• Alternative 2: Neighborhood Centers. Alternative 2 has the largest increase in housing and 
population, accommodating 13 percent more housing than the proposed General Plan. This 
comes at a comparative loss of employment, with 2,000 fewer jobs than in the proposed 
General Plan. This alternative would result in the most balanced jobs/employed residents 
ratio of 2.0. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative would result in fewer housing units, fewer jobs, and 
the smallest population of all proposed alternatives. The No Project alternative would also 
result in the least dense development. However, jobs and housing would both increase, 
indicating that any jobs or homes lost to redevelopment could relocate within Emeryville. 
Further, the No Project alternative would not make as many changes in terms of increasing 
connectivity. Finally, the No Project alternative would result in the highest job/employed 
residents ratio, 3.3, as compared with the proposed General Plan and other alternatives. 

Table 4.3-1: 2030 Buildout of Alternatives 

Land Use Proposed General Plan Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Project 

Residential (Units) 9,800          8,900  11,700  7,505  

Retail (SF) 3,083,000  3,345,000  2,833,000  3,149,000  

Hotel (SF) 775,000  913,000   597,000  615,000  

Office (SF) 7,255,000  8,052,000   6,812,000  6,806,000  

Industrial (SF) 3,353,000  3,511,000   3,805,955  4,095,000  

Parks (acres) 49  30  41  23  

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 
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TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION, AND PARKING 

Impacts of these alternatives on all modes of transportation are discussed below. Vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) per trip for each alternative is also presented. Vehicle traffic forecasts at the 
intersection turning movement level were not developed for the No Project alternative, 
Alternative 1, or Alternative 2. Rather vehicle impacts of the alternatives were derived by 
comparing the relative difference in citywide trip generation characteristics to the traffic forecasts 
developed for the proposed General Plan.   

The vehicle trip rates are based on the average rates published by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers in Trip Generation (7th Ed., 2003). The rates were reduced for alternative mode use 
based on U.S. Census Journey to Work Data.  Internalization of vehicle trips was estimated using 
the 4Ds method, a methodology for estimating travel demand impacts from land-use and urban 
design changes. The methodology uses a set of elasticity factors that relate a neighborhood’s built 
environment characteristics and regional accessibility to the amount of vehicular travel generated 
in the neighborhood. These factors are used to compute the percentage change in vehicle trips 
resulting from different land-use plans and urban designs. The VMT per trip is based on the 
Daily Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s model for the Year 2030 adjusted for 
the internalization estimate (vehicle trips that stay within Emeryville) from the 4Ds analysis. For 
a complete description of the method used to estimate trips, see Section 3.2. 

Trip Generation 

Internalization estimates refer to the percent of trips that have origins and destinations in 
Emeryville; they are presented for each alternative in Table 4.3-2. A higher internalization rate 
suggests that there are more work, living, and recreational opportunities in Emeryville, thus, 
minimizing the need for travel to/from other areas of the Bay Area and reducing average VMT 
per trip. The internalization estimate improves under each alternative, and is highest for the 
proposed Plan and Alternative 2. Existing conditions, which represent the lowest internalization 
estimate with 30 percent, is shown for comparison purposes.  

Table 4.3-2 Internalization Results 

Scenario 
Internalization 

Estimate 

Existing 30% 

Proposed General Plan 37% 

Alternative 1 36% 

Alternative 2  37% 

No Project  33% 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2009.  
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Trip generation by mode and time period for each alternative is presented in Table 4.3-3. The 
results are similar for the proposed project and the alternatives because the same set of policies 
are assumed in each scenario. Plan policies support all modes of travel through the 
implementation of “complete streets” wherein pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and public 
transit users of all ages and abilities are able to safely and comfortably move around the city. 
Existing conditions are shown for comparison purposes. All of the alternatives report a lower 
proportion of automobile use on weekday trips, but slightly higher for weekday PM and Saturday 
afternoon trips.  

Table 4.3-3 Allocation of Citywide Trip Generation, by Mode 

Alternative 

Mode Time Period Existing 

Proposed 
General 

Plan Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
No 

Project  

Weekday 81% 79% 79% 79% 79% 

Weekday PM 79% 81% 80% 81% 80% Automobile 

Saturday Aft. 78% 81% 80% 80% 80% 

Weekday 12% 13% 13% 14% 13% 

Weekday PM 14% 12% 12% 13% 12% Transit 

Saturday Aft.  14% 11% 12% 13% 12% 

Weekday 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 

Weekday PM 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% 
Walk/Bike (excl. 
walking or biking 
to/from transit) Saturday Aft. 8% 9% 7% 7% 7% 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2009.   

Vehicle Miles Traveled 

VMT per weekday trip for each alternative is presented in Table 4.3-4. VMT per trip captures 
some of the unique characteristics of Emeryville, including the mix of land uses provided and the 
ratio of jobs to employed residents—both of which can reduce the number and length of vehicle 
trips. Lower VMT per trip suggests that people need to travel shorter distances to reach 
destinations. These results show that the VMT per trip is expected to be lowest (and 
approximately the same) for the proposed General Plan, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. The No 
Project alternative is somewhat higher, at 6.3 VMT per trip and the Existing and No Growth even 
higher at 6.5. All of these alternatives are substantially lower than the 8.6 average VMT per trip 
projected for Bay Area as a whole in 2030. 
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Table 4.3-4 Vehicle Miles Traveled per Trip 

Location Scenario Year VMT per Trip 

Emeryville Existing 2005 6.5 

Emeryville with Proposed General Plan 2030 6.0 

Emeryville with No Project (1987 General Plan) 2030 6.3 

Emeryville with Alternative 1 – Mixed-Use City 2030 6.0 

Emeryville with Alternative 2 – Neighborhood Centers 2030 6.0 

Bay Area Existing 2005 8.4 

Bay Area Projected 2030 8.6 

Sources:  Alameda County Congestion Management Agency Model, 2005; Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission for the San Francisco Bay Area, 2006; Fehr & Peers, 2009. 

• Alternative 1. Alternative 1 has an internalization rate of 36 percent, just slightly below the 
proposed General Plan. Alternative 1 has similar results in terms of trip generation by mode 
and average VMT per trip, compared to the proposed Plan. However, buildout of Alternative 
1 would generate about 25 percent more trips than the proposed General Plan and would 
likely result in four (4) additional significant impacts at study intersections because 
operations would deteriorate from acceptable Level of Service (LOS) D or better (per 1987 
General Plan) under existing conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under future 
conditions with the Alternative 1: 
� Ashby Avenue/7th Street (PM) 
� Stanford Avenue/San Pablo Avenue (PM) 
� Hollis Street/Park Street (PM) 
� 40th Street/Hollis Street (PM) 

Alternative 1 would not result in additional impacts on freeway segments or roadway 
segments evaluated as part of the Metropolitan Transportation System network. In addition, 
there would be no additional impacts to transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes as compared 
to the proposed General Plan.  The same mitigation measures identified to reduce the 
impacts of the proposed General Plan are recommended to reduce the impacts of Alternative 
1. 

• Alternative 2. Alternative 2 has an internalization rate of 37 percent, which is equal to the rate 
for the proposed General Plan. Alternative 2 has similar results in terms of trip generation by 
mode and average VMT per trip, compared to the proposed Plan. Buildout of Alternative 2 
would result in the same impacts of the proposed General Plan because Alternative 2 would 
generate only slightly fewer trips than the proposed General Plan.  The same mitigation 
measures identified to reduce the impacts of the proposed General Plan are recommended to 
reduce the impacts of Alternative 2. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative has the lowest internalization rate (33 percent) 
compared with the other alternatives and the projects. The No Project alternative has similar 
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results in terms of trip generation by mode, compared to the proposed Plan; but, it has a 
lower (better) average VMT per trip, with 6.0 miles per trip. Overall, buildout of the No 
Project alternative would result in the same impacts of the proposed General Plan because the 
No Project alternative would generate only ten percent less trips than the proposed General 
Plan. The same mitigation measures identified to reduce the impacts of the proposed General 
Plan would be recommended to reduce the impacts of the No Project alternative. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND TOXICS 

Each of the alternatives include increased residential use, as well as increased retail, commercial 
and other non-residential land use compared to existing conditions, as does the proposed 
General Plan. The difference between the alternatives with respect to hazardous materials lies 
largely in the relative amounts of residential and non-residential land uses proposed. Increased 
non-residential uses would likely result in increased hazardous materials use, handling or storage, 
or the generation of hazardous waste associated with industrial and commercial uses. Increases in 
residential use would increase overall use of household hazardous materials.  
• Alternatives 1 and 2. Both Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the same less-than-significant 

impacts resulting from increased land uses that might handle, store and dispose of hazardous 
materials. Whereas non-residential land uses have the potential to handle, store and dispose 
of greater quantities of hazardous materials, residential uses of hazardous materials are not as 
regulated and controlled. Nonetheless, the potential impacts would, as a whole, be similar 
with both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 and the proposed General Plan, although the 
distribution of residential and non-residential uses varies among each scenario. Further, both 
alternatives would involve construction activities for new development and redevelopment. 
With adherence to the existing regulatory framework that controls hazardous materials, as 
well as proposed General Plan policies that align with existing regulations, the potential 
hazardous materials impacts of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would be the same as the 
proposed Project. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative would not result in any impacts to hazardous materials 
beyond those identified in the EIR for the 1993 General Plan. That EIR cited former 
industrial use sites that would require extensive cleanup, and new industries that may employ 
materials which, if mishandled, could also become hazardous. However, with application of 
the appropriate mitigation measures, and City cooperation with State and County regulations 
enforcement, those potential impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the impact 
would be the same as for the proposed Project.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Each of the alternatives proposes increased development in areas of the city, as does the proposed 
General Plan. The city is mostly urbanized with little natural area that could be lost or degraded 
of habitat for biological resources.  

• Alternatives 1 and 2. Both Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the same less-than-significant 
impacts associated with biological resources and wetlands impacts. The differences in the 
type, location, or mix of land uses that would occur with either of the alternatives would not 
vary the potential effects to biological resources. In particular, increases in development or 
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population that would result with either of the scenarios would not significantly affect 
habituated urban wildlife or sensitive resources, such as Eastshore State Park in particular, 
any differently than would occur with the proposed General Plan. As a result, Alternatives 1 
and 2 would not create any new or substantially different impacts than identified in the 
proposed General Plan analysis. With adherence to the existing regulatory framework that 
applies to biological resources and wetlands, as well as proposed General Plan policies that 
align with existing regulations, the potential biological impacts of Alternative 1 and 
Alternative 2 would be the same as with the proposed General Plan. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative result in the implementation of policies and 
development outlined in the 1993 General Plan. That plan contained proposals to restrict 
human access to the Emeryville Crescent area, a regionally important salt marsh, to protect 
the habitat, promote educational use and restrict any bay fill projects. Impacts analyzed in the 
EIR for the 1993 General Plan are addressed and minimized in this current analysis of the 
General Plan update. Therefore, no additional significant impacts would be created by a No 
Project alternative. 

