










































Executive Summary 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report ES-3 

 Alternative 3: Shortened Pier Alternative. Alternative 3 would implement the proposed project 
as planned but would reduce the length of the pier such that it would not extend beyond the 
breakwater. A shortened pier would result in reductions to construction impacts while 
maintaining ferry service, and operational impacts would remain similar to the proposed 
project. However, public access and recreational opportunities would be limited, and therefore, 
Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objectives to a lesser extent than the proposed project. 

 Alternative 4: Reduced Landside Facilities Alternative. Alternative 4 would involve the 
construction of the full pier and breakwater but would eliminate landside improvements such as 
the public plaza, cycle track, Bay Trail Extension, parking lot upgrades, and bus facilities. Minimal 
landside construction would still be required under Alternative 4 to complete and ensure 
emergency access to the proposed Pier including the Pier Abutment itself (including deep soil 
mixing to create a seismically stable landing for the abutment), and retaining wall and fill in the 
area to create vehicle and accessible connections between the existing sidewalk/Seawall Drive 
and the new pier. Several construction-related impacts would be reduced as a result, however, 
impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation would increase long-term 
due to fewer multimodal access opportunities and continued reliance on single-occupancy 
vehicle travel to access the new pier. In addition, Alternative 4 would provide substantially 
fewer public access opportunities and recreational benefits and therefore would not fulfill all 
Project Objectives. 

Refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives, for the complete EIR alternatives analysis. 

Areas of Known Controversy 
During the EIR scoping process, members of the public identified concerns related to the potential 
for the proposed project to affect parking availability for recreationalists. Chapter 3, Environmental 
Impact Analysis (see Secondary Impacts subsection) identifies the approach for addressing parking 
impacts under CEQA for the proposed project. Public responses to the Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft EIR as well as public input received at the EIR scoping meeting held by the City are summarized 
in Chapter 1, Introduction. 

Issues to be Resolved 
There are no CEQA-related issues to be resolved at this time.  

Issues Not Studied in Detail in the EIR 
All environmental issue areas are analyzed in detail in this EIR.  





https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en






https://www.nps.gov/articles/series.htm?id=62144687-B082-538A-A0174FFF26496394




















https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/berkeley-pier-ferry-access-project
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/berkeley-pier-ferry-access-project
https://www.scribd.com/document/38341603/WETA-Implementation-and-Operations-Plan


https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-03-12%20Item%2009%20Memorandum%20of%20Understanding.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-03-12%20Item%2009%20Memorandum%20of%20Understanding.pdf
https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20240926061356/Item-8A-Berkeley-Ferry-Service-Business-Plan.pdf


https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/FINAL_Ferry%20Terminal%20Facility%20Feasibility%20Study%20-%20Berkeley%20Municipal%20Pier.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/FINAL_Ferry%20Terminal%20Facility%20Feasibility%20Study%20-%20Berkeley%20Municipal%20Pier.pdf














https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/berkeley-pier-ferry-access-project
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/berkeley-pier-ferry-access-project




















https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/02_Land%20Use%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/waterfront-master-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/waterfront-master-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/berkeley-marina-master-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/berkeley-marina-master-plan


https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/FINAL_Ferry%20Terminal%20Facility%20Feasibility%20Study%20-%20Berkeley%20Municipal%20Pier.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/FINAL_Ferry%20Terminal%20Facility%20Feasibility%20Study%20-%20Berkeley%20Municipal%20Pier.pdf








https://codes.iccsafe.org/s/IBC2024V1.0/chapter-16-structural-design/IBC2024V1.0-Ch16-Sec1604.5




https://www.actransit.org/sites/default/files/timetable_files/51B-2025_08_10.pdf






















https://ies.org/standards/lighting-library/
https://ies.org/standards/lighting-library/
https://darksky.org/app/uploads/2025/04/DarkSky-Luminaires-program-packet-V3-2025-3.pdf
https://darksky.org/app/uploads/2025/04/DarkSky-Luminaires-program-packet-V3-2025-3.pdf














https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20240926061356/Item-8A-Berkeley-Ferry-Service-Business-Plan.pdf


https://avaenergy.org/what-we-do/
https://avaenergy.org/your-energy-options/how-it-works/


https://sanfranciscobayferry.com/emergency-response/
https://sanfranciscobayferry.com/emergency-response/


https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20240910102156/WETAEmergencyResponsePlan030316.pdf






















https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11-18%20%20Status%20of%20the%20Southern%20Peninsula%20and%20the%20building%20at%20199%20Seawall%20Drive%20in%20the%20Berkeley%20Waterfront.pdf
https://www.ebparks.org/sites/default/files/2025-0512_NBS-Feasibility-Report.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-03-28%20%20Parks%2C%20Recreation%2C%20and%20Waterfront%20Department%20Capital%20Improvement%20Project%20and%20Minor%20Maintenance%20Program%20Update.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-03-28%20%20Parks%2C%20Recreation%2C%20and%20Waterfront%20Department%20Capital%20Improvement%20Project%20and%20Minor%20Maintenance%20Program%20Update.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11-18%20%20Status%20of%20the%20Southern%20Peninsula%20and%20the%20building%20at%20199%20Seawall%20Drive%20in%20the%20Berkeley%20Waterfront.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11-18%20%20Status%20of%20the%20Southern%20Peninsula%20and%20the%20building%20at%20199%20Seawall%20Drive%20in%20the%20Berkeley%20Waterfront.pdf
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6204/10a_25_0106_7_Attachment_F_Transportation_Project_List_CORRECTED.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-09-09%20Item%2014%20Reject%20All%20Bids%20Associated%20with%20Cesar%20Chavez.pdf#:%7E:text=The%20City%20received%20five%20bids%2C%20the%20lowest%20being,the%20Project%20is%20paused%20at%20the%20design%20phase
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-09-09%20Item%2014%20Reject%20All%20Bids%20Associated%20with%20Cesar%20Chavez.pdf#:%7E:text=The%20City%20received%20five%20bids%2C%20the%20lowest%20being,the%20Project%20is%20paused%20at%20the%20design%20phase
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/k-dock-restroom-renovation


















https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/13_Urban%20Design%20and%20Preservation%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/General-Plan_Transportation-Element.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/General-Plan_Transportation-Element.pdf


https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways-faq2
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways-faq2
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways










https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/berkeley-marina-master-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/berkeley-marina-master-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-11-17%20Update%20on%20Additional%20Radiological%20Testing%20at%20Former%20Landfill%20at%20Cesar%20Chavez%20Park%20and%20Updated%20Radiation%20Health%20and%20Sa%20%281%29.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-11-17%20Update%20on%20Additional%20Radiological%20Testing%20at%20Former%20Landfill%20at%20Cesar%20Chavez%20Park%20and%20Updated%20Radiation%20Health%20and%20Sa%20%281%29.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2025-11-17%20Update%20on%20Additional%20Radiological%20Testing%20at%20Former%20Landfill%20at%20Cesar%20Chavez%20Park%20and%20Updated%20Radiation%20Health%20and%20Sa%20%281%29.pdf


https://bcdc.ca.gov/resources/plans/san-francisco-bay-plan/#introduction








https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
































https://darksky.org/app/uploads/2025/04/DarkSky-Luminaires-program-packet-V3-2025-3.pdf
https://darksky.org/app/uploads/2025/04/DarkSky-Luminaires-program-packet-V3-2025-3.pdf












http://baaqmd.gov/en/about-air-quality/glossary
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2017-11/documents/trends_brochure_2002.pdf#:%7E:text=Six%20Principal%20Pollutants%20EPA%20has%20set%20national,(PM)%2C%20carbon%20monoxide%20(CO)%2C%20and%20lead%20(Pb)%20(accessed%20September
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2017-11/documents/trends_brochure_2002.pdf#:%7E:text=Six%20Principal%20Pollutants%20EPA%20has%20set%20national,(PM)%2C%20carbon%20monoxide%20(CO)%2C%20and%20lead%20(Pb)%20(accessed%20September
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2017-11/documents/trends_brochure_2002.pdf#:%7E:text=Six%20Principal%20Pollutants%20EPA%20has%20set%20national,(PM)%2C%20carbon%20monoxide%20(CO)%2C%20and%20lead%20(Pb)%20(accessed%20September
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/criteria-pollutants(accessed%20September
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/sites/default/files/ntp/roc/content/profiles/lead.pdf






https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/about-air-quality/emission-inventory/toxic-air-contaminants
https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/about-air-quality/emission-inventory/toxic-air-contaminants
https://oehha.ca.gov/air/toxic-air-contaminants
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-identified-toxic-air-contaminants
https://www.epa.gov/haps/about-hazardous-air-pollutants
https://www.epa.gov/haps/about-hazardous-air-pollutants
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/sites/default/files/ntp/roc/content/profiles/lead.pdf




https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php
https://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/interactive-data-maps






https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-10/documents/overview_of_2015_rule.pdf
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https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-pdf.pdf?rev=8c588738a4fb455b9cabb27360409529&sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-pdf.pdf?rev=8c588738a4fb455b9cabb27360409529&sc_lang=en
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https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-pdf.pdf?la=en
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https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards


https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines-2022/appendix-e-recommended-methods-for-screening-and-modeling-local-risks-and-hazards_final-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines-2022/appendix-e-recommended-methods-for-screening-and-modeling-local-risks-and-hazards_final-pdf.pdf?la=en


https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines
https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines
https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines
https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines
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https://www.baaqmd.gov/en/about-air-quality/emission-inventory/toxic-air-contaminants






https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data
https://archive.fisheries.noaa.gov/wcr/maps_data/california_species_list_tools.html
http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/
http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/data/BIOS
https://www.fws.gov/program/national-wetlands-inventory/wetlands-mapper
https://www.fws.gov/program/national-wetlands-inventory/wetlands-mapper
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/08_Open%20Space%20and%20Recreation%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/general-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/general-plan
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
https://www.inaturalist.org/
http://www.ebird.org/
https://www.bumblebeewatch.org/
https://westernmonarchcount.org/
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https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/regulatory/pdf/Ordinary_High_Watermark_Manual_Aug_2008.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/docs/2021/procedures.pdf
https://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/datums.html?id=9414816
https://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/datums.html?id=9414816
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf
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https://www.spn.usace.army.mil/Portals/68/docs/regulatory/1%20-%20Sect10waters.pdf
https://www.spn.usace.army.mil/Portals/68/docs/regulatory/1%20-%20Sect10waters.pdf


https://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/datums.html?id=9414816
https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcseprd1316620.html






https://www.allaboutbirds.org/


https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
http://www.ebird.org/








https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species-directory
https://www.inaturalist.org/
https://www.inaturalist.org/
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source. Discontinuities in the soil strata can also cause diffractions or channeling effects that affect 
the propagation of vibration over long distances.5 When a building is impacted by vibration, a 
ground-to-foundation coupling loss will usually reduce the overall vibration level. However, under 
rare circumstances, the ground-to-foundation coupling may amplify the vibration level due to 
structural resonances of the floors and walls. 

Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV). The PPV is normally 
described in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or 
negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV is often used in monitoring of blasting vibration and other 
construction activity because it is related to the stresses that are experienced by buildings.5 

Noise-Sensitive Land Uses 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. The Environmental Management Element of the Berkeley General Plan identifies 
residences, child-care centers, hospitals, nursing homes, and outdoor activity areas (such as those 
associated with residences, schools, or parks) as noise-sensitive areas within the City.6 Other noise-
sensitive land uses typically include libraries, schools, churches, and transient lodging (hotels and 
motels). Sensitive land uses generally should not be subjected to noise levels that would be 
considered intrusive in character or that would adversely affect their intended uses. 

Project Site and Adjacent Areas 
Noise-sensitive receptors are located near the project footprint. The following distances from a 
sensitive receptor to the project footprint were made to the nearest project element, including 
those project elements on land and in water. Noise-sensitive land uses include the César E. Chávez 
Park located approximately 2,100 feet north of the project footprint, the outdoor use area/scenic 
view situated north of the strait connecting the Marina and San Francisco Bay located 
approximately 1,075 feet north of the project footprint, Horseshoe Park located approximately 130 
feet north of the project footprint, the Berkeley Marina Hotel located approximately 1,285 feet 
north of the project footprint, live-aboard boats within the Marina located as close as approximately 
140 feet north of the project footprint, 13 houseboats within the Marina located at the H and I 
docks as close as approximately 260 feet northwest of the project site,7 Shorebird Park (including 
the Nature Center Playground) located adjacent to and east of the southern extension of the project 
footprint, and the Adventure Playground located approximately 85 feet south of the project 
footprint along University Avenue. 

Existing Noise Conditions and Sources 

Project Site and Adjacent Areas 
To characterize the existing noise environment at the project site and adjacent areas, seven short-
term (15-minute) noise measurements were taken on September 24, 2024, and October 24, 2024, 
and three long-term (48-hour) noise measurements were taken between September 24 and 26, 

 
5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2020. Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (CT-HWANP-RT-
20-365.01.01). April. Available: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-
a11y.pdf (accessed May 2025). 
6 Berkeley, City of. 2002. Available: Berkeley General Plan Environmental Management Element. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/your-
government/our-work/adopted-plans/general-plan (accessed June 2025). 
7 The exact location and number of live-aboards is not known, as they are generally designed for recreational use and are therefore most 
often used for short-term stays rather than long-term living, whereas houseboats are designed for long-term residency. 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/general-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/general-plan
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Figure 3.10-1 Existing Noise Measurement Locations 
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requiring speakers to be oriented away from residential areas and other sensitive receptors, and 
imposing operational restrictions such as allowable hours and compliance with permit conditions. 

Table 3.10-5 Berkeley Municipal Code Exterior Noise Limits 
Zoning District Time Period Noise Level (dBA) 

R-1, R-2, R-1A, R-2A, and ESR 7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 55 

10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 45 

R-3 and above 7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 60 

10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 55 

Commercial 7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 65 

10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 60 

Industry Anytime 70 

Source: Berkeley Municipal Code Section 13.40.050, Table 13.40-1. 

Section 13.40.050(A)(2) states that no person shall operate or cause to be operated any source of 
sound ay any location within the incorporated City or allow the creation of any noise on property 
owned, leased, occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, which causes the sound level 
when measured on any other property to exceed: 

 The noise standard for that land use as specified in Table 3.10-5 for a cumulative period of more 
than 30 minutes in any hour; or 

 The noise standard for that land use as specified in Table 3.10-5 plus 5 dBA for a cumulative 
period of more than 15 minutes in any hour; or 

 The noise standard for that land use as specified in Table 3.10-5 plus 10 dBA for a cumulative 
period of more than 5 minutes in any hour; or 

 The noise standard for that land use as specified in Table 3.10-5 plus 15 dBA for a cumulative 
period of more than 1 minute in any hour; or 

 The noise standard for that land use as specified in Table 3.10-5 plus 20 dBA for any period of 
time. 

Furthermore, Section 13.40.050(A)(3) states that when the ambient noise level exceeds the noise 
levels presented in Table 3.10-5, the sound level when measured on any other property shall not 
exceed: 

 The ambient noise level for a cumulative period of more than 30 minutes in any hour; or 
 The ambient noise level plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any 

hour; or 
 The ambient noise level plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any 

hour; or 
 The ambient noise level plus 15 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 1 minute in any hour; 

or 
 The ambient noise level plus 20 dBA for any period of time. 

In addition, Section 13.40.070(B)(7)(a) contains provisions for noise generated during construction, 
prohibiting the operating of “…or causing the operation of any tools or equipment used in 
construction, drilling, repair, alteration, or demolition work before 7:00 a.m. on a weekday (or 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

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

Approach to Analysis 
Please refer to Section 3.3, Biological Resources for a discussion of hydroacoustic effects on marine 
mammals and fish. 

Construction Noise 
Construction noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM).9 
RCNM predicts construction noise levels for a variety of construction operations based on empirical 
data and the application of acoustical propagation formulas. Using RCNM, construction noise levels 
were estimated at sensitive receptors10 near the project footprint based on the equipment list 
expected to be used for the proposed project. RCNM provides reference noise levels for standard 
construction equipment and applies noise attenuation at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance 
from the equipment. 

Construction activity would result in temporary noise in the project area, exposing surrounding 
sensitive receptors to increased noise levels. Construction of the project would involve both water 
and land work. Construction phases involved with water work would include demolition, dredging, 
pile installation, deck, float, and gangway construction, and amenities construction. Construction 
phases involved with land work would include demolition, site preparation, grading, building 
construction, paving, landscaping, and amenities construction. Construction equipment would 
continually move around the project site over the course of a typical workday. Due to the complex 
and mobile nature of construction activity within a project site, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment Manual document recommends evaluating construction noise impacts from the 
center of the construction site, stating that the distance variable in its recommended construction 
noise calculation “assumes that all equipment operates at the center of the project.”4 Therefore, 
construction noise impacts were evaluated from the approximate center of each work area where 
construction activities are assumed to primarily occur during each phase. The three loudest pieces 
of equipment were conservatively assumed to be operating at the same location at any given time. 
Noise levels for various equipment types expected to be used during construction of the project are 
based on reference noise levels from RCNM, shown in Table 3.10-8. 

 
9 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2006. FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook. (FHWAHEP-06-015; DOT-VNTSC-FHWA-
06-02). https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook00.cfm (accessed July 2025). 
10 See Noise Sensitive Land Uses subsection in Section 3.10.2, Environmental Setting, that identifies the sensitive receptors near the 
project site.  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook00.cfm
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Table 3.10-8 Typical Noise Levels Generated by Various Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
Estimated Construction Noise Levels  

(dBA Leq) 
Distance from Equipment (feet) 50 100 

Landside 

Air Compressor 76 70 

Backhoe 76 70 

Concrete Saw 83 77 

Crane 77 71 

Dozer 81 75 

Excavator 81 75 

Generator 79 73 

Grader 81 75 

Loader 76 70 

Paver 82 76 

Pickup Truck 51 45 

Roller 78 72 

Waterside 

Air Compressor 76 70 

Concrete Mixer Truck 81 75 

Concrete Saw 83 77 

Crane 77 71 

Excavator 81 75 

Man Lift 78 72 

Pumps 74 68 

Pile-driver (Impact) 88 82 

Pile-driver (Vibratory) 88 82 

Roller 78 72 

Welder/Torch 69 63 

Source: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2006. FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook. (FHWAHEP-06-015; DOT-VNTSC-
FHWA-06-02). Available: https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook00.cfm (accessed 
July 2025). 

Stationary Operational Noise 

The primary stationary noise (i.e., on-site operational noise) sources associated with the proposed 
project would include operation of the new public plaza, recreational use of the extended pier and 
new breakwater, and mechanical equipment associated with the Universal Charging Float. The 
public plaza may be used for special events such as small concerts, fishing derbies, and pop-up-style 
events. It is anticipated that special events would be limited to approximately five days per year 
between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Amplified sound would only occur during special 
events. The primary sources of noise-generating mechanical equipment associated with the 
Universal Charging Floats are expected to consist of cooling equipment; however, the exact 
equipment specifications are not known at the time of this analysis. Therefore, this analysis assumes 
the use of a Carrier 30WG packaged chiller and heat pump for marine applications (or similar 





https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf
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a live-aboard boat could be to construction, in order to provide a conservative analysis of the 
loudest noise that could occur. Live-aboard boats within the Marina are located as close as 
approximately 140 feet north of the project footprint. Thirteen houseboats within the Marina 
located at the H and I docks as close as approximately 260 feet northwest of the project footprint. 
Given that houseboats would be located further away than the closest live-aboard, the analysis 
included in Impact NOI-1 would also apply for the houseboats.  

The City does not define construction noise thresholds for parks or similar outdoor recreation 
spaces (such as Shorebird Park); however, these uses are considered to be noise-sensitive receptors 
pursuant to Berkeley General Plan Environmental Management Element Policy EM-47.14 Therefore, 
the City’s daytime construction noise threshold for similar noise-sensitive uses (i.e., low-density 
residential land uses) of 60 dBA was used. 

Stationary Operational Noise 
Stationary operational noise impacts from mechanical equipment were analyzed using the Berkeley 
Municipal Code maximum noise standards for multi-family residential as shown in Table 3.10-5 
above. As explained above in the Construction Noise subsection, the multi-family residential land 
use was used for the live-aboard boats, to provide a conservative analysis.  

Pursuant to Berkeley Municipal Code Section 13.40.100, special event noise from the public plaza 
would be significant if amplified sound increases the ambient noise level by more than 15 dBA 50 
feet from the sound amplifying equipment. As discussed in the Existing Noise Conditions and 
Sources section, the existing ambient noise level at ST-4 near the proposed plaza was measured to 
be 51.6 dBA Leq during the day. Therefore, noise from special events would be significant if it 
exceeds 66.6 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the sound amplifying equipment.  

Mobile Operational Noise 

A project normally has a significant effect on the environment related to noise if it substantially 
increases the ambient noise levels in adjoining areas. Most people of average hearing ability can 
detect changes in sound levels of approximately 3 dBA under normal, quiet conditions. Changes of 1 
to 3 dBA are detectable under quiet, controlled conditions. Changes of less than 1 dBA are usually 
not discernible. A change of 5 dBA is readily discernible to most people in an exterior environment. 
Based on this, the following thresholds of significance, which are similar to those recommended by 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)15 were used to assess mobile off-site operational noise 
impacts (i.e., roadway vehicle noise impacts) at sensitive receptors: 

 Greater than 1.5 dBA Ldn/CNEL increase for ambient noise environments of 65 dBA Ldn/CNEL and 
higher 

 Greater than 3 dBA Ldn/CNEL increase for ambient noise environments of 60-64 Ldn/CNEL 
 Greater than 5 dBA Ldn/CNEL increase for ambient noise environments of less than 60 dBA 

Ldn/CNEL 

 
14 Berkeley, City of. 2002. Berkeley General Plan Environmental Management Element. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/11_Environmental%20Management%20Element-FINAL.pdf (accessed February 
2026). 
15 Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 2020. 1050.1F Desk Reference Chapter 11, Noise. February. Available: 
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/policy/faa_nepa_order/desk_ref (accessed 
February 2026). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/11_Environmental%20Management%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/policy/faa_nepa_order/desk_ref
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Mechanical Equipment 

Operation of the project would include two Universal Charging Floats used to charge the electric 
ferry vessels. Primary noise-generating equipment associated with these charging floats would 
include onboard cooling equipment (i.e., HVAC units, ventilation fans, cooling pumps, cooling skids). 
The exact equipment to be included is not known at this time; therefore, this analysis assumes a 
commercial packaged chiller and heat pump unit used for maritime applications: a Carrier 30 WG 
chiller/heat pump, which produces a noise level of 67 dBA at a distance of one meter (or 3.28 
feet).21 The Universal Charging Floats would be located on the north side of the pier, approximately 
400 feet from the Skates on the Bay Restaurant and approximately 1,000 feet from the nearest live-
aboard boat at the southwest corner of the Marina. Assuming each ferry may include two packaged 
chiller/heat pump units, the combined noise level resulting from simultaneous operation of four 
packaged chiller/heat pump units would be approximately 31 dBA at the Skates on the Bay 
Restaurant and 23 dBA at the nearest live-aboard boat, which would not exceed the daytime or 
nighttime City’s noise limits for multi-family residential or commercial zoning.22 Note that is an 
overly conservative analysis of noise impacts as the mechanical equipment associated with the 
Universal Charging Floats would likely be housed internally to protect from the weather, which 
would further reduce noise levels produced by the mechanical equipment. Therefore, operational 
noise impacts associated with use of mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Activities 

Once operational, the project would require routine maintenance, which would consist of emptying 
trash receptacles, cleaning the restroom, maintaining landscaped areas, pressure washing the pier 
(as necessary), restriping and seal coating asphalt (as necessary), changing light fixtures, and 
repairing facilities (as necessary). These maintenance activities are not expected to generate 
substantial levels of noise and are a common occurrence in the project area already. Therefore, 
operational noise impacts associated with maintenance activities would be less than significant. 

MOBILE NOISE 

Roadway Vehicle Noise  

Following the methodology discussed above, roadway vehicle noise increases associated with 
additional project-generated roadway vehicles were calculated for each roadway segment based on 
data provided by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Estimated roadway vehicles noise increases for 
segments of University Avenue are presented in Table 3.10-18. 

 
21 In the absence of design-level details, this unit is considered representative of maritime units. 
22 As shown in Table 3.10-5, the City’s daytime and nighttime noise thresholds for commercial zoning are 65 and 60 dBA, respectively. The 
City’s noise thresholds for multi-family residential zoning are 60 and 55 dBA, respectively. 
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Table 3.10-18 Comparison of Existing and Project-Generated Roadway Vehicle Volumes 
and Associated Noise Increases 

Roadway Segment Existing ADT 
Year 1 Project-

Generated Daily Trips 
Noise Increase  

(dBA CNEL) 
Significant 
Increase? 

University Avenue Seawall Drive to 
Marina Blvd 

1,471 1,127 2.5 No 

University Avenue Marina Blvd to 
Frontage Road 

9,350 1,127 0.5 No 

University Avenue Frontage Road to 
Sixth Street 

27,000 648 0.1 No 

University Avenue Sixth Street to San 
Pablo Drive 

29,753 540 0.1 No 

ADT = average daily traffic; dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 

Source: Appendix E (Segment ADT) 

As shown in Table 3.10-18, the project would generate roadway vehicles noise increases up to 2.5 
dBA CNEL, which would not exceed the significance threshold of 5 dBA CNEL for roadway vehicle 
noise impacts. Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with roadway vehicle movement 
would be less than significant. 

Secondary Mobile Operational Noise Impacts 

The City has received comments from the public, stating that use of the parking lot by ferry users 
may reduce access for swimming, windsurfing, kayaking, fishing, and other recreational uses. 
Pursuant to San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 
102 Cal. App. 656 at 697, scarcity of parking is not a CEQA impact in and of itself, but it could be 
considered a potential secondary impact under CEQA if it resulted in such an effect that would 
result in a physical impact on the environment, such as resulting in additional roadway vehicle noise 
from vehicles looking to recreate circulating longer to locate parking in a manner that exceeds City 
noise standards.  

The number of vehicles generated by the project is identified in Table 3.10-18, above, and parking 
space availability is detailed in Appendix F. Secondary impacts from operational noise from vehicles 
circulating for parking is expected to be less than significant.  

Noise from Operation of Ferry Vessels  

Ferry vessels would operate at the north end of the pier, as close as approximately 400 feet from 
the nearest sensitive receptor (i.e., the Skates on the Bay Restaurant located to the northeast). At 
this distance, operation of the ferry vessels would generate noise levels up to 52 dBA at the Skates 
on the Bay Restaurant, which would not exceed the City’s daytime or nighttime exterior noise limits 
of 65 and 60 dBA, respectively, at commercial land uses. Therefore, operational noise impacts 
associated with the ferry vessels would be less than significant. For the noise impact associated with 
operation of ferry vessels as it relates to potential impacts related to biological resources discussion, 
see Impact BIO-1 in Section 3.3, Biological Resources.  
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Mitigation Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURE NOI-1: PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT CONSTRUCTION NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN PRIOR 
TO AND DURING CONSTRUCTION 
Prior to the start of construction activities, a Construction Noise Management Plan shall be 
submitted to and approved by the City’s Public Works Department. The Construction Noise 
Management Plan shall include the following: 

 Prior to the initiation of construction activities at the project site, the contractor shall install 
temporary noise barriers/blankets between the construction boundary and nearby sensitive 
receptors. The temporary barriers/blankets shall have a minimum height of 12 feet to block the 
line of sight between operating construction equipment and adjacent sensitive receptors. 
Barriers shall be constructed with a solid material that has a density of at least one pound per 
square foot with no gaps from the ground to the top of the barrier and be lined on the 
construction side with acoustical blanket, curtain, or equivalent absorptive material rated STC 
32 or higher. The temporary barriers/blankets shall be installed as follows: 
 For landside construction activities occurring near the pier entrance/public plaza, temporary 

noise barriers/blankets shall be installed around the construction boundaries between the 
construction work areas and the Skates on the Bay Restaurant and Horseshoe Park located 
to the north and Shorebird Park located to the east. 

 For construction activities occurring at/near the Seawall Drive parking lot, temporary noise 
barriers/blankets shall be installed between the construction boundary and Shorebird Park 
to the north. 

 For construction activities occurring along University Avenue, temporary noise 
barriers/blankets shall be installed between the construction work areas and the live-
aboard boats in the Marina to the north and Shorebird Park and Adventure Playground to 
the south. 

 With approval of the project structural engineer, landside pile holes shall be pre-drilled to 
minimize the number of impacts necessary to seat the pile, where feasible. 

 Pile driving shall be scheduled to have the least impact on nearby live-aboards or houseboats. 
 Applicable pile driving noise control devices shall be integrated to the extent feasible to conduct 

both landside and in-water pile driving. These may include, but are not limited to, shrouding the 
pile hammer point of impact, by placing resilient padding directly on top of the pile cap, and/or 
by reducing exhaust noise with a sound-absorbing muffler. 

 Alternatives to impact hammers, such as oscillating or rotating pile installation systems, shall be 
used where possible for landside pile driving. 

 At least 10 days prior to the start of construction activities, a sign shall be posted at the 
construction site, or other conspicuous location, that includes a telephone number, website and 
email for project information, and a procedure in which a construction manager shall respond to 
and investigate noise complaints and take corrective action, if necessary, in a timely manner. 

 At least 21 days prior to the start of construction activities, businesses and residents (including 
occupied live-aboard boats) within 500 feet of the project site shall be notified of the planned 
construction activities. The notification shall include a brief description of the project, the 
activities that would occur, the hours when construction would occur, and the overall duration 
of the construction period. The notification shall include the telephone numbers and email 
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addresses of the City’s and contractor’s authorized representatives that are assigned to respond 
in the event of a noise complaint. 

 If a construction noise complaint is registered and if City code enforcement is not available to 
make noise measurements, the City shall retain a City-approved noise consultant to conduct 
noise measurements at the properties that registered the complaint. The noise measurements 
shall be conducted for a minimum of one hour. The consultant shall prepare a letter report for 
code enforcement summarizing the measurements, calculation data used in determining 
impacts, and potential measures to reduce noise levels to the maximum extent feasible. 

 Prior to the start of and for the duration of construction, the contractor shall properly maintain 
and tune all construction equipment in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations 
to minimize noise emissions. 

 Prior to use of any construction equipment, the contractor shall fit all equipment with properly 
operating mufflers, air intake silencers, and engine shrouds no less effective than as originally 
equipped by the manufacturer. 

 Material hauling and deliveries shall be coordinated by the construction contractor to reduce 
the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted periods of time. 

 To the extent feasible, hydraulic equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic impact tools, 
and electric-powered equipment shall be used instead of diesel-powered equipment. 

 Stationary noise sources (e.g., generators) shall be located as far from sensitive receptors as 
practicable, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, or insulation 
barriers with a minimum STC rating of 32. 

 The use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns shall be restricted to safety warning purposes only. 
 Signs shall be posted at the job site entrance(s), within the on-site construction zones, and along 

queueing lanes (if any) to reinforce the prohibition of unnecessary engine idling. All other 
equipment shall be turned off if not in use for more than five minutes. The construction 
manager shall be responsible for enforcing this. 

Level of Significance 

Significant and Unavoidable 

Groundborne Vibration and Noise Generation 

Significance Criterion b: Would the proposed project result in generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

IMPACT NOI-2 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD GENERATE 
TEMPORARY LEVELS OF GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION IN THE PROJECT AREA; HOWEVER, VIBRATION LEVELS 
WOULD NOT EXCEED APPLICABLE THRESHOLDS AT NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS AND CONSTRUCTION 
VIBRATION IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. THE PROJECT WOULD NOT GENERATE SUBSTANTIAL 
LEVELS OF VIBRATION DURING OPERATION; THEREFORE, OPERATIONAL VIBRATION IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 
Following the methodology discussed above, vibration levels were estimated at nearby sensitive 
receptors based on the equipment types expected to generate the highest levels of vibration. 
Vibration levels were calculated based on the closest distance that construction equipment may be 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Noise 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.10-33 

operated relative to nearby sensitive receptors. Estimated vibration levels associated with 
construction equipment use (i.e., pile drivers, vibratory rollers, and large earthmoving equipment) 
at the nearest sensitive receptors are presented in Table 3.10-19. 

Table 3.10-19 Estimated Vibration Levels at Nearest Sensitive Receptors 

Equipment 

Primary 
Location of 
Equipment 

Nearest 
Sensitive 
Receptor 

Distance to 
Nearest 

Sensitive 
Receptor  

(feet) 

Vibration 
Level at 
Nearest 

Sensitive 
Receptor  

(in/sec PPV) 

Applicable 
Vibration 
Threshold  

(in/sec PPV) 
Exceeds 

Threshold? 

Pile Driver Along pier Skates on the 
Bay Restaurant 

215 0.060 0.3 No 

Vibratory Roller Along University 
Avenue 

Marina offices 
along University 
Avenue 

38 0.112 0.3 No 

Large1 
Earthmoving 
Equipment (e.g., 
Bulldozer, 
Backhoe, 
Excavator, Loader) 

Along Seawall 
Drive and at 
renovated 
parking lot 

HS Lordships 
Building 

45 0.037 0.3 No 

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity 
1 “Large” equipment in this context refers to equipment rated at 100 horsepower (hp) or more. 

Source: Appendix E 

As shown in Table 3.10-19, vibration levels generated during construction would vary depending on 
the equipment to be used and the locations relative to nearby sensitive receptors. Vibration levels 
generated during construction would not exceed the FTA’s recommended threshold of 0.3 in/sec 
PPV at the nearest commercial structures located near proposed construction activities. Therefore, 
construction vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
The proposed project would not include substantial sources of vibration during operation (such as 
railway operations, heavy truck traffic, industrial/heavy machinery activity, etc.). Therefore, 
vibration impacts associated with operation of the project would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required. 

Level of Significance 

Less Than Significant 
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Airport Activity Noise 

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

IMPACT NOI-3 THE PROJECT SITE IS NOT LOCATED WITHIN THE NOISE CONTOURS OF AN AIRPORT LAND 
USE PLAN OR WITHIN TWO MILES OF A PUBLIC OR PUBLIC USE AIRPORT. THEREFORE, PEOPLE RESIDING AND 
WORKING IN THE PROJECT AREA WOULD NOT BE EXPOSED TO EXCESSIVE AIRPORT-RELATED NOISE, AND NO 
AIRPORT ACTIVITY NOISE IMPACT WOULD OCCUR. 

Construction and Operation 
The airport nearest to the project site is Oakland International Airport, located approximately 11 
miles southeast of the project site. According to Figure 3-3 of the Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan23 prepared for the airport, the project site is not located within any of the noise contours 
associated with the airport. Therefore, the project would not expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive airport-related noise exposure. Therefore, no construction or 
operational impact associated with airport activity noise would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation would be required 

Level of Significance 
No Impact 

3.10.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of the cumulative noise analysis is the project site and adjacent areas. The 
cumulative analysis considers the nearby past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future plans and 
projects listed in Table 3-1 (see Chapter 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis) located in Berkeley in 
addition to the proposed project. 