HYDROLOGY AND FLOODING 

Each of the alternatives includes the construction of new residential, retail, commercial and other 
non-residential structures. The development would primarily occur in areas that have been 
previously developed as there are relatively few open areas remaining in the planning area.  

• Alternatives 1 and 2. Both Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the same less-than-significant 
impacts to water quality and flooding as identified for the proposed General Plan. Additional 
development would occur under each of the alternatives and on sites that are currently 
developed. Additionally, each of the alternatives would include proposed improvements to 
Temescal Creek to result in less-than-significant short-term impacts during construction and 
beneficial water quality effects long term. When compared to the proposed General Plan, 
water quality impacts related to hydrology and flooding would be addressed by the same 
regulatory framework which requires new development to adhere to drainage control 
measures, as well as proposed General Plan policies that further reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  

• No Project. The No Project alternative would not result in hydrology resource impacts 
beyond those identified in the EIR for the 1993 General Plan, which identified stormwater 
runoff, particularly from industrial uses, as a major source of contaminants to water 
resources. Further, that document stated that overall impacts resulting from the transition 
from industrial uses to residential and commercial uses would be beneficial. The 
development that would occur under the No Project alternative would be required to adhere 
to all local and state requirements related to stormwater controls and permitting.  In 
summary, the No Project alternative would result in the same less-than-significant and 
beneficial impacts as identified for the proposed Project. 
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GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY 

Each alternative would consist of increased development throughout the planning area, which 
would affect the same geological, soils and seismic risks and conditions as development that 
would occur with the proposed General Plan.  

• Alternatives 1 and 2. Both alternatives 1 and 2 would result in new development throughout 
the city. The City of Emeryville is located in a region where there are a lot of seismic hazards 
including liquefaction, groundshaking, and settlement. Increased development, under either 
alternative, would result in new construction attracting a larger population. Throughout the 
planning area there are geologic and seismic hazards present that could potentially affect any 
proposed developed if not constructed appropriately. Impacts related to geology, soils, and 
seismicity would be similar with no additional impacts beyond those identified for the 
proposed General Plan. All development would be required to adhere to the California 
Building Code, Uniform Building Code, and implement recommendations identified in 
mandatory site specific geotechnical investigations. Adherence to these codes and industry 
standards would reduce the potential impacts of development throughout the city to less than 
significant, as identified for the proposed General Plan. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative would not result in significant impacts related to 
Geology, Soils and Seismicity. Additional buildout would occur as projected in the 1993 
General Plan, however it would be less than what is planned for in the proposed project. The 
EIR for that document identified the potential hazards of liquefaction, subsistence, landslides, 
and settlement which were not anticipated to have a high potential for occurrence. 
Application of mitigation measures would result in less than significant impacts of exposure 
of people or property to geologic hazards. In summary, no additional impacts beyond any 
identified in the EIR for the 1993 General Plan would occur with the proposed Project  and 
would be similar to those for alternatives 1 and 2.  

NOISE 

The comparison of roadway noise impacts under the alternatives is based on traffic modeling 
projections since vehicular traffic on area streets and highways are the primary generators of 
noise in Emeryville. Noise levels will be highest at intersections with high traffic volumes, and 
alternatives with lower levels of development or development located further from highly 
travelled roadways would provide the least exposure to high noise levels.  

In addition, the City of Emeryville is served by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and Amtrak, 
which are also major sources of noise. These tracks traverse north-south through the center of the 
city. Train noise, however intermittent, is a major source of noise due to its magnitude. Buildout 
of the proposed General Plan or one of the alternatives could locate noise-sensitive land uses in 
the vicinity of the railroad corridor, which could result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
noise levels that exceed City standards. The actual level of impact would depend on the presence 
and location of any existing or proposed land uses in relation to the noise source. 

• Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would have projected daily vehicle trips 7.5 percent greater than 
buildout of the proposed General Plan. Although citywide noise levels associated with traffic 
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for this alternative are likely to be slightly greater when compared to the proposed Project, the 
difference in noise exposure would not be noticeable compared to the proposed General Plan 
and would also be significant and unavoidable. (By comparison, a 100-percent increase 
(doubling) of traffic on a roadway will generally increase noise by 3 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA), which would be noticeable.) 
The noise impact from train operations would be potentially reduced under Alternative 1 
since there are fewer housing units projected in this alternative in proximity to the railroad 
tracks. However, similar to the proposed General Plan, the actual level of impact would depend 
on the presence and location of any existing or proposed land uses in relation to the noise 
source.    

• Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would have projected daily vehicle trips 1.6 percent less than 
buildout of the proposed General Plan. Although citywide noise levels associated with traffic 
for this alternative are likely to be slightly less when compared to the proposed Project, the 
difference in noise exposure would not be noticeable compared to the proposed General Plan 
and would also be significant and unavoidable. (By comparison, a 100-percent decrease 
(halving) of traffic on a roadway will usually decrease noise by 3 dBA, which would be 
noticeable.) 
The noise impact from train operations would be potentially greater under Alternative 2 
compared to the proposed General Plan or Alternative 1, since Alternative 2 proposes a 
greater amount of residential land uses, some of which will be in close proximity to the 
railroad tracks. However, similar to the proposed General Plan, the actual level of impact would 
depend on the presence and location of any existing or proposed land uses in relation to the 
noise source.  

• No Project. The No Project alternative would not have as much development as the other 
alternatives, and would decrease projected daily vehicle trips by 3.4 percent compared to the 
proposed General Plan. Thus, although citywide noise levels associated with traffic for this 
alternative are likely to be slightly less when compared to the proposed Project, the difference 
in noise exposure would not be noticeable compared to the proposed General Plan and would 
also be significant and unavoidable. 

The noise impact from train operations would be potentially reduced under the No Project 
alternative compared to the proposed General Plan since the No Project alternative proposes 
fewer residential uses along the railroad tracks. However, similar to the proposed General 
Plan, the actual level of impact would depend on the presence and location of any existing or 
proposed land uses in relation to the noise source.  

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The City of Emeryville contains a number of historic resources, including historic buildings that 
are contributory to local historic districts, such as the Park Avenue Historic District. There are 
also five recorded Native American archaeological sites and 18 historic archaeological sites are 
currently located within the Emeryville General Plan area. Finally, fossil discoveries have 
occurred in close proximity to Emeryville and in similar geological materials that underlie parts 
of the city. Each of the alternatives proposed new development throughout the city, creating the 
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potential to affect cultural resources. Each alternative and the proposed General Plan will impact 
the same sites, so the potential impacts are the same in all scenarios, and are significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Alternatives 1 and 2.  When compared to the proposed Project, impacts to cultural resources 
would likely be similar under both Alternatives 1 and 2. New infill development, within 
previously developed areas of the city, may impact sites of local historic importance. In 
addition, new development could disturb previously unrecorded archaeological or 
paleontological resources. Existing Federal, State, and local laws which protect cultural 
resources would also apply to new development under Alternatives 1 and 2, as would 
proposed General Plan policies for the evaluation and protection of cultural resources, 
especially during ground-disturbing activities. Both Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in 
similar potential impacts to cultural resources, which are significant and unavoidable.  

• No Project. Additional buildout would occur as projected in the 1993 General Plan—at less 
intensity, but in the same areas as the proposed Project. The No Project alternative would 
therefore also result significant impacts related to cultural resources.  

AIR QUALITY 

Air pollutant emissions are a function of human activity and are directly related to population 
and consequently to VMT by the population. Development under all alternatives would result in 
increases in population and employment and consequently increases in traffic and air pollutant 
emissions. This comparison is shown in Table 4.3-5. 

In Emeryville, air quality impact analysis must determine consistency of a proposed plan with the 
population and VMT in the applicable regional air quality plan, in this case, the 2005 Bay Area 
Ozone Strategy. In forecasting future stationary and mobile source emissions and preparing the 
regional air quality plan, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) uses growth 
projections prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). Based on 2003 
ABAG Projections, the population in Emeryville is projected to be 10,500 in 2030 with a rate of 
population growth of 1.2 percent per year between 2005 and 2030 (ABAG, 2003). The population 
projection at buildout for each alternative and the proposed General Plan exceed the ABAG 
projection. Therefore, given the consistency analysis requirement of BAAQMD, none of the 
alternatives would be consistent with regional air quality planning and the resulting impact is 
significant and unavoidable for each alternative.  

Table 4.3-5: Comparative Transportation Impacts on Air Quality 

 Existing 
Proposed 

General Plan No Project Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Population 9,727 16,600 12,700 15,200 19,900 

Average Vehicle Trip Length 6.5 6.0 6.3 6.0 6.0 

Total Daily VMT 859,000 1,154,000 1,174,000 1,257,000 1,136,000 

Note: Average Daily Vehicle Trips based on weekday daily trip generation estimates for the entire City of Emeryville. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2009. 



Emeryv i l l e  Genera l  P lan :  Dra f t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

4-16 

• Alternative 1. Alternative 1 has a projected VMT 8.9 percent greater than buildout of the 
proposed General Plan. Alternative 1 anticipates that the population in Emeryville will 
increase from 9,727 in 2008 to 15,200 in 2030. This represents a growth rate of 2.1 percent per 
year to the buildout year 2030. Based on 2003 ABAG Projections, the population in 
Emeryville is projected to be 10,500 in 2030 with a rate of population growth of 1.2 percent 
per year between 2005 and 2030 (ABAG, 2003). Therefore, the population growth under 
Alternative 1 would exceed the ABAG’s 2003 population projections and would result in a 
significant impact, as would also occur with the proposed General Plan.  
VMT is expected to increase by 1.5 percent per year under Alternative 1, which would not 
exceed the rate of increase in population. Proposed General Plan policies would also apply to 
this alternative and further reduce impacts, but the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable because of projected growth exceeding the ABAG’s 2003 population projections. 

• Alternative 2 has a projected VMT 1.6 percent less than the proposed General Plan. 
Alternative 2 anticipates that the population in Emeryville will increase from 9,727 in 2008 to 
19,900 in 2030. This represents a growth rate of 3.3 percent per year to the buildout year 
2030. Based on 2003 ABAG Projections, the population in Emeryville is projected to be 
10,500 in 2030 with a rate of population growth of 1.2 percent per year between 2005 and 
2030 (ABAG, 2003). Therefore, the population growth under Alternative 2 would exceed the 
ABAG’s 2003 population projections and would result in a significant impact, as would also 
occur with the proposed General Plan.  
VMT is expected to increase by 1.1 percent per year under Alternative 2, which would not 
exceed the rate of increase in population. Proposed General Plan policies would also apply to 
this alternative and further reduce impacts, but the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable because of projected growth exceeding the ABAG’s 2003 population projections. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative would generate 12,700 residents, 29,000 jobs, and 
187,500 vehicle trips at buildout. However, since the trip length is greater than the proposed 
General Plan, the projected VMT is 1.7 percent greater than buildout of the proposed General 
Plan. The No Project alternative anticipates that the population in Emeryville will increase 
from 9,727 in 2008 to 12,700 in 2030. This represents a growth rate of 1.2 percent per year to 
the buildout year 2030. Based on 2003 ABAG Projections, the population in Emeryville is 
projected to be 10,500 in 2030 with a rate of population growth of 1.2 percent per year 
between 2005 and 2030 (ABAG, 2003). Although the population growth rate would meet the 
ABAG projections, the total population under the No Project alternative would exceed the 
ABAG’s 2003 population projections and would result in a significant impact, as would also 
occur with the proposed General Plan.  

VMT is expected to increase by 1.3 percent per year under the No Project alternative, which 
would exceed the rate of increase in population. Proposed General Plan policies would also 
apply to this alternative and further reduce impacts, but the impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

The comparison of impacts on public facilities is based on the degree of increased demand on 
public school, water supply, wastewater treatment, solid waste, and public safety and emergency 
preparedness facilities and services. The proposed General Plan and all three alternatives propose 
some increased demand on these public services and utilities. With little new demand for public 
services and facilities, the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative in 
this issue area. However, impacts on all public services and utilities was found to be less than 
significant for the proposed General Plan given that regional planning has been completed for 
water, wastewater, and solid waste, as well as the small contribution Emeryville makes towards 
the capacity of these services. Since both Alternatives 1 and 2 include a combined increase in 
population and jobs when compared to the proposed General Plan, these alternatives would have 
potentially more impact on public services and utilities in Emeryville.  

Schools 

The comparison of impacts on school facilities is based on the degree of increased student 
enrollment and demand for new school facilities. This analysis considered the same enrollment 
factor of 0.13 students per unit for all alternatives, as was used to evaluate the proposed General 
Plan. Table 4.3-6 shows the projected student enrollment for each alternative. The Emeryville 
Center of Community Living is a separate project that is not dependent on the proposed General 
Plan and is therefore included in all alternatives. The proposed General Plan, No Project 
alternative, and Alternative 1 would all result in a student population at or below the school 
capacity in Emeryville in 2030. 

• Alternative 1. Under this alternative there will be approximately 200 more students in 2030, 
well within the capacity of existing schools or the Center. 

• Alternative 2. This alternative results in the largest increase in housing and population, and 
therefore the largest increase in student enrollment. The increase in enrollment would be 
approximately 600 more students than in the existing condition, exceeding the capacity of 
existing schools or the Center. In this case, one of the schools would have to stay open or re-
open to accommodate the increase in student population.  

• No Project. Under this alternative there will be approximately 100 more students in 2030, well 
within the capacity of existing schools or the Center.  

Table 4.3-6 New Demand for Public Schools for Alternatives    

Land Use Alternative Total 2030 Enrollment1 Students Above Existing Capacity 

Proposed General Plan 1,200 0 

Alternative 1 1,000 -200 

Alternative 2 1,400 200 

No Project 900 -300 
1. Student enrollment is rounded to the nearest 100. 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 
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Water Supply 

As part of the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) planning district, Emeryville’s water 
demand is considered in the EBMUD Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). This EIR 
considers whether changes in population projections in the proposed General Plan or alternatives 
would make a significant difference on water demand currently planned for in the 2005 UWMP. 
The 2005 UWMP has projected that water demand will increase to approximately 232 million 
gallons per day (mgd) in 2030.  

Table 4.3-7 projects and compares water demand under each alternative. None of the alternatives 
make up more than 3.3 percent of EBMUD’s expected total demand for 2030. The greatest 
difference when compared to Projections 2005, used by EBMUD in its 2005 UWMP, is for 
Alternative 1, which still only varies by one percent from EBMUD’s estimates. This indicates that 
the future population of Emeryville under the proposed General Plan is sufficiently accounted for 
in EBMUD’s planning document, and EBMUD is expected to be able to serve this growth. 
However, the No Project alternative requires significantly less water due to the low population 
and employment growth in that alternative.  

Table 4.3-7: Water Demand Comparison of Alternatives    

  
Proposed 
General 

Plan 

No 
Project 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
Projections 2005 

(EBMUD Planning) 

Population 16,600 12,700 15,200 19,900 11,500 

Employment 30,000 29,000 33,000 28,000 22,220 

Total Potential Customers 46,600 12,780 48,200 47,900 33,720 

Average daily water demand in 2030 
(mgd) 

7.40 2.03 7.66 7.62 5.37 

Percent of Total Demand in 2030 3.19% 0.88% 3.30% 3.28% 2.31% 
Note: Total Demand in 2030 is estimated to be 232 mgd, assuming planned conservation and recycled water savings 

reductions have been applied.1  
Note: Average daily water use is estimated to be 159 gallons per person. 
Note: Because some people may live and work in Emeryville, the estimate for total potential customers is considered 

conservative. 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008; EBMUD UWMP, 2005; ABAG Projections, 2005; EBMUD Annual Report, 2007. 

• Alternative 1. Alternative 1 results in the highest average daily water demand, though very 
similar to Alternative 2. Water demand is approximately one percent greater than anticipated 
using numbers from Projections 2005, as done by EBMUD in their 2005 UWMP. EBMUD 
capacity is still expected to be sufficient under this alternative.  

• Alternative 2. Alternative 2 results in the second highest average daily water demand. Water 
demand is approximately one percent greater than anticipated using numbers from 

                                                        
1  UWMP 2005: Chapter 4. Water Demand (4-6).  
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Projections 2005, as done by EBMUD in their 2005 UWMP. EBMUD capacity is still 
expected to be sufficient under this alternative. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative results in the lowest average daily water demand. 
EBMUD capacity is still expected to be sufficient under this alternative. 

Wastewater Treatment 

EBMUD provides secondary treatment for a maximum flow of 168 mgd. Primary treatment can 
be provided for up to 320 mgd. Storage basins provide plant capacity for a short-term hydraulic 
peak of 415 mgd. The average annual flow is currently 80 mgd and is expected to remain constant 
through 2030.2  

This analysis assumes that wastewater generation is approximately 90 percent of total water 
usage, with 10 percent of total water usage being water that is consumed or used for irrigation. 
Estimated wastewater generation is described in Table 4.3-8. None of the alternatives would 
exceed the remaining secondary or primary treatment capacity at the plant. Wastewater flow 
would use only a small percent of the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant under any of the 
alternatives. However, for all alternatives, it is expected that because they do not exceed 
wastewater treatment EBMUD requirements, the increases could be managed by EBMUD, 
indicating that none of the alternatives would have a significant impact on wastewater treatment 
facilities, or require the expansion of existing facilities.  

Table 4.3-8: Wastewater Generation Comparison of Alternatives 

  
Proposed 

General Plan No Project Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Estimated Total Customers (Population and Jobs) 46,600 12,780 48,200 47,900 

Wastewater Generation (mgd) 6.67 1.83 6.9 6.85 

% of average annual flow (80 mgd) 8% 2% 9% 9% 

% of Secondary treatment maximum flow (168 
mgd) 4% 1% 4% 4% 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008; EBMUD UWMP, 2005; and EBMUD Annual Report, 2007. 

• Alternative 1 and 2. Alternative 1 and 2 result in the highest average daily wastewater 
demand. EBMUD capacity is still expected to be sufficient under these alternatives. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative results in the lowest average daily wastewater 
generation.  

Solid Waste 

Waste generation rates for households and businesses are maintained by the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (CIWMB). According to CIWMB, the typical solid waste generation 

                                                        
2 UWMP 2005: Chapter 5: Wastewater and Recycled Water. p 5.4; http://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/treatment/default.htm 
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rate for a resident of Emeryville is two pounds per resident per day. The employee waste 
generation rate for an employee of Emeryville is 4.5 pounds per employee per day.3 As shown in 
Table 4.3-9, for all alternatives, Emeryville solid waste generation is far below one percent of the 
capacity at Altamont Landfill. Due to the low population and employment growth, the No Project 
alternative results in the smallest amount of waste generation. 

Table 4.3-9: Solid Waste Generation Comparison of Alternatives 

  
Proposed 

General Plan No Project Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Population Generation (tons per day) 17 13 15 20 

Employee Generation (tons per day) 68 65 74 63 

Total Tons 84 78 89 83 

Daily tons sent to landfill1 22 20 23 22 

Percent of permitted waste at Altamont Landfill2 0.19% 0.18% 0.20% 0.19% 

1. Assuming 74 % waste diversion 

2. Altamont landfill allows 11,500 tons per day 

Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board, 2008; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 

• Alternative 1. Alternative 1 results in the most waste generation of all alternatives, but still is 
well under one percent of Altamont Landfill’s daily allowance.  

• Alternative 2. Alternative 2 results in the same amount of waste generation as the proposed 
General Plan, both of which remain well under one percent of Altamont Landfill’s daily 
allowance. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative results in the lowest amount of waste generation. 

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness  

Current police and fire protection is designed to meet the needs of the existing population and 
employment base. Implementation of the proposed General Plan or any of the alternatives would 
result in an increase in residents and employees, thereby increasing the long-term demand for 
police assistance and emergency fire response. Service expansion would be determined based on 
response times for the Police Department and call volume, complexity, and response times for 
the Fire Department. Please see Section 3.10: Public Services and Utilities for more detail. Public 
safety and emergency preparedness services are expected to expand in order to serve new 
residents under all alternatives. Because the No Project results in the smallest increases in 
population and employment, it would result in the smallest impact on police and fire services 
capacity. 

                                                        
3 http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=C&JURID=146&JUR=Emeryville. Household estimates are based on 

2007 data and employee estimates are based on 2004 data.  
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• Alternative 1. With slightly less new development projected for housing units but more than 
jobs, Alternative 1 would potentially place more demand on police, fire, and emergency 
services and facilities than the proposed General Plan. Expansion of existing capacity would 
be made based on identified needs, as described above.  