Construction Noise 
Cumulative noise assessment considers development of the project in combination with ambient 
growth and development projects within the vicinity of the project site. As discussed in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, there are numerous cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project 
site. Noise from construction of development projects is typically localized and has the potential to 
affect noise-sensitive uses within approximately 500 feet from the construction site. Thus, noise 
from construction activities for two projects within 1,000 feet of each other can contribute to a 
cumulative noise impact for receptors located midway between the two construction sites. There 
are ten cumulative projects within 1,000 feet of the project site: the South Cove East Dock Pier Piling 
Repairs, Replacement of South Cove Middle Dock ADA Gangway Float, South Cove Sailing Basin 
Seawall Study, Berkeley Waterfront Bike Park Conceptual Design Project, K-Dock Restroom 
Renovation, South Cove Sailing Basin Dredging Study, N Parking Lot Improvements, South Cove 

 
23 Alameda, County of. 2010. Oakland International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Available: 
https://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/generalplans/airportlandplans.htm (accessed June 2025). 

https://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/generalplans/airportlandplans.htm
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West Parking Lot, 199 Seawall Structural Repair Project, and future development associated with 
the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan (this EIR assumes the maximum development potential). 
Depending on the types of equipment expected to be used during these cumulative projects and 
their overall duration of construction, it is possible that construction of these cumulative projects 
and the Berkeley WTPF Project may occur simultaneously. At 500 feet away, construction of the 
Berkeley WTPF Project would generate noise levels up to 70 dBA during the loudest phase of 
construction (i.e., the waterside demolition phase). Conservatively assuming that construction of 
other cumulative projects may utilize similar equipment and may occur simultaneously, the 
combined construction noise level due to simultaneous construction activity at the Berkeley WTPF 
Project site and other cumulative project sites would combine and likely exceed the City’s 
construction noise thresholds, especially at nearby live-aboard boats and open recreation (i.e., 
parks) spaces. While each cumulative project would be required to comply with the City’s 
construction noise thresholds to the degree feasible, it is possible that construction noise levels may 
still exceed the City’s thresholds due to the quantity of cumulative projects and their close 
proximities to one another. Therefore, cumulative construction noise impacts are considered to be 
significant. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the proposed project would 
result in a significant and unavoidable project-level impact. Therefore, the proposed project’s 
contribution to a potentially significant construction-level cumulative noise impact could be 
significant and unavoidable (if construction of cumulative projects occur at the same time as the 
Berkeley WTPF Project).  

Operational Stationary Noise 
Cumulative development would result in stationary (i.e., non-traffic) operational noise increases in 
the project vicinity. Similar to construction noise, operational noise impacts may occur to sensitive 
receptors within approximately 500 feet from a project site; therefore, operational noise from two 
(or more) projects located within 1,000 feet of each other has the potential to result in cumulative 
noise impacts at receptors located between both project sites. As mentioned above, there are ten 
cumulative projects located within 1,000 feet of the Berkeley WTPF Project site; however, the 
majority of these cumulative projects would involve assessment and/or repair of deteriorating 
facilities and would not include substantial stationary operational noise sources once completed. 
Future development associated with the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan (this EIR assumes the 
maximum development potential) would include commercial redevelopment and may include 
stationary noise sources such as HVAC (or similar mechanical) equipment. However, individual 
development projects would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the Berkeley 
Municipal Code to maintain noise levels below the City’s noise thresholds. Therefore, cumulative 
development in combination with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant cumulative impact with respect to stationary operational noise impacts from 
mechanical equipment. 

In addition, the proposed project would result in potential noise from amplified sound during special 
events. Based on review of existing information of cumulative projects, none of the other 
cumulative projects identified in Chapter 3 are expected to include programming that would require 
amplified noise. Because there are no other cumulative projects that could generate amplified 
noise, there would be no cumulative impact related to stationary operational noise impacts from 
amplified noise due to special events. 
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Operational Mobile Noise 
Cumulative development in the project vicinity would generate increased noise levels due to mobile 
(i.e., roadway vehicles) sources along segments of University Avenue in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. Cumulative (project plus other cumulative projects) ADT volumes would increase existing 
roadway vehicle volumes by between 3,798 and 10,998 vehicles depending on the segment of 
University Avenue.24 Please note that this cumulative development scenario assumes the 
implementation of the maximum development potential in the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan.  

The greatest cumulative increase in roadway vehicle noise would occur on the segment between 
Seawall Drive and Marina Boulevard, which would experience an ADT increase of 3,798 vehicles 
over existing conditions. This ADT increase would result in a noise increase of 5.5 dBA CNEL and 
exceed the significance threshold of 5 dBA CNEL. Cumulative noise increases on all other segments 
of University Avenue would range from 1.2 to 2.1 dBA CNEL, which would not exceed the 5 dBA 
CNEL significance threshold and would be considered less than significant cumulative impacts.  

Along the stretch of University Avenue, between Seawall Drive and Marina Boulevard, the closest 
sensitive receptors would be people using Shorebird Park. This would represent a significant 
cumulative impact. Please see below for a summary of the ADT calculations: 

 Cumulative conditions (i.e., proposed project plus cumulative projects): 5,269 ADT 
 Cumulative conditions without the project: 4,142 ADT 
 Background conditions (i.e., existing conditions without the project): 1,471 ADT 

The calculations above are conservative and do not account for reductions in roadway vehicle trips 
associated with Transportation Demand (TDM). The proposed project includes TDM strategies that 
would reduce the number of vehicle trips to the project site. The project includes enhanced bicycle 
facilities and secure bike parking; improved bicycle and pedestrian access including a two-way cycle 
track along University Avenue and Bay Trail improvements; designated pick-up and drop-off zones; 
and wayfinding that would direct visitors to appropriate parking lots. As documented in the 
Berkeley TDM Plan and based on information from the California Air Pollution Control Officer 
Association Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, these TDM strategies 
could reduce the number of roadway vehicle trips by approximately 64 to 130.25,26 Even with the 
reductions from TDM strategies included as part of the project, cumulative noise impacts would still 
be considered significant (5.5 with the reduction of 64 trips and 5.4 with the reduction of 130 trips). 

Other typical mitigation strategies, such as construction of a soundwall would introduce new 
environmental impacts that would make them infeasible, change the character of parks, and would 
be inconsistent with Policy OS-12 of the General Plan, which states the following: “ensure that land 
adjacent to parks is sensitively developed so that shade on the park is minimized, safe access is 
maintained, and views are not significantly reduced.” No feasible mitigation strategies to reduce 
roadway vehicle noise impacts have been identified.  

If the proposed project were not implemented, then the increase in noise levels along the stretch of 
University Avenue, between Seawall Drive and Marina Boulevard, would be approximately 4.5 dBA 
(assuming an increase of ADT from 1,471 to 4,142) and would not exceed the significance threshold. 

 
24 See Appendix E of this EIR.  
25 Berkeley, City of. 2024. Draft Waterfront Specific Plan for the City of Berkeley Public Tidelands Area. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf (accessed September 2024). 
26 Table 6 of the City’s TDM Plan identifies that TDM would reduce the demand for parking by 32 to 65 parking spaces. Thus, the number 
of trips associated with these parking spaces would be double the parking spaces demand reduction (i.e., going to and from the project 
site).  

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf
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Other cumulative projects would contribute far more to cumulative noise impacts than the 
proposed project. However, since the proposed project would contribute to exceeding the 
significance threshold of 5 dBA, the project’s contribution to the cumulative operational mobile 
noise impacts on the segment of University Avenue between Seawall Drive and Marina Boulevard 
would be relevant. Therefore, cumulative operational mobile noise impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

Groundborne Vibration and Noise 
Although there could be other cumulative projects simultaneously under construction near the 
proposed project, the potential for groundborne vibration impacts during construction is within 
relatively close distances (e.g., within approximately 25 feet for a vibratory roller) due to the fact 
that groundborne vibration levels attenuate rapidly through the ground. The nearest cumulative 
project is the 199 Seawall Structural Repair Project, which is located south of the Seawall Drive 
parking lot, where parking lot improvements as part of the Berkeley WTPF project would occur. The 
nearest construction activities associated with both projects may occur approximately 60 feet from 
one another. At this distance, vibration impacts are not expected; therefore, cumulative 
development in combination with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant cumulative impact with respect to construction and operational vibration impacts. 

Overall Level of Cumulative Significance 
Significant and Unavoidable (due to temporary construction-related and operational mobile noise) 
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3.11 Recreation 

3.11.1 Introduction 
This section describes the existing conditions related to recreation, parks, and open space within 
and proximate to the project site as well as the relevant regulatory frameworks. This section also 
evaluates potential impacts related to recreation, parks, and open space that could result from 
implementation of the proposed project. Information in this section is based on details about 
recreation, parks, and open space from the City of Berkeley Parks, Recreation, and Waterfront 
Department; the California Department of Parks and Recreation (i.e., State Parks); the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC); and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). 

3.11.2 Environmental Setting 

Recreation Definitions 
Open space is a broad term for undeveloped land that provides public access, while a park is a 
specific type of open space that is developed for recreation and leisure activities. Parks can include 
playgrounds, sports fields, and paved paths, whereas open spaces can be more natural and less 
developed areas like forests, farms, or grasslands. Both open space and parks can be publicly owned 
and operated by a city, a regional jurisdiction, the State, or the federal government. A recreational 
facility is a specific, human-made structure or area designed for a particular recreational activity and 
can include elements such as parks and picnic sites, pathways and trails, boating docks, community 
and nature center buildings, sports courts and swimming pools, among other elements. 

Citywide Parks and Recreation Facilities 
The Berkeley Parks, Recreation, and Waterfront Department administers recreation center programs 
and maintains the parks, waterfront, and urban forest within City limits. The Berkeley Parks, 
Recreation, and Waterfront Department maintains 52 parks (and associated buildings, parking lots, 
and play areas); 21 turf medians; 75 developed paths; 40 undeveloped paths; and the Berkeley 
Marina.1 There are approximately 310 acres of parkland that are managed by the City of Berkeley.2 
In addition to the public parkland managed by the Parks Divisions, Berkeley contains portions of 
regional and State parks in the form of the 1,833-acre McLaughlin Eastshore State Park, the 2,079-
acre East Bay Regional Park District Tilden Regional Park, and the 208-acre Claremont Canyon 
Regional Preserve. Including these additional regional and State parklands, total area of parks and 
open space within City limits available to the public is approximately 4,430 acres. There are no 
federal park areas or recreational facilities within City limits. The combination of Berkeley, regional, 
and State parkland located within City limits corresponds to a park acres-to-persons ratio of 
approximately 34.5 acres per 1,000 people.3,4 All parks within City limits are shown in Figure 3.11-1, 
while parks within and adjacent to the project site are shown in Figure 3.11-2. 

 
1 Berkeley, City of. 2002. Berkeley General Plan. Open Space and Recreation Element. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/08_Open%20Space%20and%20Recreation%20Element-FINAL.pdf (accessed 
October 2025).  
2 Berkeley Parks, Recreation, and Waterfront Department. 2025. Parks. https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-
recreation/parks (accessed April 2025). 
3 34.5 parks per 1,000 people = 4,430 acres / 128,348 population * 1,000 people.  
4 California Department of Finance. 2025. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2020-2025 with 2020 
Benchmark. https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-
state-2020-2025/ (accessed July 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/08_Open%20Space%20and%20Recreation%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
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Figure 3.11-1 City of Berkeley Parks  

 

0 

1 e 

ity of Berke ley 

ity Parks 

0.5 N 

Miles A 
Imagery provided b • Additi Y Microsoft Bin • anal data provided by Cit fg and its licensors © 2026 

Y O Berkeley, 2024_ • 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Recreation 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.11-3 

Figure 3.11-2 Berkeley and State Parks Adjacent to and Within the Project Site5 

 
 

5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 2025. Bay Trail Interactive Map. Available: https://mtc.ca.gov/operations/regional-trails-parks/san-francisco-bay-trail/bay-trail-interactive-map (accessed 
December 2025). 
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Berkeley and State Park Facilities Within the Project Site 

Berkeley Municipal Pier 
The Berkeley Municipal Pier was constructed as an elevated causeway for automobiles to access 
ferry service to San Francisco in 1926 by the Golden Gate Ferry Company (see Figure 3.11-2). When 
the Bay Bridge was completed in 1937, most ferry service operations in the Bay area ended, and the 
causeway was formally abandoned to the City. The City then operated the causeway as a public 
fishing pier until 2015, when it closed due to structural deterioration.6 The Berkeley Pier extends 
west into the Bay in the western portion of the project site but is currently closed to the public due 
to safety concerns. The Berkeley Municipal Pier was not operational nor accessible by the public at 
the time of the EIR Notice of Preparation. 

Shorebird Park 
Shorebird Park is a 6.17-acre park managed by the City of Berkeley (see Figure 3.11-2). The park is 
located in the Berkeley Waterfront area within the southern portion of the project site. This facility 
features a grassy picnic area, a shoreline area with a beach, vistas of the Bay, children’s play areas, 
Adventure Playground, a Nature Center, multi-use trails, and a public restroom.7 Recreation 
activities within Shorebird Park primarily include picnicking, play structures for children, shoreline 
beach access, a Nature Center, as well as running, walking, and cycling through the Park.  

Berkeley and State Park Facilities Adjacent to the Project Site  

San Francisco Bay Trail (Including Bay Trail Extension) 
The San Francisco Bay Trail (Bay Trail) is a 500-mile walking and cycling path around the entire San 
Francisco Bay, running through all nine Bay Area counties, 47 cities, and across seven toll bridges. 
Existing portions of the Bay Trail run along the San Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay, and associated 
rivers and estuaries from Petaluma and Napa in the north to Santa Clara and San Jose in the south.8 

The main spine of the San Francisco Bay Trail is intended as a continuous recreational corridor 
encircling the Bay along the shoreline. Where the spine trail does not follow the shoreline, spur 
trails provide access from the spine to points of interest along the shoreline.9 In 2003, Berkeley City 
Council adopted a Design Plan and an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS-MND) for the 
Berkeley Bay Trail Extension, which is a spur trail to provide access between the Bay Trail and the 
Berkeley Waterfront.10 As of 2024, certain portions of the Bay Trail Extension, owned and managed 
by the City of Berkeley, have been constructed, and others are in the planning stages. These 
constructed segments start at West Frontage Road and run westward on the south side of 

 
6 Berkeley, City of. 2024. Draft Waterfront Specific Plan for the City of Berkeley Public Tidelands Area. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf (accessed September 2024). 
7 Berkeley, City of. 2026. Parks and Recreation. Shorebird Park. https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-
recreation/parks/shorebird-
parkhttps://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley 
Parcels;Recreation (accessed February 2026). 
8 Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 2025. Bay Trail Interactive Map. Available: https://mtc.ca.gov/operations/regional-trails-
parks/san-francisco-bay-trail/bay-trail-interactive-map (accessed December 2025).  
9 MTC. Bay Trail Plan. https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-10/San-Francisco-Bay-Trail-Bay-Trail-Plan-Summary.pdf 
(accessed September 2024). 
10 Berkeley Department of Parks, Recreation and Waterfront. 2004. Bay Trail Extension to the Berkeley Marina. Design Plan and Final 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Prepared November 2003. Adopted January 27, 2004 (Resolution No. 62,375-N.S.). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/shorebird-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/shorebird-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/shorebird-park
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Recreation
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Recreation
https://mtc.ca.gov/operations/regional-trails-parks/san-francisco-bay-trail/bay-trail-interactive-map
https://mtc.ca.gov/operations/regional-trails-parks/san-francisco-bay-trail/bay-trail-interactive-map
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-10/San-Francisco-Bay-Trail-Bay-Trail-Plan-Summary.pdf
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University Avenue, terminating at Adventure Playground, where an existing pedestrian path 
continues westward. Figure 3.11-2 shows the portions of the trail that have been completed at the 
time of the EIR Notice of Preparation. 

Recreation activities within the constructed Bay Trail Extension segments primarily include running, 
walking, dog walking, sightseeing, and cycling. The 2003 Berkeley Bay Trail Design Plan includes 
additional Bay Trail Extension segments around the remaining southern shoreline of Shorebird Park 
and around the western shoreline of the Berkeley Waterfront Area adjacent to the Berkeley 
Municipal Pier and Seawall Drive. The Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan was completed by 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in July 2024 and includes additional Bay Trail 
segments around the Berkeley Waterfront. 

Berkeley Marina Basin 
The Berkeley Waterfront is an approximately 125-acre area west of I-80 in the City of Berkeley. The 
Berkeley Marina Basin refers to a subset of the Berkeley Waterfront north of the project site that 
includes the main boat harbor with approximately 1,000 recreational boat slips (see Figure 3.11-2). 
In 1937, Berkeley built the original yacht harbor (i.e., the Marina Basin) in the Waterfront area. In 
the 1960s, the City participated in regional planning efforts to develop an East Bay Shoreline for 
recreation and public access. During this period, the City decided to re-develop the existing yacht 
harbor of 1937 into the modern Berkeley Marina Basin that exists today.11 The predominant activity 
at the Berkeley Marina Basin Main Harbor involves the operation of boat slips for up to 1,000 
recreational sailboats, as well as other activities such as dinner cruises, commercial charter boats for 
sightseeing and fishing, sailing lessons and dragon boat canoe racing. 

Marina Mall 
The Marina Mall is a small 0.26-acre facility managed by the City of Berkeley (see Figure 3.11-2). The 
Mall is located in the Berkeley Waterfront area, north of the project site. The Marina Mall consists 
of a landscaped area located to the south of the City’s Marina office. The Mall sees a small amount 
of use for sightseeing and occasional sitting and picnicking.12  

Horseshoe Park 
Horseshoe Park is a 0.7-acre greenspace maintained by the City of Berkeley, located in the Berkeley 
Waterfront area, approximately 200 feet north of the project site (see Figure 3.11-2). This park 
features a lawn, picnic table and benches, bike racks, access to the internal Marina Basin pathway, 
and vistas of the Marina Basin.13 This park facility is primarily used for picnicking and sightseeing.  

César E. Chávez Park (formerly North Waterfront Park) 
César E. Chávez Park is a 90-acre park managed by the City of Berkeley located in the Berkeley 
Waterfront approximately 0.4 miles north of the project site (see Figure 3.11-2). The City of Berkeley 

 
11 Berkeley, City of. 2024. Draft Waterfront Specific Plan for the City of Berkeley Public Tidelands Area. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf (accessed September 2024). 
12 Berkeley, City of. 2024. Parks and Recreation. Marina Mall. https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-
recreation/parks/marina-
mallhttps://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley 
Parcels;Recreation (accessed September 2024). 
13 Berkeley, City of. 2026. Parks and Recreation. Horseshoe Park. https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-
recreation/parks/horseshoe-parkhttps://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/shorebird-
parkhttps://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley 
Parcels;Recreation (accessed February 2026). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/marina-mall
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/marina-mall
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/marina-mall
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Recreation
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Recreation
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/horseshoe-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/horseshoe-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/shorebird-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/shorebird-park
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Recreation
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Recreation
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historically operated the location as the Berkeley Landfill on public tidelands on the north side of the 
Berkeley Marina Basin. From 1981 to 1991, the Landfill was filled in, capped, and opened to the 
public as North Waterfront Park. This area was renamed César E. Chávez Park in 1994.14 This facility 
features walking trails, the 1.25-mile wheelchair accessible perimeter trail, an off-leash dog park, 
protected nature area, picnic areas, and wildlife viewing areas.15 The Park is used for recreation 
pursuits such as dog walking, picnicking, caretakers with strollers, pedestrians, kite and hobby 
airplane-flying, nature viewing, and running and cycling. 

McLaughlin Eastshore State Park 

McLaughlin Eastshore State Park is a 1,833-acre facility managed by the East Bay Regional Park 
District, located east of the project site (see Figure 3.11-2). The park extends approximately 8.5 
miles along the eastern shoreline of San Francisco Bay, from the Oakland Bay Bridge north to the 
Marina Bay neighborhood in the city of Richmond and includes uplands and tidelands along the 
waterfronts of the cities of Oakland, Emeryville, Berkeley, Albany, and Richmond. This park includes 
a variety of features providing opportunities for diverse recreational activities, including hiking, dog 
walking, cycling, bird watching, sightseeing, sailing, kayaking, windsurfing, and fishing. 

Publicly accessible portions of the McLaughlin Eastshore State Park are accessed through a trail 
network and along the shoreline. In Berkeley, an existing parking lot located southwest of the 
University Avenue and Frontage Road intersection (the Brickyard Cove Lot), south of the project 
site, provides access to the southern trail network and shoreline. The parking lot is accessible from 
both University Avenue and Frontage Road. Visitors can access the Berkeley Meadow and the 
portion of McLaughlin Eastshore State Park located immediately north of the project site, at the 
Virginia Street Extension pathway and entrances at Marina Boulevard and University Avenue at 
Frontage Road. Recreation activities include running and walking. Other popular activities include 
sightseeing, nature viewing, and photography.  

South Sailing Basin 
The South Sailing Basin, located immediately south and southeast of project site is identified as a 
Water/Recreational use in the Marina Master Plan (see Figure 3.11-2). 16 Three public docks, located 
south of University Avenue and south of the sailing club facilities, and south of the project site 
provide public access to the water for small boats (sail, windsurf, wing, kayak, canoe, paddleboard, 
etc.) and swimming. The Cal Sailing Club and the Cal Adventures Center utilize the public access 
docks for sailing and other water recreation activities in the South Sailing Basin.  

San Francisco Bay 
The San Francisco Bay is a tidal estuary that provides a variety of natural resource and open space 
opportunities (see Figure 3.11-2). According to the BCDC San Francisco Bay Plan, the San Francisco 
Bay is the most important open space in the Bay region, and it provides a variety of unique 
recreational opportunities. Primary recreation activities occurring throughout the San Francisco Bay 
include sailing, kayaking, paddle-boarding, swimming, windsurfing, kitesurfing, canoeing and dragon 

 
14 Berkeley, City of. 2024. Draft Waterfront Specific Plan for the City of Berkeley Public Tidelands Area. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf (accessed September 2024). 
15 Berkeley, City of. 2026. Parks and Recreation. César Chávez Park. https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-
recreation/parks/cesar-chavez-park (accessed February 2026). 
16 Berkeley, City of. 2003. Berkeley Marina Master Plan. https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Berkeley-Marina-Master-Plan-
1.pdf (accessed September 2024). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/cesar-chavez-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/community-recreation/parks-recreation/parks/cesar-chavez-park
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Berkeley-Marina-Master-Plan-1.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Berkeley-Marina-Master-Plan-1.pdf
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boat canoeing. Additional recreation activities on the Bay include wildlife viewing, fishing and 
boating via public ferry, private and charter boats. 

The Berkeley Waterfront area provides public access and launch points for most of the popular 
water recreation activities occurring in the San Francisco Bay. There are two formal watercraft 
launch locations at the Berkeley Waterfront: public docks in the South Sailing Basin (south of the 
project site) and the Boat Launch Ramp on the north side of the Berkeley Marina Basin (north of the 
project site). The public docks in the South Sailing Base are used to launch small watercraft such as 
kayaks, canoes, stand-up-paddle boards, and windsurfing/foiling craft. The Boat Launch Ramp on 
the north side of the Berkeley Marina Basin is used primarily to launch larger motorized watercraft.  

Sailing is one of the most popular recreational activities within this area of the Bay. Sailors launch 
from the Berkeley Marina Basin and travel west throughout the Bay or from South Sailing docks and 
travel throughout the South Sailing Cove. The Berkeley Marina Basin is the largest public 
recreational marina in northern California with 1,000 berths.  

Windsurfers, wingers, swimmers, paddleboarders, and kayakers launch from the South Sailing docks 
or Shorebird Beach for access throughout the South Sailing Cove and beyond. An un-improved rocky 
shoreline at the southernmost point of the 199 Seawall peninsula is used by some swimmers and 
windsurfers/wingers, primarily when low tides make launching from the South Cove undesirable 
due to shallow water and exposed mudflats. According to Berkeley Municipal Code Section 
6.20.180, Prohibited activities, swimming, bathing, windsurfing, and wading is prohibited within the 
City jurisdictional waters except for the South Sailing Basin (including the Shorebird Park Beach and 
the sailing docks), and no personal watercraft of any kind may be operated within 1,500 feet of the 
Berkeley Pier.  

Additional Facilities 
There are additional facilities near the project site, including a hotel, three restaurants, a bait shop 
for fishing gear, and the Marine Center Boat Repair Yard. Although not explicitly recreational, these 
establishments attract visitors to the Berkeley Waterfront who may recreate during their visit. 
Patronage at these facilities generates revenue that is used to operate Waterfront facilities, 
including recreational facilities. 

3.11.3 Regulatory Framework  

Federal Regulations 

United States Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) Act, Section 4(f) 
Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) Act of 1966 mandates the 
protection of publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic 
sites from adverse impacts of transportation projects. This provision requires that any project 
funded or approved by the U.S. DOT must avoid using these protected properties unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative. If avoidance is not possible, the project must minimize harm and 
undertake all possible planning to mitigate impacts. Section 4(f) requires that transportation 
projects in California and across the United States consider and preserve valuable recreational 
resources. This regulation would only apply should implementation of the project involve federal 
funding. 
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 Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act, Section 6(f) 
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 provides protections for 
parks and recreation areas funded through LWCF grants. This provision requires that any property 
acquired or developed with LWCF assistance must remain dedicated to public outdoor recreation 
use. If a conversion to non-recreational use is proposed, it requires approval from the Secretary of 
the Interior and the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value 
and equivalent usefulness. This provision requires that investments in recreational spaces are 
preserved, maintaining the availability and quality of these areas for public enjoyment across the 
United States. This regulation would only apply should implementation of the project involve 
federal funding. 

State Regulations 

McAteer-Petris Act 
The McAteer-Petris Act, enacted in 1965, established the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) to address public concerns about the future of San Francisco Bay. 
The Act empowers BCDC to regulate development and fill within the Bay, requiring that changes 
promote public access and recreational opportunities. This provision mandates comprehensive 
planning through the San Francisco Bay Plan, which includes requirements for parks and 
recreational areas to enhance public enjoyment of the Bay. Additionally, the Act empowers BCDC to 
issue and deny permits for projects within its jurisdiction, balancing development projects with 
environmental preservation and public access. 

Quimby Act (California Government Code Section 66477) 
The Quimby Act allows cities and counties to adopt park dedication standards/ordinances when 
requiring developers to set aside land, donate conservation easements, or pay fees towards 
parkland when property is subdivided. 

Regional and Local Regulations 

BCDC San Francisco Bay Plan 

The San Francisco Bay Plan, developed by BCDC, serves as a comprehensive framework for 
managing the Bay and its shoreline. The Plan emphasizes the importance of preserving and 
enhancing public access to the Bay, including the development of parks, marinas, beaches, and 
fishing piers. It aims to balance environmental preservation with recreational opportunities, 
ensuring that the Bay remains a valuable natural asset for both current and future generations. By 
guiding development and conservation efforts, the Plan supports the creation of recreational spaces 
that contribute to the overall quality of life in the Bay Area. The BCDC San Francisco Bay Plan 
includes the following policies related to recreation and public access: 

 Transportation Policy 4: Transportation projects on the Bay shoreline and bridges over the Bay 
or certain waterways should include pedestrian and bicycle paths that will either be a part of 
the Bay Trail or connect the Bay Trail with other regional and community trails. Transportation 
projects should be designed to maintain and enhance visual and physical access to the Bay and 
along the Bay shoreline. 

 Transportation Policy 5: Ferry terminals should be sited at locations that are near navigable 
channels, would not rapidly fill with sediment and would not significantly impact tidal marshes, 
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tidal flats or other valuable wildlife habitat. Wherever possible, terminals should be located near 
higher density, mixed-use development served by public transit. Terminal parking facilities 
should be set back from the shoreline to allow for public access and enjoyment of the Bay. 

 Recreation Policy 1: Diverse and accessible water-oriented recreational facilities, such as 
marinas, launch ramps, beaches, and fishing piers, should be provided to meet the needs of a 
growing and diversifying population, and should be well distributed around the Bay and 
improved to accommodate a broad range of water-oriented recreational activities for people of 
all races, cultures, ages and income levels. 

 Recreation Policy 3: Recreational facilities, such as waterfront parks, trails, marinas, live-aboard 
boats, non-motorized small boat access, fishing piers, launching lanes, and beaches, should be 
encouraged and allowed by the Commission, provided they are located, improved and managed 
consistent with the following standards: 
 Recreation Policy 3A-2: General Recreational facilities should not pre-empt land or water 

area needed for other priority uses, but efforts should be made to integrate recreation into 
such facilities to the extent that they are compatible. 

 Recreation Policy 3A-7: Access to marinas, launch ramps, beaches, fishing piers, and other 
recreational facilities should be clearly posted with signs and easily available from parking 
reserved for the public or from public streets or trails. 

 Recreation Policy 3B-4: Marinas should include public amenities, such as viewing areas, 
restrooms, public mooring docks or floats and moorages for transient recreational boaters, 
non-motorized small boat launching facilities, public parking; substantial physical and visual 
access; and maintenance for all facilities. 

 Recreation Policy 3H: Water-oriented commercial recreational establishments, such as 
restaurants, specialty shops, private boatels, recreational equipment concessions, and 
amusements, should be encouraged in urban areas adjacent to the Bay. Public docks, floats 
or moorages for visiting boaters should be encouraged at these establishments where 
adequate shoreline facilities can be provided. Effort should be made to link commercial 
recreation centers and waterfront parks by ferry or water taxi. 

 Recreation Policy 4: To assure optimum use of the Bay for recreation, the following facilities 
should be encouraged in waterfront parks. 
 Recreation Policy 4A-2: To capitalize on the attractiveness of their bayfront location, parks 

should emphasize hiking, bicycling, riding trails, picnic facilities, swimming, environmental, 
historical and cultural education and interpretation, viewpoints, beaches, and fishing 
facilities. 

 Recreation Policy 4A-6: Trails that can be used as components of the San Francisco Bay 
Trail, the Bay Area Ridge Trail or links between them should be developed in waterfront 
parks. San Francisco Bay Trail segments should be located near the shoreline unless that 
alignment would have significant adverse effects on Bay resources; in this case, an 
alignment as near to the shore as possible, consistent with Bay resource protection, should 
be provided. 

 Recreation Policy 4A-7: Bus stops, kiosks and other facilities to accommodate public transit 
should be provided in waterfront parks to the maximum extent feasible. Public parking 
should be provided in a manner that does not diminish the park-like character of the site. 
Traffic demand management strategies and alternative transportation systems should be 
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developed where appropriate to minimize the need for large parking lots and to ensure 
parking for recreation uses is sufficient. 

 Recreation Policy 9: Ferry terminals may be allowed in waterfront park priority use areas and 
marinas and near fishing piers and launching lanes, provided the development and operations 
of the ferry facilities do not interfere with current or future park and recreational uses, and 
navigational safety can be assured. Terminal configuration and operation should not disrupt 
continuous shoreline access. Facilities provided for park and marina patrons, such as parking, 
should not be usurped by ferry patrons. Shared parking arrangements should be provided to 
minimize the amount of shoreline area needed for parking. 

 Public Access Policy 4: Public access should be sited, designed and managed to prevent 
significant adverse effects on wildlife. To the extent necessary to understand the potential 
effects of public access on wildlife, information on the species and habitats of a proposed 
project site should be provided, and the likely human use of the access area analyzed. In 
determining the potential for significant adverse effects (such as impacts on endangered 
species, impacts on breeding and foraging areas, or fragmentation of wildlife corridors), site 
specific information provided by the project applicant, the best available scientific evidence, and 
expert advice should be used. 

 Public Access Policy 6: Public access should be sited, designed, managed and maintained to 
avoid significant adverse impacts from sea level rise and shoreline flooding. 

 Public Access Policy 10: Access to and along the waterfront should be provided by walkways, 
trails, or other appropriate means and connect to the nearest public thoroughfare where 
convenient parking or public transportation may be available. 

 Public Access Policy 11: Roads near the edge of the water should be designed as scenic 
parkways for slow-moving, principally recreational traffic. The roadway and right-of-way design 
should maintain and enhance visual access for the traveler, discourage through traffic, and 
provide for safe, separated, and improved physical access to and along the shore. Public transit 
use and connections to the shoreline should be encouraged where appropriate. 

 Appearance, Design, and Scenic Views Policy 4: Structures and facilities that do not take 
advantage of or visually complement the Bay should be located and designed so as not to 
impact visually on the Bay and shoreline. In particular, parking areas should be located away 
from the shoreline. However, some small parking areas for fishing access and Bay viewing may 
be allowed in exposed locations. 

 Berkeley Waterfront – César Chávez Park: Preserve marina, beach, small boat launch, 
windsurfing access, fishing pier, interpretive center and multi-use trails. Possible ferry terminal. 
Allow if compatible with park and marina use; serve with bus public transit to reduce traffic and 
parking needs. Provide signage regarding fish consumption advisories for anglers. 

 Eastshore State Park: Develop park from Bay Bridge to Marina Bay in Richmond for multiple 
uses, including recreation, wildlife and aquatic life protection. Protect wildlife and aquatic life 
values at sites such as Emeryville Crescent, Hoffman Marsh and Albany Mudflats. Provide 
signage regarding fish consumption advisories for anglers. 
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BCDC Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan 
The BCDC Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan was adopted in December 2024. This Plan includes a 
One Bay Vision that “paints the big-picture goals of what successful adaptation for the Bay shoreline 
could look like” and addresses Public Access and Recreation.17 The Plan identifies the following 
adaptation strategy standard for Public Access and Recreation: 

 Along the Bay shoreline, provide maximum feasible public access that maintains, increases, 
and/or enhances existing access and preserves or improves the connectivity of regionally-
significant waterfront parks, beaches, and trails across jurisdictional boundaries. Plan for a 
continuous San Francisco Bay Trail along the shoreline, including maintaining existing trail 
segments and completing planned segments to expand connections to other trail networks, 
including Water Trail sites, and public transportation. Public access should be compatible with 
Baylands habitat needs. In locations that currently have limited to no shoreline access, 
particularly in or near socially vulnerable and/or Environmental Justice communities, expanding 
safe and reliable connections to public access should be prioritized. Ensure public access will be 
resilient or have the capacity to adapt to changing shoreline conditions. Include how 
coordination with neighboring jurisdictions will occur to maintain future public access 
connectivity as strategies are implemented and adjusted over time. 

The Plan also identifies Strategic Regional Priorities, including for Connected Regional Shoreline 
Access. At the project site, the existing and proposed portions of the Bay Trail and the two existing 
launch points for the Water Trail are identified as regionally significant. The Plan also describes how 
cities and counties will develop their Subregional Shoreline Adaptation Plans. A Subregional 
Shoreline Adaptation Plan has yet to be adopted.  

MTC Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan 

The Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan sets priorities for future work to complete the vision 
of the San Francisco Bay Trail—an interconnected system of on- and off-street trails 
circumnavigating San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. The purpose of the Bay Trail Gap Closure 
Implementation Plan is to identify and evaluate segments of the Bay Trail and connector trails that 
are currently missing (i.e., trail gaps) in order to prioritize their design and construction as the full 
build-out of the Bay Trail is implemented.18 At the project site, the portion of the Bay Trail that has 
not been completed is labeled as Segment ID 4151.19 Please note that a portion of this planned Bay 
Trail would be constructed as part of the Project. The Plan provides a priority score, to help decision 
makers in identifying projects which present the greatest priority with the lowest cost and those 
which require greater levels of funding. Segment ID 4151 is identified as Tier 1 (i.e., Higher Priority 
and Lower Cost), has a priority score of 9.69, and is ranked 3rd out of 41 Tier 1 Segment.  

 
17 BCDC. 2024. Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan. Available: https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/sites/354/2024/11/Appendix-B-Regional-Shoreline-Adaptation-Plan-spread.pdf (accessed October 2025).  
18 MTC. 2024. Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan. Available: https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-
08/BTGCIP_Report_08_27_2024.pdf (accessed October 2025). 
19 MTC. 2024. Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan Prioritization 2024. Available: 
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/817c5f3b503848deb44e83d337285fd6/#data_s=id%3AdataSource_2-1926f97382d-layer-
15%3A4 (accessed October 2025). 

https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/354/2024/11/Appendix-B-Regional-Shoreline-Adaptation-Plan-spread.pdf
https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/354/2024/11/Appendix-B-Regional-Shoreline-Adaptation-Plan-spread.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-08/BTGCIP_Report_08_27_2024.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-08/BTGCIP_Report_08_27_2024.pdf
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/817c5f3b503848deb44e83d337285fd6/#data_s=id%3AdataSource_2-1926f97382d-layer-15%3A4
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/817c5f3b503848deb44e83d337285fd6/#data_s=id%3AdataSource_2-1926f97382d-layer-15%3A4
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Berkeley General Plan 

OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION ELEMENT 
The Berkeley General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element include policies aimed at enhancing 
parks and recreational facilities to meet the diverse needs of the community.  

The Berkeley General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element states the following: “Since 1977, 
the City has made significant increases in the amount and type of open space available to Berkeley 
citizens. Berkeley has more than doubled its total parks acreage, from 110 to 230 total acres since 
1977. As a result, the community achieved its 1977 Master Plan goal of two park acres per 1,000 
people, more than double the acres-to-persons ratio of 1977.” The City of Berkeley’s recreational 
facilities per capita ratio is two park acres per 1,000 people. 

Relevant policies and actions include:  

Policy OS-1 Preservation.  

Existing open space and parks shall be maintained and preserved for public park and open space 
use. 

Policy OS-2 Maintenance, repair, and enhancements.  

Within the context of open space resource allocations, give highest priority to maintaining and 
improving the City’s existing network of open space and recreation facilities. Actions:  

A. Improve access for the disabled to park and open space facilities. 
B. Regularly maintain and restore park landscaping. 
C. Establish a plan for the existing infrastructure at the Berkeley Marina, including maintenance 

and replacement of docks, piers, bulkheads, dry dock storage areas, restrooms, and utility 
systems (water, sewage, electricity, etc.), and dredging to maintain adequate marina depth. 

Policy OS-4 Working with Other Agencies.  

Work with the Berkeley Unified School District, the University of California, the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District, and the East Bay Regional Park District to improve, preserve, maintain, and renovate 
their open space and recreation facilities. 

Policy OS-6 New Open Space and Recreational Resources.  

Create new open space and recreational resources throughout Berkeley. Actions: 

A. Identify and prioritize open space expansion opportunities in neighborhoods that are 
underserved or not easily accessible to existing park and recreational facilities. 

B. Establish spaces for art, music, and cultural activities. 

Policy OS-10 Access Improvements.  

Improve transit, bicycle, disabled, and pedestrian access to and between open space and recreation 
facilities such as the Berkeley Marina, University of California open space, East Bay Regional Park 
District lands, the Eastshore State Park, and recreational facilities in other cities. 
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A. Develop and maintain a citywide pedestrian and bicycle network that links open space and 
recreation facilities with bicycle and walking paths along tree-lined streets, publicly owned 
pathways, creeks, and other greenways. 

B. Increase shuttle and weekend transit service and weekend street closures to improve access to 
recreational and open space. 

C. Continue to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to the waterfront and Berkeley Marina. 

Policy OS-11 Public Spaces.  

Encourage innovative use of public plazas, sidewalks, and temporary street closures as open space 
or for recreational or cultural events. Actions:  

A. Design and improve public streets, parking lots, and plazas to provide public spaces for street 
fairs, festivals, and other gatherings. 

Policy OS-14 Regional Open Space.  

Coordinate with regional open space agencies such as the East Bay Regional Park district, 
neighboring cities, and private sector and nonprofit institutions to maintain, improve, and expand 
the region’s open space network. 

Berkeley Waterfront Specific Plan 

The City of Berkeley Waterfront Specific Plan, adopted in 1986, establishes the waterfront as an 
area primarily for recreational, open space, and environmental uses, with preservation and 
enhancement of beaches, marshes, and other natural habitats. The Plan area consists of 170 acres 
of land bounded by I-80 to the east, the Berkeley Marina on the west, and the Albany and 
Emeryville City limits to the north and south.20 The project site generally is not within the 170 acres 
of land included in the 1986 City of Berkeley Waterfront Specific Plan, with the possible exception of 
the underground conduit that would be installed along University Avenue and Frontage Road.  

Berkeley Municipal Code 
The City of Berkeley Municipal Code includes several chapters that govern parks and recreation. 
Chapter 6.20, titled "Marina Rules and Regulations," describes the management and operational 
guidelines for the Berkeley Marina, including definitions, permit requirements, and rules for vessel 
berthing and usage. Chapter 6.32, "Parks and Public Pathways--Use Restrictions," establishes 
regulations for park hours, permissible activities, noise control, and vehicle operation within park 
boundaries. Chapter 6.36, "Recreation and Park Facilities--Rules, Regulations and Rental Charges," 
details the procedures for renting park facilities, setting fees, and maintaining safety and 
cleanliness. Chapter 21.36.060, “Land dedication or in lieu fees for park or recreation purposes” 
aligns with the Quimby Act discussed above, by requiring land dedication or in-lieu fees for park or 
recreation purposes, ensuring that new subdivisions contribute to the development and 
rehabilitation of recreational facilities to serve their residents. 

 
20 Berkeley, City of. 1986. Waterfront Master Plan. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-
plans/waterfront-master-plan (accessed May 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/waterfront-master-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/adopted-plans/waterfront-master-plan
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Eastshore State Park General Plan 
The Eastshore State Park General Plan, approved in 2002, establishes policies aimed at conserving 
natural resources while providing diverse recreational opportunities along the Berkeley waterfront. 
The Plan emphasizes the protection of tidal marshes, mudflats, and upland areas created by fill 
placement, ensuring these habitats are preserved for wildlife and ecological health. It promotes 
recreational activities such as hiking, biking, bird watching, and other day-use activities, enhancing 
public access and enjoyment of the shoreline. Additionally, the Plan supported the development of 
the San Francisco Bay Trail, which links various parts of the park, facilitating continuous access and 
connectivity. 

Berkeley Marina Master Plan 
The Berkeley Marina Master Plan, adopted in 2003, establishes policies aimed at enhancing 
recreational opportunities and preserving open spaces along the Berkeley waterfront. The Plan 
emphasizes the importance of replacing and remodeling existing commercial and non-profit 
facilities while considering limited expansion on a case-by-case basis. It advocates for the 
enhancement of open spaces and recreational areas, promoting activities such as boating, fishing, 
and waterfront access. The Plan also prioritizes the protection of wildlife habitats and addresses the 
future viability of the Marina through specific improvement projects and capital needs assessments. 

Berkeley Bay Trail Extension Master Plan  

The Berkeley Bay Trail Extension Master Plan, adopted in 2004, plans the development of a shared-
use trail along the Berkeley waterfront. The plan aims to enhance public access and recreational 
opportunities by extending the Bay Trail approximately 1.2 miles from West Frontage Road to the 
Berkeley Yacht Club. It includes measures to improve safety, aesthetics, and connectivity for trail 
users, while mitigating potential environmental impacts. The project supports diverse recreational 
activities such as biking, walking, and waterfront access, contributing to the overall enhancement of 
parks and recreation in the area.  

3.11.4 Impacts Analysis  

Significance Thresholds 
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to Recreation. 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

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

c) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered parks or the need for new or physically altered parks, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other 
performance objectives? 

Please note that significance criteria a and b are from the Recreation subsection of the 2025 CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G, and significance criterion c is from the Public Services subsection of the 2025 
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CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. The remaining significance criteria for Public Services are addressed in 
Section 3.15, Effects Found Not to be Significant. 

Approach to Analysis 
To address criterion a and b, analysis first considers whether the proposed project would create 
circumstances where the demand for parks and recreational facilities would increase, such that a 
new park would be needed or existing parks would physically deteriorate due to the increased 
demand. This analysis considers the potential air quality and noise emission impacts within the 
context of the parks and recreational facilities located within the City of Berkeley, and regionally 
within the Bay Area. This analysis also considers how the operation of the proposed project would 
affect the demand for parks using the City’s established service ratio of 2 acres of park per 1,000 
persons as required by the General Plan’s Open Space and Recreation Element.21 This analysis also 
considers the physical operation of ferry service in the context of potential conflicts with existing 
recreational activities.  

To address criterion b, the analysis considers the potential adverse physical impacts on the 
environment from the implementation of new recreational facilities associated with the proposed 
project. This analysis identifies the environmental impacts associated with new recreational facilities 
and draws from the analysis already completed throughout Chapter 3 of this EIR.  

EIR Scoping Comments Consideration This section addresses comments submitted received in 
response to the EIR NOP related to various concerns regarding recreation. 

One agency (BCDC) requested that the City document recreational use, identify the service area and 
service population, assess whether recreational facilities for the project are commensurate with 
need, and assess potential deterioration of facilities. Section 3.10.2, Environmental Setting provides 
details about existing recreational use, the service area and service population, and the existing 
parks to person ratio; and Impact REC-1 addresses impacts associated with the physical 
deterioration of recreational facilities.  

Organizations and individuals provided general comments about addressing recreational impacts, 
including impacts on swimming and fishing, as well as recreational access. Comments about 
recreation impacts and recreational access are addressed in Impacts REC-1 and REC-2. The City also 
received comments about parking. Comments about parking not related to CEQA impacts are not 
addressed in this section (please refer to Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, for a discussion 
about how parking is considered in this EIR).  

Specific Significance Thresholds 
For purposes of this analysis, the following thresholds are used to evaluate the significance of 
Recreation impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project:  

 Increase the use of existing on-site and adjacent parks and recreational facilities in a manner 
that would physically deteriorate such recreational resources. 

 Result in population growth or a reduced recreational facilities per capita ratio (specifically below 
the City’s standard of 2 acres of park per 1,000 persons), such that it results in the need for new, 
altered, or expanded recreational facilities, the construction of which would result in a 

 
21 Berkeley, City of. 2002. Berkeley General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/08_Open%20Space%20and%20Recreation%20Element-FINAL.pdf (accessed 
December 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/08_Open%20Space%20and%20Recreation%20Element-FINAL.pdf
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significant impact on the environment (pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
Significance Criteria). 

 Include new, altered, or expanded recreational facilities, the construction or operation of which 
would result in a significant impact on the environment (pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G Significance Criteria). 

Impact Evaluation  

Physical Deterioration of Existing Recreational Facilities and Need for New or Altered 
Parks  

Significance Criterion a:  Would the proposed project increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

Significance Criterion c:  Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered parks or the 
need for new or physically altered parks, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios or other performance objectives? 

Impact REC-1 THE PROJECT WILL CREATE A NET INCREASE IN RECREATIONAL FACILITIES THAT DO NOT 
CURRENTLY EXIST IN THE FORM OF A RESTORED PIER, NEW BAY TRAIL, AND A NEW DEDICATED CYCLE TRACK. 
THE PROJECT WOULD NOT INDUCE POPULATION GROWTH BUT WOULD INCREASE THE NUMBER OF VISITORS TO 
THE BERKELEY WATERFRONT AREA THAT MAY INCREASE THE USE OF ON-SITE AND NEARBY EXISTING 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES. HOWEVER, GIVEN THAT THE PROJECT WOULD PROVIDE ADDITIONAL RECREATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES AND FACILITIES, IMPACTS RELATED TO A SUBSTANTIAL PHYSICAL DETERIORATION OF EXISTING 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AND SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE PHYSICAL IMPACTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT FROM THE 
NEED OF A NEW PARK WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 

INCREASED USE AND NEED FOR NEW OR ALTERED PARKS 
Direct impacts on parks due to construction would be limited to the installation of a wayfinding 
signage in Shorebird Park. These potential impacts would be minor, as the construction would be 
completed using hand tools, would last one day, and would not require the closure of Shorebird 
Park. For these reasons, direct impacts on parks would be limited; however, there is the potential 
for construction to result in indirect impacts on recreational resources located near the project site, 
such as air quality and noise impacts due to use of construction equipment.  

Construction would generate noise and air quality emissions from the operation of construction 
equipment. People using recreational resources near the project site, including McLaughlin 
Eastshore State Park, the Bay Trail, Marina Mall, Shorebird Park, Horseshoe Park, and the South 
Sailing Basin, could be exposed to construction noise and emissions associated with the operation of 
construction equipment. While noise and air emissions might have a negative impact on the 
experience of people using parks, this inconvenience would be temporary and would not rise to the 
level of requiring the need for new parks due to the availability of several parks nearby, including 
César E. Chávez Park or parts of the McLaughlin Eastshore State Park that would be located further 
away from construction activities. While portions of the trail system for McLaughlin Eastshore State 
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Park are located adjacent to University Avenue, there are also parts of McLaughlin Eastshore State 
Park that are located 1,500 feet from University Avenue, where construction would occur. Similarly, 
there are parts of the South Sailing Basin located approximately 650 to 3,000 feet from where the 
start of the new pier would be constructed. Given the temporary nature of construction, and that 
there are many opportunities for people to recreate in the Berkeley Waterfront area during 
construction, the proposed project would not result in the physical deterioration of recreational 
facilities or the need for new or altered parks. Therefore, impacts from construction noise and air 
emissions resulting in need for new or altered parks and would be less than significant.  

Access to recreational resources would be affected by staging construction equipment at the Skates 
on the Bay parking lot, and Parking Lot M. Staging in these parking lots could temporarily reduce 
parking availability for visitors. Construction activities on Seawall Drive and at the parking lot at 199 
Seawall Drive could impact swimmers, windsurfers, kayakers, and fishers who access Bay waters via 
Seawall Drive south of University Avenue. While construction of the proposed project may 
temporarily influence recreational users to seek alternative park facilities, the Berkeley Waterfront 
area spans approximately 100 acres with multiple access points at other locations that would not be 
affected by construction staging. Therefore, project construction would not preclude recreation at 
the Waterfront to such an extent that recreational facilities would physically deteriorate or new 
recreational facilities would be needed.  

There are other launch points within the Berkeley Waterfront area where access would not be 
affected for these recreational users during most tidal conditions such as the South Sailing docks for 
swimmers, windsurfers, and kayakers as well as the Marina Basin for sailors and kayakers. In 
addition, there are other launch points in adjacent cities where access would not be affected for 
these recreational users. A summary is provided below.  

Other popular canoe and kayak launch points in the surrounding region include Emeryville Marina 
Park; Encinal Beach and Ballena Bay in the City of Alameda; Jack London Aquatic Center in the City 
of Oakland; Crane Cove Park, Mission Creek Channel, South Beach Harbor, Aquatic Park Cove, 
Torpedo Wharf, and Yacht Harbor in the City of San Francisco; Horseshoe Bay near the City of 
Sausalito; and Brickyard Cove in the City of Richmond. Richardson Bay, Richmond Marina Bay, San 
Rafael Creek, Bair Island State Marine Park, and the Carquinez Strait are also popular locations for 
canoeing and kayaking within the Bay.22 

Other popular sailing launch points in the region include the Richmond Yacht Club and the 
Richmond Marina Bay; the San Francisco Yacht Club and Corinthian Yacht Club in the City of 
Belvedere; Waldo Point Harbor in Sausalito; Encinal Beach, Ballena Bay, and Marina Village Yacht 
Harbor in the City of Alameda; Jack London Square in the City of Oakland; and the Yacht Harbor and 
South Beach Harbor in the City of San Francisco.23  

Other popular paddleboarding launch points in the region include Encinal Beach, Ballena Bay, and 
Marina Village Yacht Harbor in the City of Alameda; Jack London Aquatic Center and Jack London 
Square in the City of Oakland; Horseshoe Bay near the City of Sausalito; and the Yacht Harbor, 
Gashouse Cove, Aquatic Park Cove, Crane Cove Park, Crissy Field, and multiple locations along the 
eastern and northern shoreline of San Francisco (e.g., Mission Creek Channel) in the City of San 

 
22 San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail. 2025. Trailheads and Trips. Available: https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads 
(accessed May 2025). 
23 San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail. 2025. Trailheads and Trips. Available: https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads 
(accessed May 2025). 

https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads
https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads
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Francisco. Richardson Bay, San Rafael Creek, Bair Island State Marine Park, and the Carquinez Strait 
are also popular locations for paddleboarding within the Bay.24  

Other popular San Francisco Bay swimming areas in the region include Albany Beach in the City of 
Albany; Keller Beach in the City of Richmond; Alameda Beach in the City of Alameda; Paradise Beach 
Park in the City of Tiburon; and within Aquatic Cove Park and along Crissy Field East Beach in the 
City of San Francisco. Belvedere Lagoon and Strawberry Lagoon are also popular locations for 
swimming within the Bay.25  

Other popular windsurfing launch points in the region include Coghlan Beach, the San Francisco Bay, 
and Candlestick Point State Recreation Area in the City of San Francisco; Alameda Beach in the City 
of Alameda; Coyote Point Beach in the City of San Mateo; and Baywinds Park in the City of Foster 
City. 26  

For construction occurring in the water, swimming, wind surfing, sailing, and kayaking are 
prohibited at the existing and new pier areas, pursuant to Berkeley Municipal Code 
Section 6.20.180, Prohibited activities. Boats already navigate around the existing pier and other 
vessels in the Bay and Marina, and they would similarly be able to navigate around in-water 
construction activities. Boats entering or exiting the Marina would also be able to maneuver around 
the work area, as construction would be staged to maintain adequate space for vessel passage. 
Therefore, water-work would not directly impact water-based recreation. Therefore, project 
construction would not substantially increase the use of existing park and reactional facilities, 
including the San Francisco Bay, such that there would be substantial physical deterioration of 
existing parks and recreational facilities and result in need for new or physically altered park 
facilities. 

INCREASED USE AND PHYSICAL DETERIORATION OF EXISTING PARKS 
Given the number of other recreational spaces that exist both in the proximate Berkeley Waterfront 
area and throughout the City of Berkeley that would be available to area residents throughout 
construction, there is substantial recreational space to distribute users such that no existing park 
would be deteriorated as a result of increased use that construction would divert from the project 
site. Therefore, project construction would not substantially increase the use of existing park 
facilities such that there would be physical deterioration of existing parks, and that would result in 
need for new or physically altered park facilities. Impacts related to increased use of existing parks 
and potential related physical deterioration would be less than significant. 

SUMMARY 
Overall, the construction impact related to the physical deterioration of existing recreational 
facilities or need for new or altered recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

 
24 San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail. 2025. Trailheads and Trips. Available: https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads 
(accessed May 2025). 
25 San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail. 2025. Trailheads and Trips. Available: https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads 
(accessed May 2025). 
26 San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail. 2025. Trailheads and Trips. Available: https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads 
(accessed May 2025). 

https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads
https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads
https://sfbaywatertrail.org/map/?id=1443&type=trailheads
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Operation  

INCREASED USE AND NEED FOR NEW OR ALTERED PARKS 
As described in section 3.14.3, Population and Housing, of Section 3.14, Effects Found Not To Be 
Significant, proposed project operation would not directly generate permanent population growth, 
because the proposed project would not include residential development. Proposed project 
operation would, however, result in increases in the number of daytime visitors to the Berkeley 
Waterfront area, which may increase the use of nearby parks and trails.  

The City of Berkeley’s goal is to maintain a parkland to resident ratio of at least 2 acres of parkland 
per 1,000 people. The City has a current park acres-to-persons ratio of 34.5 acres per 1,000 people. 
The total Berkeley population is expected to reach 141,000 people by 2040.27 In 2040, the park 
acres-to-persons ratio would be 31.6 acres per 1,000 people. While the proposed project may 
increase the use of nearby parks and trails28, given the high projected park acres-to-persons ratio for 
2040 (eighteen times the City’s goal), and that the project would add recreational amenities, the 
project would not reduce the park acres-to-persons ratio below the significance threshold of 2 acres 
per 1,000 people. Therefore, project operation would not alter park service ratios such that there 
would be a need for new or physically altered park facilities.  

INCREASED USE AND PHYSICAL DETERIORATION OF EXISTING PARKS 
Given that project operation would not decrease the park acreage service ratio even with additional 
daytime visitor population at the Berkeley Waterfront area, that the proposed project would result 
in a net increase of recreational facilities to meet recreation demand, and that multiple other 
recreational facility and park options exist both in the proximate Berkeley Waterfront area and 
throughout the City of Berkeley, proposed project operation would not substantially increase the 
use of existing park facilities such that there would be physical deterioration of existing parks 
resulting in the need for new or physically altered park facilities. Therefore, project operation would 
not substantially increase the use of existing park facilities such that there would be substantial 
physical deterioration of existing parks and result in need for new or physically altered park 
facilities. Impacts related to increased use of existing parks and potential related physical 
deterioration would be less than significant. 

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH RECREATIONAL USES  
Operation of the ferry vessels would not interfere with recreational uses of the Berkeley Waterfront 
area. Proposed ferry vessels would travel and dock in Bay waters north of the pier, in an area where 
swimming and windsurfing/sailing is prohibited by the Berkeley Municipal Code Section 6.20.180, 
Prohibited activities. However, other types of recreational boats are permitted to use this area. At 
present, permitted recreational boats already navigate around the existing pier and other vessels 
using the Bay and Marina, and they would similarly be able to navigate around the proposed ferry 
infrastructure and ferry vessels. Boats entering or exiting the Marina would continue to be able to 
maneuver around ferry infrastructure similar to how they currently navigate the area, as ferry 
infrastructure would maintain adequate space for the passage and docking of permitted 
recreational boats. Ferry boats would be regulated near the ferry terminal and be restricted to a 

 
27 Berkeley, City of. 2023. General Plan, Housing Element. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-
2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_0.pdf (accessed February 2025). 
28 As shown in Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR, the maximum estimated number of daily ferry users is 1,160 
individuals in 2040 (2,320 trips divided by two).  

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_0.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_0.pdf


City of Berkeley  
Berkeley Waterfront Transportation Pier Ferry Project 

 
3.11-20 

travel speed maximum of 8 knots.29 More specifically, at 0.33 nautical miles, or approximately 2,000 
feet from the terminal, ferry boats would begin to slow speed to reduce the effects of the vessel’s 
wake. At 0.25 nautical miles, or approximately 1,500 feet from the terminal, the vessels would be 
brought to neutral for transferring and qualifying controls at the wing station for docking.30 
Therefore, the associated ferry wake would not be noticeable within the context of the Berkeley 
Waterfront area and existing sailboat, motorized boats, and other recreational craft use. Recreation 
in the South Sailing Basin would not be impacted by operation of the proposed project, given the 
ferry boats would not traverse that area.  

Operation of the ferry would not hinder existing and new physical access to recreational resources 
on the project site or adjacent areas. The proposed new pier and breakwater, Bay Trail Extension, 
and green space next to the Bay Trail Extension would be publicly accessible and access to such 
project-related recreational uses would not be hindered by ferry operation or riders commuting to 
and from the Berkeley Waterfront area to utilize ferry services. Furthermore, the proposed project 
would include amenities such as fish cleaning stations, seating, and public restrooms, which would 
enhance the experience of people visiting the pier and breakwater for recreation.  

Therefore, there would be no project operation conflict with recreational uses that would cause 
substantial deterioration of other recreational resources due to an increased use or that would 
require the need for a new recreational areas or facilities. No impact related to potential conflict 
with recreational uses would occur.  

SUMMARY 
Overall, there would be no operational impact related to the physical deterioration of existing 
recreational facilities or population growth that could affect service ratios and result in need for 
new or altered recreational facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation would be required. 

Level of Significance 

Less Than Significant 

 
29 8 knots is equal to approximately 9.2 miles per hour.  
30 Gerrity, Brian. 2025. Project Manager, Capital Planning, San Francisco Bay Ferry. Personal communication regarding ferry speed in the 
Berkeley Waterfront area with Leo Mena, Senior Environmental Planner, Rincon Consultants. December 4, 2025. 
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Physical Effect on the Environment from New or Altered Recreational Facilities  

Significance Criterion b: Does the proposed project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Impact REC-2 THE PROJECT INCLUDES THE CONSTRUCTION OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, THE 
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF WHICH ARE IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED THROUGHOUT THIS 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE. 

Construction and Operation  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project does include recreational facilities, 
including the following new facilities: 

 Pier and breakwater that would allow for public recreational access.  
 Public plaza that would allow for gathering and recreation  
 Cycle track along University Avenue 
 Bay Trail Extension along the shoreline south of University Avenue  
 Recreational amenities adjacent to the proposed Bay Trail Extension  

Throughout the specific environmental sections of Chapter 3 of this EIR, the potential adverse 
physical effects on the environment due to construction and operation of these new and altered 
recreational facilities is assessed. Below is a summary of the potentially significant environmental 
impacts identified for the proposed recreational facilities (for additional details, please refer to the 
specific environmental section): 

 Aesthetics. Construction of recreational facilities, such as the pier would require construction at 
night and could, therefore, result in a potentially significant impact related to lighting. 
Mitigation Measure AES-1 would be implemented and would require temporary lighting be 
shielded and directed downward and inward (toward the work or staging area). For the same 
reasons as described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with mitigation (see Impact AES-4).  

 Air Quality. Construction of recreational facilities would result in potentially significant impacts 
on air quality, including impacts related to criteria air pollutants and Toxic Air Contaminations. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be implemented and would require use of off-road diesel-
powered construction equipment that meets or exceeds the most stringent and 
environmentally protective California Air Resource Board and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Tier 4 off-road emissions standards or alternatively fueled equipment. For the same 
reasons as described in Section 3.2, Air Quality, impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with mitigation (see Impact AQ-2 and AQ-3). 

 Biological Resources. Construction of recreational facilities would result in potentially significant 
impacts on biological resources. In particular, construction of the pier and the breakwater, 
which are considered recreational facilities (as well as infrastructure for ferry vessels), would 
require construction in the water, including pile driving and placement of fill, which could result 
in impacts on aquatic biological resources. In addition, construction of Bay Trail Extension, cycle 
track, and public plaza have the potential to affect nesting birds and the Northwestern pond 
turtle. For the same reasons as described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, impacts would be 



City of Berkeley  
Berkeley Waterfront Transportation Pier Ferry Project 

 
3.11-22 

reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation (see Impact BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, and 
BIO-5). 

 Cultural Resources. Construction of recreational facilities would require excavation and could, 
therefore, result in a potentially significant impact on unknown archaeological resources. 
Mitigation Measure CR-1 would be implemented and would require implementation of 
protocols in the event of an unanticipated find of archaeological resources and preventing 
additional work in the area of the unanticipated find. For the same reasons as described in 
Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
mitigation (see Impact CR-2).  

 Hydrology and Water Quality. Construction of recreational facilities would result in potentially 
significant impacts on hydrology and water quality. In particular, construction of the pier and 
the breakwater, which are considered recreational facilities (as well as infrastructure for ferry 
vessels), would require construction in the water. In-water demolition activities have the 
potential to directly affect San Francisco Bay water quality if demolition debris were to 
accidentally enter the water. For the same reasons as described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation (see 
Impact HYD-1 and HYD-5). 

 Noise. Construction of recreational facilities would result in potentially significant noise impacts 
on sensitive receptors. In particular, construction of the pier and the breakwater, which are 
considered recreational facilities (as well as infrastructure for ferry vessels), would require pile 
driving. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would be implemented and would require a Construction 
Noise Management Plan, which would reduce construction noise impacts. However for the 
same reasons as described in Section 3.10, Noise, construction noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable (see Impact NOI-1).  

 Tribal Cultural Resources. Construction of recreational facilities would require excavation on 
land and dredging in Bay waters and could, therefore, result in a potentially significant impact 
on unknown tribal cultural resources. Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-5 would be 
implemented and would require cultural sensitivity training, signage, tribal monitoring, 
evaluation of unanticipated discoveries, and protocols for the treatment of Native American 
human remains during project construction activities. For the same reasons as described in 
Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level 
with mitigation (see Impact TCR-1). 

Mitigation Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURE AES-1: REDUCE NIGHT LIGHTING DURING CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES   
See Section 3.1, Aesthetics, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-1: IMPLEMENT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS REDUCTION MEASURES DURING 
CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.2, Air Quality, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(A): IMPLEMENT WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM PRIOR TO 
AND DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  
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MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(B): CONDUCT NORTHWESTERN POND TURTLE SURVEY AND AVOIDANCE PRIOR 
TO CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(C): CONDUCT NESTING BIRD SURVEY AND AVOIDANCE PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(D): CONDUCT PILE DRIVING IMPACT AVOIDANCE TO FISH AND MARINE 
MAMMALS PRIOR TO AND DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(E): PREPARE MARINE MAMMAL MONITORING PLAN PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION 
AND IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-2: IMPLEMENT INVASIVE SPECIES PREVENTION DURING CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-3: PROVIDE COMPENSATORY MITIGATION FOR LOSS OF JURISDICTIONAL WATERS 
PRIOR TO OPERATION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE CR-1: STOP WORK AND PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT A DATA RECOVERY PLAN IF 
UNANTICIPATED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE HYD-1: INCLUDE AND IMPLEMENT ADDITIONAL BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES IN THE 
SWPPP PRIOR TO AND DURING PIER DEMOLITION 
See Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE NOI-1: PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT CONSTRUCTION NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN PRIOR 
TO AND DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.10, Noise, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-1: CONDUCT CULTURAL RESOURCES SENSITIVITY TRAINING PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-2: PROVIDE SIGNAGE ACKNOWLEDGING NATIVE AMERICAN HISTORY PRIOR TO 
OPERATION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-3: CONDUCT NATIVE AMERICAN MONITORING DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  
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MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-4: EVALUATE DISCOVERED TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES AND IMPLEMENT 
RESULTING RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-5: PROVIDE RESPECTFUL TREATMENT OF NATIVE AMERICAN HUMAN REMAINS 
UPON UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY AND IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

Level of Significance 
Significant and Unavoidable (due to temporary construction-related noise; see Impact NOI-1) 

3.11.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Physical Deterioration of Recreational Facilities And Need for New or Altered 
Parks  
The geographic scope of the cumulative impacts related to the physical deterioration of recreational 
facilities and provision of new or physically altered parks is the City of Berkeley. The cumulative 
analysis considers the cumulative growth of Berkeley by 2040.  

This analysis considers whether cumulative growth in the City of Berkeley would result in the City 
meeting its performance ratio of two acres of open space per 1,000 people. The analysis in Impact 
REC-1 already identifies that in 2040 the park acres-to-persons ratio would be 31.6 acres per 1,000 
people. Because this surpasses the City’s goal of two acres of open space per 1,000 people, 
cumulative development in combination with implementation of the proposed project would result 
in a less than significant cumulative impact with respect to the physical deterioration of recreational 
facilities and provision of new or physically altered parks.  

Effect on the Environment from New or Altered Recreational Facilities 
The geographic scope of the cumulative impacts related to physical effects from recreational 
facilities is the vicinity of the project site. The cumulative analysis considers the nearby past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future plans and projects listed in Table 3-1 (refer to Chapter 3, 
Environmental Impact Analysis) located in Berkeley and surrounding areas in addition to the project 
site. 

Cumulative impacts from the construction and operation of recreational facilities associated with 
the proposed project are analyzed throughout the EIR. As documented throughout the EIR, 
cumulative impacts from the proposed project, including recreational facilities are either less than 
significant; the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact is not cumulatively 
considerable; or the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact for construction-noise 
and operational mobile noise is cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the cumulative impact related 
to noise from construction and operation of new recreational facilities would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Overall Level of Cumulative Significance 
Significant and Unavoidable (due to temporary construction-related and operational mobile noise). 
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3.12 Transportation 

3.12.1 Introduction 
This section describes existing conditions related to roadway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
circulation systems, as well as the relevant regulatory framework. This section also evaluates 
impacts of the proposed project related to the potential for conflict with existing programs, plans, 
ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system; conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3(b); increase hazards due to geometric design features; or result in inadequate emergency 
access. The information in this section is primarily based on the findings of the project-specific 
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), which is included as Appendix F to this EIR. 

3.12.2 Environmental Setting 
Existing regional transportation networks and facilities in Alameda County and across the San 
Francisco Bay include an intermodal system consisting of the State and interstate highway system, 
passenger ferry and freight barge operations, passenger and freight rail, commercial passenger 
airline service, and bicycle, pedestrian, and bus routes. The following environmental setting 
discussion focuses on roadway, passenger transit, bicycle, and pedestrian systems and facilities 
within the project site, and that currently serve the project site and surrounding area. 

Roadway System 
There is a hierarchy of streets in Berkeley that provide various levels of access and mobility, with 
regional highways Interstate 80 (I-80) accommodating the highest volumes and speeds, major cross-
town arterial streets connecting to freeways and operating at moderate speeds and/or volumes, 
and local collector roads that link neighborhoods, parks, and schools to the cross-town streets and 
to each other, with many of these serving adjacent areas and neighborhoods.  

Regional Highways 
I-80 is a national east-west freeway that runs in a north-south direction near the project site, 
parallel to the Berkeley shoreline, creating a physical barrier that separates the Berkeley Waterfront 
from most of the city's urban areas. This highway limits access to/from the Waterfront, with 
University Avenue being the sole vehicular entry point. Figure 3.12-1 presents the circulation 
network in the vicinity of the project site.  

Major, Collector, and Local Street  
Major streets provide for the movement of automobiles, trucks, buses, pedestrians, and bicycles 
across the city, connecting to the regional transportation network, and to other jurisdictions. 
Collector Streets provide for the movement of automobiles, buses, pedestrians, and bicycles 
between neighborhoods and across the city. Local Streets are for local slow traffic, bicycles, and 
pedestrians.1 

 
1 Berkeley, City of. 2002. Berkeley General Plan Transportation Element. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/05_Transportation%20Element%20-%20FINAL_0.pdf (accessed September 2025) 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/05_Transportation%20Element%20-%20FINAL_0.pdf
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Figure 3.12-1 Existing Roadway Circulation Network within and Adjacent to Project Site 
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KEY MAJOR STREET 
University Avenue is a significant four-lane major street running east-west, connecting the Berkeley 
Marina and the waterfront area directly to I-80 and the City of Berkeley. With a posted speed limit 
of 30 miles per hour (mph), University Avenue facilitates traffic flow between the waterfront and 
Berkeley’s downtown, serving as a primary access route for residents, visitors, and commercial 
traffic heading to the Waterfront. 

KEY COLLECTORS 
West Frontage Road, which runs adjacent to I-80, is a north-south major collector roadway with one 
lane in each direction. This road provides local connectivity parallel to the freeway, allowing access 
to Waterfront areas without requiring freeway travel. 

University Avenue turns into a collector street west of I-80. The internal circulation at the 
Waterfront is further provided by Spinnaker Way and Marina Boulevard, local streets with a posted 
speed limit of 25 mph.  

Truck Routes 
Besides I-80, University Avenue is a designated truck route that connects the Berkeley Waterfront 
with I-80 and Downtown Berkeley to the east. From I-80, trucks can connect seamlessly to the 
broader regional freight network, including major corridors such as I-580, I-880, and I-680, which 
support the movement of goods across the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Emergency Vehicle Routes 
University Avenue east of Marina Boulevard is identified as an emergency access and evacuation 
route. Berkeley Fire Station no. 6 and no. 1 are located approximately 1.8 miles from the proposed 
Berkeley Pier.  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
This section describes the existing pedestrian and bicycle network within and connecting to the 
project site and adjacent areas.  

Pedestrian Facilities within and adjacent to Project Site 
Sidewalks are mostly present along University Avenue west of Marina Boulevard as shown in 
Figure 3.12-2. The San Francisco Bay Trail provides a pedestrian connection throughout the 
Waterfront. Marked crosswalks are present at major crossing locations on University Avenue. The 
pedestrian and bicycle bridge over I-80 just south of University Avenue is the nearest pedestrian 
access available for residents living east of I-80. The Gilman Street pedestrian and bicycle bridge 
over I-80 is located about 0.6 miles north of University Avenue. 

Bicycle Facilities within and adjacent to Project Site 
The San Francisco Bay Trail Extension provides bicycle and pedestrian access to the Waterfront from 
the intersection of University Avenue and Frontage Road as shown in Figure 3.12-3. The bicycle and 
pedestrian bridge across I-80 connects the Waterfront with the City of Berkeley and the Virginia 
Street Right-of-Way (a dirt pathway) offers another bike and pedestrian connection. There are 149 
short-term bicycle parking spaces located in racks throughout the project site and 10 BikeLink 
lockers for secure bike storage located at the Bait Shop/Hana Japan Restaurant building. As shown 
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in Figure 3.12-3, most of the bike parking is located near the major destinations near central and 
south vehicle parking facilities.2  

Transit Service 

As shown in Figure 3.12-4, AC Transit Bus Route 51B connects the Berkeley Waterfront area and 
Rockridge BART via College Avenue, Downtown Berkeley BART, and University Avenue. Only one out 
of every three scheduled bus trips between 7 am and 9 pm serves the Waterfront; all other trips 
terminate at the Berkeley Amtrak station, resulting in a frequency of two (2) buses every hour at the 
Waterfront. 