• Alternative 2. With slightly more new development projected for housing units but less for 
jobs, Alternative 2 would potentially place more demand on police, fire, and emergency 
services and facilities than the proposed General Plan. Expansion of existing capacity would 
be made based on identified needs, as described above. 

• No Project. The No Project alternative would result in the smallest population increase, 
causing the least impact on fire and police resources. However, expansion of existing capacity 
would be made based on identified needs, as described above. 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

The proposed General Plan increases the current park acreage from 15 to between 41 and 46 
acres. The City’s parkland supply would increase under each alternative, though potentially not as 
much as the proposed General Plan. The smallest increase would occur under the No Project 
alternative. The proposed General Plan includes the largest increase in acres of parkland as well 
as the largest number of acres per 1,000 new residents. 
• Alternative 1. This alternative includes only 14.8 acres of new parkland, resulting in 2.7 acres 

of parkland for every 1,000 new residents. This is less than the proposed General Plan and 
Alternative 2. This would result in accelerated wear on the limited park resources and would 
not meet community desire for increased parkland. Further, this alternative would fall short 
of the proposed General Plan’s goal of three acres of parkland for 1,000 new residents. 

• Alternative 2. This alternative creates more balanced development and an overall citywide 
ratio of jobs/employed residents, and the neighborhood focus includes the creation of more 
parkland than the No Project alternative or Alternative 1. This alternative will see more 
substantial increases in the ratio of parkland acres per new 1,000 residents; though less than 
the proposed General Plan. Further, the this alternative would fall short of the proposed 
General Plan’s goal of three acres of parkland for 1,000 new residents.  

• No Project. The No Project alternative only anticipates an increase of 7.8 acres of parkland. 
While this alternative also has the smallest increase in population, it still results in the lowest 
ratio of parkland to 1,000 new residents. This would result in accelerated wear on the limited 
park resources and would not meet community desire for increased parkland. Further, the 
No Project alternative would fall short of the proposed General Plan’s goal of three acres of 
parkland for 1,000 new residents.  

Table 4.3-10 illustrates existing and proposed parkland for each alternative comparing increase or 
decrease of total acres per 1,000 new residents to the levels under the proposed General Plan. 



Emeryv i l l e  Genera l  P lan :  Dra f t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

4-22 

Table 4.3-10: Parkland Comparison of Alternatives 

 
Proposed 

General Plan Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Project 

Parks (acres) 41 - 46  30  41  23  

Change from Existing Condition (acres) 30.8 14.8 25.8 7.8 

Net New Population 7,000 5,500 10,000 3,000 

Acres per 1,000 New Residents 4.4 2.7 2.6 2.6 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Differences in impacts on visual resources relate primarily to extent and type of development 
under each of the alternatives and to the streetscape character. The No Project provides the least 
improvement of streetscape or protection of existing visual resources. The proposed General Plan 
and Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide similar environmental benefits.  

• Alternative 1. With slightly less new development projected for housing units but more 
development of office, retail and hotel, this alternative would still include improved 
streetscape character. Protection of existing neighborhoods would be the same as with the 
proposed General Plan, as would short-term impacts since the level of development is similar.  

• Alternative 2. With slightly more new development projected for housing units but less for 
jobs, this alternative would still include improved streetscape character. Protection of existing 
neighborhoods would be the same as with the proposed General Plan, as would short-term 
impacts since the level of development is similar. 

• No Project. This alternative would not have as much development as the other alternatives, so 
it would have less short-term impacts on visual resources. However, it would not afford any 
long-term protection of views or improved streetscape character.  

ENERGY 

Energy use forecasts are based upon anticipated population and job growth, and the resultant 
increase in VMT. Typically, larger quantities of energy are consumed by larger populations and 
greater numbers of jobs than by smaller populations with fewer jobs. Likewise, energy expended 
on transportation is dependent upon VMT within the city and the efficiency of the transportation 
network. Transportation, residential, and commercial energy uses were calculated using the same 
methodology described in Section 3.13: Energy. Compounded annual growth rates for population 
and jobs were used to determine worst case scenario rates of growth for energy consumption. 
Transportation energy use was based on forecast VMT. Energy use varies by alternative, with the 
No Project alternative resulting in the smallest increase in commercial and residential energy use. 
Alternative 2 will result in more energy use than the No Project, but less than the proposed 
General Plan. Alternative 1, with the most focus on job growth, will result in the most 
commercial and residential energy use. Residential and commercial energy use, described in 
carbon dioxide equivalent CO2e, is shown in Table 4.3-11. Similarly, transportation energy use, 
shown in Table 4.3-12, will be the highest in Alternative 1 and lowest in Alternative 2.  
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Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are based upon anticipated population, employment, waste 
generation, and VMT. Emissions for residential, commercial/ industrial and waste are derived 
based on the Emeryville’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) emissions inventory and calculated 
annual growth rates for population and jobs, consistent with the methodology used in the 
CAP. Using the protocol developed by the California Climate Action Registry, projections of 
annual VMT were used to estimate total GHG emissions at buildout for the transportation 
sector. In addition, as described in greater detail in Section 3.13: Energy and Greenhouse 
Gases, the analysis includes implementation of Pavley phases 1 and 2 in the emissions analysis. 
The No Project alternative would result in the lowest total emissions, but the highest per capita 
emissions, and Alternative 1 would result in the highest emissions, and second highest per 
capita emissions. Alternative 2 would result in the lowest per capita emissions. GHG emissions 
are shown in Table 4.3-13. 

While emissions from Emeryville would contribute to the cumulative impact of global climate 
change, as discussed in Section 3.13, City emissions would not have a cumulatively 
considerable impact under any of the alternatives.  

Table 4.3-13: Community Emissions Projections by Alternative for 2030 (metric Tons of 

CO2e) 

  
2004 Existing 

Conditions 2030 Emissions 

Percent Change 
from 2004 to 

2030 
Per Capita 
Emissions 

No Project 243,910 268,862 10.23 21 

Proposed General Plan 243,910 288,214 18.16 17 

Alternative 1: Mixed Use City 243,910 298,111 22.22 20 

Alternative 2: Neighborhood Centers 243,910 273,284 12.04 14 

Note: Estimates assuming VMT as modeled by F&P and the implementation of Pavley one and two are implemented.  

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2008; Emeryville Climate Action Plan, November 2008; CCAR GRP v.2.2. 

• Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would result in 900 fewer housing units and 1,400 fewer 
residents than the proposed General Plan, but 3,000 more jobs. Due to the focus on 
employment rather than housing, VMT within the city would increase to 1.257 million 
under Alternative 1, nine percent higher than the 1.154 million VMT under the proposed 
General Plan, and the highest VMT of any alternative. Therefore, the demand for 
transportation energy would be greater than what it would be under the proposed General 
Plan. Similarly, Alternative 1 results in the largest increase in electricity use and natural gas 
use of any alternative, including the proposed general plan, when compared to existing 
conditions. Alternative 1 would also result in the highest GHG emissions of any alternative, 
in large part due to the high VMT and resultant transportation emissions. Further, because 
commercial and industrial emissions were already the second largest contributor to GHG 
emissions, the relatively higher annual growth rate in this category results in another 
significant contribution to GHG emissions. While the energy-saving and GHG reduction 
policies implemented under the proposed General Plan would apply to Alternative 1, 
reducing energy demand and GHG emissions further, Alternative 1 has the least 
environmental benefit in regard to energy use and GHG emissions. 
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• Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would result in 1,900 more housing units and 3,300 more new 
residents than the proposed General Plan, but 2,000 less jobs. The estimate of 1.136 million 
VMT under Alternative 2 is the lowest of any alternative, including the proposed General 
Plan. Therefore, the demand for transportation energy is the least of any alternative. 
Further, due to the larger population in Alternative 2, the per capita use of transportation 
energy is 18 percent less than in the proposed General Plan. Electricity and natural gas use 
would be higher than under the No Project, but slightly less than under the General Plan, 
and considerably less than Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would also result in the lowest per 
capita GHG emissions of any alternative, due to the focus on housing, resulting in a greater 
jobs-to-housing ratio and the lowest overall VMT. Finally, the energy-saving and GHG 
reduction policies implemented under the proposed General Plan would apply to 
Alternative 2, reducing energy demand and GHG emissions further.  

• No Project. The No Project alternative would result in 2,300 fewer housing units, 3,900 
fewer residents, and 1,000 fewer jobs than the proposed General Plan. However, the VMT 
in the No Project scenario is higher than in the proposed General Plan and Alternative 2, at 
approximately 1.174 million. Therefore, the No Project alternative would result in the 
second highest overall demand for transportation energy, behind Alternative 1. The lower 
growth in jobs and population would result in the lowest electricity and natural gas use of 
any alternative. Finally, the No Project would result in the lowest GHG emissions, though 
when considering the smaller population, the per capita GHG emissions are actually the 
highest of all alternatives. The No Project alternative is the only alternative that would not 
include the energy-saving and GHG reduction policies implemented under the proposed 
General Plan. However, the Emeryville CAP includes many of these measures and would 
result in lower energy use and GHG emissions than shown in this analysis.  

4.4  CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)(2)) require the identification of an environmentally 
superior alternative among the alternatives analyzed. Although the environmental superiority 
can vary depending on the topic, or even depending on analysis criteria for the same topic, 
overall the proposed General Plan represents the environmentally superior alternative. Because 
CEQA requires identification of an environmentally superior alternative, the No Project 
Alternative, because of the lower amount of growth and the resulting lessening of adverse 
impacts, would be environmentally superior. However, CEQA Guidelines mandate that if the 
No Project alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then another 
environmentally superior alternative must be identified, among the other alternatives and the 
Project.  

The proposed General Plan represents the environmentally superior alternative because it 
minimizes impacts while achieving the goals and guiding principles developed by the General 
Plan Steering Committee. In particular, the proposed Project focuses development at key nodes 
and around transit hubs, and improves the balance of job and residential growth, lessening the 
strain on public facilities. Alternative 2: Neighborhood Centers shows results similar to the 
proposed General Plan, even reducing impacts to traffic, air quality, and energy usage. But, it 
has greater impacts on public facilities and services due to a larger residential population. Table 
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4.4-1 summarizes the relative impacts for each alternative, for all of the topics discussed in this 
chapter. 