 
2 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Berkeley WTPF Parking and TDM Plan. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley-
WTPF-Parking-and-TDM-Plan-March-2025-Public-Draft.pdf (accessed September 2025) 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley-WTPF-Parking-and-TDM-Plan-March-2025-Public-Draft.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley-WTPF-Parking-and-TDM-Plan-March-2025-Public-Draft.pdf
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Figure 3.12-2 Existing Pedestrian Facilities within and Adjacent to Project Site 
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Figure 3.12-3 Existing and Approved Major Bicycle Facilities within and Adjacent to Project Site 
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Figure 3.12-4 Existing Transit Lines and Stops within and Adjacent to Project Site 
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3.12.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990  
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 provides comprehensive rights and protections to 
individuals with disabilities. The goal of the ADA is to assure equality of opportunity, full 
participation, independent living, and economic self-sufficiency for people with disabilities. To 
implement this goal, the United States Access Board, an independent Federal agency created in 
1973 to ensure accessibility for people with disabilities, has created accessibility guidelines for 
public rights-of-way. While these guidelines have not been formally adopted, they have been widely 
followed by jurisdictions and agencies nationwide in the last decade. The guidelines, last revised in 
July 2011, address various issues, including roadway design practices, slope and terrain issues, 
pedestrian access to streets, sidewalks, curb ramps, street furnishings, pedestrian signals, parking, 
and other components of public rights-of-way.  

Federal Highway Administration  

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the agency of the United States Department of 
Transportation responsible for the federally funded roadway system, including the interstate 
highway network and portions of the primary State highway network. FHWA funding is provided 
through the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act. Federal funds can be used to fund eligible 
local transportation improvements such as projects to improve the efficiency of existing roadways, 
traffic signal coordination, bikeways, pedestrian facilities, and transit system upgrades.  

State Regulations 

California Transportation Impacts Analysis Reform Act (Senate Bill 743) 
On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 into law. SB 743 changed 
the way transportation impact analysis is conducted as part of CEQA compliance. These changes 
eliminated automobile delay, level of service or LOS, and other similar measures of vehicular 
capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts under CEQA. 

Prior rules treated automobile delay and congestion as an environmental impact. SB 743 requires 
the CEQA Guidelines to prescribe an analysis that better accounts for transit and reductions of 
greenhouse gas emissions. In December 2018, the Office of Planning and Research, now the Office 
of Land Use and Climate Innovation (LCI) released the final update to CEQA Guidelines consistent 
with SB 743, which recommends using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most appropriate metric 
of transportation impact to align local environmental review under CEQA with California’s long-term 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals. The Guidelines require all jurisdictions in California to use 
VMT-based thresholds of significance no later than July 1, 2020.  

At the same time as the release of the updated CEQA Guidelines, OPR also released a non-binding 
Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, which identifies potential VMT 
analysis methodologies and thresholds of significance for use by agencies in California based on 
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substantial evidence developed by OPR related to achievement of the State’s greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions targets.3 

California Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (Senate Bill 375) 
The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), signed in August 2008, 
enhances the state’s ability to reach greenhouse gas emissions goals by directing the California Air 
Resources Board to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger 
vehicles by 2020 and 2035. SB 375 aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG 
reduction targets, and affordable housing allocations.  

California Traffic Safety Act (Assembly Bill 43) 
AB 43, also known as Traffic Safety, allows local government agencies to reduce vehicle speeds to 
accommodate vulnerable users such as pedestrians, bicyclists, seniors, and wheelchair users to 
improve traffic safety. AB 43 took effect in July 2024. While the City has not yet passed any 
ordinances to implement the bill, the City of Berkeley supports AB 43 and has plans to utilize the bill 
to reduce speed limits, specifically in Business Activity Districts, Safety Corridors, or areas with high 
concentrations of pedestrians and cyclists.  

California Department of Transportation Planning Documents  

Caltrans is responsible for planning, designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining the State 
highway system. Federal highway standards are implemented in California by Caltrans. Any 
improvements or modifications to the highway system, including ramps and access points, would 
need to be approved by Caltrans. The following Caltrans planning documents emphasize the State of 
California’s focus on transportation infrastructure that supports mobility choice through multimodal 
options, smart growth, and efficient development. 

SMART MOBILITY FRAMEWORK 
The purpose of the Smart Mobility Framework, published in February 2010, is to address the State 
mandate to find solutions to climate change, reduce per capita VMT, and create a safe and 
equitable transportation system.4 The Smart Mobility Framework includes 10 implementing themes 
to achieve its purpose, including integration into Caltrans and other transportation agencies’ policy 
and practice, collection of data and tools to implement the Smart Mobility Framework, undertaking 
of major cross-functional initiatives, and integration into local government land use and 
transportation planning. 

COMPLETE STREETS ACTION PLAN 
On September 30, 2008, the California Complete Streets Act of 2008 was signed into law. The law 
requires cities and counties to incorporate complete streets policies in their general plans, 
promoting safe, multi-modal access for all transportation users. Caltrans released the Complete 
Streets Action Plan in 2024 which aims to identify the highest-priority efforts in 2024-2025 across 
the Department of Transportation needed to implement Complete Streets. The City of Berkeley 
adopted its Complete Streets policy on December 11, 2012, further described below. 

 
3 California Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (formerly Office of Planning & Research). 2018. Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Available: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf (accessed October 2025). 
4 Caltrans. 2010. Smart Mobility 2010. February 2010. Available: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-
planning/documents/office-of-smart-mobility-and-climate-change/smf-handbook-062210-a-a11y.pdf (accessed October 2025). 

https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/office-of-smart-mobility-and-climate-change/smf-handbook-062210-a-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/office-of-smart-mobility-and-climate-change/smf-handbook-062210-a-a11y.pdf
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CALTRANS DEPUTY DIRECTIVE 64-R1: COMPLETE STREETS – INTEGRATING THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
In 2001, Caltrans adopted Deputy Directive 64; a policy directive related to non-motorized travel 
throughout the State. In October 2008, Deputy Directive 64 was strengthened to reflect changing 
priorities and challenges. Deputy Directive 64-R1 states: 

The Department views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, 
access, and mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
modes as integral elements of the transportation system. Providing safe mobility for all users, 
including motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians and transit riders, contributes to the Department's 
mission/vision: "Improving Mobility across California.” 

Successful long-term implementation of this directive is intended to result in more options for 
people to go from one place to another, less traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, more 
walkable communities (with healthier, more active people), and fewer barriers for older adults, 
children, and people with disabilities. 

DIRECTOR’S POLICY 22: DIRECTOR’S POLICY ON CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
Director’s Policy 22, a policy regarding the use of “Context Sensitive Solutions” on all State 
highways, was adopted by Caltrans in November of 2001. The policy reads:  

The Department uses “Context Sensitive Solutions” as an approach to plan, design, construct, 
maintain, and operate its transportation system. These solutions use innovative and inclusive 
approaches that integrate and balance community, aesthetic, historic, and environmental 
values with transportation safety, maintenance, and performance goals. Context sensitive 
solutions are reached through a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach involving all 
stakeholders.  

The context of all projects and activities is a key factor in reaching decisions. It is considered for all 
State transportation and support facilities when defining, developing, and evaluating options. When 
considering the context, issues such as funding feasibility, maintenance feasibility, traffic demand, 
impact on alternate routes, impact on safety, and relevant laws, rules, and regulations must be 
addressed.  

The policy recognizes that “in towns and cities across California, the State highway may be the only 
through street or may function as a local street,” that “these communities desire that their main 
street be an economic, social, and cultural asset as well as provide for the safe and efficient 
movement of people and goods,” and that “communities want transportation projects to provide 
opportunities for enhanced non-motorized travel and visual quality.” The policy acknowledges that 
addressing these needs will assure that transportation solutions meet more than just traffic and 
operational objectives. 

STRATEGIC PLAN 2020-2024 
Caltrans’ 2020-2024 Strategic Plan weaved sustainability principles through all of its goals. Goals of 
the Strategic Plan are related to safety, enhancing and connecting the multimodal transportation 
network, lead climate action, and advancing equity in all communities.5 

 
5 Caltrans. 2021. Caltrans 2020-2024 Strategic Plan. Available: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/risk-strategic-
management/documents/sp-2020-16p-web-a11y.pdf (accessed October 2025). 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/risk-strategic-management/documents/sp-2020-16p-web-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/risk-strategic-management/documents/sp-2020-16p-web-a11y.pdf
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION PLAN 2050 
Caltrans completed the California Transportation Plan to comply with Title 23, Code of Federal 
Regulation Section 450.214 and pursuant to California Government Code Title 7 Division 1 Chapter 
2.3. The California Transportation Plan provides a roadmap for making effective, equitable, 
transparent, and transformational transportation decisions in California. The vision of the California 
Transportation Plan is: “California’s safe, resilient, and universally accessible transportation system 
supports vibrant communities, advances racial and economic justice, and improves public and 
environmental health,” which is supported by goals related to safety, climate, equity, accessibility, 
public health, economy, environment, and infrastructure.6 

California Building Code  
California provides minimum standards for building design through the California Building Code 
(CBC), which is located in Part 2 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The CBC is based on 
the 1997 Uniform Building Code with modifications specific for California conditions. The CBC 
provides fire and emergency equipment access standards for public roadways, which include 
specific width, grading, design and other specifications for roads which provide access for fire 
apparatus. Street modifications in the City of Berkeley are subject to these and other modified State 
standards. The City of Berkeley adopted the 2019 edition of the CBC in 2019. 

Regional and Local Regulations 
Plan Bay Area 2050 
The ABAG/MTC Plan Bay Area 2050, adopted in October 2021 and last updated in November 2024, 
integrated transportation and land-use plan for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area, including 
Alameda County. Plan Bay Area 2050 meets all state and federal requirements for a Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy, also referred to as the RTP/SCS. The 
Plan describes where and how the region can accommodate the slightly fewer than 1.4 million new 
households and 1.4 million new jobs projected in the Bay Area by 2050 and details the regional 
transportation investment strategy over this period. The Plan identifies 35 strategies that focus on 
improving housing, the economy, transportation, and the environment across the Bay Area over a 
30-year period. The plan has identified four geographic areas to guide where future growth in 
housing and jobs would be focused over the next 30 years: Priority Development Areas (PDA), 
Priority Production Areas (PPA), Transit Rich Areas (TRA), and High-Resource Areas (HRA). ABAG and 
MTC developed land use and transportation scenarios in Plan Bay Area 2050 that distributes the 
total amount of anticipated growth across the region and measure how well each scenario 
measures against the Plan goals. Based upon performance, the preferred scenario provides a 
regional pattern of household and employment growth and a corresponding transportation 
investment strategy. The following strategies are applicable to the Waterfront area, and are 
therefore applicable to the proposed project: 

 Strategy T3. Enable a Seamless Mobility Experience. 
 Strategy T5. Implement a Per-Mile Tolling on Congested Freeways with Transit Alternatives. 
 Strategy T8. Build a complete streets network. 
 Strategy EN1. Adapt to Sea-Level Rise.  
 Strategy EN8. Expand clean vehicle initiatives. 

 
6 Caltrans. 2021. California Transportation Plan 2050. February. Available: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/ctp-2050-v3-a11y.pdf (accessed October 2025). 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/ctp-2050-v3-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/ctp-2050-v3-a11y.pdf
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission Transit-Oriented Communities Policy 
In 2022, the MTC adopted the Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) Policy to promote compact, 
mixed-use development near major transit hubs across the Bay Area. The policy applies to areas 
within a half-mile of rail stations, bus rapid transit stops, and ferry terminals, and is designed to 
encourage jurisdictions to revise zoning laws to support higher residential and commercial densities. 
It also emphasizes the creation and preservation of affordable housing, improved access to transit 
stations, and reduced reliance on personal vehicles through parking limitations and enhanced 
multimodal connectivity. 

The TOC Policy is a strategic component of Plan Bay Area 2050, aiming to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, increase transit usage, and foster equitable growth. To incentivize compliance, MTC ties 
access to certain transportation funds to local implementation of the policy’s requirements, which 
include minimum density standards, anti-displacement measures, and sustainable station access 
planning. 

Berkeley General Plan 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
The City of Berkeley Transportation includes the following policies relevant to Transportation.  

Policy T-2: Public Transportation Improvements.  

Encourage regional and local efforts to maintain and enhance public transportation services and 
seek additional regional funding for public and alternative transportation improvements.  

Policy T-4: Transit First Policy.  

Give priority to alternative transportation and transit over single occupant vehicles on Transit 
Routes identified on the Transit Network map. 

Policy T-9 Ferry Service. 

Continue to evaluate the possibility of working with the City of Albany, the racetrack owners, 
regional transportation agencies, and AC Transit to establish a ferry terminal and regular San 
Francisco ferry service from Berkeley at the foot of Gilman Street or at the foot of University Avenue 
as an alternative to the Bay Bridge and as an essential recovery element following a significant 
seismic event. Actions: 

A. Ensure transit, shuttle, and bicycle connections are in place before beginning ferry service to 
minimize parking demand and traffic caused by people driving to the ferry service. 

B. Prioritize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle public expenditures over expenditures of public funds 
for ferry service, and ensure that new ferry service will not result in a reduction in public 
subsidies for existing transit services. 

C. Ensure that ferry services are less environmentally detrimental than the automobile. Advocate 
for low-emission, environmentally sensitive ferries. 
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Policy T-18: Transportation Impact Analysis and Vehicle Miles Traveled.  

When considering transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act, the City 
shall consider how a plan or project affects all modes of transportation, including transit riders, 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists, to determine the transportation impacts of a plan or project. 
Plans and projects shall be designed to deliver significant benefits to travel by pedestrians, bicycle, 
or transit, and/or reduced impacts on air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and safety. For the 
purposes of CEQA, VMT shall be the metric used to analyze the transportation impacts of a plan or 
project. 

Policy T-23: Truck Routes and Truck Traffic 

To the greatest extent possible, protect residential streets from hazardous or heavy traffic. 

Policy T-29: Infrastructure Improvements 

Facilitate mobility and the flow of traffic on major and collector streets (shown on the Vehicular 
Circulation Network map at the end of the Element7), reduce the air quality impacts of congestion, 
improve pedestrian and bicycle access, and speed public transportation throughout the city by 
making improvements to the existing physical infrastructure. 

Policy T-43: Bicycle Network 

Develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of bikeways that serves the needs of all types 
of bicyclists, and provide bicycle-parking facilities to promote cycling. Actions: 

A. Expand the supply of highly secure bicycle parking near transit hubs and commercial areas. 

Policy T-48: Pedestrian Plan 

Create a Pedestrian Plan for the purpose of developing additional strategies and policies to make 
Berkeley safer for pedestrians and to make Berkeley a more pedestrian-friendly city. 

Policy T-50: Sidewalks 

Maintain and improve sidewalks in residential and commercial pedestrian areas throughout 
Berkeley and in the vicinity of public transportation facilities so that they are safe, accessible, clean, 
attractive, and appropriately lighted. 

Policy T-52: Pedestrian Safety and Accessibility 

Provide safe and convenient pedestrian crossings throughout the city.  

Policy T-54: Pathways 

Develop and improve the public pedestrian pathway system. Actions: 

A. Continue to make repairs and safety improvements on public paths and restore unimproved 
paths 

 
7 University Avenue is identified as a Collector Street in the Vehicular Circulation Network map in the Transportation Element of the 
General Plan.  
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Berkeley Vision Zero Resolution and Vision Zero Action Plan  
The Berkeley City Council adopted a Vision Zero Policy (Resolution 68,371-N.S.) in March 2018, with 
a goal of eliminating traffic deaths and severe injuries by 2028. This resolution directed a Vision Zero 
task force to develop a Vision Zero Action Plan, which was subsequently created and approved by 
City Council in March 2020. The plan contains the following policies relevant to the proposed 
project:  

 Policy 1.1: Collaboration with City departments, regional and community partners, and mobility 
providers to achieve Vision Zero Goals.  

 Policy 2.1: Prioritize high-injury streets and the most vulnerable street users.  
 Policy 2.2: Design for vulnerable users of the transportation network, including people of all 

ages and abilities.  
 Policy 2.3: Deliver Vision Zero traffic safety infrastructure improvements both reactively and 

proactively.  
 Policy 3.1: Create a culture of traffic safety by promoting awareness through public information 

programs and campaigns. 

Berkeley Complete Street Policy  
The Berkeley City Council adopted a Complete Streets Policy (Resolution 65,978-N.S.) in December 
2012, to guide future street design and repair activities. “Complete Streets” describes a 
comprehensive, integrated transportation network with infrastructure and design that allows safe 
and convenient travel along and across streets for all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, persons 
with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, users and operators of public 
transportation, emergency vehicles, seniors, children, youth, and families.  

Berkeley Bicycle Master Plan  
The City of Berkeley Bicycle Plan, approved by Berkeley City Council in May 2017, contains the 
overall vision that “Berkeley will be a model bicycle-friendly city where bicycling is a safe, 
comfortable, and convenient form of transportation and recreation for people of all ages and 
abilities.” The Master Plan identifies three overarching goals: (1) safety first, (2) Strength in 
Numbers, meaning increasing bicycle use, and (3) all ages and abilities, meaning bicycling can be 
done by those of all ages and abilities.  

Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan 
The City of Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan, adopted in June 2010 and updated in 2020 is a critical 
component of the City’s efforts to meet diverse travel needs and improve mobility for everyone 
who is walking and traveling with an assistive device in Berkeley. The goals of the Pedestrian Master 
Plan include the following:  

 Increase safety and comfort for people walking.  
 Increase equity and transportation choices for all. 
 Improve public health and environmental sustainability.  

Berkeley Strategic Transportation Plan 
The Berkeley Strategic Transportation (BeST) Plan, adopted in 2016, establishes goals and strategies 
to enhance the City's transportation network, improve safety for all users, and increase access to 
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key destinations and services. The plan focuses on physical improvements and aims to create a 
more efficient and equitable transportation system for the entire community. The BeST Plan 
organizes goals policies and guidelines into “evaluation criteria” that were weighted according to 
community input to prioritize transportation projects within the City.  

3.12.4 Impacts Analysis 

Significance Criteria 
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to Transportation.  

Would the proposed project:  

 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

 Conflict or be inconsistent CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
 Substantially increase traffic-related hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Approach to Analysis 

VMT Impact Methodology and Assumptions 
Because SB 743 eliminated the use of level of service for CEQA impact analysis purposes, that 
method is not utilized in this analysis. The analysis in this document examines potential roadway 
transportation impacts under current CEQA criteria. The primary quantitative measure of roadway 
impacts is VMT. The City of Berkeley VMT Criteria and Thresholds document is limited to land use 
projects and does not include procedure and guidance for transportation projects.8 This VMT 
analysis methodology utilizes the procedures described in the Office of Land Use and Climate 
Innovation’s (formerly the Office of Planning and Research) Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA. VMT impacts are assessed by identifying the net change in Total 
VMT.  

EIR Scoping Comments Consideration 
This section also addressed comments received in response to the EIR NOP related to construction 
access, pedestrian and bicycle safety, conducting VMT analysis (as requested by Caltrans), mode 
split assumptions, availability of public parking spaces for recreational users and hazards related to a 
loss of control event.  

Construction access and pedestrian and bicycle safety are addressed in Impact TRA-1. 

VMT impacts are addressed in Impact TRA-2.  

The mode split assumptions and the methodology to obtain the mode split numbers were 
developed using the latest WETA onboard passenger survey and WETA Business Service Plan for 

 
8 Berkeley, City of. 2020. VMT Criteria and Thresholds. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/VMT-Criteria-and-
Thresholds.pdf (accessed September 2025) 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/VMT-Criteria-and-Thresholds.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/VMT-Criteria-and-Thresholds.pdf
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Berkeley Ferry service. More details including the Mode Share Summary for Ferry Riders (no TDM) is 
found in Table 3 of the TIA (Appendix F).  

Comments related to parking availability, as related to potential CEQA impacts on VMT are 
addressed in Impact TRA-2.  

The potential impacts related to safety from operation of ferry vessels, including a loss of control 
event are addressed in Impact TRA-3.  

Specific Thresholds of Significance 
Berkeley has not adopted quantitative thresholds for the evaluation of roadway or transit facilities, 
design feature hazards, or emergency access. However, the City applies the following qualitative 
transportation thresholds: 

Roadway Facilities 
The evaluation of roadway facilities considers whether the project would result in the following: 

 Disrupt or conflict with existing roadway facilities; or 
 Conflict with roadway policies adopted by the City of Berkeley for respective facilities. 

Transit Facilities 
The evaluation of transit facilities considers whether the project would result in the following:  

 Disrupt or conflict with existing transit services or facilities; or 
 Conflict with transit policies adopted by the City of Berkeley for respective facilities. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
The evaluation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities considers whether the project would result in the 
following:  

 Disrupt or conflict with an existing or planned bicycle or pedestrian facility; or  
 Conflict with policies related to bicycle and pedestrian activity adopted by adopted by the City 

of Berkeley for respective facilities. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
The evaluation of VMT impacts considers whether the project results in a net increase in regional 
VMT. 

Design Feature Hazards 
The evaluation of impacts related to hazardous design features considers whether the project would 
result in the following:  

 Queueing that blocks roadways or intersections and causes roadway safety hazards; 
 An incompatible use that introduces new hazards to roadways; 
 Inconsistency with applicable WETA and industry design standards for ferry facilities; or 
 inconsistency with applicable City and industry design standards for roadways, bicycle facilities, 

and pedestrian facilities. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Transportation 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.12-17 

Emergency Access 
The evaluation of impacts related to emergency access considers whether the project results in the 
following: 
 Does not provide adequate access or turning radii for emergency vehicles; or 
 Impedes or delays access for emergency responders during construction or operation. 

Impact Evaluation 

Consistency with Circulation System Programs 

Significance Criterion a: Would the proposed project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or 
policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Impact TRA-1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH A PROGRAM, PLAN, ORDINANCE, 
OR POLICY ADDRESSING THE CIRCULATION SYSTEM, INCLUDING TRANSIT, ROADWAY, BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
FACILITIES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 

ROADWAY, TRANSIT, BICYCLE, AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES  
Construction activities could create potential conflicts with other roadway, transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian users, such as construction related activities resulting in temporary lane, bicycle path, or 
sidewalk closures along University Avenue or Seawall Drive. The City of Berkeley Municipal Code 
Section 16.18.250 states that “at no time shall a public street be closed, or the use or access thereof 
denied the general public, or to adjacent private property without the written permission of the 
Assistant City Manager for Public Works.” Any lane closures or impacts on public roadways such as 
University Avenue and Seawall Drive would require a permit from the City of Berkeley.9 The City of 
Berkeley regulates encroachment on roadways through a permitting process that considers 
potential impacts on roadways, including requirements for traffic control plans. Because 
construction impacts would be temporary in nature and because any effects on the roadway system 
(including bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities on University Avenue and Seawall Drive) would 
be minimized through a traffic control plan, construction of the proposed project would result in a 
less than significant impact with respect to conflicts with circulation system policies related to 
roadway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  

Operation 

ROADWAY FACILITIES  
The City’s General Plan includes policies related to accounting for all modes of travel (Policy T-18) 
and to improve infrastructure to facilitate mobility and the flow of major collector streets (Policy T-
29; note: University Avenue is considered a collector street).  

 
9 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Engineering Permits. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-
parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits (accessed June 2025) 

https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits
https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits
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As described in further detail in the Transit Facilities, Bicycle Facilities, and Pedestrian Facilities 
subsections below, the proposed project would develop a transportation network that accounts for 
all modes of travel. The proposed project would include improvements to University Avenue and 
Seawall Drive, consistent with Policy T-29 to improve existing infrastructure. The circulation flow, 
however, would remain the same. Implementation of the proposed project would be consistent 
with policies related to roadway circulation. Therefore, with respect to conflicts with policies related 
to roadway circulation, operational impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

TRANSIT FACILITIES  
The proposed project would not obstruct existing transit services or facilities, nor would it conflict 
with existing or planned facilities. In fact, the proposed project would implement new transit 
facilities and service, in the form of new ferry service from Berkeley, as well as improvements to bus 
facilities, in order to allow for expanded service in the future.  

Overall, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals and policies identified in regional 
and local plans. For example, Plan Bay Area 2050+ includes Transit 2050+, which is a parallel long-
range planning effort to Plan Bay Area 2050+ to re-envision the future of the public transit network 
in the nine-county Bay Area. The proposed project is identified as a project in Transit 2050+ (RTPID 
25-T11-164).10 In addition, the project would be consistent with the overall objectives in the City’s 
General Plan, Transportation Element to maintain and improve public transportation services 
throughout the City, and reduce automobile use and VMT by providing transportation alternatives.  

The proposed project would also be consistent with Policy T-9 (Ferry Service), which states that the 
City should continue to evaluate the possibility of a ferry terminal. As indicated in Policy T-9, ferry 
service is an envisioned transit use for the City. Regarding Action A of Policy T-9, the proposed 
project includes transit and bicycle connections as part of the proposed project, and the City will 
continue to explore potential shuttles. Regarding Action B of Policy T-9, the proposed project has 
been funded through the design phase with the following sources: the City’s Marina Fund, the City’s 
Measure T1 bond program, the City’s Capital Improvement Fund, WETA RM3 funds, Alameda 
County Transportation Commission grant funds, and California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) 
grant funds. The project funding will not result in a reduction in public subsidies for existing transit 
services. Regarding Action C of Policy T-9, as documented in this EIR, most of the project-level 
environmental impacts would be less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation. While 
the project would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise impacts (as well as 
significant and unavoidable land use and recreation impacts due to this construction-noise impact), 
these impacts would be temporary. The proposed ferry is a zero-emission electric ferry, which 
would be less environmentally detrimental than automobiles that are not zero-emissions.  

With respect to conflicts with policies related to transit facilities, operational impacts would be less 
than significant. 

BICYCLE FACILITIES  
The City’s General Plan includes policies to develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of 
bikeways that serves the needs of all types of bicyclists, and provide bicycle-parking facilities to 
promote cycling (Policy T-43). The City also has a Complete Streets Policy to create safe and 
convenient travel along and across streets for all users, including bicyclists. Furthermore, the 

 
10 MTC/ABAG. 2025. Plan Bay Area 2050+ Final Blueprint: Transportation Project List Attachment F - Updated. Available: 
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6204/10a_25_0106_7_Attachment_F_Transportation_Project_List_CO
RRECTED.pdf (accessed June 2025). 

https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6204/10a_25_0106_7_Attachment_F_Transportation_Project_List_CORRECTED.pdf
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6204/10a_25_0106_7_Attachment_F_Transportation_Project_List_CORRECTED.pdf
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Berkeley Bicycle Master Plan includes safety goals, as well as goals to increase bicycle use for those 
of all ages and abilities. The BeST Plan and the Vision Zero Policy includes additional goals to 
improve safety for bicyclists.  

Overall, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals and policies related to bicycle 
safety and the expansion of bicycle use. The proposed project includes new bicycle facilities to 
expand safe bicycle use. For example, the proposed project would include the installation of a raised 
cycle track on University Avenue, which would be separated from University Avenue, thereby 
creating a safer bicycling environment. In addition, the proposed project would include bicycle 
lockers and bike racks, and individuals would be able to take their bicycles on ferry vessels. All of 
these facilities would create a safer and more robust bicycle environment, compared to what exists 
today. Implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with policies related to bicycle 
facilities. Therefore, with respect to conflicts with policies related to bicycle facilities, operational 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES  
The City’s General Plan includes policies to make Berkeley safer for pedestrians (Policy T-48 and T-
52), improve sidewalks in the vicinity of public transportation facilities (Policy T-50), and to develop 
a public pedestrian pathway system, including repairing public paths and restoring unimproved 
paths (Policy T-54, Action D). The City also has a Complete Streets Policy to create safe and 
convenient travel along and across streets for all users, including pedestrians. Furthermore, the 
Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan includes goals to increase safety for people walking, increase 
equity and transportation choices, and improve public health and environmental sustainability. The 
BeST Plan and the Vision Zero Policy includes additional goals to improve safety for pedestrians.  

Overall, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals and policies related to pedestrian 
safety and the expansion of pedestrian facilities. The proposed project includes the construction of 
new sidewalks along University Avenue, the Bay Trail Extension along Seawall Drive, and a new 
public plaza. The proposed project also includes crosswalks and way-finding signage that would 
create a safer pedestrian environment. All of these facilities would create a safer and more robust 
pedestrian environment, compared to what exists today. Implementation of proposed project 
would be consistent with policies related to pedestrian facilities. Therefore, with respect to conflicts 
with policies related to pedestrian facilities, operational impacts of the proposed project would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures  

No mitigation would be required. 

Level of Significance 
Less Than Significant  
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Vehicle Miles of Travel 

Significance Criterion b: Would the proposed project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Impact TRA-2 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT OR BE INCONSISTENT WITH CEQA 
GUIDELINES SECTION 15064.3, SUBDIVISION (B), AND THE PROJECT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO A NET REDUCTION 
IN ROADWAY VEHICLE-BASED VMT. NO IMPACT WOULD OCCUR. 

Construction 

VMT generated project construction would be primarily associated with construction worker 
commutes, haul trips, truck deliveries, and detour routes. However, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3(b), a quantitative analysis of VMT is typically limited to operational impacts. 
Therefore, construction-related VMT is evaluated qualitatively. Construction-related vehicle trips 
would be temporary in nature and would not result in long-term trip generation. While construction 
activities may marginally generate VMT related to construction worker commutes, haul trips, truck 
deliveries, and detour route, construction would not substantially impact regional VMT. Given that 
operation of the project would overall reduce VMT, any VMT generated by construction would be 
offset by VMT-saving from operation of the proposed project. For this reason, there would be no 
VMT impacts from construction of the project.  

Operation 
Transit projects typically reduce VMT and are therefore presumed to have a less-than-significant 
impact on transportation. According to the Technical Advisory on CEQA Review of Sustainable 
Transportation Projects, this presumption applies to passenger rail, bus, and bus rapid transit 
projects. This presumption can also reasonably extend to ferry terminal projects, as their primary 
purpose is to offer an alternative travel mode for individuals who might otherwise commute by 
private motor vehicle.11 

The project is estimated to generate 1,127 daily vehicle trips (see Appendix F for additional details). 
However, it is anticipated that most of these trips are not new trips, and were originally headed to 
San Francisco by driving across the Bay Bridge. Some of these trips might have shifted from 
commuters previously taking BART and Transbay bus services. The 2022 WETA Berkeley Ferry 
Service Business Plan, Version 1.0 identifies the following:12 

 Approximately 9,000 jobs and 10,000 residents are located within a one-mile radius of the 
proposed project site; 

 Residents within 1-mile of the Marina are currently less likely to use public transit as their 
primary commute mode, reflecting West Berkeley’s more limited options for public transit than 
other areas of the City;  

 There are more jobs in San Francisco and San Mateo counties than in Alameda and Contra Costa 
counties and those jobs, on average, command higher salaries; 

 
11 California Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (formerly Office of Planning & Research). 2021. Technical Advisory on Sustainable 
Transportation Projects. Available:  https://lci.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/20211110-Sustainable_Transportation_TA.pdf (accessed September 
2025) 
12 WETA. 2022. WETA Berkeley Ferry Service Business Plan, Version 1.0. March 17, 2022. Available: 
https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20240926061356/Item-8A-Berkeley-Ferry-Service-Business-Plan.pdf 
(accessed: August 2024). 

https://lci.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/20211110-Sustainable_Transportation_TA.pdf
https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20240926061356/Item-8A-Berkeley-Ferry-Service-Business-Plan.pdf
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 West Berkeley residents currently access fewer jobs via transit than automobile, which shows 
the potential to increase accessibility to jobs by adding a commute ferry; and 

 Ferry service between Berkeley and San Francisco would increase access to these higher-paying 
jobs, allowing workers to live in East Bay while working in San Francisco. 

For these reasons, it is expected that people in West Berkeley who currently have limited transit 
options and are likely to drive into San Francisco would use the ferry service.  

Assuming most ferry riders will conservatively begin within a 5-mile radius of the Berkeley 
Waterfront and end within a 3-mile radius of the San Francisco ferry building, the total vehicle trip 
length would be 8 miles.13 Based on an average roadway vehicle distance from Berkeley to San 
Francisco of 25 miles, versus the lower average trip length of 8 miles with project implementation, 
this project would contribute to a net reduction in vehicle based VMT. Because the project would 
reduce regional VMT, the project would result in no net new VMT impact and would in fact provide 
a regional benefit by reducing VMT.  

The City has received comments from the public stating that use of the parking lot by ferry users 
may reduce access for those swimming, windsurfing, kayaking, fishing, and other recreational uses 
because parking spots that could be used by these recreators might instead be used by persons 
using the ferry service. However, access to, provision of, and/or scarcity of parking is not an 
environmental impact under CEQA. San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County 
of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App. 656 at 697. Scarcity of parking is only considered a potential 
secondary impact under CEQA if it results in a physical impact on the environment, such as 
increased VMT. The project is overall resulting in a reduction in VMT, and potential VMT increases 
due to searching for parking are expected to be nominal given the availability of parking (see 
Appendix F). For these reasons there would be no secondary impacts on VMT due to scarcity of 
parking.  

Mitigation Measures  
No mitigation would be required. 

Level of Significance 
No Impact  

 
13 Transportation Research Board of the National Academies. Coffel, K., Parks, J., Semler, C., Ryus, P., Bose, D., Vandehey, M., Petritsch, T., 
Proulx, F., & Chang, J. (2012). Guidelines for providing access to public transportation stations (TCRP Report 153). Available: 
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/1-4_Coffell-et-al_Guidelines-for-Providing-Access-to-Public-Transportation-
Stations_TCRP-153_2012.pdf (accessed February 2026). 

https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/1-4_Coffell-et-al_Guidelines-for-Providing-Access-to-Public-Transportation-Stations_TCRP-153_2012.pdf
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/1-4_Coffell-et-al_Guidelines-for-Providing-Access-to-Public-Transportation-Stations_TCRP-153_2012.pdf
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Transportation Design and Use Safety Hazards 

Significance Criterion c: Would the proposed project substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Impact TRA-3 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE ROADWAY HAZARDS 
BECAUSE OF A GEOMETRIC DESIGN FEATURE OR INCOMPATIBLE USE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to utilize existing parking lots in the project site, 
which would reduce the amount of heavy construction vehicles using adjacent roads. During 
construction, truck deliveries would avoid adding heavy duty truck traffic on local streets by using I-
80. However, construction equipment would need to access the project site via University Avenue 
and Seawall Drive. The use of these roadways would be temporary and standard safety procedures 
would be established as part of the Berkeley permitting process, which typically requires a traffic 
control plan (as discussed under Impact TRA-1) that would be required to comply with Caltrans 
standards and the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.14,15 In addition, the City of 
Berkeley maintains standards relating to pedestrian access during construction projects, which 
would ensure safe and accessible paths of travel for pedestrians throughout the construction 
period.16 Therefore, construction impacts related to roadway design safety hazards would be less 
than significant. 

Operation  

UNIVERSITY AVENUE AND SEAWALL DRIVE DESIGN AND USE SAFETY 
The project would include improvements along University Avenue and Seawall Drive. As described 
in further detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, these improvements would not change the overall 
circulation of these roadways but, rather, would improve the roadways compared to existing 
conditions. The proposed project includes new facilities for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian users. 
The proposed project includes features to separate pedestrians and bicyclists from vehicles, 
compared to existing conditions. In addition, the improvements to AC transit bus stops would follow 
similar existing configurations and would not create any new safety hazards. This would minimize 
geometric design hazards for all types of transit utilizing the project site. In addition, the roadway 
design would be subject to the City of Berkeley Roadway Design Standards.  

The proposed project would introduce a new use, compared to existing conditions. Bicyclists, 
pedestrians, transit users, and motorists would bike, walk, take the bus, and drive to the project site 
to access the ferry service. While this would be a new use compared to existing conditions, people 
already access the site via bus, bike, walking, or car. The proposed project would include safety 

 
14 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Engineering Permits. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-
parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits. (accessed June 2025) 
15 Caltrans. 2026. California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Available: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/2026/camutcd-2026-all.pdf (accessed February 2026). 
16 Berkeley, City of. 2026. Pedestrian Access During Construction Projects. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-
03/PedestrianAccess.pdf (accessed January 2026). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits
https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/2026/camutcd-2026-all.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/2026/camutcd-2026-all.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-03/PedestrianAccess.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-03/PedestrianAccess.pdf
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features that would overall improve safety, including crosswalks, wayfinding signage, and 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities separated from roadways.  

Because the roadways associated with the project would comply with these standards and because 
the project would not introduce new features that could create a hazard, roadway design and use 
safety impacts would be less than significant.  

VEHICLE QUEUING DESIGN SAFETY 
Queuing is the line of roadway vehicles that forms when a system, like a traffic signal, toll booth, 
intersection, or ramp cannot process vehicles all at once. This creates a line or "queue" of vehicles 
waiting to be served or to move through, causing delays. Vehicle queuing is considered, in this 
analysis, in the context of whether it could result in a transportation safety hazard.  

As described in detail in the TIA (Appendix F), the intersection of University Avenue and Frontage 
Road is currently operating at unacceptable level of service standards, based on standards 
established by the City of Berkeley. Because the intersection of University Avenue and Frontage 
Road are located near on- and off-ramps for I-80, additional roadway vehicles associated with 
traversing to and from the proposed site to utilize ferry and recreational uses could result in 
additional operational queuing on University Avenue and potentially on the I-80 on- and off-ramps.  

The queuing analysis performed for this project, and described in detail in Appendix F, indicates that 
the intersection of University Avenue and Frontage Road will continue to operate at LOS F with 
implementation of the project. The project will result in an additional 12 seconds delay in AM peak 
hour conditions and an additional 25 seconds delay in the PM peak hour conditions, resulting in one 
additional vehicle to the queue. The addition of one vehicle to the queue during the AM and PM 
peak hour would not be expected to substantially increase roadway hazards because of a geometric 
design feature or incompatible use. Due to the short turn pocket (4 vehicles), the westbound lane 
queues do spill back into one of the two through lanes over the University Avenue bridge. However, 
due to the presence of an additional through lane on the University Avenue bridge, through and 
right-turn traffic can continue past the queue. With regard to I-80 on and off ramps, no project trips 
are expected from the northbound left I-80 off-ramp to the site, as Frontage Road offers a more 
convenient route, especially during peak hours. Traffic entering from the I-80 off-ramp may also 
experience temporary blockages as the queue begins to spill back. Drivers making northbound left 
turns from the ramp require that space be kept clear of the westbound queue on University Avenue. 
In summary, the queuing that occurs at the University Avenue westbound lane is avoided due to the 
presence of an additional through lane, and the queuing that occurs at the I-80 off ramp is 
addressed by the striped stop bar. Therefore, no improvements are warranted as a part of the 
project. It should be noted that the separate University Avenue Overcrossing project includes 
installing a roundabout at the intersection of University Avenue and Frontage Road.17,18 Operational 
transportation safety design impacts related to queueing would be less than significant.  

FERRY VESSELS USE SAFETY 
The project would introduce ferry vessels operating on the project site. In the unlikely event of a 
loss of propulsion on an electric vessel, multiple layers of redundancy would be in place to prevent a 
complete failure. The vessel would be equipped with independent electric motors and multiple 

 
17 A mitigated negative declaration was filed with SCH number 2018112052 for environmental clearance for two roundabouts including 
one at University Avenue and Frontage Road. University Avenue Overcrossing Vertical Clearance Project.  
18 Caltrans. 2019. Notice of Determination. University Avenue Overcrossing Vertical Clearance Project. Available: fHwCGxZdS-rrOfZQMZo-
ozJFC4X5es2pDIvzXOEw5p5sEhRK3X4rbRyvcWskBPI6501fvBvbPQGuWQ-K0 (accessed February 2026). 

https://files.ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/149318-2/attachment/fHwCGxZdS-rrOfZQMZo-ozJFC4X5es2pDIvzXOEw5p5sEhRK3X4rbRyvcWskBPI6501fvBvbPQGuWQ-K0
https://files.ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/149318-2/attachment/fHwCGxZdS-rrOfZQMZo-ozJFC4X5es2pDIvzXOEw5p5sEhRK3X4rbRyvcWskBPI6501fvBvbPQGuWQ-K0
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battery banks, each with isolated controls and protection systems, ensuring that a single point of 
failure does not disable the entire system. Crew members are trained regularly to respond to such 
scenarios, including loss of propulsion drills. In the rare case that all propulsion is lost, the crew 
would deploy the vessel’s anchor to maintain position and initiate protocols to ensure passenger 
safety. 

WETA and its contracted operator proactively monitor weather forecasts. In the event of an 
approaching storm, senior staff coordinate with vessel crews to evaluate the safety of continuing 
ferry service on affected routes. This assessment includes real time monitoring of U.S. Coast Guard 
advisories and any issued small craft warnings. Service decisions are made with an abundance of 
caution, prioritizing passenger and crew safety above all else. 

It should be noted that other marine vessels regularly operate near the project site, given that the 
project site is next to an active Marina. Similar to other vessels, ferry vessels would operate safely. 
For example, when approaching the ferry floats, ferry vessels would slow down significantly and 
adhere to speed limits and docking safety procedures.  

For these reasons, the operation of ferry vessels would not increase transportation safety use 
hazards due to the introduction of a new use on the project site (i.e., operation of ferry vessels).  

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation would be required. 

Level of Significance 
Less Than Significant  

Emergency Vehicle Access 

Significance Criterion d: Would the proposed project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Impact TRA-4 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO 
RESULT IN INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS. NO IMPACT WOULD OCCUR.  

Construction 
Impacts related to inadequate emergency access are limited to operational impacts. During 
construction, two-way roadway travel would be maintained, and construction-related roadway 
detour signage would be provided. Therefore, no respective construction impacts would occur with 
regard to emergency access.  

Operation 
Emergency roadway vehicle access to the project site would be via University Avenue. The proposed 
project would result in upgrades to University Avenue but would not introduce new features (i.e., 
turning angle or radius) that would impede emergency access. Emergency vehicles would be able to 
access the project site in the same current pattern. In addition, the design of the new pier and 
breakwater would allow for emergency vehicles to drive on the proposed pier and breakwater.  

Similarly, as described in Section 3.7, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would 
not result in physical changes that could interfere with or impair emergency response or evacuation. 
One of the goals of the project is to provide an alternative form of transit for commuter travel that 
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would be able to continue to operate in the event of a natural- or human-made emergency event or 
catastrophe that disables roads, other transit, bridges, or tunnels. Given the Bay Area’s susceptibility 
to earthquakes and proximity to water, the new ferry service would provide a viable transit option 
that would be expected to be able to continue operation after such an emergency event. The 
proposed roadway and site access modifications would comply with emergency access 
requirements, and the project would provide a new transit option in the event of an emergency 
event. Therefore, no operational impact would occur with regard to emergency access. 

Mitigation Measures  

No mitigation would be required. 

Level of Significance 
No Impact  

3.12.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of the cumulative transportation analysis depends on the specific 
transportation impact. For consistency with circulation system programs related to roadways, 
transit, and pedestrian/bicycle facilities, the cumulative analysis considers the nearby past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future plans and projects listed in Table 3-1 (refer to Chapter 3, 
Environmental Impact Analysis). For VMT, the geographic scope is the City of Berkeley; however, a 
cumulative list of City of Berkeley projects or projections for the City is not used because the project 
results in a reduction in VMT and would not contribute to a cumulative VMT impact. For Safety 
Hazards and Emergency Vehicle Access, these kinds of impacts are site specific. Therefore, this 
analysis considers cumulative projects that are in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  

Consistency with Circulation System Programs 
A cumulative impact related to consistency with circulation system programs would be significant if 
the cumulative projects in the Berkeley Waterfront had certain inconsistencies that when added 
together resulted in a cumulative inconsistency with pertinent goals and polices related to the 
roadway network and transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  

Overall, the cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1 would either not conflict with polices related to 
safety and multimodal uses, or would contribute to a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly 
environment. For example, recreational improvements (e.g., D&E Dock Replacement, Tom Bates 
Regional Sports Complex Restroom & Community Space, etc.) would not meaningfully affect the 
roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian system; and pathway or bikeway projects (César E. Chávez 
Pathway Project, Berkeley Waterfront Bike Park Conceptual Design Project, etc.) would contribute 
to a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly environment. The maximum development potential in the 
Draft Waterfront Specific Plan would also help to implement the policies in the General Plan, by 
locating development next to a planned transit facility (i.e., the ferry terminal associated with the 
proposed project). For these reasons, cumulative projects in combination with implementation of 
the proposed project would result in a less than significant cumulative impact with respect to 
consistency with circulation system programs.  

Vehicle Miles of Travel  
Because the project would result in no impact related to VMT and would in fact reduce regional 
VMT, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact related to VMT.  
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Safety Hazards and Emergency Vehicle Access  
Cumulative impacts related to geometric design hazards and emergency access during construction 
could occur if other cumulative projects also affected University Avenue and Seawall Drive at the 
same time as the project, and resulted in additional lane closures. For example, the Berkeley 
Waterfront Bike Park Conceptual Design Project is located adjacent to a portion of University 
Avenue within the project site.19 The timing of construction for the Berkeley Waterfront Bike Park 
Conceptual Design Project is not currently known; however, if it occurred at the same time as the 
Berkeley WTPF project and required additional lane closures, there could be a cumulative effect on 
the ability of emergency vehicles to access the Berkeley Waterfront. Nonetheless, the City of 
Berkeley Municipal Code Section 16.18.250 states that “at no time shall a public street be closed, or 
the use or access thereof denied the general public, or to adjacent private property without the 
written permission of the Assistant City Manager for Public Works.” Any lane closures or impacts on 
public roadways like University Avenue and Seawall Drive from the project, or cumulative projects 
would require a permit from the City of Berkeley.20 Because the City of Berkeley regulates the 
encroachment on roadways through a permitting process that considers potential impacts on 
roadways, including requirements for traffic control plans, and because the project would require 
the implementation of a traffic control plan, cumulative projects in combination with 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant cumulative impact 
with respect to geometric design hazards and emergency access during construction. 

Cumulative operational impacts on hazards related to University Avenue and Seawall Drive would 
only occur if there were also planned improvements on these roadways. Because there are no 
cumulative projects that would affect the operation of these roadways, there would be no 
cumulative impact related to safety hazards on these roadways. Similarly, there are no cumulative 
projects that would add marine vessel traffic near the project site. For that reason, there would be 
no cumulative impact related to the operation of ferry vessels.  

Cumulative operational impacts on hazards related to queuing could occur if additional projects 
resulted in additional traffic that could increase the queuing at the intersection of University Avenue 
and Frontage Road during certain times of day, resulting in a safety hazard. The maximum 
development potential in the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan cumulative project could add traffic 
that could increase queuing, and could result in a potentially significant cumulative impact. As 
demonstrated above, the project contribution to this significant cumulative impact would not be 
considerable, and no mitigation is warranted.  

Operation of the project would result in no impact on emergency vehicle access because the project 
would maintain existing and adequate emergency access, and provide a new water-based 
emergency transportation service. Because no impact would occur, operation of the project would 
not contribute to a cumulative impact related to emergency access.  

Overall Level of Cumulative Significance 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation 

 
19 Berkeley, City of. 2023. Waterfront Bike Park, Final Concept Design. April 4. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Presentation_University%20Ave%20Bike%20Park_Conceptual%20Design%202023
%200403_0.pdf (accessed June 2025). 
20 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Engineering Permits. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-
parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits (accessed June 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Presentation_University%20Ave%20Bike%20Park_Conceptual%20Design%202023%200403_0.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Presentation_University%20Ave%20Bike%20Park_Conceptual%20Design%202023%200403_0.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits
https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/permits-design-parameters/permit-types/engineering-permits
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3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources 

3.13.1 Introduction 
This section describes the existing setting related to tribal cultural resources within the project site 
and adjacent areas as well as the relevant regulatory framework. This section also analyzes the 
potential impacts on tribal cultural resources anticipated to result from implementation of the 
proposed project. Information in this section is based on California Assembly Bill 52 consultation, 
conducted by the City of Berkeley and consulting Tribes. 

3.13.2 Environmental Setting 

Tribal Cultural Resources Definition 
The term “tribal cultural resources” under CEQA includes sites, features, places, or objects that are 
of cultural value to one or more California Native American Tribes.  

Overall Tribal Cultural Setting 
The following is a brief overview of the ethnographic background of the project site and adjacent 
areas, including the rest of the City of Berkeley and general San Francisco Bay Area. This section is 
not intended to be a comprehensive review of the current resources present; rather, it serves as a 
general overview. Further details can be found in ethnographic studies, mission records, and major 
published sources. 

Ethnographic Background 

Ethnography is the description of the customs of individual peoples and cultures. The City of 
Berkeley is located in the traditional territory of the Ohlone (or Costanoan) people. According to 
early ethnographers, Ohlone territory extends along the California coast from the point where the 
San Joaquin and Sacramento rivers merge into the San Francisco Bay southward to Point Sur. Their 
inland boundary was limited to the interior Coast Ranges. The Ohlone language belongs to the 
Penutian family, with several distinct dialects throughout the region.1 Ethnographers divided it into 
eight regional dialects: Karkin, Chochenyo, Ramaytush, Awaswas, Taymen, Mutsun, Rumsen, and 
Chalon.2,3 

The pre-contact Ohlone were semi-sedentary with a settlement system characterized by base camps 
and seasonal reserve camps composed of tule reed houses with thatched roofs made of matted 
grass.4,5 Just outside base camps, large sweat houses were built into the ground near stream banks 
used for spiritual ceremonies.6,7 Villages were divided into small polities, each of which was 

 
1 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office.  
2 Milliken, Randall; Laurence H. Shoup; and Beverly R. Ortiz. 2009. Ohlone/Costanoan Indians of the San Francisco Peninsula and their 
Neighbors. Yesterday and Today. Prepared for National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, San Fransico, California. 
Available: https://npshistory.com/publications/goga/ohlone-indians.pdf (accessed September 2024).  
3 Jones, Doug. 2015. Ritual and Religion in the Ohlone Cultural Area of Central California. Master’s Thesis, Department of Anthropology. 
San Jose: San Jose State University. 
4 Schick. 1994. The Ohlone and the Oak Woodlands: Cultural adaptation in the Santa Clara Valley. Research Manuscript No. 4. 

5 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 
6 Jones, Doug. 2015. Ritual and Religion in the Ohlone Cultural Area of Central California. Master’s Thesis, Department of Anthropology. 
San Jose: San Jose State University. 
7 Schick. 1994. The Ohlone and the Oak Woodlands: Cultural adaptation in the Santa Clara Valley. Research Manuscript No. 4. 

https://npshistory.com/publications/goga/ohlone-indians.pdf
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governed by a chief responsible for settling disputes, acting as a war leader during times of conflict, 
and supervising economic and ceremonial activities.8,9 Social organization appeared flexible to 
ethnographers, and any sort of social hierarchy was not apparent to mission priests.10  

Archaeological investigations along with ethnographic evidence helped inform Ohlone mortuary 
rituals. Cemeteries were set away from villages and visited during the annual Mourning 
Anniversary.11 Ceremonial human grave offerings might include Olivella beads, as well as tools like 
drills, mortars, pestles, hammerstones, bone awls, and utilized flakes.12 Ohlone mythology includes 
animal characterization and animism, which was the basis for several creation narratives. Ritually 
burying animals, such as a wolf, squirrel, deer, mountain lion, gray fox, elk, badger, grizzly bear, blue 
goose, and bat ray, was commonly practiced. Similar to human burials, ceremonial offerings were 
added to ritual animal graves like shell beads, ornaments, and exotic goods.13,14,15 

Ohlone food sources were based on hunting, gathering, and fishing.16,17 Larger animals, like bears, 
might be avoided, but smaller game was hunted and snared on a regular basis.18 The acorn was an 
important staple and was prepared by leaching acorn meal in openwork baskets and in holes dug 
into the sand.19,20 The Ohlone also practiced controlled burning to facilitate plant growth.21,22 During 
specific seasons or in times of drought, the reserve camps would be utilized for gathering seasonal 
food and accessing food storage.23 The Ohlone fished from tule reed canoes using nets and gorge 
hooks.24 Mussels were a particularly important food resource. Sea mammals such as sea lions and 
seals were hunted, and beached whales were consumed.25  

 
8 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California.  
9 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 
10 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 
11 Leventhal, Alan and Diane DiGiuseppe. 2009. Analysis of the Stone, Bone and Shell Artifacts from CA-SCL-869. In Final Report on the 
Burial and Archaeological Data Recovery Program Conducted on a Portion of a Middle Period Ohlone Indian Cemetery, Katwáš Ketneyma 
Waréeptak (The Four Matriarchs Site) CA-SCL-869, Located at 5912 Cahalan Avenue, Fire Station # 12 San Jose, Santa Clara County, 
California. City of San Jose: Department of Public Works.  
12Leventhal, Alan and Diane DiGiuseppe. 2009. Analysis of the Stone, Bone and Shell Artifacts from CA-SCL-869. In Final Report on the 
Burial and Archaeological Data Recovery Program Conducted on a Portion of a Middle Period Ohlone Indian Cemetery, Katwáš Ketneyma 
Waréeptak (The Four Matriarchs Site) CA-SCL-869, Located at 5912 Cahalan Avenue, Fire Station # 12 San Jose, Santa Clara County, 
California. City of San Jose: Department of Public Works. 
13 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 

14 Field, Les W. and Alan Leventhal. 2003. What Must It Have Been Like!: Critical Considerations of Precontact Ohlone Cosmology as 
Interpreted through Central California Ethnohistory. Wicazo SA Review, 18(2): 95–126. 
15 Jones, Barbara L. 2015. Mythic Implications of Faunal Assemblages from Three Ohlone Sites. Master’s Thesis, Department of 
Anthropology. San Francisco: San Francisco State University. 
16 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 
17 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 
18 Schick. 1994. The Ohlone and the Oak Woodlands: Cultural adaptation in the Santa Clara Valley. Research Manuscript No. 4. 

19 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 
20 Levy, Richard. 1978. Costanoan Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, California, edited by R. F. Heizer, pp 485–495. Washington, 
D.C.: Smithsonian. 
21 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 

22 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 
23 Schick. 1994. The Ohlone and the Oak Woodlands: Cultural adaptation in the Santa Clara Valley. Research Manuscript No. 4. 
24 Schick. 1994. The Ohlone and the Oak Woodlands: Cultural adaptation in the Santa Clara Valley. Research Manuscript No. 4. 
25 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 
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Seven Franciscan missions were built in Ohlone territory in the late 1700s, and members of the 
Ohlone group were eventually brought into the mission system.26,27,28 After the establishment of the 
missions, Ohlone population dwindled from roughly 10,000 people in 1770 to 1,300 by 1814. 29 In 
1973, the population of people with Ohlone descent was estimated at fewer than 300. The 
descendants of the Ohlone united in 1971 and have since arranged political and cultural 
organizations to revitalize aspects of their culture.30 Today, the descendant communities of the 
Ohlone can be found as part of multiple tribes throughout northern and central California. 

Existing Tribal Cultural Resources 

Tribal Cultural Resources within and Adjacent to Project Site 
As part of its tribal cultural resource identification process pursuant to California Assembly Bill (AB) 
52, on April 29, 2025 the City of Berkeley sent letters via certified mail to 27 Native American tribal 
contacts identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) as being traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the project site and adjacent areas. The tribal contacts included the 
following: 

 Amah Mutsun Tribal Band 
 Valentin Lopez, Chairperson 
 Ed Ketchum, Vice Chairperson 

 Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista 
 Michelle Zimmer, Senior Cultural Monitor & Consultant 
 Shelby Brown, Senior Cultural Monitor & Consultant, Councilwoman 
 Gary Zimmer, Senior Cultural Monito & Consultant 
 Christopher Zimmer, Senior Cultural Monitor & Consultant, Councilman 
 Irene Zwierlein, Chairperson 

 Confederated Villages of Lisjan Nation 
 Cheyenne Gould, Tribal Cultural Resource Manager 
 Deja Gould, Language Program Manager 
 Corrina Gould, Chairperson 

 Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe 
 Henry Muñoz, Cultural Resource Officer 
 Carla Muñoz, Tribal Council 
 Samuel Rodriguez, Cultural Resource Officer 

 Guidiville Rancheria of California 
 Michael Derry, Historian 
 Bunny Tarin, Tribal Administrator 

 
26 Kroeber, Alfred J., 1976. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Washington, D.C.: 
Smithsonian Printing Office. 
27 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 
28 Milliken, Randall; Laurence H. Shoup; and Beverly R. Ortiz. 2009. Ohlone/Costanoan Indians of the San Francisco Peninsula and their 
Neighbors. Yesterday and Today. Prepared for National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, San Fransico, California. 
Available: https://npshistory.com/publications/goga/ohlone-indians.pdf (accessed September 2024).  
29 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 
30 Skowronek. 1998. Sifting the Evidence: Perceptions of Life at the Ohlone (Costanoan) Missions of Alta California. 

https://npshistory.com/publications/goga/ohlone-indians.pdf
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 Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan  
 Kanyon Sayers-Roods, MLD Contact 
 Ann Marie Sayers, Chairperson 

 Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the SF Bay Area 
 Richard Massiatt, Councilmember/MLD Tribal Representative  
 Charlene Nijmeh, Chairperson 

 Northern Valley Yokut/Ohlone Tribe 
 Katherine Perez, Chairperson 
 Timothy Perez, Tribal Compliance Officer 

 Ohlone Indian Tribe 
 Vincent Medina, Cultural Leader 
 Desiree Vigil, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
 Andrew Galvan, Chairperson 

 Wilton Rancheria 
 Michelle St. Clair, Executive Director of Cultural Preservation 
 Steven Hutchason, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
 Cultural Preservation Department 

 Wuksachi Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band 
 Kenneth Woodrow, Chairperson 

On May 6, 2025, Stacey Nieves, Tribal Administrative Assistant for the Confederated Villages of 
Lisjan responded via email to request formal consultation under AB 52 for the project, as well as 
additional details about the project. The City began consultations with the Confederated Villages of 
Lisjan on July 30, 2025. The City provided additional information requested by the Tribe, including 
additional information about the scope of the project on August 6, 2025 and September 12, 2025. 
On December 11, 2025, Lucy Behan, Cultural Resources Manager for the Confederated Villages of 
Lisjan, requested an additional consultation meeting. On January 21, 2026, a second consultation 
meeting was completed. The City provided additional project information requested by the Tribe. 
The Confederated Villages of Lisjan confirmed consultation was closed on January 21, 2026. 

On May 29, 2025, Alan Leventhal, Archaeologist and Ethnohistorian for the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe 
of the San Francisco Bay Area, responded via email to request formal consultation under AB 52 for 
the project. The City consulted with the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area on 
July 15, 2025. The Muwekma Ohlone Tribe identified the general vicinity, including waterside 
improvements, as sensitive for tribal cultural resources. On November 14, 2025, Mr. Leventhal 
confirmed via email that the tribe did not have any additional comments related to the project. 
Therefore, consultation with the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area concluded 
on November 14, 2025.  
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3.13.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 
No federal regulations are applicable to tribal cultural resources. 

State Regulations 

California Assembly Bill 52 – Effects on Tribal Cultural Resources 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 52 expanded CEQA by defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural 
resources.” AB 52 establishes that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect 
on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). AB 52 further states when feasible, the lead agency 
shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal 
cultural resource (PRC Section 21084.3). 

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe,” and meets either of the following criteria: 

 Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k). 

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

In recognition of California Native American tribal sovereignty and the unique relationship of 
California local governments and public agencies with California Native American tribal 
governments and with respect to the interests and roles of project proponents, it is the intent of AB 
52 to accomplish all of the following: 

 Recognize that California Native American prehistoric, historic, archaeological, cultural, and 
sacred places are essential elements in tribal cultural traditions, heritages, and identities. 

 Establish a new category of resources in CEQA called “tribal cultural resources” that considers 
the tribal cultural values in addition to the scientific and archaeological values when 
determining impacts and mitigation. 

 Establish examples of mitigation measures for tribal cultural resources that uphold the existing 
mitigation preference for historical and archaeological resources of preservation in place, if 
feasible. 

 Recognize that California Native American tribes may have expertise with regard to their tribal 
history and practices, which concern the tribal cultural resources with which they are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated (because CEQA calls for a sufficient degree of analysis, tribal 
knowledge about the land and tribal cultural resources at issue should be included in 
environmental assessments for projects that may have a significant impact on those resources). 

 In recognition of their governmental status, establish a meaningful consultation process 
between California Native American tribal governments and lead agencies, respecting the 
interests and roles of all California Native American tribes and project proponents, and the level 

a. 

b. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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of required confidentiality concerning tribal cultural resources, early in the CEQA environmental 
review process, so that tribal cultural resources can be identified, and culturally appropriate 
mitigation and mitigation monitoring programs can be considered by the decision-making body 
of the lead agency. 

 Recognize the unique history of California Native American tribes and uphold existing rights of 
all California Native American tribes to participate in, and contribute their knowledge to, the 
environmental review process pursuant to CEQA. 

 Ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents have 
information available, early in CEQA environmental review process, for purposes of identifying 
and addressing potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources and to reduce the 
potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review process. 

 Enable California Native American tribes to manage and accept conveyances of, and act as 
caretakers of, tribal cultural resources. 

 Establish that a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a significant effect 
on the environment. 

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified or adopted. 
AB 52 requires that lead agencies “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native 
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects 
proposed in the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 

Regional and Local Regulations 
No regional or local regulations explicitly establish guidance for the treatment of tribal cultural 
resources. 

3.13.4 Impacts Analysis 

Significance Criteria 
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to Tribal Cultural Resources. Would the project: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

 Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 

or 

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

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

a) 

1. 

2. 
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Approach to Analysis 
This evaluation focuses on whether implementation of the proposed project would impact tribal 
cultural resources. Both direct and indirect impacts of proposed project implementation were 
considered for this analysis below. Direct impacts are typically associated with construction and/or 
ground-disturbing activities, and have the potential to immediately alter, diminish, or destroy all or 
part of the character and quality of a cultural resource or tribal cultural resource. Indirect impacts 
are typically associated with post-project implementation conditions that have the potential to alter 
or diminish the setting of a cultural resource or tribal cultural resource by introducing visual 
intrusions on existing sites that are considered undesirable. 

In accordance with AB 52, the City of Berkeley sent letters via certified mail to 27 Native American 
tribal contacts identified by the NAHC and City of Berkeley as being traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the project site and adjacent areas. Two contacts responded to request formal 
consultation under AB 52 for the project (the Confederated Villages of Lisjan and the Muwekma 
Ohlone Tribe of the SF Bay Area). The City consulted with the two Tribes that requested 
consultation. The results of this tribal consultation were utilized for the analysis of impact related to 
tribal cultural resources. 

EIR Scoping Comments Consideration 
This section also addressed comments received in response to the EIR NOP related to tribal cultural 
resources regulatory requirements. Tribal cultural resources are discussed under Impact TCR-1.  

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) stated that that the proposed project is subject 
to the requirements and provisions under Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) for tribal cultural resources. 
Consultation required pursuant to AB 52 was carried out by the City of Berkeley.  

Timothy Perez of the Nototomne Cultural Preservation recommended cultural sensitivity training to 
account for the ground disturbance proposed for the project. Mr. Perez further commented that he 
does not think an on-site monitor would be required given the scope of work anticipated. Cultural 
sensitivity training is included per Mitigation Measure TCR-1.  

Lucy Gill of the Confederated Villages of Lisjan commented that she looks forward to an official 
request for consultation from the City of Berkeley. The City of Berkeley sent formal AB 52 
notifications on April 29, 2025 and consulted with the Confederated Villages of Lisjan for this 
project.  

Wilton Rancheria commented that the area is within the ancestral territory of the Wilton Rancheria, 
but the tribe has no recommendations. Wilton Rancheria requested to be informed of any project 
updates or changes. No project updates or changes have been proposed since receipt of this 
comment and the City of Berkeley sent Wilson Rancheria formal AB 52 notification on April 29, 
2025.  

Specific Threshold of Significance 
For purposes of this analysis, the following threshold is used to evaluate the significance of tribal 
cultural resources impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project. 

 Physically damage, destroy, or otherwise adversely impact a site, feature, place, or cultural 
landscape with cultural value to a California Native American tribe and that is a resource 
determined by the City of Berkeley, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
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be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. 

Impact Evaluation 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Significance Criterion a: Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 21074 that is either:  

 1) listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
 Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
 Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k) or  
2) a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and 
 supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
 set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? 

Impact TCR-1 THE PROPOSED DISTURBANCES ON THE GROUND AND SEABED COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT 
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. WITH ADHERENCE TO MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED UPON THROUGH AB 52 
CONSULTATION, IMPACTS TO TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION.  

Construction 

Proposed project construction would involve ground disturbing activities related to implementation 
of both landside and waterside improvements. There are no known tribal cultural resources at the 
project site; however, landside ground-disturbing activities, including trenching, grading, or other 
excavations occurring in non-fill soils, as well as waterside seabed disturbances from dredging have 
the potential to uncover, disturb, and destroy previously unidentified tribal cultural resources. 
Disturbance of any of these types of unknown tribal cultural resources during construction would be 
considered a potentially significant impact.  

As described in Section 3.13.2, the City conducted consultation with two Native American Tribes as 
part of AB 52 consultation. As part of consultation with the Confederated Villages of Lisjan, the City 
provided project information requested by the Tribe, including information on the PG&E work, the 
dredging work, and draft mitigation measures. Following the meeting, on January 21, 2026, the City 
provided, at the Tribes request, confirmation that no ground disturbing work would occur east of 
Highway 80 and this information would be included in the EIR, and that a mitigation measure would 
be included in the EIR for the provision of a Native American monitor for all ground disturbing work 
occurring in non-fill materials. On the same day, the Confederated Villages of Lisjan provided the 
City with standard mitigation language requiring cultural resources sensitivity training, a Native 
American monitor for ground disturbing work in non-fill soils, and protocols for unanticipated 
discoveries. Both the City and Confederated Villages of Lisjan agreed that the mitigation measures 
included the Draft EIR shall be consistent with their standard mitigation, as well as the inclusion of 
additional text in the appropriate EIR sections and that consultation could be closed.  

As part of consultation with the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area, the City 
provided to the Tribe on September 12, 2025, proposed mitigation measures to address the 
concerns of the Tribe regarding unidentified Tribal Cultural Resources, including cultural sensitivity 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.13-9 

training, tribal monitoring, and the instillation of signage that acknowledges Native history. On 
November 14, 2025, Mr. Leventhal confirmed via email that the tribe did not have any additional 
comments related to the project. Therefore, consultation with the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the 
San Francisco Bay Area concluded on November 14, 2025.  

Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-5, as developed through AB 52 consultation, would require 
cultural sensitivity training, signage, tribal monitoring, evaluation of unanticipated discoveries, and 
protocols for the treatment of Native American human remains during project construction 
activities. With adherence to the requirements identified in Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through 
TCR-5, unknown tribal cultural resources would be protected. Therefore, construction impacts 
related to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Operation 
Operation would not involve ground disturbance. Therefore, there would be no operational impact 
related to tribal cultural resources.  

Mitigation Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-1: CONDUCT CULTURAL RESOURCES SENSITIVITY TRAINING PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 
Prior to the start of any ground disturbing activities, including excavation on land and dredging in 
water, the City of Berkeley (City) or its contractor(s) shall provide all construction personnel 
conducting ground disturbing activities, with cultural resources sensitivity training. The training will 
be conducted in person, or via a video meeting, to be viewed by all construction personnel involved 
in ground disturbing activities prior to the start of construction. The training will be developed and 
conducted in coordination with locally affiliated California Native American Tribe(s) that have 
participated in consultation with the City for the project (referred to hereafter as “Consulting 
Tribes”). Cultural resources sensitivity training will include relevant information regarding sensitive 
tribal cultural resources, applicable regulations including consequences of violation, and protocols 
for unanticipated discoveries and avoidance. The training will emphasize the requirement of 
confidentiality and culturally appropriate treatment of any finds of significance to Native Americans.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-2: PROVIDE SIGNAGE ACKNOWLEDGING NATIVE AMERICAN HISTORY PRIOR 
TO OPERATION 
Prior to operation, the City shall provide signage at the project site that acknowledges Native 
American history and importance of the area. Language and design for the signage shall be 
developed in consultation with Consulting Tribes, including the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe. The 
location of the signage shall be thoughtfully integrated into the project design and shall be 
respectful of Native American culture and values. Photographs of human remains shall not be 
depicted on the signage. The City or its contractor(s) shall incorporate the location and content of 
the signage prior to Final Design. Consulting Tribes shall be given the opportunity to comment on 
the signage prior to the Final Design being approved by the City. 

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-3: CONDUCT NATIVE AMERICAN MONITORING DURING CONSTRUCTION 
Prior to the start of any ground disturbing activities, including excavation and grading on land not 
previously covered by fill and any dredging in water, the City or its contractor(s) shall retain a Native 
American monitor(s) from a Consulting Tribe(s) for purposes of construction monitoring. If multiple 
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Consulting Tribes request to monitor, the City will establish a rotating schedule to include all tribes 
requesting monitoring. The City shall provide monitors with at least 48 hours’ notice prior to the 
start of any ground disturbing activity that requires monitoring. Native American monitors shall 
observe project-related ground disturbing activities located in previously undisturbed areas (i.e., 
areas not consisting of fill) and provide daily monitoring logs to the City detailing construction 
observed and results at minimum (confidential information can be redacted at the monitor’s 
discretion). Monitors shall have the authority to temporarily halt work in the event of discovery or a 
potential Tribal Cultural Resource.  

If suspected Tribal Cultural Resources are encountered at any point during ground disturbing 
activities, work within a 100-foot radius shall halt and the find shall be evaluated for significance as 
required by Mitigation Measure TCR-4. The 100-foot radius may be reduced or expanded as 
appropriate by the monitor if conditions, such as expanded boundaries or increased sensitivity, 
warrant the reduction or expansion. Native American monitoring may be reduced to spot-checking 
or eliminated at the discretion of the monitor, in coordination with the City, as warranted by 
conditions such as encountering fill soils, bedrock, or negative findings during the first 60 percent of 
grading. If monitoring is reduced to spot-checking, spot-checking shall occur, at minimum, when 
ground-disturbance moves to a new location within the project site and when ground disturbance 
will extend to depths not previously reached (unless those depths are within bedrock). Ground 
disturbing activities shall not be contingent on the presence or availability of a Native American 
monitor, and ground disturbing may proceed regardless of whether or not a monitor is present on 
site. 

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-4: EVALUATE DISCOVERED TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES AND IMPLEMENT 
RESULTING RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION 
If suspected Tribal Cultural Resources are encountered at any point during ground disturbing 
activities, work within a 100-foot radius shall halt and Consulting Tribes shall evaluate the suspected 
resource for significance as a Tribal Cultural Resource. If the find is archaeological in nature, then 
the City or its contractor(s) shall also retain a qualified archaeologist to respond and evaluate 
significance as required by Mitigation Measure CUL-1. The City shall review the significance 
evaluation of the Tribal Cultural Resource and determine whether the find meets the criteria in 
California PCR Section 21074. If a discovered Tribal Cultural Resource is determined by the City to 
meet the criteria in California PRC Section 21074, avoidance and preservation in place shall be the 
preferred method of mitigating impacts and the City shall first consider the measures in California 
PRC Section 21084.3(b) in consultation with Consulting Tribes. If significant impacts to the resource 
cannot be avoided via project redesign, then the City shall work with Consulting Tribes to develop 
other appropriate measures to mitigate impacts. This could include, but would not be limited to, 
data recovery, installation of a permanent plaque or mural to inform the public, interpretive and/or 
educational elements, and/or landscaping to include native plants. Work in the area may resume 
following the determination by the City and completion of any applicable measures mitigating 
impacts to the Tribal Cultural Resource, if any. 