Since all new development in the city will result from infill development—the redevelopment 
of existing sites—each alternative expects development on the same set of sites. Therefore, 
impacts are no different for many issue areas, including biological resources, hydrology, and 
geology. Likewise, there is no difference in displacement impacts due to land use changes. For 
the topics where significant impacts have been identified—traffic, noise, and air quality—
differences between the alternatives and the proposed General Plan are negligible in a program 
EIR. For each of these topics, the result is still a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Table 4.4-1: Comparison of Impacts 

Topic Proposed 
General Plan 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Project 

Land Use and Housing  - - - - 

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 2 4 2 1 

Hazardous Materials and Toxics - - - - 

Biological Resources - - - - 

Hydrology and Flooding - - - - 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity - - - - 

Noise 2 4 2 1 

Cultural Resources 4 4 4 4 

Air Quality 2 4 1 3 

Public Services and Utilities     

Schools 1 1 4 1 

Water Supply 2 4 3 1 

Wastewater Treatment 2 4 4 1 

Solid Waste 2 4 2 1 

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness  2 4 4 1 

Parks and Recreation 1 3 2 4 

Aesthetics 1 1 1 4 

Energy 3 4 1 2 

Total 24 41 30 24 

 1 - 4 = Relative Impact (1= Lowest, 4 = Highest)  

 - = No Difference and Less than Significant 

  = Significant Project Impact 
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5 CEQA Required Conclusions 

This section summarizes significant unavoidable, irreversible, growth-inducing, and cumulative 
impacts, as required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  

5.1  GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

The EIR must examine the potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed General Plan. 
More specifically, CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR “discuss the ways in which the proposed 
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(d)). This analysis must also consider the 
removal of obstacles to population growth, such as improvements in the regional transportation 
system. 

Growth-inducing impacts such as those associated with job increases that might affect housing 
and retail demand in other jurisdictions over an extended time period are difficult to assess with 
precision, since future economic and population trends may be influenced by unforeseeable 
events, such as natural disasters and business development cycles. Moreover, long-term changes 
in economic and population growth are often regional in scope; they are not influenced solely by 
changes or policies related to City or development project. Business trends are influenced by eco-
nomic conditions throughout the state and country as well as around the world. 

Another consideration is that the creation of growth-inducing potential does not automatically 
lead to growth. Growth occurs through capital investment in new economic opportunities by the 
private or public sector. These investment patterns reflect, in turn, the desires of investors to mo-
bilize and allocate their resources to development in particular localities and regions. These and 
other pressures serve to fashion policy. These factors, combined with the regulatory authority of 
local governments, serve to mediate the growth-inducing potential or pressure created by a pro-
posed plan. Despite these limitations on the analysis, it is still possible to qualitatively assess the 
general potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed General Plan. 

PROJECTED GROWTH 

Population 

According to the California Department of Finance (DOF), the 2008 population of the City of 
Emeryville was 9,727, comprising less than one percent of the Alameda County’s total population 
of 1,543,000 (DOF, 2008). Under the proposed General Plan, Emeryville will accommodate a 
population of approximately 16,600 people at buildout, an increase of about 71 percent over the 
2008 population. This represents an average annual growth rate of 2.46 percent. The population 
forecast by the proposed General plan is 16 percent greater than the Association of Bay Area Gov-
ernment’s (ABAG) projected population of 14,300 in 2030 (ABAG 2007). 
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The increase in population attributable to the proposed General Plan would represent less than 
two percent of the total projected new population of Alameda County by 2030. Thus the growth 
is only a small fraction of anticipated regional growth.  

Housing 

The General Plan would allow for a maximum buildout of 9,800 households, compared to 7,940 
households projected for the year 2030 by ABAG (ABAG 2007). This difference represents a 23 
percent increase over ABAG projections and a 64 percent increase over existing housing units.  

Employment 

Employment in Emeryville under the proposed General Plan would increase by 46 percent from 
20,552 in 2008 to 30,000 in 2030. The 2030 estimate under the proposed General Plan is 12 per-
cent more than the 26,690 jobs projected by ABAG. Under the proposed General Plan, jobs in 
Emeryville will make up three percent of both new and total jobs in Alameda County in 2030. 
Roughly 500 industrial jobs may be displaced by proposed development, although the proposed 
General Plan is projected to provide a net increase of approximately 9,400 jobs through increases 
in office, technology, retail and hotel land uses.  

Overall, the proposed General Plan would accommodate more population and job growth than 
projected by ABAG. However, given that Emeryville’s borders are defined by surrounding cities of 
Berkeley and Oakland, as well as the San Francisco Bay, the city’s growth will be through densifi-
cation and intensification rather than by expanding outward. This focus of growth within the ur-
ban core with sufficient transportation and public service infrastructure is in line with the smart 
growth goals of ABAG, as it will lessen pressure for growth on the urban fringe.  

In addition, ABAG is in the process of adapting new projections – “Projections 2009” – which are 
much closer to the General Plan projections. 

INCREASE IN REGIONAL HOUSING DEMAND 

As the employment base in Emeryville continues to increase, more people may be drawn to Em-
eryville and surrounding areas. As a result, housing demand may increase in both Emeryville and 
other adjacent areas that are within commuting distance. At the same time, the concept of transit 
oriented development means the jobs in this area would be accessible from many cities. Further, 
the proposed Plan will result in development of approximately 3,800 new housing units by the 
year 2030, which will help meet some of the increased housing need. Emeryville is in the process 
of updating its Housing Element, concurrent with the drafting of the proposed General Plan. The 
current version was adopted in 2001 and certified by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development and includes programs to address regional housing needs of the near 
term. The current update will extend, modify, or add to these programs as needed to continue to 
respond to each city’s “fair share” of regional housing needs, as required by law. 
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JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE 

A city’s jobs/employment ratio (jobs to employed residents) would be 1:1 if the number of jobs in 
the city equaled the number of employed residents. In theory, such a balance would eliminate the 
need for commuting. More realistically, a balance means that in-commuting and out-commuting 
are matched, leading to efficient use of the transportation system, particularly during peak hours. 
The current jobs/housing ratio in Emeryville is 3.7:1, which means that there are 3.7 jobs for every 
employed resident in the City. This is the highest ratio of jobs to employed residents of any city in 
the Bay Area with the exception of Colma, which has a population of 1,500. Emeryville’s 
jobs/employed residents’ ratio has remained constant over the past decade, balancing the spike in 
jobs between 1995 and 2000 with the residential spike between 2000 and 2005.  

While the General Plan anticipates employment dominance to continue, Emeryville’s 
jobs/employed residents’ ratio is expected to be in greater balance by 2030. With nearly 10,000 
jobs expected to be added over the life of the Plan, the City can expect a jobs/employed residents 
ratio of approximately 2.6:1. Although this still represents a much higher ratio compared with 
nearby cities, it does reflect a substantial improvement toward a more balanced city. As a conse-
quence, the General Plan is not expected to have an adverse impact on jobs/housing balance that 
would contribute, directly or indirectly, to regional, subregional or citywide growth inducing im-
pacts. Table 5-1 displays existing and projected jobs per employed residents’ ratios. 

Table 5-1: Jobs per Employed Residents Ratios for the City of Emeryville 

 Existing Buildout 

Jobs        20,552 30,000 

Employed Residents 5,565 11,600 

Ratio              3.7 2.6 

Source: ABAG Projections, 2007; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008. 
 

Emeryville has always been an industrial center with more jobs than housing. As the job focus 
shifts to more office, technology, and retail, and housing increases, the city will achieve a more 
balanced ratio of jobs to employed residents. Development of housing and employment uses un-
der the proposed General Plan may induce population growth in surrounding areas. Intensifica-
tion of Emeryville with high-density residential uses and mixed-use development containing resi-
dential uses would increase the number of housing units within Emeryville. Higher densities are 
considered appropriate for this area, as it would provide a greater number of residents with con-
venient access to employment, shopping, and regional transit facilities such as AC Transit, BART, 
and Amtrak. It is expected that housing growth in Emeryville and a focus on transit-oriented de-
velopment would relieve some of the pressure for housing elsewhere in the region and allow pres-
ervation of lower density neighborhoods in surrounding areas. If, however, cities in the sub-
region are unable to meet the overall housing demand while job growth continues, development 
in Emeryville could be said to contribute to the regional trend and exacerbate the regional de-
mand for additional housing. 
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Physical changes needed to accommodate regional growth may have physical impacts on the en-
vironment. Potential effects of these physical changes are evaluated under their respective chap-
ters, such as 3.2: Traffic, Circulation and Parking, 3.7: Noise, 3.9: Air Quality, 3.10: Public Services, 
and 3.13: Energy.  

5.2  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

CEQA requires that the EIR examine cumulative impacts. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines § 
15130(a)(1), a cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combi-
nation of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” 
The analysis of cumulative impacts need not provide the level of detail required of the analysis of 
impacts from the project itself, but shall “reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of 
occurrence” (CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)). 

In order to assess cumulative impacts, the EIR must analyze either a list of past, present, and 
probable future projects or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document. It is important to note that the proposed General Plan is essentially a 
set of projects, representing the cumulative development scenario for the reasonably foreseeable 
future in the City of Emeryville Planning Area. This future scenario incorporates the likely effects 
of surrounding regional growth. By their nature, the air quality, transportation, and greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions analyses presented in Chapter 3 represent a cumulative analysis of the Plan-
ning Area as a whole, through 2030. As a result of adding the proposed General Plan to the re-
gional land use and transportation baseline, the travel demand, level of service operations, and 
associated air quality and GHG emissions produced by the proposed project is the cumulative 
condition for CEQA purposes. While some cumulative impacts on transportation and air quality 
are found to be significant, the cumulative effects on GHG emissions are found to be cumula-
tively significant, but the project’s contribution not considerable.  

Other cumulative impacts are identified below and within the relevant sections of Chapter 3. 

LAND USE AND HOUSING 

Concurrent implementation of the proposed General Plan and forecast development of residen-
tial and employment land uses in the region would result in increased pressure on water supply 
resources, which are currently expected to require rationing during a multi-year drought cycle. 

Forecast population and employment growth would result in increased pressure on fire and po-
lice services. In addition, increased congestion due to population and employment growth will 
slightly increase fire and police service response times. This effect is not considered significant. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, TOXICS, AND SAFETY 

Although areas impacted by hazardous materials can be located in close proximity to each other, 
hazardous material impacts are typically localized or site-specific versus a cumulative geographic 
area. It is possible, however for combined effects of transporting and disposal of hazardous mate-
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rials to be affected by cumulative development. New development under the proposed General 
Plan when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in the vi-
cinity, would not result in cumulative hazardous materials impacts.  