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-5: PROVIDE RESPECTFUL TREATMENT OF NATIVE AMERICAN HUMAN REMAINS 
UPON UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY AND IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION  
In addition to adherence to the California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5, should human 
remains be identified during construction, no photographs shall be taken without express 
permission from the on-site Native American Monitor, and no invasive scientific testing shall be 
completed without consultation with the NAHC appointed Most Likely Descendent. Any bone that 
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cannot be identified as faunal shall be treated as human remains until positively identified as being 
non-human by the coroner and/or a qualified archaeologist, as appropriate. The Most Likely 
Descendant shall provide recommendations for reburial, and human remains and associated 
funerary items shall be reburied by Tribal representatives in a location agreed upon between the 
Tribe and the City. Any reburial location shall be accessible to Tribal members in perpetuity, not be 
subject to further disturbance, and kept confidential.  

Level of Significance 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation 

3.13.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of the cumulative tribal cultural resources analysis is the project site and 
adjacent areas within one mile. The cumulative analysis considers the nearby past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future plans and projects listed in Table 3-1 (refer to Chapter 3, 
Environmental Impact Analysis) located in Berkeley in addition to the proposed project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 
As documented in this section of this EIR, the vicinity of the project is sensitive for tribal cultural 
resources. Similar to the proposed project, future cumulative projects could result in similar impacts 
on unknown tribal cultural resources. Like the proposed project, other cumulative projects would 
also be subject to AB 52 requirements. Nonetheless, cumulative destruction, damage, or alteration 
of tribal cultural resources would represent a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, 
the proposed project would include implementation of TCR-1 through TCR-5, which establishes 
protocols for unanticipated discovery and protection of tribal cultural resources during construction, 
and requires signage at the project site that acknowledges Native American history and importance 
of the area. Given the implementation of mitigation that addresses comments from Native 
American Tribes provided during the AB 52 consultation process, and that other cumulative projects 
would also be required to comply with AB 52, the proposed project contribution to a potentially 
significant cumulative impact would be less than considerable. Therefore, the cumulative impact 
would be less than significant. 

Overall Level of Cumulative Significance 
Less Than Significant 
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3.14 Utilities and Service Systems 

3.14.1 Introduction 
This section describes the existing setting related to utilities and service systems (water, 
wastewater, stormwater, electricity, natural gas, telecommunications, and solid waste) within the 
respective utility service areas, which cover the City of Berkeley and the project site, as well as the 
relevant regulatory framework. This section also evaluates potential impacts to such utilities and 
service systems that could result from implementation of the proposed project. Information in this 
section is based on information from the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)1, the City of 
Berkeley Public Works Department2, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(SFRWQCB)3, the City of Berkeley Community GIS Portal4, Ava Community Energy, Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company (PG&E)5, the Berkeley Transfer Station, and the California Department of 
Resources, Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) Solid Waste Information System Database.6 

3.14.2 Environmental Setting 
Table 3.14-1 provides an overview of the existing utilities and service systems infrastructure and 
facilities that connect to and/or serve the project site. 

Table 3.14-1 Overview of Existing Infrastructure and Facilities at and Connecting to the 
Project Site 

Description Location 

Water supply pipelines Potable water pipelines are within the Project site, with appurtenances including 
valves and meters, and connections to existing irrigation and restroom facilities. 

Wastewater mains City of Berkeley sewer mains are located underground throughout the Project 
site, with lift stations sited strategically to collect municipal sewage from within 
the Project site and convey it to EBMUD’s North Interceptor.  

Stormwater drains Culverts, ditches, and infiltration areas are incorporated throughout the Project 
site to guide surface runoff away from roadways and structures. 

Electric power distribution lines Existing distribution lines are in underground electrical ducts buried in existing 
roadways within the Project site, including University Avenue. Supporting facilities 
including PG&E pad-mounted transformers are located within the Project site.  

Natural gas transmission pipelines No natural gas transmission pipelines were identified in the Project site. 

Telecommunication lines Existing telecommunications lines are located in underground electrical ducts, co-
located with electric power distribution lines within existing roadways. 

Solid Waste  City of Berkeley trash receptacles are located within the Project site. 

EBMUD = East Bay Municipal Utility District; PG&E = Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 
1 Data from EBMUD informed the discussion on water supply. 
2 Data from the City of Berkeley Public Works Department informed the discussion on wastewater collection. 
3 Data from the SFRWQCB informed the discussion on stormwater. 
4 The Community GIS Portal informed the discussion on existing telecommunications facilities and infrastructure. 
5 Data from Ava Community Energy and PG&E informed the discussion on existing energy infrastructure and supply. 
6 Data from the Berkeley Transfer Station and CalRecycle informed the discussion on existing solid waste infrastructure. 
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Water 

Water Provider and Service Area 
Water supply and treatment serving the City of Berkeley and the project site is provided by EBMUD, 
which has a service area for water supply of approximately 332 square miles, encompassing 
incorporated and unincorporated portions of Alameda County and Contra Costa County. The 
EBMUD water service area extends from Crockett southward to San Lorenzo and from the San 
Francisco Bay eastward to Walnut Creek.  

Water Sources  

EBMUD’s primary water supply source is the Mokelumne River watershed originating in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains. Water is entrained within Pardee Reservoir, which is formed by Pardee Dam and 
located upstream of Camanche Dam, and conveyed via gravity through the Mokelumne Aqueducts 
across the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta to local storage and treatment facilities and 
reservoirs in the eastern areas of the San Francisco Bay Area. After treatment, water is distributed 
to EBMUD customers in incorporated cities and unincorporated communities in Alameda and 
Contra Costa counties. Based on the historical average, approximately 90 percent of raw water 
entering EBMUD’s system originates from the Mokelumne River watershed, and approximately 10 
percent originates as runoff from protected watershed lands in the eastern San Francisco Bay Area.7 

EBMUD also maintains an emergency standby reserve 180-day (6-month) water supply in its 
terminal reservoirs, for use in the event of outages or failure of one or more of the Mokelumne 
Aqueducts. The terminal reservoir system has a total capacity of 151,670 acre-feet. 

In addition to its primary water supply sources including the Mokelumne River, East Bay Area 
watershed runoff, and CVP water, as summarized above, EBMUD also produces recycled water to 
supplement other sources. EBMUD treats secondary effluent from its Main Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (WWTP) at the East Bayshore Recycled Water Project facilities, producing recycled water that 
is used for compatible non-potable purposes to reduce reliance on high-quality potable water. 
EBMUD also partners with other agencies to increase the geographic coverage of recycled water in 
its service area, including West County Wastewater (WCW) for the North Richmond Water Recycling 
Plant and the Richmond Advanced Recycled Expansion Water Project, both of which serve the 
Chevron Richmond refinery. In summer months, EBMUD often uses all of the effluent from the 
WCW facility, avoiding the need to discharge that effluent to the San Francisco Bay while also 
increasing available recycled water supply. In calendar year 2020, EBMUD provided approximately 
8.3 MGD of recycled water to its customers.8 

EBMUD also conducts a Recycled Water Truck Program, providing recycled water at no charge for 
construction and other non-potable purposes. Recycled water for trucks is available at EBMUD’s 
Main WWTP in west Oakland and may only be used within EBMUD’s service area. 

 
7 EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-
FINAL-bookmarks.pdf. (accessed March 2025). 
8 EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-
FINAL-bookmarks.pdf. (accessed March 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
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Water Supply 
EBMUD evaluated several different climate scenarios to inform the assessment of water supply and 
demand for its 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The scenarios evaluated include a 
Base Condition, representing EBMUD’s current operations based upon historic hydrology; a High 
Water Demand Scenario, which assessed the upper-end of water demand assumptions; and an 
Extreme Drought Scenario, which reflects a reduced allocation of CVP supplies to 25 percent in 
drought years two and three of a five-year drought planning scenario. EBMUD assessed the Base 
Condition, High Water Demand Scenario, and Extreme Drought Scenario for a five-year drought 
period, to compare anticipated water demands against supply availability and inform planning for 
future water supply projects.9 

Table 3.14-2 provides an overview of EBMUD water supply demand assessment. This table shows 
that EBMUD anticipates having sufficient water supply available to meet demand under normal-year 
and single dry-year conditions with voluntary rationing in place, while water shortages are projected 
in certain dry years, including with mandatory rationing in place. 

Table 3.14-2 EBMUD Water Supply (MGD*) Demand Assessment, 2020-205010 
 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

Normal Water Year        

Supply – Mokelumne River  >181 >186 >190 >194 >201 >209 >218 

Total Supply >181 >186 >190 >194 >201 >209 >218 

Demand – PLOD1 181 186 190 194 201 209 218 

Need for Water (TAF)** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Single Dry Year        

Supply – Mokelumne River 121 126 129 132 138 144 151 

Supply – Central Valley Project2 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 

Total Supply 181 186 189 192 198 204 211 

Demand – PLOD 181 186 190 194 201 209 218 

Supply-Demand (difference) 0 0 -1 -2 -3 -5 -7 

Voluntary Rationing 3 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 

Need for Water (TAF)4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Second Dry Year        

Supply – Mokelumne River 82 86 89 92 98 104 111 

Supply – Central Valley Project 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 

Total Supply 156 161 164 167 172 178 185 

Demand – PLOD 181 186 190 194 201 209 218 

Supply-Demand (difference) -25 -25 -26 -27 -29 -31 -33 

Mandatory Rationing  13% 13% 13% 14% 14% 14% 15% 

Need for Water (TAF) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
9 EBMUD. 2021. Water Shortage Contingency Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-
2020-FINAL.pdf. (accessed March 2025). 
10 EBMUD. 2021. Water Shortage Contingency Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-
2020-FINAL.pdf. (accessed March 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-2020-FINAL.pdf
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 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

Third Dry Year        

Supply – Mokelumne River 141 145 146 145 132 118 105 

Supply – Central Valley Project 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Total Supply 153 157 158 157 144 130 117 

Demand - PLOD 181 186 190 194 201 209 218 

Supply-Demand (difference) -28 -29 -32 -37 -57 -79 -101 

Mandatory Rationing  15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 

Need for Water – Base Condition 
(TAF) 

0 0 0 0 28 52 75 

Need for Water - High Demand 
Scenario (TAF) 

0 0 21 35 60 97 125 

Need for Water – Extreme Demand 
Scenario (TAF) 

0 0 0 13 32 55 84 

*MGD = millions of gallons per day 

**TAF = Thousand Acre Feet 
1 PLOD (Planning Level of Demand) accounts for projected savings from water recycling and conservation programs as discussed in the 
2020 UWMP, Chapters 3. Customer demand values are based on the Water Supply Availability and Deficiency received by EBMUD, 
2020 
2 Projected available CVP supplies are taken according to the Drought Management Program Guidelines discussed in Chapter 3.  
3 Rationing reduction goals are determined according to projected system storage levels in the Drought Management Program 
Guidelines discussed in the 2020 UWMP, Chapter 3. 
4 Need for Water includes unmet customer demand as well as shortages on the Lower Mokelumne River. 

Source: East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-
your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan. (accessed July 2025). 

Water Conservation 
EBMUD implements a Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) to address uncertainties during dry 
water years and provide that essential public health, safety, and firefighting needs for water are met 
under all climatic conditions. The WSCP describes EBMUD’s actions to enforce regulations and 
restrictions for managing a water shortage when it declares a water shortage emergency and 
describes EBMUD’s planned actions to manage supply and demand before and during a water 
shortage to ensure a reliable water supply. The WSCP also describes emergency readiness and 
response including efforts to coordinate with local, county, regional, State, and federal agencies.11 

EBMUD’s water conservation program addresses both supply-side (distribution system) and 
demand-side (customer) factors, as well as legislative activity. Demand-side water conservation 
measures improve customer water use efficiency and include water use surveys, incentives, 
education and outreach activities, market support activities, and regulatory programs. Supply-side 
water conservation measures, which improve efficiency before use by the customer, include 
distribution system leak detection and repair programs.12 

In addition, supply savings are accomplished through both active and passive means, where active 
savings result directly from EBMUD conservation activities, and passive savings result from demand 
reductions related to codes, standards, and legislation, including EBMUD’s efficiency regulations. 

 
11 EBMUD. 2021. Water Shortage Contingency Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-
2020-FINAL.pdf (accessed March 2025). 
12 EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-
2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf (accessed March 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9150/735?WSCP-2020-FINAL.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
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EBMUD’s 2021 WCSP presents three water conservation forecasts including achieved conservation 
as of 2018, as well as high and low water conservation forecasts. The “High” forecast represents a 
best-case scenario that includes district-wide rollout of advanced metering infrastructure 
technology, higher customer participation rates, and higher supply-side savings from higher rates of 
pipeline replacement. The “Low” forecast represents the Planning Level of Demand and was 
designed to be more conservative from a water supply planning perspective; the Low forecast was 
also used in EBMUD’s 2020 UWMP to evaluate long-term water supply reliability. Figure 3.14-1 
provides an overview of EBMUD’s water conservation forecasts, including 46 MGD achieved 
between 1995 and 2018, as well as 66 to 74 MGD savings through 2050 for the Low and High 
forecasts, respectively.13 

Figure 3.14-1 EBMUD Water Conservation Forecast 

 
Source: EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan Figure 6-2. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-
water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan (accessed August 2025). 

Project Site 
Figure 3.14-2 shows the EBMUD water service lines within the project site (approximate locations 
were provided by EBMUD in their scoping comment on this project). 

 

 
13 EBMUD. 2021. Water Conservation Strategic Plan 2021. Available: 
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9740/719?Water_Conservation_Strategic_Plan_2021.pdf (accessed March 2025). 
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Figure 3.14-2 EBMUD Water Supply Lines Within and Connecting to the Project Site (Approximate Locations)  

 
Source: Rehnstrom, David. 2025. Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). 2025. Personal communication 
via NOP Scoping Letter with Liza McNulty, Capital Improvement Program Manager, City of Berkeley Parks, Recreation, and Waterfront Development, 
and Rincon Consultants. May 14, 2025. 
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Wastewater 

Wastewater Provider and Service Area 
Wastewater collection serving the City of Berkeley and at the project site is provided by the City of 
Berkeley Public Works Department, which has a service area covering the 18 square miles of 
Berkeley. Wastewater treatment and disposal serving the City of Berkeley and project site is 
provided by EBMUD, which provides such wastewater services across a service area of 88 square 
miles within Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.14 

Wastewater Infrastructure, Collection, and Generation 

The City of Berkeley collects wastewater via approximately 254 miles of sanitary sewer pipelines and 
31,600 service laterals throughout the City of Berkeley and conveys it to the EBMUD wastewater 
service district, Special District No. 1, which treats domestic, commercial, and industrial wastewater. 
The City owns and operates the sanitary sewer pipelines and service laterals as well as 7,200 
manholes and other sewer structures and seven sewage pump stations. 15 EBMUD operates large 
sewer inceptors that collect wastewater from throughout municipalities within its wastewater 
service area and convey it to the EBMUD Main WWTP, which is discussed below under Wastewater 
Treatment.  

The EBMUD North Interceptor runs along the coast through Berkeley and collects wastewater 
generated throughout Berkeley. Figure 3.14-3 provides an overview of the existing sewer mains and 
lift stations within the project site as well as the EBMUD North Interceptor. Lift stations function to 
move wastewater from lower to higher elevations within a sewage collection system. As shown in 
Figure 3.14-3, lift stations are located throughout the project site to help convey wastewater toward 
EBMUD’s interceptor, which is buried within City streets and along Interstate 80. 

Wastewater Disposal and Treatment 

The EBMUD Main WWTP is located in West Oakland at the base of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay 
Bridge and provides secondary treatment of residential, commercial, and industrial wastewater.16 
On average, the Main WWTP treats approximately 63 MGD of wastewater collected from EBMUD’s 
service area.17 The Main WWTP has a dry weather flow treatment capacity of 120 MGD.18 

In September 2014, the seven Satellite systems and EBMUD entered into a Consent Decree with U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the SWRCB, and the SFRWQCB, which established requirements 
for eliminating Wet Weather Facility (WWF) discharges over the next 20 to 25 years. WWFs have 
previously been used to capture and provide primary-level treatment of wet weather flows that 
exceed the capacity of the interceptor system, then discharge those flows. The East Bay regional 
wastewater collection system receives high flows during storms due to excessive infiltration and 
inflow that enters the system through cracks and misconnections in public and private sewer lines.  

 
14 EBMUD. 2025. Service Area. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/about-us/who-we-are/service-area (accessed August 2025). 
15 Berkeley, City of. 2019. City of Berkeley Sewer System Management Plan. May. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Sewer-System-Management-Plan.pdf (accessed March 2025). 
16 Berkeley, City of. 2019. City of Berkeley Sewer System Management Plan. May. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Sewer-System-Management-Plan.pdf (accessed March 2025). 
17 Berkeley, City of. 2019. City of Berkeley Sewer System Management Plan. May. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Sewer-System-Management-Plan.pdf (accessed March 2025). 
18 SFBRWQCB. 2020. East Bay Municipal Utility District Main WWTP NPDES Permit. Available: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2020/September/EBMUD/tentativeorder_EBMUD.pdf (accessed 
April 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/about-us/who-we-are/service-area
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Sewer-System-Management-Plan.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Sewer-System-Management-Plan.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Sewer-System-Management-Plan.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2020/September/EBMUD/tentativeorder_EBMUD.pdf
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Figure 3.14-3 Sanitary Sewer Facilities at and Connecting to the Project Site and North Interceptor 

 
Source: NOP Scoping Letter from East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2025 
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The EBMUD National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit no longer allows 
discharge from the EBMUD WWF. Furthermore, the NPDES permits held by the Satellite Agencies 
also prevent these wastewater collection agencies from contributing to WWF discharges. Under the 
Consent Decree, the Satellite systems, including the City of Berkeley and EBMUD are required to 
eliminate WWF discharges by 2036 and reduce infiltration and inflow in the system over a 22-year 
period. To meet this requirement, these agencies are conducting sewer system improvements and 
practices to eliminate the WWFs by providing sufficient capacity in the interceptor system19.  

Stormwater 

Stormwater Provider and Service Area 
In Berkeley, the stormwater system is separate from the wastewater system. Stormwater collection 
serving the City of Berkeley and at the project site is provided by the City of Berkeley Public Works 
Department, which has a service area covering the 18 square miles of Berkeley. The City of Berkeley 
is also a member of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) that supports efforts 
to protect waterways and the San Francisco Bay from stormwater runoff and pollution. The ACCWP 
covers a total of approximately 813 square miles across 14 cities in Alameda County, several other 
East Bay cities, and the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.  

Stormwater Infrastructure and Collection 
Stormwater is water that runs across the ground surface following a precipitation event and is 
typically managed by guiding stormwater runoff into channels, drains, culverts, and other 
infrastructure via gravity that convey it towards a common discharge point or through on-site 
infiltration and percolation features. 

Stormwater infrastructure is used to collect and convey stormwater flows (runoff) via gravity and to 
underground storm drain lines or manmade open channels, which discharge the stormwater flows 
directly into the San Francisco Bay. Conveyance mechanisms may include surface swales and 
subsurface pipes routing flows from paved and landscaped areas toward either existing storm drains 
or directly to shoreline outfalls. The City maintains and repairs curbs, sidewalks and pathways 
throughout Berkeley, as well as 214 miles of streets, 400 miles of sanitary sewers, and 78 miles of 
storm water piping, including approximately 5,800 storm structures and 30 green infrastructure 
installations. 20  

Stormwater Reduction 
The City is also implementing Low Impact Development (LID) and Green Infrastructure strategies for 
consistency with the City’s Watershed Management Plan (WMP), which identifies stormwater 
management conditions and needs throughout the city. LID and Green Infrastructure strategies 
implemented under the WMP primarily involve the use of landscape-based methods to contain 
stormwater near the source of runoff, to slow the rate of runoff entering storm drains. Stormwater 
management strategies implemented by the City also include the use of bioswales, permeable 
paving, underground stormwater storage, rain gardens, and rainwater catchment.21  

 
19 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Sanitary Sewer Rehabilitation: Urgent Sewer Project FY 2024. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/your-
government/our-work/capital-projects/sanitary-sewer-rehabilitation-urgent-sewer-project-fy  (accessed March 2025). 
20 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Public Works. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/about-us/departments/public-works 
(accessed March 2025) 
21 Berkeley, City of. 2011. Watershed Management Plan. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-
03/WatershedMgtPlan_2011October_Version1.0.pdf (accessed March 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/sanitary-sewer-rehabilitation-urgent-sewer-project-fy
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/our-work/capital-projects/sanitary-sewer-rehabilitation-urgent-sewer-project-fy
https://berkeleyca.gov/your-government/about-us/departments/public-works
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-03/WatershedMgtPlan_2011October_Version1.0.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-03/WatershedMgtPlan_2011October_Version1.0.pdf
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Project Site 
The existing stormwater infrastructure throughout the project site includes but is not limited to 
gutters, storm drains and pipelines, as well as vegetated swales and pervious areas throughout the 
developed site. Stormwater management and LID features within the project site include vegetated 
areas within roadway medians and vegetation established along sidewalks, adjacent to paved areas, 
which would represent immediate treatment via filtration, infiltration, and pollutant removal, prior 
to discharge. Portions of the developed project site, including parking lots, paths, and plaza area are 
connected to formal drainage pipes and treatment. Other peripheral shoreline areas, especially near 
the pier deck and open-space margins, may sheet flow directly into the Bay, as is typical for older 
marina areas where direct runoff reaches riprap or shoreline edge without capture. 

Electricity 

Electricity Providers and Service Areas 
Electricity service within the City of Berkeley and at the project site is provided by a community-
governed power supplier called Ava Community Energy (formerly known as East Bay Community 
Energy), which has a service area of approximately 849 square miles, covering all of Alameda County 
and the cities of Tracy, Stockton, and Lathrop, with service in unincorporated San Joaquin County 
planned for 2026.22 PG&E maintains the power grid serving the City of Berkeley and project site and 
has an electrical power service area covering approximately 70,000 square miles in northern and 
central California, from Eureka in the north to Bakersfield in the south and from the Pacific Ocean to 
the west and the Sierra Nevada to the east.  

Electricity Source and Supply 
Electricity and natural gas service to the project site is provided by PG&E and Ava Community 
Energy (Ava). Electric power needs within the project site are accommodated by the existing 
electricity grid, which constantly adjusts to meet consumer demands. 

Ava Community Energy is the default electricity generation provider in its service area. Ava builds 
and buys from clean power plants to offer residential and commercial customers a choice between 
power sources.23 As of 2023, Ava’s basic plan, Bright Choice, was 54.6 percent renewable, relying on 
a mix of biomass and biowaste (13 percent), geothermal (2.2 percent), eligible hydroelectric (2.5 
percent), solar electric (5.6 percent) and wind (31.3 percent). Its nonrenewable sources include 
large hydroelectric (34.1 percent), “other” (11.4 percent), and unspecified sources of power (28.4 
percent), which refers to electricity that is not traceable to a specific generating facility and typically 
includes a mix of all resource types that may include renewables.24 

PG&E acquires electricity from more than 400 generating plants owned by independent power 
producers or qualified facilities that make electricity from hydropower, gas-fired steam, and nuclear 
energy, including those owned by Ava Community Energy. PG&E also purchases electricity from 
sources outside its service area, transmitted across several states using the electric grid, which is a 
network of high-voltage transmission lines connecting generation plants to substations that use 
transformers to lower the voltage of electricity, transitioning electricity conveyance from the 
transmission system to the distribution system. Individual electricity customers receive electricity 

 
22 Ava Community Energy. 2025. “Who We Serve.” Available: https://avaenergy.org/community/who-we-serve/ (accessed July 2025). 
23 Ava Community Energy. 2025. “What We Do.” Available: https://avaenergy.org/what-we-do/ (accessed July 2025). 
24 PG&E. 2023. PG&E and Ava Community Energy Comparison. Available: https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/account/alternate-
energy-providers/Ava_PowerGenerationMix.pdf (accessed July 2025). 

https://avaenergy.org/community/who-we-serve/
https://avaenergy.org/what-we-do/
https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/account/alternate-energy-providers/Ava_PowerGenerationMix.pdf
https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/account/alternate-energy-providers/Ava_PowerGenerationMix.pdf
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from the distribution system, which delivers electricity using both overhead and underground 
power lines.25  

Project Site 
The project site is currently served by the PG&E El Cerrito G substation, which is located more than 
5 miles north of the project site. As summarized in Table 3.14-1, there are existing electric 
distribution and transmission lines in and near the project site, including buried within existing 
roadways (University Avenue, Marina Boulevard).26,27 The specific locations of underground utilities 
may be confirmed in preparation for construction activities through Underground Service Alert, a 
free public service that will contact PG&E and other companies responsible for underground in the 
area. Representatives will then mark the location of their underground lines so they may be safely 
avoided during excavation activities.  

Natural Gas 

Natural Gas Provider and Service Area 
Natural gas service and pipeline system within the City of Berkeley and at the project site is provided 
by PG&E. 

Natural Gas Source and Supply 
Similar to electricity, discussed above, PG&E delivers natural gas throughout its service territory, 
which it generates in facilities often within several hundred miles of the points of use. As with 
electricity supply and demand, natural gas needs within and near the project site are 
accommodated by PG&E’s natural gas system which is adjusted as needed to meet consumer 
demands. 

PG&E purchases natural gas supplies from producers and marketers in Canada, the Rockies, and the 
U.S. Southwest, making purchases on daily, monthly, and longer-term bases. PG&E occasionally sells 
excess natural gas, and conducts release of pipeline capacity. PG&E also procures renewable natural 
gas which is derived from organic matter from sources such as landfills, agricultural waste, 
wastewater treatment plants, and organic materials that release methane, which is collected and 
treated to produce renewable natural gas.28 

Project Site 

There are no natural gas transmission pipelines at or connecting to the project site.29 The closest 
natural gas transmission pipelines are across Interstate 80 to the east of the project site within 
existing rights-of-way in public roadways.30 There are natural gas distribution pipelines within the 

 
25 PG&E (Pacific Gas & Electric Company). 2025. PG&E Electric System. Available: https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/about/pge-
systems/pge-electric-system.pdf (accessed March 2025). 
26 Berkeley Department of Public Works. 1966. Berkeley Marina - Paving and Utilities. Site Plan – As Built.  
27 Berkeley Public Works, Disaster, and Fire Safety and Transportation Commissions. 2018. Conceptual Study to Underground Utility Wires 
in Berkeley.  
28 PG&E. 2025. Core gas supply. Available: https://www.pge.com/en/about/doing-business-with-pge/core-gas-supply.html (accessed 
March 2025). 
29 PG&E. 2025. Gas Systems: Learn where natural gas pipelines are located. Web mapping tool. Available: 
https://www.pge.com/en/about/pge-systems/gas-systems.html#tabs-fc6b80548f-item-727cbee02b-tab (accessed March 2025). 
30 PG&E. 2025. Gas Systems: Learn where natural gas pipelines are located. Web mapping tool. Available: 
https://www.pge.com/en/about/pge-systems/gas-systems.html#tabs-fc6b80548f-item-727cbee02b-tab (accessed March 2025). 

https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/about/pge-systems/pge-electric-system.pdf
https://www.pge.com/assets/pge/docs/about/pge-systems/pge-electric-system.pdf
https://www.pge.com/en/about/doing-business-with-pge/core-gas-supply.html
https://www.pge.com/en/about/pge-systems/gas-systems.html#tabs-fc6b80548f-item-727cbee02b-tab
https://www.pge.com/en/about/pge-systems/gas-systems.html#tabs-fc6b80548f-item-727cbee02b-tab
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project site, which are smaller than transmission pipelines, and convey natural gas directly to 
customer connections. 

Telecommunications 

Telecommunications Infrastructure and Facilities 

Telecommunications refers to the electronic transmission of information over long distances, 
including internet and telephone services. Telecommunication facilities include wireless antennas 
and cables, which may be placed above ground on stand-alone or shared towers with electricity 
transmission and distribution lines, as well as below ground, in designated rights-of-way commonly 
also shared with other utilities including electricity and natural gas lines. 

Telecommunications Providers and Service Area 

Telecommunications services within the City of Berkeley and at the project site are provided by 
Comcast, AT&T, and Sonic. 

Project Site 

There are no existing wireless antennas within or adjacent to the project site. The nearest 
telecommunication wireless antennas are located along Eastshore Highway, near the intersections 
of Eastshore Highway and University Avenue, and Eastshore Highway and Hearst Avenue.31 In 
addition, as noted in Table 3.14-1, telecommunications lines have been undergrounded within and 
near the project site and are co-located with electric power distribution lines within existing 
roadways. 

Solid Waste 

Solid Waste Provider and Service Area 
Solid waste collection and disposal, recycling, and organics collection and composting services 
within the City of Berkeley and at the project site are provided by the City of Berkeley Public Works 
Department Zero Waste Division. In addition, the City of Berkeley works with the Ecology Center to 
provide recycling services and with StopWaste to meet recycling and composting requirements. 

Solid Waste Collection and Sorting 
Solid waste is collected from City-maintained receptacles and taken to the Berkeley Transfer Station 
for sorting. 

Organics Collection and Composting 
The Alameda County Plant Debris Landfill Ban requires that all organic (compostable) materials are 
kept out of landfills to reduce emissions contributing to climate change; therefore, organic waste 
materials are required to be separated from other waste prior to conveying waste to the Berkeley 
Transfer Station for sorting. Compostable materials include food scraps, tree and garden trimmings 

 
31 Berkeley, City of. 2024. City of Berkeley Community GIS Portal. Available: 
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Par
cels;Community%20Services (accessed March 2025). 

https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Community%20Services
https://berkeley.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2c7dfafbb1f64e159f4fdf28a52f51c6&showLayers=Berkeley%20Parcels;Community%20Services
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(including palm leaves and bamboo), unpainted/untreated wood (nails are okay), untreated wood 
chips, and compostable paper. 32 

Solid Waste Recycling and Disposal 
The City of Berkeley Zero Waste Division of the Public Works Department is the primary agency 
responsible for the management of solid waste collection and disposal. The Zero Waste Division 
oversees contracts with local organizations such as the Community Conservation Centers (CCC) and 
StopWaste. The CCC operates the Berkeley Recycling Center, managing buyback, drop-off, and 
processing programs resulting in a total of approximately 16,000 tons of recyclables processed in 
the city annually.33  

The Zero Waste Division operates the Berkeley Transfer Station, which accepts construction and 
demolition materials for recycling. Accepted materials include wood (clean, untreated, unpainted); 
roofing materials (no asphalt shingles); drywall; tile, porcelain, brick; dirt and rock; concrete; metal; 
cardboard; rigid plastics; toilets, sinks, and bathtubs. The Berkeley Transfer Station does not accept 
hazardous waste. Additional items that require special handling include carpet recycling; treated 
wood waste; and used motor oil or hydraulic fluid.34 The Davis Street Resource Recovery Complex 
and Transfer Station also handles trash from the city of Berkeley, and recovers materials for reuse, 
recycling, or composting. 

Solid waste that is not recycled, composted, or otherwise diverted from the transfer stations 
receiving material from Berkeley is conveyed via truck to the Altamont Landfill in Livermore for 
disposal. The Altamont Landfill is one of the largest landfill operations in Northern California, and 
provides disposal of all non-hazardous municipal solid wastes, non-hazardous industrial and special 
wastes, de-watered wastewater treatment plant sludge (biosolids), treated auto shredder wastes, 
contaminated soils, liquids for solidification, and friable asbestos wastes.35 As of October 31, 2024, 
the Altamont Landfill had 52.3 million cubic yards of capacity remaining of its total permitted 124.4 
cubic yards, with disposal capacity sufficient to meet anticipated needs through 2060.36  

In Alameda County, the Department of Environmental Health is certified by CalRecycle as the Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA) responsible for ensuring the correct operation and closure of solid waste 
facilities. As the Alameda County LEA, the Department of Environmental Health is also responsible 
for the proper storage and transportation requirements of solid wastes.37 In addition to the 
Alameda County LEA, regulatory agencies responsible for oversight of the Altamont Landfill include 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District. The landfill is owned and operated by Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc., in 
accordance with Solid Waste Facilities permit 01-AA-0009 and Waste Discharge Requirements 
permit R5-2009-0055. 

 
32 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Transfer Station. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/transfer-station (accessed 
March 2025). 
33 Berkeley Recycling Operated by Community Conservation Centers, Inc. 2025. “About Community Conservation Centers.” Available: 
https://berkeleyrecycling.org/about/ (accessed August 2025). 
34 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Transfer Station. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/transfer-station (accessed 
March 2025). 
35 Waste Management, Inc. 2025. Altamont Landfill. Available: 
https://www.wm.com/location/california/cabay/empire/landfills/altamont.jsp (accessed March 2025). 
36 CalRecycle. 2025. Solid Waste Information System Database. Altamont Landfill & Resource Recovery. Available: 
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/7?siteID=7 (accessed March 2025). 
37 Alameda County Department of Environmental Health. 2025. Solid Waste Program. Available: https://deh.acgov.org/solidwaste/solid-
waste.page? (accessed March 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/transfer-station
https://berkeleyrecycling.org/about/
https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/transfer-station
https://www.wm.com/location/california/cabay/empire/landfills/altamont.jsp
file://Rincon.net/Library/EPS/Alameda%20Co/Berkeley/23-15427%20Brkly%20WTPF/Report/3_EIR/03_Ad%20Draft%20EIR/Solid
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/7?siteID=7
https://deh.acgov.org/solidwaste/solid-waste.page
https://deh.acgov.org/solidwaste/solid-waste.page
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Solid Waste Reduction 
The City of Berkeley is also developing a Zero Waste Strategic Plan, which will serve as a framework 
and roadmap for achieving zero waste sent to landfills. Recommendations that are expected to be 
included in the Zero Waste Strategic Plan include requiring new buildings to allocate space for 
compost and recycling bins, and implementing programs to reuse and repair materials rather than 
disposing of them.38 The Zero Waste Strategic Plan, which was initiated in January 2023, is designed 
to support achievement of the City of Berkeley Climate Action Plan goals towards waste reduction 
and recycling.39 

Project Site 
There are several Class I, II, and III Landfills within a 250-mile range of the project site that have 
sufficient capacity to serve the project site, as shown in Table 3.14-3. 

3.14.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Regulations 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Regulations are found under Title 18 Chapter 1 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. FERC regulates the transmission and sale of natural gas for resale 
in interstate commerce, the transmission of oil by pipeline in interstate commerce, and the 
transmission and wholesale of electricity in interstate commerce. FERC also oversees environmental 
matters related to natural gas projects and major electricity policy initiatives. 

State Regulations 

Urban Water Management Planning Act  

The Urban Water Management Planning (UWMP) Act of 1983 amended the California Water Code 
to require all urban water suppliers in California to prepare and adopt a UWMP and update it every 
five years. This requirement applies to all suppliers providing water to more than 3,000 customers 
or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water. The EBMUD 2020 UWMP is 
applicable to the project site and is discussed further in the Regional and Local subsection below. 

Water Conservation Act of 2009 (Senate Bill X7-7) 
California adopted Senate Bill (SB) X7-7, or the Water Conservation Act of 2009, in November 2009. 
The legislation requires urban water retailers to set urban water use targets to achieve a 20 percent 
reduction in per capita urban water use by December 31, 2020. Additionally, the law requires 
agricultural water suppliers to prepare, adopt, and regularly update agricultural water management 
plans. Agricultural and urban water providers are ineligible for certain State grants and loans if they 
do not adhere to water conservation requirements established in the law.  

 
38 Berkeley, City of. 2025. Zero Waste Strategic Plan. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/zero-waste-strategic-
plan (accessed March 2025). 
39 Berkeley, City of. 2009. Climate Action Plan. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-01/Berkeley-Climate-Action-
Plan.pdf (accessed March 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/zero-waste-strategic-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/trash-recycling/zero-waste-strategic-plan
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-01/Berkeley-Climate-Action-Plan.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-01/Berkeley-Climate-Action-Plan.pdf
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Table 3.14-3 Solid Waste Volumes and Capacity of Landfills Serving Berkeley 

Landfill 
Landfill 
Class1 County 

Landfill Permitted 
Daily Tonnage 
(tons per day) 

Maximum Permitted 
Landfill Capacity  

(cubic yards) 

Remaining Landfill 
Capacity  

(cubic yards) 
Remaining Capacity 
as of Date 

Estimated Permitted 
Closure Date 

Altamont II, III Alameda 11,150 124,400,000 52,300,000 October 31, 2024 December 1, 2060 

Vasco Road II, III Alameda 2,518 40,207,100 11,560,000 November 1, 2022 December 31, 2051 

Keller Canyon II Contra Costa 3,500 75,018,280 63,408,410 November 16, 2004 December 31, 2050 

Newby Island III Santa Clara 4,000 57,500,000 16,400,000 January 31, 2020 January 1, 2041 

Kettleman Hills I, II Kings 9,000 15,600,000 2,880,000 July 31, 2023 N/A 

Total   30,168 312,725,380 146,548,410 N/A N/A 
1 Class I indicates a landfill that is authorized to accept hazardous waste. Class II landfills may accept designated waste but are not authorized to accept hazardous waste. Class III landfills are 
municipal solid waste facilities and are not authorized to accept hazardous waste. 

Sources:  

CalRecycle. 2025. Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) Database. Available: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Search. (accessed April 2025). 

DTSC. 2024. Kettleman Hills Facility RCRA Equivalent Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. Available: https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2024/04/KHF-Draft-RCRA-
Permit_English_ada.pdf. (accessed June 2025). 

DTSC. 2025. Waste Classification Definitions. Available: https://dtsc.ca.gov/glossary/ (accessed December 2025). 

 

https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Search
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2024/04/KHF-Draft-RCRA-Permit_English_ada.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2024/04/KHF-Draft-RCRA-Permit_English_ada.pdf
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Assembly Bill 1668 and Senate Bill 606 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1668 and SB 606 establish new water usage targets beyond SB X7-7 to better 
prepare the state for droughts and climate change. AB 1668 establishes long-term water use 
efficiency standards and objectives for urban and agricultural water suppliers, promoting 
sustainable water management practices. SB 606 complements AB 1668 by requiring water 
suppliers to set annual water budgets and prepare for drought conditions to promote resilience 
against future water shortages. 

California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance  
Title of 23 of California Code of Regulation (CCR) Div. 2 Chapter 2.7 requires cities and countries to 
ensure Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) compliance for new construction 
projects. The updated Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance requires cities and counties to 
adopt landscape water conservation ordinances by January 31, 2010 or to adopt a different 
ordinance that is at least as effective in conserving water as the updated MWELO. The City of 
Berkeley adopted the Bay-Friendly Landscape Ordinance in accordance with this requirement. The 
ordinance incorporates landscape protocols developed by the Alameda County Waste Management 
Authority and all parameters in the MWELO. The ordinance became effective as of February 1, 2010. 
In May of 2015, the governor issued Executive Order B-29-15 requiring the state to revise the 
MWELO to increase water efficiency standards for new and retrofitted landscapes through more 
efficient irrigation systems, greywater usage, onsite stormwater capture, and by limiting the portion 
of landscapes that can be covered in turf. The last update to the City’s Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance occurred on December 1, 2015. 

California Water Recycling Criteria 
California's water recycling criteria, described in Title 22 of the CCR, establish uniform statewide 
standards for the use of different types of recycled water, including filtered and disinfected oxidized 
and disinfected and undisinfected recycled water. These criteria cover various non-potable 
applications, including irrigation, industrial processes, and toilet flushing, ensuring that recycled 
water is safely and effectively utilized. The regulations mandate specific treatment processes, water 
quality requirements, and monitoring protocols to protect public health and the environment. 

California Plumbing Code, Title 24, Part 5 
The California Plumbing Code is codified in CCR Title 25, Part 5. The Plumbing Code contains 
regulations including, but not limited to, plumbing materials, fixtures, water heaters, water supply 
and distribution, ventilation, and drainage. More specifically, Part 5, Chapter 4, contains provisions 
requiring the installation of low-flow fixtures and toilets.  

Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems 
Adopted by the SWRCB in 2006, the Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements For Sanitary 
Sewer Systems requires that every public agency in California with more than one mile of sanitary 
sewers prepare a Sewer System Management Plan that defines the management, operation, and 
maintenance practices needed to prevent and mitigate the impact of sanitary sewer overflows. 
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California’s Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy (SB 1383) 
Signed into law in September 2016, SB 1383 establishes methane emissions reduction targets for 
California in a statewide effort to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants. The targets are 
to reduce organic waste disposal 50 percent by 2020 and 75 percent by 2025. The law also grants 
CalRecycle the regulatory authority required to achieve the organic waste disposal reduction targets 
and establishes an additional target that not less than 20 percent of currently disposed edible food 
is recovered for human consumption by 2025. Enforcement of these targets began January 1, 2022. 
California communities are still working toward these goals. Per the most recent information 
available from CalRecycle, 92 percent of jurisdictions with requirements report having residential 
organics collection, and 100 percent of California communities have expanded programs to recover 
disposed edible consumption, with 94 percent of the 2025 target being reached in 2023.40 In 
Alameda County, SB 1383 is enforced under the Organics Reduction and Recycling Ordinance in 
partnership with StopWaste. 

Assembly Bill 939: California Integrated Waste Management Act 
AB 939 (Public Resource Code 41780) requires cities and counties to prepare integrated waste 
management plans and to divert 50 percent of solid waste from landfills beginning in calendar year 
2000 and each year thereafter. AB 939 also requires cities and counties to prepare source reduction 
and recycling elements as part of the integrated waste management plans. These elements are 
designed to develop recycling services to achieve diversion goals, stimulate local recycling in 
manufacturing, and stimulate the purchase of recycled products. 

Senate Bill 1016 
SB 1016 requires that the 50 percent solid waste diversion requirement established by AB 939 (the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act) be expressed in pounds per person per day. SB 1606 
changed the CalRecycle review process for each municipality’s integrated waste management plan. 
After an initial determination of diversion requirements in 2006 and establishment of diversion 
rates for subsequent calendar years, CalRecycle now reviews a jurisdiction’s diversion rate 
compliance in accordance with a specified schedule. Since 2018, CalRecycle is required to review a 
jurisdiction’s source reduction and recycling element and hazardous waste element once every two 
years. 

Assembly Bill 341 
The purpose of AB 341 is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by diverting commercial solid waste 
to recycling efforts and expanding the opportunity for additional recycling services and recycling 
manufacturing facilities in California. In addition to mandatory commercial recycling, AB 341 set a 
statewide goal for 75 percent disposal reduction by 2020. Although the 2020 deadline has passed 
without the achievement of the 75 percent reduction goal, AB 341 laid the foundation for more 
aggressive recycling and waste reduction policies.  

Assembly Bill 1826: Mandatory Commercial Organics Recycling 

AB 1826 of 2014 (Public Resource Code Chapter 727, Statutes of 2014) requires businesses that 
generate a specified amount of organic waste per week to arrange for recycling services for that 
waste, and that jurisdictions implement a recycling program to divert organic waste from businesses 

 
40 CalRecycle. 2025. California’s Climate Progress on SB 1383. Available: https://calrecycle.ca.gov/organics/slcp/progress/ (accessed May 
2025). 

https://calrecycle.ca.gov/organics/slcp/progress/
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subject to the law. The jurisdictions must report to CalRecycle on their progress in implementing an 
organic waste recycling program. As of January 1, 2017, businesses that generate four cubic yards or 
more of organic waste per week shall arrange for organic waste recycling services. 

Assembly Bill 332 
AB 332 addresses the management of treated wood waste in California. It mandates compliance 
with hazardous waste control laws or specific management standards for treated wood waste, 
which includes reuse, storage, treatment, transportation, tracking, identification, and disposal. The 
bill limits these standards to wood waste that is hazardous solely due to preservatives and not 
subject to federal regulation. It requires the wood preserving industry to maintain outreach 
materials and update the Department of Toxic Substances Control on industry trends. The bill also 
stipulates that treated wood waste must be disposed of in designated landfills and prohibits 
burning, scavenging, and commingling with other waste. Additionally, it imposes recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements on handlers and facilities managing treated wood waste. The bill is set to be 
repealed by January 1, 2030, unless extended by subsequent legislation. 

California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR Part 11) 
In 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green building 
standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11, Title 24, known as “CALGreen”) 
was adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code. Section 4.408, Construction Waste 
Reduction Disposal and Recycling, mandates that in the absence of a more stringent local ordinance, 
a minimum of 50 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris must be recycled or 
salvaged. The Code requires the applicant to have a construction and waste demolition and 
diversion plan, for on-site sorting or construction debris, which is submitted to the City of Berkeley 
for approval. 

California Public Utilities Commission General Order 131-D 
General Order 131-D, issued by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), establishes the 
rules for the planning and construction of electric generation, transmission, power distribution line 
facilities, and substations within California. Effective from July 8, 1994, this order mandates that 
utilities obtain permits for the construction of new facilities or the modification of existing ones. It 
also specifies the environmental review process required under the California Environmental Quality 
Act, to improve project compliance with state environmental regulations.  

Designation of Transmission Corridor Zones 

The California Energy Commission designates transmission corridor zones to facilitate the 
development of new electric transmission infrastructure. This process involves identifying and 
reserving specific areas where future transmission lines can be constructed to meet the state's 
growing energy demands and renewable energy goals. The designation aims to streamline the 
permitting process, minimize environmental impacts, and ensure that transmission projects align 
with state and local land use policies. 20 California Code of Regulations 2320-2340 specifies the 
process required for identification, evaluation, and designation of new transmission corridor zones. 

Protection of Underground Infrastructure Code 
California Government Code 4216, known as the Protection of Underground Infrastructure Code, 
establishes regulations to safeguard underground utilities during construction and excavation 
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activities. This code mandates that entities performing excavation must notify a regional notification 
center (i.e. Underground Service Alert) at least two days before commencing work to prevent 
damage to subsurface installations such as pipelines, conduits, and cables. It includes provisions for 
public utility protection in public contracts and describes the responsibilities of excavators and 
operators to ensure the safety and integrity of underground infrastructure. 

Regional and Local Regulations 

EBMUD 2020 Urban Water Management Plan 
The California Water Code requires any municipal supplier serving over 3,000 connections or 3,000 
AFY to prepare a UWMP. Water suppliers are required to update their UWMP every five years. 
EBMUD’s 2020 UWMP forecasts demand through 2050 and details normal, dry year, and multiple 
dry year supplies needed to meet demand. Additionally, the UWMP describes water supply 
reliability, conservation, and demand management strategies and EBMUD’s current and anticipated 
water infrastructure projects. The UMWP also includes a WCSP, which establishes EBMUD’s staged 
response actions and mitigation strategies to address water shortages caused by drought, seismic 
events, or other emergencies. 

Regional Private Sewer Lateral Ordinance41 

The East Bay Regional Private Sewer Lateral Ordinance, adopted in 2010 and administered by 
EBMUD, requires property owners in participating jurisdictions to obtain a compliance certificate 
verifying that their private sewer lateral is free of leaks. The ordinance applies when a property is 
sold, undergoes permitted construction exceeding $100,000, or when the water meter size is 
changed. The program is intended to reduce infiltration and inflow into the regional wastewater 
system and protect water quality in San Francisco Bay. Although the City of Berkeley is not a formal 
participant in the regional ordinance, it coordinates with EBMUD on wastewater management and 
may implement similar requirements locally. 

EBMUD Wastewater Control Ordinance42 

The EBMUD Wastewater Control Ordinance establishes regulations for the discharge of wastewater 
into EBMUD’s wastewater system. The ordinance provides the legal authority for EBMUD to 
implement its federal pretreatment program and sets local discharge limits for pollutants. It 
establishes requirements for wastewater discharge permits, prohibited and permissible discharges, 
and enforcement mechanisms. This ordinance applies to residential, commercial, and industrial 
dischargers and includes provisions for calculating wastewater disposal charges based on the 
volume and characteristics of their wastewater. 

Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan, Countywide Element 
In compliance with AB 939, the Alameda County Waste Management Authority adopted the 
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan in 1997 and updated the plan in 2020. The 
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan provides a plan for reaching the State-mandated 
goal of 50 percent waste diversion and the county-mandated goal of 75 percent waste diversion. It 
also mandates that reduction and disposal facilities in Alameda County that require Solid Waste 

 
41 EBMUD. 2025. Private sewer laterals. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/private-sewer-laterals (accessed June 2025). 
42 EBMUD. 2024. Wastewater control ordinance and discharge limits. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-
treatment/wastewater-control-ordinance-discharge-limits (accessed June 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/private-sewer-laterals
https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-treatment/wastewater-control-ordinance-discharge-limits
https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-treatment/wastewater-control-ordinance-discharge-limits
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Facility Permits must conform with the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan’s policies 
and siting criteria.43 

Alameda County Waste Management Authority Plant Debris Landfill Ban Ordinance 
2008-01 
The Alameda County Waste Management Authority's Plant Debris Landfill Ban Ordinance 2008-01 
prohibits the disposal of plant debris in county landfills. This ordinance requires landscape 
professionals, residents, and businesses to separate plant debris from other waste and place it in 
designated organics bins or clean green areas at disposal facilities. 

Alameda County Organics Reduction and Recycling Ordinance 2021-02 
The Organics Reduction and Recycling Ordinance went into effect January 1, 2022 as Alameda 
County’s local implementation of SB 1383. The ordinance involves joint oversight from StopWaste, 
the cities of Alameda County, solid waste service providers, and environmental health departments. 
It requires businesses, nonprofits, institutions, schools, and multi-family properties to participate in 
organics and recycling collection service supported by indoor color-coded bins that must be sorted 
properly.44  

Dredged Material Management Office 
The Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) was established under the Long-Term 
Management Strategy (LTMS) program to streamline the permitting process for dredging and 
dredged material disposal projects in the San Francisco Bay region. DMMO acts as a centralized, 
multi-agency body that evaluates dredged sediment quality and determines the suitability of 
materials for disposal or beneficial reuse. DMMO provides a consolidated application process for 
obtaining permits from multiple regulatory agencies for projects involving disposal in the San 
Francisco Bay.45  

WETA Sustainability Policy 
The WETA Sustainability Policy, adopted on August 8, 2024, establishes long-term environmental 
goals relevant to regulatory planning, including emissions reduction, climate resilience, and 
sustainable infrastructure development. The Policy identifies the following regulations concerning 
electricity and natural gas:  

 Policy 2(a): Transition 2/3 of fleet to Zero Emission Vessels (ZEVs) by 2035 and 100% of fleet by 
2030; 

 Policy 2(b): Provide shoreside infrastructure required to support ZEVs at all current and future 
ferry facilities; 

 Policy 2(c): Periodically update existing plans, such as the Climate Action Plan, to achieve 
comprehensive zero-emission capability, including San Francisco Bay Ferry fleet, facilities and 
agency personnel. 

 
43 Alameda County Waste Management Authority. 2023. Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan. Available: 
https://www.stopwaste.org/resource/reports/countywide-integrated-waste-management-plan-coiwmp (accessed August 2025) 
44 StopWaste. N.d. “Ordinance Overview.” Available: https://www.stopwaste.org/rules/overview (accessed August 2025) 
45 BCDC. 2025. Dredged Material Management Office. Available: https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/programs/sediment-management/dredged-
material-management/ (accessed July 2025). 

https://www.stopwaste.org/resource/reports/countywide-integrated-waste-management-plan-coiwmp
https://www.stopwaste.org/rules/overview
https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/programs/sediment-management/dredged-material-management/
https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/programs/sediment-management/dredged-material-management/
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The WETA Sustainability Policy includes provisions for addressing solid waste reduction, such as the 
following:  

 Policy 3(e): Establish and execute a comprehensive waste reduction and recycling initiative at 
San Francisco Bay Ferry, incorporating audits, waste segregation, staff training, and ongoing 
monitoring, with the aim of attaining systemwide zero-waste.46 

City of Berkeley Private Sewer Lateral Program47 

The City of Berkeley’s Private Sewer Lateral Ordinance, codified in Berkeley Municipal Code Chapter 
17.24.010, requires property owners to obtain a Sewer Lateral Certificate of Compliance to verify 
that their private sewer lateral is free of leaks. Compliance is triggered by the sale or transfer of 
property, major building construction projects, or when the City determines that a Private Sewer 
Lateral is contributing to infiltration and inflow. The ordinance is intended to reduce wet weather 
overflows and protect water quality in local creeks and the San Francisco Bay. The City’s ordinance is 
aligned with regional requirements established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and is no less stringent than the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District’s regional Private Sewer Lateral ordinance. 

Berkeley General Plan 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT 
The Berkeley General Plan Environmental Management Element includes the following policies 
applicable to water, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, and electricity: 

Policy EM-7 Reduced Wastes. 

Continue to reduce solid and hazardous wastes. Actions:  

A. Achieve a 64% diversion of waste from landfills. 
B. Manage wastes locally to the greatest extent feasible to minimize the export of wastes and 

pollution to other communities. 
E. Encourage reuse, recycling, and composting. 
J. Encourage reusable bags and packaging such as reusable bottles, whether glass or plastic. 

Policy EM-8 Building Reuse and Construction Waste. 

Encourage rehabilitation and reuse of buildings to reduce waste, conserve resources and energy, 
and reduce construction costs. Actions: 

A. Encourage the reuse of demolition materials and recycling of construction scraps. 

Policy EM-9 Recycling and Waste Transfer Stations.  

Ensure convenient access for Berkeley citizens to transfer stations, recycling, composting, and 
collection of waste products. 

 
46 Water Emergency Transportation Authority. 2024. Board of Directors Meeting Agenda, Attachment A: WETA Sustainability Policy. 
Available: https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20241115153511/b080824aFULLRev.pdf (accessed May 2025). 
47 Berkeley, City of. 2024. Private Sewer Lateral Program. Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/PSL-
ComplianceGuide.pdf (accessed June 2025). 

https://d262kwcyxl71on.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/20241115153511/b080824aFULLRev.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/PSL-ComplianceGuide.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/PSL-ComplianceGuide.pdf
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Policy EM-10 Materials Recovery and Remanufacturing. 

Support and encourage serial materials recovery and remanufacturing industries. 

Policy EM-11 Biodegradable Materials and Green Chemistry. 

Support efforts to phase out the use of long-lived synthetic compounds and nonbiodegradable 
substances. 

Policy EM-20 City of Berkeley Fleet.  

The City should exceed Federal and State standards for all City fleet vehicles and use all means 
practical to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. Actions: 

A. Through attrition, eliminate all heavy-duty, diesel-fueled vehicles. 
B. All vehicle acquisitions should be of a size and fuel-type (including bicycles, ultra-light vehicles, 

electric vehicles and/or hybrid vehicles, and premium-efficiency conventional vehicles) that are 
appropriate for the tasks and have the least amount of emissions. 

C. Continue to convert fleet vehicles to natural gas, electricity, and other alternative fuels. 
Substitute bicycles for energy-powered vehicles whenever possible. 

Policy EM-21 Alternative Fuels.  

Work with the University of California, the Berkeley Unified School District, and other agencies to 
establish natural gas fueling and electric vehicle recharging stations accessible to the public. 

Policy EM-23 Water Quality in Creeks and San Francisco Bay. 

Take action to improve water quality in creeks and San Francisco Bay. Actions: 

A. Work with the East Bay Municipal District (EBMUD) to ensure that wastewater discharges 
comply with the requirements of EBMUD’s Wastewater Control Ordinance No. 311 to manage 
wastewater treatment discharges to protect San Francisco Bay. 

Policy EM-24 Sewers and Storm Sewers. 

Protect and improve water quality by improving the citywide sewer system. Actions: 

C.  Establish a program for the identification and remediation of faulty laterals on private property. 
Consider requiring inspection and repair as a condition of property transfer. 

Policy EM-26 Water Conservation.  

Promote water conservation through City programs and requirements. 

Policy EM-35 Energy-Efficient Design. 

Promote high-efficiency design and technologies that provide cost-effective methods to conserve 
energy and use renewable energy sources. 
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Policy EM-41 Fossil Fuel. 

Encourage and support efforts to reduce use of fossil fuel and other finite, nonrenewable resources. 
Actions: 

A. Wherever feasible, purchase low-emission, fuel-efficient vehicles and phase out use of diesel-
fuel vehicles. 

B. Encourage actions that provide access by proximity, such as locating housing closer to 
transportation, commercial services, and job centers. 

DISASTER PREPARATION AND SAFETY ELEMENT 
The Berkeley General Plan Disaster Preparation and Safety Element includes the following policy 
applicable to water: 

Policy S-7 Emergency Water Supply. 

Protect life and property in the event of an earthquake by evaluating alternate drinking water and 
firefighting water supply in the event of failure of the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) 
water supply. 

Proposed City of Berkeley Zero Waste Strategic Plan 
The proposed City of Berkeley Zero Waste Strategic Plan is being designed to eliminate all solid 
waste from being sent to landfills by implementing strategies to divert, conserve, reuse, and repair. 
The plan will include recommendations for expanding waste reduction, recycling, and composting 
initiatives, such as requiring new buildings to allocate space for compost and recycling bins, 
promoting reuse and repair programs, and implementing reusable food ware for takeout. This plan 
remains under review and has not yet been adopted.  

City of Berkeley Ordinance No. 7, 156—N.S. 
Ordinance No. 7, 156—N.S. amends Chapter 19.24 of the Berkeley Municipal Code, Construction 
and Demolition Debris Salvage and Recycling. This ordinance modifies Subsection 4.408.1, 
Construction Waste Management, to require the recycle and/or salvage for reuse of 100 percent of 
excavated soil and land-clearing debris, 100 percent of concrete, 100 percent of asphalt and a 
minimum of 65 percent of other nonhazardous construction and demolition waste in accordance 
with Subsection 4.408.2, 4.408.3, or 4.408.4, or meet a more stringent local construction and 
demolition waste management ordinance. This ordinance allows for the enforcing agency to make 
exceptions to these requirements when isolated jobsites are located in areas beyond the haul 
boundaries of the diversion facility. 

City of Berkeley Code Re-Adoption Ordinance (Ordinance No. 7,906—N.S., 2024) 

In June 2024, the City of Berkeley re-adopted its local building codes, incorporating local 
amendments to the 2022 California Building Standards Code. The ordinance updates Berkeley 
Municipal Code Chapters 19.28-19.37, covering the Building, Residential, Electrical, Mechanical, 
Plumbing, Energy, and Green Building Codes. These updates include stricter local provisions specific 
to Berkeley’s seismic, fire, and environmental conditions. The ordinance includes: 

 Mandatory undergrounding of utilities for new construction in designated fire zones (Berkeley 
Municipal Code 19.28.090 and 19.29.050); 
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 Mandatory motion-activated gas shut-off valves for new construction and certain alterations 
involving fuel gas piping (Berkeley Municipal Code 19.34.040); 

 Enhanced EV infrastructure requirements for residential and nonresidential developments 
(Berkeley Municipal Code 19.37.040); 

 Emergency utility disconnection authority granted to the Building Official in hazardous 
conditions (Berkeley Municipal Code 19.28.112). 

3.14.4 Impacts Analysis 

Significance Criteria 
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to utilities and service systems. Would the proposed project:  

 Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?48  

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

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

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

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

Approach to Analysis 
Environmental impacts on utilities and service systems have been assessed using impact significance 
criteria from federal, State, and local regulations. The impact analysis is based on available literature 
regarding the existing plans, policies, and resources in the project site. Criteria used during this 
analysis are described below.  

Water 
The water supply analysis in this section is based on information included in the EBMUD UWMP. 
This UWMP provides detailed system description, system demands (including cumulative growth 
assumptions), water reduction planning, system supplies, water quality information, groundwater 
information, water supply reliability information, water shortage contingency planning, demand 
management measures, as well as information on climate change. 

 
48 The project would not use any natural gas and no connections to natural gas infrastructure would be required. Therefore, the project 
would not require the relocation or construction of new or expanded natural gas facilities and no impact would occur from relocation or 
construction of natural gas facilities. For this reason, natural gas is not discussed further in this EIR.  

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Utilities and Service Systems 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.14-25 

Wastewater 
Wastewater production was calculated and compared with treatment capacity to determine 
whether wastewater treatment requirements would be exceeded. Wastewater discharge permitting 
requirements were also reviewed. 

Stormwater 
Stormwater production was calculated and compared with City of Berkeley’s stormwater facility 
treatment capacity to determine whether stormwater collection requirements would be exceeded.  

Electricity 

Electrical demand was estimated and compared with the planned on-site infrastructure capacity to 
determine whether new or expanded off-site facilities would be required. 

Natural Gas  

Since the proposed project would not include connections for natural gas facilities, impacts from 
natural gas are addressed briefly.  

Telecommunications 
The telecommunications providers in Berkeley were identified and ability to provide service verified.  

Solid Waste 
Solid waste production was calculated and compared with the applicable landfill capacity to 
determine whether landfill daily permitted capacity and total storage capacity would be exceeded. 
Berkeley’s solid waste regulations and policies were also reviewed. 

EIR Scoping Comments Consideration 
EBMUD provided comments during the NOP scoping period regarding the location of existing water 
distribution infrastructure within the project site, requested coordination to ensure protection of 
EBMUD facilities and access to rights-of-way during project development, provides an overview of 
requirements for infiltration and inflow, and requests compliance with Assembly Bill 325, Model 
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. The location of EBMUD facilities and regulatory requirements 
are addressed above in Section 3.14.2, Environmental Setting and Section 3.14.3, Regulatory 
Framework.  

BCDC provided a comment about the reliability of utilities and the impacts from those utilities and 
systems on the environment. This comment is addressed below in Impact UTL-1. 

Two organizations (SPRAWLDEF and Sierra Club) provided a comment about the service life of 
existing utilities and that rising groundwater may inundate portions of buried utilities. Rising 
groundwater in the Bay Area is a regional hazard linked to sea level rise. The project is designed to 
account for sea level rise projections. Utilities, including infrastructure for buried conduits, water, 
sewer, and electrical, would be designed with sufficient cover and waterproofing to withstand near-
term inundation. While groundwater rise is a regional issue, project-specific design avoids siting 
utilities at depths likely to intersect with projected shallow groundwater conditions.  

One comment from an individual was related to the impact from garbage associated with “food 
courts” and “food trucks.” Solid waste impacts are addressed below in Impacts UTL-3 and UTL-4. 
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Specific Thresholds of Significance 
For purposes of this analysis, the following thresholds are used to evaluate the significance of 
utilities and service systems impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project.  

 Create a need for relocated, new, or expanded water supply, wastewater treatment, 
stormwater drainage facilities, or telecommunications facilities, the construction of which would 
result in a significant physical impact on the environment. 

 Result in insufficient water supply to serve the proposed project’s water demand during normal, 
dry, and multiple dry years. 

 Inadequate capacity at the Main WWTP to serve the proposed project’s wastewater generation. 
 Insufficient permitted capacity at landfills shown in Table 3.14-3 to serve waste generation of 

the proposed project. 
 Unable to comply with AB 939 solid waste diversion goals. 

Impact Evaluation 

Need for Water, Wastewater, Stormwater, Electric Power, Natural Gas, and 
Telecommunication Facilities and Wastewater Treatment Capacity  

Significance Criterion a: Would the proposed project require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

Significance Criterion c:  Would the proposed project result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Impact UTIL-1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD REQUIRE UTILITY SERVICE AND CONNECTIONS FOR 
WATER SUPPLY, WASTEWATER CONVEYANCE, AND STORMWATER CONVEYANCE, AS WELL AS 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRICITY. EXISTING UTILITY SYSTEMS FOR WATER, WASTEWATER, STORMWATER, 
ELECTRIC POWER, AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES IN BERKELEY HAVE SUFFICIENT CAPACITY TO SERVE 
THE PROJECT. ADEQUATE WASTEWATER CAPACITY EXISTS TO SERVE THE PROJECT’S PROJECTED DEMAND IN 
ADDITION TO THE PROVIDER’S EXISTING COMMITMENTS. UTILITY CONNECTIONS FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
WOULD RESULT IN LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, CULTURAL 
RESOURCES, NOISE, AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES, AFTER MITIGATION. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. 

Construction 
As described in Section 3.14.2, Environmental Setting, there are existing utilities within and near the 
project site. The engineering team will coordinate with utility providers and regional notification 
centers prior to construction as required by regulations such as California Government Code 4216, 
or the Protection of Underground Infrastructure Code, as discussed in Section 3.14.3, Regulatory 
Framework above. In compliance with this regulation, the City or its contractor(s) will identify 
existing utilities prior to construction and notify a regional notification center such as Underground 
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Service Alert at least two days prior to commencing work to avoid impacts on utilities during 
construction of the proposed project. Therefore, impacts on utilities from utility conflicts would be 
less than significant.  

As described in Section 2.5.4 of Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project would require 
connections to the existing utility system located at the project site. This includes water 
connections, sewer connections, bioretention (stormwater) facilities, an electrical conduit and 
associated electrical infrastructure, and telecommunication connections. In addition, as described in 
Section 2.5.2 of Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project may include construction of a 
solar panel system over the Seawall Drive Parking Lot for energy generation. If implemented, the 
solar panel system would consist of a canopy structure ranging from approximately 14 to 20 feet, 
supported by vertical steel posts approximately 16 feet in height, with foundations requiring 
excavation to depths of roughly 12 feet below grade. The solar panel system would be paired with a 
battery energy storage system. Throughout the specific environmental sections of Chapter 3 of this 
EIR, the potential adverse physical effects on the environment due to construction of utilities is 
assessed. Below is a summary of the potentially significant environmental impacts identified for the 
construction of utilities (for additional details, please refer to the specific environmental section):  

 Air Quality. Like other project components, construction of utilities would result in potentially 
significant impacts on air quality, including impacts related to criteria air pollutants and Toxic Air 
Contaminations. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be implemented and would require use of off-
road diesel-powered construction equipment that meets or exceeds the most stringent and 
environmentally protective California Air Resource Board and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Tier 4 off-road emissions standards or alternatively fueled equipment. For the same 
reasons as described in Section 3.2, Air Quality, impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with mitigation (see Impact AQ-2 and AQ-3). 

 Biological Resources. Construction of utilities would occur primarily in previously disturbed 
areas, which would limit the potential to impact biological resources. However, construction of 
near Strawberry Creek for the electrical conduit could pose a potential impact on Northwestern 
Pond Turtle, as described in Impact BIO-1 in Section 3.3, Biological Resources. In addition, 
construction of utilities could result in vegetation removal that could affect nesting birds, and 
construction vehicles could pose a potential risk of introducing invasive species. For the same 
reasons described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with mitigation (see Impact BIO-1 and BIO-2). 

 Cultural Resources. Construction of utilities would require excavation and could, therefore, 
result in a potentially significant impact on unknown archaeological resources. Mitigation 
Measure CR-1 would be implemented and would require implementation of protocols in the 
event of an unanticipated find of archaeological resources and preventing additional work in the 
area of the unanticipated find. For the same reasons as described in Section 3.4, Cultural 
Resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation (see Impact 
CR-2).  

 Noise. Like other project components, construction of utilities would result in potentially 
significant noise impacts on sensitive receptors. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would be 
implemented and would require a Construction Noise Management Plan, which would reduce 
construction noise impacts. Most of the utility connections would occur landside, and as shown 
in Table 3.10-14 in Section 3.10, Noise, all landside construction noise impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level after mitigation. Some utilities would be included on the pier, 
including water, electrical, and telecommunication connections. As summarized in Table 3.10-16 
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and Table 3.10-17, most waterside noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level, except for demolition and pile driving. Utility connections on the pier would not involve 
demolition or pile driving, and for this reason any impacts from utility connections on the pier 
would be less than significant with mitigation (see Impact NOI-1).  

 Tribal Cultural Resources. Construction of utilities would require excavation on land and could, 
therefore, result in a potentially significant impact on unknown tribal cultural resources. 
Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-5 would be implemented and would require cultural 
sensitivity training, signage, tribal monitoring, evaluation of unanticipated discoveries during 
project construction activities, and protocols for the treatment of Native American human 
remains during construction. For the same reasons as described in Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation (see Impact 
TCR-1). 

Operation  

WATER SUPPLY CONVEYANCE FACILITIES 
New water connections would be required as part of the project to convey potable water for the 
new restroom and the hose bibs on the pier. Such upgrades would occur within existing utility 
rights-of-way and would be located underground, primarily within existing roadways. New water 
service connections would be consistent with utility expansion in an urbanized built-out area. The 
proposed project would not require the relocation or construction of new or expanded water 
facilities beyond those already included as part of the project. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES 
EBMUD’s Main WWTP provides wastewater collection and treatment to Berkeley, currently treating 
an average of 63 MGD.49 The Main WWTP has a total permitted capacity of 120 MGD.50 Therefore, 
the Main WWTP has the remaining available capacity of 57 MGD.  

Future visitors for the proposed project would generate wastewater that would flow into EBMUD’s 
conveyance system and be treated at the Main WWTP. The proposed project includes the 
construction of a restroom, and the anticipated wastewater generation for its operation is 
calculated using the standard that 90 percent of total water use is generated as wastewater flow. 
The proposed project’s anticipated wastewater is approximately 4,293 gallons per day, or 0.006 
MGD. The calculations for the estimated wastewater associated with the project are shown in 
Table 3.14-4 in Impact UTIL-2 below. This anticipated wastewater generation represents 
approximately 0.01 percent of the 57 MGD capacity available for EBMUD customers. The WWTP’s 
existing wastewater treatment capacity would be sufficient to accommodate the wastewater 
demand associated with the proposed project. This conclusion that there is sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the wastewater demand associated with the proposed project is consistent with the 
scoping comment provided by EBMUD. Therefore, the project would not result in the need to 
expand the capacity of the WWTP, and impacts would be less than significant.  

 
49 EBMUD. 2025. Wastewater Treatment. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-treatment/wastewater-treatment 
(accessed April 2025). 
50 SFBRWQCB. 2020. East Bay Municipal Utility District Main WWTP NPDES Permit. Available: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2020/September/EBMUD/tentativeorder_EBMUD.pdf (accessed 
April 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-treatment/wastewater-treatment
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2020/September/EBMUD/tentativeorder_EBMUD.pdf
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WASTEWATER CONVEYANCE FACILITIES 
The proposed project will require new connections for wastewater conveyance. As described in 
Section 3.14.2, Environmental Setting, wastewater conveyance in Berkeley is provided by 254 miles 
of City-owned sanitary sewers, 7,200 manholes and other sewer structures, seven sewage pump 
stations, and approximately 31,600 service laterals. The City is responsible for maintenance and 
repair of the service laterals (located within the public right-of-way) from the property line cleanout 
to the connection to the City’s sewer main. Such upgrades would occur within existing utility rights-
of-way and would be located underground. New water service connections would be consistent 
with utility expansion in an urbanized built-out area. The proposed project would not require the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater conveyance facilities beyond those 
already included as part of the project.  

The proposed project would generate an estimated 0.006 MGD of wastewater per day, which would 
be approximately 0.01 percent of the remaining capacity at the Main WWTP.51 Therefore, during dry 
weather conditions, the proposed project would not require the expansion, relocation, or 
construction of wastewater conveyance facilities, and existing facilities would have capacity to 
accommodate the operation of the proposed project. 