Future development, with implementation of the General Plan policies and established regulatory 
requirements, would have a less than significant hazardous materials impact to the public or the 
environment within the vicinity of the Planning Area. Other foreseeable development within the 
area, although likely increasing the potential to disturb existing contamination and the handling 
of hazardous materials, would be required to comply with the same regulatory framework as all 
development projects that involve hazardous materials, as have past and present projects. This 
includes federal and state regulatory requirements for transporting (Cal EPA and Caltrans) haz-
ardous materials or cargo (including fuel and other materials used in all motor vehicles) on pub-
lic roads or disposing of hazardous materials (Cal EPA, DTSC, ACEHD). In addition, all devel-
opment projects in the city of Emeryville would adhere to the proposed General Plan policies. 
Therefore, the effect of the proposed General Plan on hazardous materials, in combination with 
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects, would be less than significant. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Forecast development would change the visual character of Emeryville and improve the image of 
the City skyline. This would be a beneficial cumulative impact. 

5.3  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

According to CEQA Guidelines 15126(b), an EIR must discuss any significant environmental im-
pacts that cannot be avoided under full implementation of the proposed program. Also, this EIR 
must discuss why the program is being proposed, not withstanding such impacts. The proposed 
policies of the General Plan described in Chapter 3 of this EIR, would avoid or eliminate most 
potentially significant impacts. However, several impacts classified as significant unavoidable have 
been identified. 

TRAFFIC 

Significant impacts would occur at nine (9) study intersections and freeway segments because op-
erations would deteriorate from acceptable LOS D or better (per 1987 General Plan) under exist-
ing conditions to an LOS E or F under future conditions with the General Plan. Poor intersection 
operations will generate substantial vehicle queues that increase travel time along the San Pablo 
Avenue corridor and through the Powell Street / Christie Avenue loop system including Christie 
Avenue, Shellmound Street, and Powell Street.  

Buildout of the land uses envisioned in the Emeryville General Plan would result in additional 
automobile traffic on the freeway system in the vicinity of Emeryville. The freeway system is ex-
pected to operate at unacceptable levels for much of the morning and evening peak periods 
whether or not the General Plan is implemented.  
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NOISE 

New development proposed by the General Plan would result in population and employment 
increases and more automobile and truck use, such that traffic noise would increase by 5 dBA or 
greater on three roadway segments under the proposed General Plan. While an increase of 5 dBA 
is considered significant, it is only significant if it affects sensitive land uses (residences are sensi-
tive and could be negatively affected by a 5 dBA increase; industrial uses are not sensitive and are 
not likely to be affected by a 5 dBA increase). Two of the roadway segments would have CNEL 
values below 60 dBA (a level normally acceptable with residential development) even after the 
increase. Given the uncertainty as to whether future noise impacts could be adequately mitigated 
for all the individual projects that will be implemented as part of the updated General Plan, this 
impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

AIR QUALITY 

The 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy is based on population assumptions in the 2003 ABAG Projec-
tions. Since the General Plan population projections would exceed the 2003 ABAG projections, 
the proposed General Plan would not be consistent with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy and 
associated emissions generated by the proposed General Plan would exceed the assumptions used 
in the Ozone Strategy to forecast future trends in emissions that form the basis for future air qual-
ity planning. Implementation of General Plan policies would reduce the impact, but given the 
consistency analysis requirement of BAAQMD, the impact of the proposed Emeryville General 
Plan is significant. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The City of Emeryville contains many historic sites as well as sites of local historical importance 
that may be eligible for designation. A majority of the city’s historic resources are located in an 
Emeryville Historic Industrial District, identified by a 1990 Caltrans survey along Park Avenue, 
including 19 contributory resources. Because development under the proposed General Plan 
could result in the demolition of historic resources and sites of local historical importance, and 
because the court has ruled that such impacts cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance (52 
Cal. App. 4th 896), the potential for new development to impact these sites is significant and 
unavoidable.  

5.4  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

The EIR must also examine irreversible changes to the environment. More specifically, CEQA 
Guidelines require the EIR to consider whether “uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial 
and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such re-
sources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(c)). “Nonre-
newable resource” refers to the physical features of the natural environment, such as land, water-
ways, etc. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Increases in vehicle trips and traffic resulting from implementation of the proposed General Plan 
would potentially contribute to long-term degradation of air quality and atmospheric conditions 
in the Bay Area, other parts of California, and the Western United States. However, technological 
improvements in automobiles, as well as commercial and industrial machinery, may lower the 
rate of air quality degradation in the coming decades. 

ENERGY SOURCES 

New development under the proposed General Plan would result in the commitment of existing 
and planned sources of energy, which would be necessary for the construction and daily use of 
new buildings and for transportation. Both residential and non-residential development use elec-
tricity, natural gas, and petroleum products for power, lighting, heating, and other indoor and 
outdoor services, while cars use both oil and gas. Use of these types of energy for new develop-
ment would result in the overall increased use of non-renewable energy resources. This represents 
an irreversible environmental change. However, energy-reduction efforts may lower the rate of 
increase. 

CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS 

Irreversible environmental changes could also occur during the course of constructing develop-
ment projects made possible by the proposed General Plan. New construction would result in the 
consumption of building materials, natural gas, electricity, water, and petroleum products. Con-
struction equipment running on fossil fuels would be needed for excavation and the shipping of 
building materials. Due to the non-renewable or slowly renewable nature of these resources, this 
represents an irretrievable commitment of resources. 

5.5  EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

CEQA requires that an EIR provide a brief statement indicating why various possible significant 
impacts were determined to be not significant. Chapter 3 of this EIR discusses all potential im-
pacts, regardless of their magnitude. A similar level of analysis is provided for impacts found to be 
less than significant as impacts found to be significant. Significance of an impact is assessed in 
relation to the significance criteria provided in each section in Chapter 3. A summary of all im-
pacts is provided in the Executive Summary of this EIR. 
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Appendix C: Regional Water Quality Control 

Board Geotracker Database 



 



 

C-1 

 
SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

45TH STREET ARTIST'S COOPERATIVE 
INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4250 HORTON 

AA JOHNSON & SON INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1164 66TH 

ABCO WATERPROOFING COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3135 FILBERT 

ALLIED PACKING & SUPPLY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5303 ADELINE 

ASPHALT PRODUCT OIL CORP COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1001 ASHBY AVE 

BALAAM BROS PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1350 POWELL 

BAY EXPORT SERVICES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 717 POTTER ST 

BECKER PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1300 POWELL 

BERKELEY FARMS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4550 SAN PABLO 

BERKELEY INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 729 HEINZ ST 

BUTTNER PROPERTIES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4055 HUBBARD 

CAHON ASSOCIATES INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3501 SAN PABLO 

CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3015 ADELINE 

CAN TRANSPORT INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 196 BURMA 

CHEVRON COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 2995 SAN PABLO AVE 

CHEVRON COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3250 SACRAMENTO ST 

CHIEF'S AUTO PARTS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5714 SAN PABLO 

CHIRON COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4525 HOLLIS STREET 

CITY OF EMERYVILLE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1056 48TH 

CITY OF OAKLAND COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3455 ETTIE 

CITY OF OAKLAND / CITY OF 
EMERYVILLE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4800 SAN PABLO 

CITY OF OAKLAND FIRE STATION #5 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 934 34TH 

CITY WOOD COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3423 HARLAN 

CLEARPRINT PAPER CO INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1482 67TH 

CLEMENTINA LTD COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5521 DOYLE 

CONSTRUCTION SERVICES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1300 POWELL 

COPPER & BRASS SALES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1295 67TH 

COULTER STEEL & FORGE COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1494 67TH 

DAYS INN HOTEL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1603 POWELL 

DIESEL FUEL TANK AREA FORMER COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 722 FOLGER AVE 

DOUGCO METAL FINISHING COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1073 34TH 

DURKEE WAREHAM COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 700 HEINZ ST 

EAST BAYBRIDGE CENTER COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 
UNKNOWN YERBA 
BUENA AVE & HOLLIS ST 
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C-2 
 

SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

EMERYLOFTS DEVELOPMENT CO COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1500 PARK 

EMERYVILLE REDEVELOPMENT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4300 SAN PABLO 

EXXON COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5829 ADELINE 

FABCO AUTOMOTIVE CORP COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1249 67TH 

FOLGER MURPHY PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1020 MURRAY ST 

FORMER INDUSTRIAL HARD CHROME COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5701 HOLLIS 

GEO M MARTIN COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1308 67TH 

GEROW PROPERTIES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1255 PARK 

GRING PEST CONTROL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 741 FOLGER AVE 

GROVE VALVE & REGULATOR COMPANY 
(TOXIC) COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 6529 HOLLIS 

GUITON BUS LINES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3421 HOLLIS 

HENRY SHIREK ESTATE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3425 ETTIE 

HFH LTD COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1351 OCEAN 

HOLETT MACHINE WORKS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 746 FOLGER AVENUE 

HOLLIS STREET PROJECT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 6050 HOLLIS 

J H FITZMAURICE INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 2857 HANNAH 

JT TRUCKING COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 2818 CYPRESS 

JWP MECHANICAL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 999 ANTHONY ST 

KING KNIGHT COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 6202 CHRISTIE 

KITE MAKERS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5813 FREMONT 

KRENZ LIMITED COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 750 POTTER ST 

LIQUID SUGARS INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1275 66TH 

LOOMIS ARMORED INC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 936 BROCKHURST 

MACBETH HARDWARE COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 930 ASHBY AVE 

MAGNOLIA STREET LLC PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1200 32ND 

MALCOM X SCHOOL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1734 PRINCE ST 

MARTIN LUTHER KING JR SCHOOL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 
5714 MARTIN LUTHER 
KING JR 

MATSON TERMINALS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3050 7TH 

MEADOWS PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1440 ASHBY AVE 

MISSION TAYLOR PROPERTIES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1410 64TH 

MOORE PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3155 SACRAMENTO ST 

NEIGHBORHOOD LAUNDROMAT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3838 WEST 

OAKLAND ARMY BASE - OAKLAND 
ARMY BASE AST - 4 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 

BURMA ROAD, 
BUILDING 14 (POV 
LOADING DOC 
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C-3 

SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

OAKLAND ARMY BASE - OAKLAND 
ARMY BASE AST - 5 COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 

WAKE AVENUE,  
BALDWIN YARD 

OAKLAND DIESEL FACILITY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1301 65TH 

OLIVER RUBBER COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1200 65TH 

OWENS MORTGAGE INVESTMENT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3623 ADELINE 

PARTCH PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 2856 HELEN 

PCC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 6400 SAN PABLO AVE 

PELCO DISTRIBUTORS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1550 PARK 

PIE FREIGHT TERMINAL SITE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5500 EASTSHORE 

PLYWOOD LUMBER & SALES COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4050 HORTON 

PRAXAIR / ALTAIR BAYOX COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1171 OCEAN 

ROMAK IRON WORKS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3250 HOLLIS 

RYERSON STEEL & ALUMINUM COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1465 65TH 

SAN PABLO LLC COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4550 SAN PABLO 

SCOTT PROPERTY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1043 MACARTHUR 

SHELL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4250 HORTON ST 

SHELL BRANDED SERVICE STATION COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1200 ASHBY AVENUE 

SIEGAL & STRAIN ARCHITECT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1295 59TH 

SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION 
COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1450 SHERWIN 

SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION 
COMPANY COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4226 HALLECK 

STANDARD BRANDS PAINTS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4343 SAN PABLO 

SUPERGEN COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 6450 HOLLIS 

TEXACO COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 840 ASHBY AVE 

UNKNOWN COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 
UNKNOWN 64TH & 
65TH ST 

VACANT LOT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 4800 SAN PABLO 

VACANT LOT COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1258 64TH 

WEATHERFORD MOTORS BMW COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5903 CHRISTIE 

WEIBEL VINEYARDS COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1250 STANFORD AVE 

WESTERN BRAKE COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 1461 PARK 

WILLIAM BYRON RUMFORD SR PLAZA COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 3000 SACRAMENTO ST 

WOODFIN SUITE HOTEL COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED 5800 SHELLMOUND 

1465 65TH ST (RYERSON-TULL) OPEN 1465 65TH STREET 

AC TRANSIT OPEN 1177 47TH ST 

BAY CENTER PROJECT OPEN 1665 65TH ST 
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C-4 
 

SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

BOYSEN PAINT OPEN 1001 42ND ST 

CHAPMAN PROPERTY OPEN 1400 53RD ST 

CHEVRON #20-6265 OPEN 1520 POWELL 

DUTRO COMPANY OPEN 1333 62ND ST 

ELECTRO COATING INC OPEN 1401/1421 PARK AVENUE 

EMERYVILLE INDUSTRIAL COURT OPEN 5885 HOLLIS 

FABCO OPEN 1249 67TH ST 

GOOD GUYS STORE OPEN 5800 CHRISTIE 

GROVE VALVE & REGULATOR COMPANY 
(TOXIC) OPEN 6521 HOLLIS 

HFH LIMITED OPEN 6400 HOLLIS ST 

JUDSON STEEL OPEN 
UNKNOWN 
SHELLMOUND ST 

LIQUID SUGARS INC (TOXICS) OPEN 1269 66TH 

NIELSEN PROPERTY OPEN 5800 SHELLMOUND ST 

OLIVER RUBBER COMPANY OPEN 1200 65TH 

PARINA ENTERPRISES OPEN 5433 SAN PABLO AVE 

PARK AVENUE PROPERTY OPEN 1199 PARK AVE 

RD MINER COMPANY OPEN 750 37TH ST 

SCHWABACKER FREY OPEN 5733 PELADEAU 

SHERWIN-WILLIAMS CO OPEN 1450 SHERWIN AVE 

SYBASE PROPERTIES OPEN 
1410/1450 64TH STREET 
AND 1465 65TH STREET 

UNKNOWN OPEN 4543 HORTON ST 

VACANT BUILDING OPEN 1372 OCEAN 

WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC - PARCEL 4 OPEN 4899 PELADEAU 

ALASKA GASOLINE OPEN - REMEDIATION 6211 SAN PABLO 

ARCO #04931 OPEN - REMEDIATION 731 MACARTHUR 

BP #11126 OPEN - REMEDIATION 1700 POWELL 

DEL MONTE PLANT 35 (AKA 4204 HOLLIS 
ST) OPEN - REMEDIATION 1250 PARK 

MIKE ROBERTS COLOR PRODUCTION OPEN - REMEDIATION 6707 BAY 

MOBIL #99-105 / CARS RENT A CAR OPEN - REMEDIATION 6301 SAN PABLO 

PETERSON MANUFACTURING COMPANY 
INC OPEN - REMEDIATION 1600 63RD 

RUSH PROPERTY GROUP 32ND ST / 
PRECISION LOFTS OPEN - REMEDIATION 1549 32ND 
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SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

SHELLMOND PROPERTIES OPEN - REMEDIATION 4300 EASTSHORE HWY 

SNK ANDANTE PROJECT OPEN - REMEDIATION 3992 SAN PABLO 

THRIFTY OIL #49 OPEN - REMEDIATION 3400 SAN PABLO 

WAREHAM PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT OPEN - REMEDIATION 2855 MANDELA 

BERKELEY INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX OPEN - REOPEN CASE 729 HEINZ AVE 

1171 OCEAN AVENUE LLC PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1171 OCEAN 

AJ TRUCKING OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5600 SHELLMOUND 

AMBASSADOR LAUNDRY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3623 ADELINE 

ARCO OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4401 MARKET 

ASPHALT PRODUCTS OIL CORP OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1001 ASHBY AVE 

ATLAS HEATING & AIR CONDITIONING 
COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1451 32ND 

BARBARY COAST STEEL OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4300 EASTSHORE 

BASHLAND INC OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4015 HOLLIS 

BAY AREA WAREHOUSE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4001 HOLLIS 

BERKELEY BUSINESS CENTER OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 2900 42 SAN PABLO AVE 

BOLINS SERVICE GARAGE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6335 SAN PABLO 

BP #11127 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
5425 MARTIN LUTHER 
KING JR 

BRECKENRIDGE AUTO SHOP OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6045 SAN PABLO 

CALIFORNIA LINEN RENTAL OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 989 41ST 

CALIFORNIA SYRUP & EXTRACT OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1355 55TH 

CALTRANS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3465 ETTIE 

CALTRANS EAST BAY PAINT YARD OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 0 BURMA 

CELIS SERVICE STATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4000 SAN PABLO 

CHEVRON #9-1583 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
5509 MARTIN LUTHER 
KING JR 

CHIRON CORPORATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4560 HORTON STREET 

CITY OF EMERYVILLE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1333 PARK 

CITY OF EMERYVILLE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3310 POWELL 

CITY OF EMERYVILLE FIRE STATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4331 SAN PABLO 

CITY OF EMERYVILLE FIRE STATION #2 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6303 HOLLIS 

CITY OF PARIS CLEANERS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3516 ADELINE 

CM SERVICE STATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1441 ASHBY AVE 

DEL MONTE PLANT #35 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4202 HOLLIS ST 

DIESEL FUEL TANK AREA FORMER OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 722 FOLGER AVE 
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SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

DUNN QUALITY PAINTS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1007 41ST ST 

DUNNE QUALITY PAINTS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1007 41ST 

DUTRO COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1333 62ND 

ELECTRO-COATINGS INC OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1401-21 PARK 

EMERY BAY MARKETPLACE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
UNKNOWN 64TH & 
CHRISTIE 

EMERY BAY PLAZA OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1650 65TH 

EMERYVILLE APARTMENT COMPLEX 
DEVELOPMENT OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 

UNKNOWN FRONTAGE 
RD 

FG GASOLINE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3314 SAN PABLO 

FOLGER AVENUE PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 722 FOLGER AVE 

FORDHAM PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5515 DOYLE 

FORMER GAS STATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6623 SAN PABLO 

FP LATHROP PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5813 SHELLMOUND ST 

GARZA & ASSOCIATES OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1240 POWELL 

GATEWAY LIQUORS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5944 SAN PABLO 

GENERAL TRANSPORTATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3211 WOOD 

GOLDSMITH LATHROP OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
5813-5815 
SHELLMOUND 

J&H AUTO REPAIR AND GAS STATION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
3701 MARTIN LUTHER 
KING JR 

LATHROP SPIEKER PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5801 5895 CHRISTIE AVE 

LERER BROTHERS TRANSMISSION OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6340 CHRISTIE 

LITTLE PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1201 32ND 

MARKET PLACE MARTIN COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
UNKNOWN CHRISTIE 
AVE 

MARRIOT PARCEL 2 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4300 EASTSHORE HWY 

MAZ GLASS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3800 SAN PABLO 

MCGRATH STEEL COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6655 HOLLIS 

MICHEL AND PELTON OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5743 LANDREGAN ST 

MYERS CONTAINER CORP OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6549 SAN PABLO AVE 

OAK WALK REDEVELOPMENT SITE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4090 SAN PABLO 

OAKLAND NATIONAL ENGRAVERS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1001 42ND 

OAKLAND NATIONAL ENGRAVES OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 
UNKNOWN 41ST AVE & 
ADELINE ST 

OAKLAND NATIONAL ENGRAVING OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1001 42ND ST 

PACIFIC GALVANIZING OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 715 46TH 
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SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

PEPSI-COLA COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1150 PARK 

PERCY ADAMS JR SENIOR APARTMENTS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1094 ALCATRAZ 

PFIZER PIGMENTS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4650 SHELLMOUND 

PG&E OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4525 HOLLIS 

PIE FREIGHT TERMINAL OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5500 EASTSHORE HWY 

R&H AUTO REPAIR OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5315 SAN PABLO 

RED TOP ELECTRIC INC OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4377 ADELINE 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1056 46TH ST 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1265 1269 OCEAN AVE 

RIFKIN INVESTMENT COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4525-4549 HORTON 

RIX INDUSTRIES OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6460 HOLLIS 

ROBINSON PROPERTY / MOHAWK OIL 
CO OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5630 SAN PABLO 

SAN FRANCISCO FRENCH BREAD OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3924 MARKET 

SAN FRANCISCO FRENCH BREAD 
COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 4070 SAN PABLO 

SCHWABACHER / FREY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5733 PELADEAU 

SHELL #13-5266 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1800 POWELL 

SHELL #13-9619 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3420 SAN PABLO 

SOUTHLAND CORP OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 901 ASHBY AVE 

SOUTHLAND CORP OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 901 ASHBY AVE 

SPIEKER PROPERTIES OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 2000 POWELL 

ST FRANCIS PIE COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1125 67TH 

TASCO OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3430 WOOD ST 

THOMAS SHORT COMPANY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3430 WOOD 

THOROUGHBRED BUILDING OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1397 55TH 

TOSCO 76 #3737 / CHEVRON OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1400 POWELL 

TRANSOL LANCOSTE SITE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 1600 64TH ST 

TULLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3428 ETTIE 

UNKNOWN OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3707 BAY ST 

US POSTAL SERVICE OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6121 HOLLIS ST 

USPS OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6121 HOLLIS 

VACANT FACILITY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 6603 BAY 

VACANT LOT OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5531 VALLEJO 

WEATHERFORD BMW OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 735 ASHBY AVE 

WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC - PARCEL 1 OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 5815-5899 PELADEAU 
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SITE NAME CLEANUP STATUS ADDRESS 

ZIMMERMAN PROPERTY OPEN - SITE ASSESSMENT 3442 ADELINE 

1266 66TH ST 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 1266 66TH ST 

4343 SAN PABLO AVENUE 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 

4343 SAN PABLO 
AVENUE 

AC TRANSIT 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 1177 47TH 

BERKELEY FARMS TRUCK REPAIR 
SOUTHERN SITE 

OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 4501 SAN PABLO 

BERKELEY FARMS TRUCK SHOP YARD 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 4575 SAN PABLO 

CHROMEX 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 1400 PARK 

CHROMEX (TOXIC) 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 1400 PARK 

EMERYVILLE CRESCENT PROPERTY 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING POWELL ST & I-80 

HYDRAULIC ELECTRO SERVICE 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 5812 HOLLIS 

RANSOME COMPANY 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 4030 HOLLIS 

SUPER 7 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 901 ASHBY AVE 

SUTTA & COMPANY 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 3401 WOOD 

VACANT FACILITY 
OPEN - VERIFICATION 
MONITORING 6601 BAY 
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Table D-1: Proposed Community-wide Emissions Reduction Measures 

Measure 
ID# Measure 

CO2e 
(metric 

tons) 

% to-
wards 

goal 

C58 Transit Oriented Development 17,640 18.00 

C16 Require Green Building for New Construction  10,511 10.73 

C29 Energy Efficiency Education Targeted at Residents 7,514 7.67 

C32 Water Conservation Ordinance 5,341 5.45 

C30 Promote Green Building Through Loans & Incentives 5,256 5.36 

C44 Education on Low-carbon Transportation Options 3,985 4.07 

C23 Require Energy Efficiency Retrofit at Time of Sale 3,757 3.83 

C17 Strict Commercial Energy Code 3,504 3.58 

C22 Energy Efficiency Retrofits of Existing Facilities 3,504 3.58 

C47 Bus Rapid Transit 3,466 3.54 

C28 Energy Efficiency Education Targeted at Business 3,325 3.39 

C38 Reflective Roofing 2,346 2.39 

C52 Expand Carshare 2,317 2.36 

C18 Strict Residential Energy Code 2,254 2.30 

C19 Offer Loans for Residential Energy Efficiency Improvements 2,254 2.30 

C10 High Efficiency Water Heaters 2,185 2.23 

C21 Energy Efficient Affordable Housing 1,503 1.53 

C36 Low-Maintenance Landscaping 1,480 1.51 

C57 Provide Free High School Bus Passes 1,002 1.07% 

C36 Lighting Occupancy Sensors 958 0.98 

C20 Low-income Home Weatherization 881 0.90 

C27 Efficient Lighting Retrofits - T12 lamps to T-8 lamps 821 0.84 

C11 Increase Chiller Efficiency 817 0.83 

C31 Green Business Programs 665 0.68 

C39 Install Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Energy 656 0.67 

C51 Increase BART & AMTRAK Ridership 639 0.65 

C5 Energy Efficient Refrigerators 556 0.57 

C46 Increase Emery-Go-Round Ridership 556 0.57 

C48 Parking Cashout 450 0.46 

C40 Install Solar Hot Water through incentives 390 0.40 

C34 Water Saving Shower Heads 377 0.39 

C1 Energy Efficient Computers  365 0.37 

C2 Energy Efficient Computer Monitors 340 0.35 
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Measure 
ID# Measure 

CO2e 
(metric 

tons) 

% to-
wards 

goal 

C13 HVAC Fan Upgrades 331 0.34 

C14 HVAC Maintenance Tune-ups 317 0.32 

C50 Increase AC Transit Ridership 278 0.28 

C56 Provide Bicycles for Daily Trips 262 0.27 

C8 Energy-Efficient Dish Washers 252 0.26 

C45 Bicycling Paths and Facilities 243 0.25 

C12 Increase Boiler Efficiency 222 0.23 

C6 Energy Efficient Vending Machines 199 0.20 

C37 Green Roofs 196 0.20 

C53 Promote Carpooling and Vanpooling 187 0.19 

C15 Switch Electric Heat to Natural Gas 185 0.19 

C9 Efficient Clothes Washers 172 0.18 

C54 Promote Telecommuting 172 0.18 

C60 Parking and Lane Incentives for Hybrid Vehicles 164 0.17 

C59 Use Hybrid Vehicles - (all sectors) 164 0.17 

C4 Energy Efficient Copiers 150 0.15 

C63 Increase Urban Forest 126 0.13 

C49 Walking Friendly Environments 122 0.12 

C42 Electric Vehicle Charging Stations on Parking Structures 119 0.12 

C61 Use Smaller Fleet Vehicles 92 0.09 

C43 Integrate Bicycles and Transit 81 0.08 

C3 Energy Efficient Printers 74 0.08 

C25 Energy Efficient Exit Signs 54 0.06 

C62 Plant Trees to Shade Buildings 41 0.04 

C33 Water Saving Faucets  38 0.04 

C24 Compact Fluorescent Light Bulb (CFL) Distribution 35 0.04 

C35 High Efficiency Toilets 25 0.03 

C7 Energy Efficient Water Coolers 24 0.02 

C41 Use Wind Energy 20 0.02 

 Sub Total from CAPPA Software 95,961 97.99 

 Recycling and Composting Actions (from WARM model) 16,766  

 TOTAL TONS REDUCED 112,727  

Source: CAPPA software from ICLEI and WARM model from EPA. 
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Table D-2: Proposed Government Emissions Reduction Measures 

Measure 
ID # Measure 

CO2e (metric 
tons) 

% of 
goal 

G21 Use Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Energy 65.61 23.12 

G12 Require Green Building for New Construction  26.28 9.26 

G13 Energy Efficiency Retrofits of Existing Facilities 21.90 7.72 

G28 
Increase BART & AMTRAK Transit Ridership by em-
ployees 16.80 5.92 

G32 Hybrid Vehicles - City Fleet 16.45 5.80 

G22 Use Solar Heat for Public Swimming Pool 15.74 5.55 

G36 Establish/Expand Recycling Programs 13.15 4.63 

G17 Lighting Occupancy Sensors 11.49 4.05 

G35 Fuel Efficient Vehicles for Parking Enforcement 10.55 3.72 

G18 Low-Maintenance Landscaping 9.87 3.48 

G27 Increase Emery-Go-Round Ridership by employees 7.31 2.58 

G25 Police on Bicycles 7.08 2.50 

G16 LED Traffic Signals 4.73 1.67 

G20 Reflective Roofing 4.69 1.65 

G26 Parking Cashout 4.50 1.58 

G8 Increase Chiller Efficiency 4.09 1.44 

G38 Plant Trees to Shade Buildings 4.07 1.44 

G19 Green Roofs 3.92 1.38 

G33 Use Smaller Fleet Vehicles 3.69 1.30 

G7 High Efficiency Water Heaters 3.64 1.28 

G29 Carsharing program for fleet vehicles 3.45 1.22 

G11 HVAC Maintenance Tune-ups 3.17 1.12 

G4 Energy Efficient Copiers 3.00 1.06 

G37 Reuse or Recycling of Construction Materials 2.98 1.05 

G23 Install Solar Hot Water 1.92 0.68 

G1 Energy Efficient Computers  1.83 0.64 

G2 Energy Efficient Computer Monitors 1.70 0.60 

G10 HVAC Fan Upgrades 1.65 0.58 

G3 Energy Efficient Printers 1.48 0.52 

G9 Increase Boiler Efficiency 1.11 0.39 

G14 Energy Efficient Exit Signs 1.09 0.38 

G15 LED Street Lights 1.05 0.37 

G5 Energy Efficient Refrigerators 0.93 0.33 

G30 Promote Telecommuting 0.86 0.30 
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Measure 
ID # Measure 

CO2e (metric 
tons) 

% of 
goal 

G34 Retire Old or Underused Fleet Vehicles 0.75 0.26 

G24 Bicycling Paths and Facilities 0.46 0.16 

G31 Provide Bicycles for Daily Trips 0.45 0.16 

G6 Energy Efficient Water Coolers 0.41 0.14 

   TOTAL TONS REDUCED 285  

Source: CAPPA software from ICLEI. 

 

Table D-3: Proposed Community Solid Waste Measures 

Reduce Waste in half by 2020 over 2004 levels with : 

Increase participation in commercial recycling/reuse programs for paper, cardboard, and plastic 
film 

Participate in StopWaste.Org’s audit and technical assistance program 

Encourage businesses to participate in the County Green Business program 

Increase participation in residential recycling programs 

Educate residents and businesses about the benefits of Bay-Friendly Landscaping and Gardening 

Increase participation in commercial and residential food waste collection program (for com-
posting). 

Consider incentives for waste reduction such as new rate structures for refuse and discards 
collection that credit diversion and allow for reduced rate composting/recycling services for 
businesses and residents. 
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Table D-4: Proposed Government Solid Waste Management Measures 

Implement a duplex copying/printing policy in municipal office buildings 

Reduce Landscape Waste in City landscapes by implementing StopWaste.Org’s Bay-Friendly Land-
scaping Program.  Include practices such as: 

• Increase on-site composting and mulching of municipal plant debris, using compost as a soil 
amendment, mulch for weed suppression, including the use of drip irrigation systems, a di-
verse plant pallet to resist pests, and reducing turf and sheared hedges. 

Increase  recycling and composting in municipal facilities 

Adopt policies that support reduced waste (and which support other environmental priorities) in-
cluding the following:  

• Environmental purchasing policy 
• 75% Diversion Goal 
• Construction &Demolition materials recycling ordinance 
• Civic Bay-Friendly/Green Building Ordinance 
• Residential green building resolution 
• Consider mandatory residential & commercial recycling/composting ordinance 

Revise franchise language as franchises are renegotiated to include language that maximizes diver-
sion (see StopWaste.Org for best practices) 
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