During wet weather conditions, additional flow could potentially exceed pipeline capacities and 
create overflow, similar to other sewer pipelines in the City of Berkeley. Pursuant to the City of 
Berkeley’s Private Sewer Lateral Ordinance (Chapter 17.24 of the Berkeley Municipal Code), public 
entities, including the City, are required to obtain a Sewer Lateral Certificate or demonstrate 
compliance with applicable standards. The proposed project would be required to eliminate wet-
weather infiltration and inflow to private sewer laterals, which would regulate wet-weather 
contribution from the proposed project. Through compliance with these existing regulations, the 
City would address any potential impacts associated with infiltration and inflow.  

The City of Berkeley also employs a preventive maintenance approach to maintaining the sewer 
system designed to minimize the occurrences of repeat blockages and sanitary sewer overflows. 
System-wide preventive maintenance is scheduled each month using the City’s computerized 
maintenance management system. 

Accordingly, impacts related to wastewater conveyance would be less than significant.  

STORMWATER DRAINAGE FACILITIES 
Potential impacts regarding stormwater drainage facilities are discussed in Section 3.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. As discussed in that section, the project would be designed to include 
stormwater drainage and associated facilities. As the project would comply with existing 
regulations, the proposed project would not require the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded stormwater drainage facilities beyond those already included as part of the project. 
Therefore, no impact would occur.  

ELECTRIC POWER SUPPLY FACILITIES 
The proposed project would include the installation of a 12 kilovolt (kV) PG&E duct bank 
underneath University Avenue, between a portion of Frontage Road, northeast of the intersection 

 
51 This projection is based on 57 MGD remaining capacity (120 MGD – 63 MGD) and estimates of wastewater that will be generated by the 
project as shown in Table 3.14-4 (0.006 MGD based on 2040 ridership projections). 
EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-
management-plan. (accessed June 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
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of University Avenue and Frontage Road; and near the intersection of University Avenue and 
Seawall Drive (see Figure 2-2). Near the plaza, the 12kV line would be connected to a new PG&E 
transformer (approximately 8 feet wide, 8 feet long, 2 feet and 8 inches tall) and a main switchboard 
(11 feet and 3 inches wide, 4 feet and 2 inches long, and 7 feet and 6 inches tall).52 The project site 
would be served by two separate underground electrical services. One 1600 amperes (A) main 
service switchboard would provide 120/208V power to two separately metered 800A switchboards 
for the low-voltage needs on the pier and landside facilities, such as lighting, card readers, electronic 
signage, and EV charging. Another 600A main service switchboard would provide dedicated 12kV 
power to the ferry vessel chargers. The proposed project would not require the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded electrical facilities beyond those already included as part of the 
project. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES 
Project implementation would require connections to existing telecommunication lines. Based on 
the availability of existing telecommunications infrastructure throughout the Berkeley Marina, 
construction of new telephone and cable lines would not be required, and the project site would be 
able to connect to existing infrastructure. The project would be required to adhere to applicable 
laws and regulations related to the connection to existing telecommunication infrastructure. 
Therefore, there would be adequate telecommunications facilities to serve the project. Therefore, 
no impact would occur.  

Mitigation Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-1: IMPLEMENT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS REDUCTION MEASURES DURING 
CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.2, Air Quality, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(A): IMPLEMENT WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM (WEAP) 
PRIOR TO AND DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(B): CONDUCT NORTHWESTERN POND TURTLE SURVEY AND AVOIDANCE PRIOR 
TO CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(C): CONDUCT NESTING BIRD SURVEY AND AVOIDANCE PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details. 

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-2: IMPLEMENT INVASIVE SPECIES PREVENTION DURING CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE CR-1: STOP WORK AND PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT A DATA RECOVERY PLAN IF 
UNANTICIPATED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION  
See Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

 
52 A switchboard is a centralized panel that distributes electrical power to various circuits and includes protective and control devices 
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MITIGATION MEASURE NOI-1: PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT CONSTRUCTION NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN PRIOR 
TO AND DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.10, Noise, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-1: CONDUCT CULTURAL RESOURCES SENSITIVITY TRAINING PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-2: PROVIDE SIGNAGE ACKNOWLEDGING NATIVE AMERICAN HISTORY PRIOR TO 
OPERATION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-3: CONDUCT NATIVE AMERICAN MONITORING DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-4: EVALUATE DISCOVERED TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES AND IMPLEMENT 
RESULTING RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

MITIGATION MEASURE TCR-5: PROVIDE RESPECTFUL TREATMENT OF NATIVE AMERICAN HUMAN REMAINS 
UPON UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY AND IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION 
See Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, for mitigation measure details.  

Level of Significance 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation  

Water Supply Significance Criterion b: Would the proposed project have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

Impact UTIL-2 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD HAVE SUFFICIENT WATER SUPPLIES AVAILABLE TO SERVE 
THE PROJECT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT DURING NORMAL, DRY, AND MULTIPLE 
DRY YEARS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction  
The proposed project would require water for construction activities such as dust suppression, 
construction-related demolition equipment cooling and cleaning, ballast water for final trim 
adjustments to the Universal Charging Float, water jetting of piles, deep soil mixing, and the mixing 
of concrete. Water usage for construction activities would be temporary, and limited to the earth-
disturbing phases of construction. In addition, water would be provided for portable toilet and sink 
facilities for construction workers; these are water-efficient facilities that would be provided on-site 
when construction workers are present and would be removed upon the completion of 
construction. Due to the temporary nature of these water uses, and the availability of water supply 
through EBMUD, sufficient water is anticipated to be available to support the project's construction 
water needs and impacts, and impacts related to use of water during construction would be less 
than significant.  
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Operation 
Operation of the project would require approximately 6.72 AFY, which would be used to support 
operation of the water closets, lavatories, urinal, drinking fountain, and hose bibs located at the 
pier. 53 Water would also be required for landscaping, but this would not introduce a substantial 
new water demand, as landscaping would only include native, drought-tolerant plants. Water used 
for landscaping would represent a negligible percentage of overall water demand. Water used for 
maintenance would be obtained from EBMUD and would be limited to use of hose bibs for cleaning.  

Water demand for the operation of the proposed project is estimated using the City of Berkeley’s 
Code Compliance Checklist for Bathrooms and Laundry for standard flow rates for toilets and 
faucets.54 Water demand for urinals was estimated CALGreen standard flow rates.55 All water 
demand was estimated using the appropriate standard flow rates and WETA ridership projections 
for the proposed project in its 20th year. Given that WETA has well maintained restroom facilities on 
its vessels that would be used by most ferry riders, and that recreation visitation is higher on 
weekends when ferry ridership is lower, this is a conservative approach that adequately reflects use 
by recreation visitors.  As shown in Table 3.14-2, EBMUD has adequate water supplies to meet its 
projected demands through the year 2050 under normal year and single dry-year conditions with 
voluntary rationing in place, while water shortages are projected in certain dry years, including with 
mandatory rationing in place. 

As shown in Table 3.14-4, the project is expected to require approximately 0.006 MGD of potable 
water, or 2.19 million gallons of water per year, to support operation of restroom and drinking 
water infrastructure. This water demand represents approximately 1.21 percent of the existing 
EBMUD service area water demand and 1.05 percent of EBMUD’s anticipated water demand for the 
year 2045.56 

According to the UWMP, the EBMUD service area had a reduction goal of 153 gallons per capita per 
day (GPCD) by 2020, and in 2020 EBMUD reported its GPCD was 121 GPCD, exceeding its water 
saving goal. Based on an estimated daily water use of 0.006 MGD by 2040, as calculated above in 
Table 3.14-4, operation of the project would result in an estimated water demand of approximately 
5.5 GPCD, which is substantially lower than EBMUD’s targets laid out in the UWMP57. Given 
EBMUD’s consistent achievement or exceedance of water savings targets, the operation of the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on water supply in the EBMUD service 
area.58 

 
53 To convert MGD to gallons per year and gallons per year to acre-feet per year:  
Gallons per year = (0.006 MGD) x (1,000,000 gallons/MG) x (365 days/1 year) = 0.006 x 1,000,000 x 365 = 2,190,000 gallons per year 
AFY = (2,190.000 gallons / year) / (325,851 gallons / acre-foot) = 6.72 AFY. 
54 Berkeley, City of. 2023. Code Compliance Checklist – Bathrooms and Laundry. Form #163. Available: 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/CCC%20-%20Bathrooms%20and%20Laundry%281%29.pdf (accessed April 2025). 
55 California Building Standards Commission. 2024. 2022 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), Title 24, Part 11 with July 
2024 Supplement. Available: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAGBC2022P3/chapter-5-nonresidential-mandatory-
measures#CAGBC2022P3_Ch05_SubCh5.3 (accessed April 2025). 
56 EDMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-
water-management-plan (accessed August 2025). 
57 GPCD was calculated by dividing projected water use in thousands of gallons by maximum projection of 1,160 (2,320 round trips divided 
by 2) daily visitors in 2040. 
58 EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-
supply/urban-water-management-plan (accessed June 2025). 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/CCC%20-%20Bathrooms%20and%20Laundry%281%29.pdf
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAGBC2022P3/chapter-5-nonresidential-mandatory-measures#CAGBC2022P3_Ch05_SubCh5.3
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAGBC2022P3/chapter-5-nonresidential-mandatory-measures#CAGBC2022P3_Ch05_SubCh5.3
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
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Table 3.14-4 Water Use and Wastewater Flow for Proposed Project Restroom59, 60 

Fixture 
Number of 

Fixtures 

Flow Rate 
(gallons per 

minute)1 Duration1 Ridership3 
Water Use 

(GPCD) 
Water Use 

(MGD)5 
WW Flow 

(MGD)5 

Water Closet 
(gallons per flush) 

5 1.28 1 flush 580 3,712 0.004 0.003 

Lavatory 4 0.5 0.25 min 1,160 580 0.001 0.001 

Urinal 1 0.5 1 flush 580 290 0.0003 0.0003 

Drinking Fountain: 
Bottle Filling4 

1 1.32 1 min 580 754 0.001 0.001 

Drinking Fountain: 
Regular Use4 

1 1.3 0.25 min 580 188.5 0.00002 0.0002 

Total 12 N/A N/A N/A 5,525 0.006 0.006 
1 Flow Rate and Duration information from CALGreen.  
2 Drinking Fountain Flow Rate Estimate from Drinking Fountain Buyer Guide. 
3 Ridership uses maximum ridership projections and assumes half of the maximum ridership will use these fixtures. It is estimated that 
approximately half of the fixture users will use either the water closet or lavatory.  
4 This projection includes the estimation of wastewater flow from one drinking fountain. Flow rates for drinking fountains are highly 
variable and depend upon the specific plumbing components used, which will be selected during final design and construction of the 
project and are not currently known. Estimating water usage at drinking fountains also depends upon numerous variables including the 
number of people who stop to use a fountain, the duration of use by each visitor, and nature of use, such as whether they are filling 
water bottles as well as drinking from the fountain. In order to quantify drinking water usage for the project, an assumed flow rate of 
1.3 gallons per minute due to its location in a high traffic area, based on data published by Kully Supply Specialty Plumbing Store. It was 
also assumed that half of the visitors of the project would operate the fountain for regular use, while the other half of visitors would 
operate the fountain to fill reusable water bottles. 
5 Water demand was calculated by multiplying the number of fixtures by the flow rate, estimated duration, and estimated number of 
users, and converted to MGD. 
6 Wastewater flow was estimated using a standard figure of 90% of wastewater generated from water consumed and multiplying that 
figure by the estimated water use in MGD for each fixture. 

Furthermore, compliance with the water conservation regulations and policies would help to 
maintain sufficient supplies. The project would be subject to the MWELO (CCR Title 23, Division 2, 
Chapter 2.7, Sections 490-495). The MWELO, which reinforces landscape irrigation and water 
conservation best practices currently required by EBMUD’s Section 31 Regulations, also would 
encourage the use of drought-tolerant landscaping and low-flow irrigation systems. Additionally, the 
project would be subject to CCR Title 23, Chapter 3.5, Section 995, which promotes urban water use 
efficiency and conservation by prohibiting wasteful water practices such as allowing water to runoff 
hardscapes. The project would also be subject to other green building and water conservation 
requirements described in the Water Supply Regulatory Setting. In the event of a regional water 
shortage, EBMUD’s WSCP would guide conservation measures to ensure continued service 
reliability. 

In summary, compliance with regulatory requirements, proactive management of available supplies, 
and drought response and conservation efforts conducted by EBMUD collectively support the 
continued reliability of water supplies currently used in the City of Berkeley. EBMUD’s WSCP and 
operational decision-making processes reflect multi-faceted response to drought conditions, when 

 
59 California Building Standards Commission. 2024. 2022 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), Title 24, Part 11 with July 
2024 Supplement. Available: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAGBC2022P3/chapter-5-nonresidential-mandatory-
measures#CAGBC2022P3_Ch05_SubCh5.3 (accessed April 2025). 
60 Kully Supply Specialty Plumbing Store. 2023. Drinking Fountain Buyer Guide. Available: 
https://www.drinkingfountaindoctor.com/drinking-fountain-buyers-guide (accessed May 2025). 

https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAGBC2022P3/chapter-5-nonresidential-mandatory-measures#CAGBC2022P3_Ch05_SubCh5.3
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAGBC2022P3/chapter-5-nonresidential-mandatory-measures#CAGBC2022P3_Ch05_SubCh5.3
https://www.drinkingfountaindoctor.com/drinking-fountain-buyers-guide
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they occur, and include the purchase of transfer water when available, for use as drought supply 
when needed. Although Table 3.14-2 in Section 3.14.2, Environmental Setting projects water supply 
shortages during the third year of multi-year drought conditions, EBMUD’s existing operational 
protocols provide for responses to such conditions, which would be initiated during the first and 
second years of multi-year drought conditions. Such responses are not reflected in the projections 
shown, because the specific actions taken will depend upon dynamic conditions during the first two 
years of the multi-year drought. 

Such responses include implementation of the Drought Management Program (DMP), which 
manages customer demand while meeting obligations on the Lower Mokelumne River. The DMP 
accounts for various stages of drought severity ranging from normal to critical, with each stage 
including its own measures, water rates, mandatory rationing, and penalties. Demand reduction 
measures also include financial incentives and rebate programs to facilitate greater efficiency with 
regard to water use in its service area. The DMP guided EBMUD through the 2014-2016 drought the 
region experienced and has since been revised based on lessons and actions that were taken during 
that drought.61 

As explained above, sufficient supplies are anticipated to be available during normal water year 
conditions and single-drought-year conditions, as well as during the first two years of multi-drought-
year conditions, with DMP measures being implemented to allow for reliable water service even in 
third-year drought conditions. Therefore, sufficient water supplies are available to serve reasonably 
the proposed project, and appropriate systems are in place to address potential drought-related 
water supply shortages, such that potential impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required 

Level of Significance 

Less than Significant  

 
61 EBMUD. 2021. Water Shortage Contingency Plan 2020. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-
supply/urban-water-management-plan (accessed August 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
https://www.ebmud.com/water/about-your-water/water-supply/urban-water-management-plan
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Landfill Capacity and Solid Waste Reduction Regulations 

Significance Criterion d: Would the proposed project generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Significance Criterion e Would the proposed project comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Impact UTIL-3 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT GENERATE SOLID WASTE IN EXCESS OF STATE OR 
LOCAL STANDARDS, OR IN EXCESS OF THE CAPACITY OF LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE. THE PROJECT WOULD NOT 
IMPAIR THE ATTAINMENT OF SOLID WASTE REDUCTION GOALS AND WOULD COMPLY WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND 
LOCAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS RELATED TO SOLID WASTE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would generate soils and demolition debris from the 
construction of roadways and the pier, which would total approximately 18,000 cubic yards of solid 
waste. Not all of these materials would end up in a landfill, given recycling requirements. However, 
because the characteristics of this demolition debris is currently unknown, this analysis uses the 
conservative assumption that all demolition debris would be taken to a landfill. The landfills near 
the project site, identified in Table 3.14-3, have a remaining landfill capacity of 146,548,410 cubic 
yards. The proposed project is expected to generate 18,000 cubic yards of solid waste, which is 0.01 
percent of the combined remaining permitted capacity.  

Pursuant to CALGreen, the project’s construction contractor is required to ensure that 65 percent of 
non-hazardous construction and demolition debris is recycled or salvaged. CALGreen also requires 
the project construction contractor(s) to have a waste management plan for onsite sorting of 
construction debris. In addition to CALGreen requirements, the project would be subject to the City 
of Berkeley’s Construction and Demolition Debris Salvage and Recycling (Ordinance No. 7,156-N.S.), 
as discussed above in Section 3.14.3, Regulatory Framework. This ordinance requires that the 
project divert 100 percent of concrete and asphalt, 100 percent of excavated soil and land clearing 
debris (for new construction and on previously undeveloped lots), and at least 50 percent of 
remaining construction and demolition debris. The City or its contractor(s) would also be required to 
submit a Waste Diversion Report upon completion of the project to document compliance with 
these requirements. While the City has adopted a Zero Waste by 2020 goal, the ordinance 
acknowledges that full diversion may not always be feasible and allows for adjustments based on 
project-specific constraints. Given that the project would comply with both CALGreen and local 
diversion mandates, and would generate a negligible fraction of regional landfill capacity, the 
project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, impair the City’s ability 
to meet its waste reduction goals, or exceed the capacity of local infrastructure. Therefore, impacts 
related to solid waste generation during construction would be less than significant. 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR, additional waste would be generated by 
dredging, which involves removing sediment from the bottom of waterbodies to deepen waterways 
for boats. Approximately 400,000 cubic yards of dredged materials would be generated and would 
require disposal. Dredged materials would not be sent to a municipal landfill; rather they would be 
sent to specialized areas that regularly receive dredged materials. Compliance with DMMO 
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requirements and oversight would result in a less than significant impact for waste generated in the 
dredging process. 

Operation 
The proposed project would not generate waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of 
the local infrastructure’s capacity to accommodate solid waste. While the proposed project offers 
Berkeley residents and tourists another recreational opportunity and transportation alternative and 
would result in a greater number of people traversing through the project site with the potential to 
generate waste, operation of the project would not induce population growth in such a way that it 
could result in a noticeable increase in solid waste generation. Similar to typical movement through 
the City, where trash receptacles are ample, the project site would provide six trash receptacles, 
which would be collected from and brought to a transfer station weekly.  

The USEPA estimates that the average person generates approximately 4.9 pounds of solid waste 
per day. For conservative estimates, it is assumed that a WETA ferry trip could account for a 
maximum of 2 hours per day depending on whether an individual takes a round trip. Based on these 
estimates and WETA’s 2040 ridership projections of a maximum 1,160 individual ferry users per day, 
it is assumed that the project would generate a maximum of 474 pounds, or approximately 1.58 
cubic yards of total waste per day.62,63,64 This would equate to approximately 549 cubic yards per 
year.65 These estimates represent a conservative (high-end) scenario based on maximum projected 
ridership and per capita waste generation, resulting in an overestimate of what the project is likely 
to generate. Solid waste generated by operation of the project, both landside and waterside, would 
be collected by the City of Berkeley Public Works Department Zero Waste Division and brought to 
the Berkeley Transfer Station, which works in tandem with StopWaste and Community Conservation 
Center for sorting and diversion before going to the Altamont Landfill. 

Since 2006, the City of Berkeley has maintained a diversion rate exceeding the state goal of 50 
percent waste diversion.66,67 As shown in Table 3.14-3, the Altamont Landfill has a remaining landfill 
capacity of 52,300,000 cubic yards and a closure date of 2060, and is expected to have sufficient 
landfill capacity to serve the project. Given that the project would result in a negligible amount of 
solid waste generation, operation of the proposed project would not result in solid waste 
generation in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure and would comply with all solid waste 
management and reduction statutes. Therefore, there would be sufficient landfill capacity to serve 
the project during operation, and impacts related to solid waste from operation of the project 
would be less than significant. 

 
62USEPA. 2024. National Overview: Facts and Figures on Materials, Wastes and Recycling. Available: https://www.epa.gov/facts-and-
figures-about-materials-waste-and-recycling/national-overview-facts-and-figures-materials (accessed June 2025). 
63 USEPA. 2016. Volume-to-Weight Conversion Factors. Available: https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-
04/documents/volume_to_weight_conversion_factors_memorandum_04192016_508fnl.pdf (accessed July 2025). 
64 This solid waste estimate is calculated by multiplying an adjusted solid waste generation rate of 0.41 pounds per ferry trip by the 
projected maximum ridership of 1,160 (2,320 round trips divided by 2) individuals in 2040. This estimate was converted to cubic yards per 
day by using a conservative, high-density estimate of municipal solid waste volume of 300 pounds per cubic yard. This was calculated as 
follows: (474 lb.) / (300 lb./yd3) = 1.58 cubic yards per day.  
65 (1.58 yd3/day) x 365 days/year = 549 yd3/year. 
66 CalRecycle. 2006. Diversion Programs: Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Detail. 
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/%20DiversionProgram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail/43/Year/2006 (accessed July 2025). 
67 Berkeley, City of. 2022. REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP) Specification No. 22-11477-C FOR CITY OF BERKELEY INTEGRATED ZERO WASTE 
MANAGEMENT STRATEGIC PLAN. Available: https://rentboard.berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-04/22-
11477_C_IntegratedZeroWasteManagementStrategicPlan_Final.pdf (accessed April 2025). 

https://www.epa.gov/facts-and-figures-about-materials-waste-and-recycling/national-overview-facts-and-figures-materials
https://www.epa.gov/facts-and-figures-about-materials-waste-and-recycling/national-overview-facts-and-figures-materials
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-04/documents/volume_to_weight_conversion_factors_memorandum_04192016_508fnl.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-04/documents/volume_to_weight_conversion_factors_memorandum_04192016_508fnl.pdf
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/%20DiversionProgram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail/43/Year/2006
https://rentboard.berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-04/22-11477_C_IntegratedZeroWasteManagementStrategicPlan_Final.pdf
https://rentboard.berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-04/22-11477_C_IntegratedZeroWasteManagementStrategicPlan_Final.pdf
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Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required  

Level of Significance 

Less Than Significant  

3.14.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of the cumulative analysis for utilities and service systems varies by utility and 
service system. A discussion of the geographic scope for each utility and service system is discussed 
below.  

Water 
The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for water is the EBMUD service area. 

The analysis provided under Impact UTL-2 is cumulative in nature and considers water demand 
associated with development within EBMUD’s service area. EBMUD’s average annual demand by 
customer use under different scenarios contained in Table 3.14-2 indicate that some water use 
conservation restrictions may be implemented under varying conditions. The UWMP also includes 
guidelines that future development, including cumulative projects discussed in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Impact Analysis Introduction, would be subject to EBMUD’s regulations aimed at 
encouraging efficient water use, such as Sections 29 and 31 of EBMUD’s Regulations Governing 
Water. Section 29, “Prohibiting Wasteful Use of Water,” promotes efficient water use by EBMUD 
customers and includes additional restrictions on wasteful uses of potable water. Section 31, 
“Water Efficiency Requirements,” identifies the types of water efficiency requirements (i.e. 
maximum flow rates for flow control devices) for water service. Therefore, cumulative impact 
related to water supply would be less than significant and cumulative development in combination 
with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant cumulative 
impact with respect to water supply and water infrastructure. 

Wastewater 
The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for wastewater is the service area for the Main WWTP. 

Cumulative development in Berkeley will continue to increase demands on the existing wastewater 
treatment and conveyance facilities. The Main WWTP currently treats approximately 63 MGD, or 
52.5 percent of the permitted capacity of 120 MGD.68,69 The proposed project is anticipated to 
generate approximately 0.006 MGD of wastewater, equating to approximately 0.01 percent of the 
remaining capacity at the Main WWTP. Given that the project is expected to generate a marginal 
fraction of wastewater, the Main WWTP current capacity is sufficient to serve the proposed project 
and anticipated growth in Berkeley. In addition, the UWMP projects growth through 2045 and 
indicates sufficient capacity to serve future growth through 2045.70 New wastewater conveyance is 
not necessary to serve cumulative development at this time. However, individual improvements to 

 
68 EBMUD. 2025. Wastewater Treatment. Available: https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-treatment/wastewater-treatment 
(accessed July 2025).  
69 SFBRWQCB. 2020. East Bay Municipal Utility District Main WWTP NPDES Permit. Available: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2020/September/EBMUD/tentativeorder_EBMUD.pdf (accessed 
April 2025). 
70 EBMUD. 2021. Urban Water Management Plan 2020. Table 5-1. Available: 
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf (accessed March 2025). 

https://www.ebmud.com/wastewater/collection-treatment/wastewater-treatment
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2020/September/EBMUD/tentativeorder_EBMUD.pdf
https://www.ebmud.com/download_file/force/9151/735?UWMP-2020-FINAL-bookmarks.pdf
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the sewer system would occur in existing utility corridors in already developed areas per EBMUD’s 
Regional Private Sewer Lateral Ordinance and regulations under the Consent Decree requirements, 
as discussed in Section 3.14.3, Regulatory Framework. Therefore, cumulative development in 
combination with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant 
cumulative impact with respect to wastewater treatment capacity and wastewater infrastructure. 

Stormwater 
The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for stormwater is the San Francisco Bay Basin. 

Required compliance with State and local policies and regulations would reduce stormwater impacts 
associated with future cumulative development. New development, including cumulative projects 
discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis Introduction, would be subject to regulatory 
requirements that reduce impacts related to stormwater runoff, water quality, and flooding on a 
project-by-project basis (see Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality for more information about 
these requirements). In the regional context, the water quality regulations implemented by the 
SFRWQCB take a basin-wide approach. For example, the NPDES Construction Permit ties receiving 
water limitations and basin plan objectives to terms and conditions of the permit, and the Municipal 
Regional Permit encompasses all of the surrounding municipalities to manage stormwater systems 
and be collectively protective of water quality. Compliance with policies and regulatory 
requirements would avoid significant impacts related to stormwater runoff. Therefore, cumulative 
development in combination with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant cumulative impact with respect to environmental effects related to installation of 
stormwater facilities.  

Solid Waste 
The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for solid waste is the service area for the landfills 
identified in Table 3.14-3. 

Cumulative development in Alameda County will continue to increase solid waste generation for 
disposal at landfills that serve the County. State-mandated solid waste diversion rates (for recycling) 
would continue to minimize the quantity of waste directed to area landfills, and compliance with 
applicable regulations and with General Plan goals, policies, and actions would maintain or improve 
existing solid waste diversion rates. It is assumed the City of Berkeley will continue to divert at least 
65 percent of solid waste from landfills due to its recycling and green waste programs, if not more, 
in accordance with City Ordinance 7,156-N.S. All cumulative projects would adhere to these existing 
regulations. In addition, the project would only generate a minimal amount of solid waste during 
operations, given that it would not result in population growth. Therefore, cumulative development 
in combination with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant 
cumulative impact with respect to the capacity at solid waste facilities and compliance with 
regulations to reduce solid waste. 

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 
The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications, 
includes the entire service territories of the providers for each of these utilities. 
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Electricity  
Berkeley residents rely on Ava Community Energy and PG&E as the electricity provider. They are 
responsible for transmitting electricity to all land uses within its service area, including the Project 
site. Development considered part of the cumulative analysis includes buildout of local General 
Plans, the City of Berkeley’s Capital Projects, local Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Projects, and 
the maximum development potential in the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan, as shown in Table 3-1 of 
Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis Introduction, of this EIR. PG&E is subject to the 
requirements set forth and/or enforced by the CPUC. The need for electric infrastructure would be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis for each cumulative project, and would be subject to CPUC 
requirements, similar to those applicable to the project. Therefore, cumulative development in 
combination with implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant 
cumulative impact with respect to environmental effects related to electrical facilities. 

Natural Gas  

The proposed project would not require any natural gas connections and would result in no impact 
on natural gas utilities. Because the proposed project would result in no impact on natural gas 
utilities, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

Telecommunications 

Telecommunication services in Berkeley are provided by private companies, including AT&T, 
Comcast Cable, and Sonic which provides internet, phone, and are available throughout the City. 
Connections for new telecommunications services are implemented on an as needed basis, and the 
service provider used is generally at the discretion of the customer. Cumulative projects will 
establish telecommunications service connections in the same manner as the proposed project. 
There are no anticipated limitations to the availability of telecommunications service given the 
urban nature of Berkeley. Therefore, cumulative development in combination with implementation 
of the proposed project would result in a less than significant cumulative impact with respect to 
environmental effects related to telecommunication facilities.  

Overall Level of Cumulative Significance 
Less Than Significant 
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3.15 Effects Found Not to be Significant 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR briefly describe possible environmental effects 
that are determined not to be significant. This section discusses the environmental topics that are 
determined to not result in potentially significant environmental effects. The discussion of such 
environmental topics relies on the respective checklist questions listed in the 2025 CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G. 

3.15.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Setting  
The Berkeley General Plan Land Use Element does not identify any land use designations for 
agriculture, forestry land, or timberland within the project site.1 Additionally, the Berkeley zoning 
map does not include any zoning designations for agriculture, forestry land, or timberland within 
the project site.2 Neither the project site nor areas near the project site contain forest land or 
significant stands of trees that can be used for timber. There are no areas mapped as Important 
Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance) in the City 
of Berkeley, according to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Department of Conservation. 3 Neither the project site nor areas near the project site are under a 
Williamson Act contract.4  

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist  
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to agriculture and forestry resources. Would the proposed project: 

 Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

 Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
 Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 

Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

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

result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

 
1 Berkeley, City of. 2001. Berkeley General Plan Land Use Element. 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/02_Land%20Use%20Element-FINAL.pdf (accessed February 2025) 
2 Berkeley, City of. 2023. Berkeley Official Zoning Map. 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Official%20Zoning%20Map.pdf (accessed February 2025) 
3 California Department of Conservation. 2025. California Important Farmland Finder. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/ 
(accessed February 2025) 
4 California Department of Conservation. 2025. California Williamson Act Enrollment Finder. 
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/WilliamsonAct/App/index.html (accessed February 2025) 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/02_Land%20Use%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Official%20Zoning%20Map.pdf
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/WilliamsonAct/App/index.html
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Conclusions  

Construction and Operation 
As described above in the Setting Section, there are no agricultural lands, including Important 
Farmlands; Williamson Act lands; or areas zoned for agricultural use, forestry land, or timberland on 
the project site or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, no construction or operational impacts 
related to loss of agricultural lands or timberland, conversion of such lands to non-agricultural or 
non-forestry use, or consistency with Williamson Act contracts or zoning would occur. 

3.15.2 Mineral Resources 

Setting  
There are no known mineral deposits or resources of local importance or value to the region, or to 
residents of the State in the project site.5 The project site is mapped in an area classified as Mineral 
Resource Zone-1, which are for “areas where adequate information indicates that no significant 
mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence.” 6 
Additionally, the General Plan Land Use Element does not contain any land use designations related 
to mineral resources.7 There are likewise no existing mining operations in the project site and the 
closest quarry is the closed quarry on the Brooks Island Regional Preserve, which is located 
approximately three miles northwest of the project site. 8, 9 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist  
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to mineral resources. Would the proposed project: 

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

 Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

Conclusions  

Construction and Operation 

The project site is not designated as a significant mineral resources zone and is not delineated in any 
local plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, no construction or 
operational impacts related to loss of availability of mineral resources would occur.  

 
5 California Department of Conservation. 1996. Generalized Mineral Land Classification Map of the South San Francisco Bay Production-
Consumption Region. By Susan Kohler-Antablin.  
6 California Department of Conservation. 1996. Generalized Mineral Land Classification Map of the South San Francisco Bay Production-
Consumption Region. By Susan Kohler-Antablin. 
7 Berkeley, City of. 2001. General Plan Land Use Element. 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/02_Land%20Use%20Element-FINAL.pdf (accessed January February 2025) 
8 Mercury News. 2011. Off the Richmond Shoreline, an ‘Island in Time’ by Katherine Tam of the Mercury News. 
https://www.mercurynews.com/2011/05/14/off-the-richmond-shoreline-an-island-in-time/ (accessed February 2025) 
9 United States Geological Survey. 2025. Mine Features of the US. https://mrdata.usgs.gov/usmin/map-us.html#settings (accessed 
February 2025) 

a. 

b. 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/02_Land%20Use%20Element-FINAL.pdf
https://www.mercurynews.com/2011/05/14/off-the-richmond-shoreline-an-island-in-time/
https://mrdata.usgs.gov/usmin/map-us.html#settings
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3.15.3 Population and Housing 

Setting  
As of 2025 the current population of Berkeley is estimated at 128,348 with an average household 
population of 2.16 people per household. 10 The City currently has 55,138 housing units. 11 Since 
2000, the City’s population has grown steadily, increasing approximately nine percent each decade. 
Berkeley’s population is anticipated to continue to grow steadily between 2020 and 2040 according 
to the Plan Bay Area 2040 projections.12 The City’s population is anticipated to reach approximately 

136,000 by 2030 and 141,000 by 2040.13 

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist  
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to population and housing. Would the proposed project: 

 Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

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

Conclusions  

Construction 
The proposed project's construction may temporarily boost local population growth by employing 
workers, but these opportunities are short-term and likely to be filled by local residents or workers 
who commute from surrounding areas. In addition, there are up to 100 live-aboard boats permitted 
to dock in the Marina Basin that are spread throughout the Marina Basin.14 As discussed in Section 
3.10, Noise, of this EIR, these residents would experience an increase in noise associated with 
construction of the project. However, construction would not directly affect boats docked in the 
Marina. Given the temporary nature of construction activities, any potential impacts related to 
construction would not result in temporary displacement of people or housing during construction. 
Therefore, there would be no impact from construction related to induced substantial population 
growth.  

 
10 California Department of Finance. 2025. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2020-2025 with 2020 
Benchmark. https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-
state-2020-2025/ (accessed July 2025) 
11 California Department of Finance. 2025. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2020-2025 with 2020 
Benchmark. https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-
state-2020-2025/ (accessed July 2025) 
12 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments. 2021. Plan Bay Area, Projections 2040. 
http://projections.planbayarea.org/ (accessed February 2025) 
13 Berkeley, City of. 2023. General Plan, Housing Element Available: https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-
2031 Housing Element_02-17-2023v2_1.pdf (accessed February 2025) 
14 McNulty, Liza. 2024. Capital Improvement Program Manager, City of Berkeley Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Department. Personal 
communication via email regarding live-aboard boats with Kim Avila, Kelsey Bennett, and Leo Mena of Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
September 4. 

a. 

b. 

https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2025/
http://projections.planbayarea.org/
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_1.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_1.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_1.pdf
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Operation 
Operation of the proposed project would not directly contribute to population growth, as it does 
not involve the addition of housing. Operation of the proposed project does provide new ferry 
service, which could potentially induce population growth due to the increased accessibility 
provided by the expanded ferry services. However, as explained further below, any potential growth 
that could result from the proposed project would not be considered unplanned. Plan Bay Area 
2050, prepared by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area 
Governments in 2021, provides a framework for what is considered planned population growth for 
the Bay Area region.15 Plan Bay Area 2050 identifies growth geographies, which are: 

…geographic areas used to guide where future growth in housing and jobs would be focused 
under the plan’s strategies over the next 30 years. These geographies are identified for growth 
either by local jurisdictions or because of their proximity to transit or access to opportunity.16 

The project site is located in a Transit Rich Area or a TRA, as identified in Map 1.1 of Plan Bay Area 
2050.17 TRAs are:  

Areas near rail, ferry or frequent bus service that were not already identified as [Priority 
Development Areas]. Specifically, these are areas where at least 50% of the area is within 1/2 
mile of either an existing rail station or ferry terminal (with bus or rail service), a bus stop with 
peak service frequency of 15 minutes or less, or a planned rail station or planned ferry terminal 
(with bus or rail service). 

The Plan Bay Area 2050 EIR concluded that “[a]reas close to rail, ferry, or frequent bus service 
(TRAs) were also included as growth geographies to support climate emissions goals, with more 
housing near transit allowing more people to have access to sustainable transportation options” and 
that “[o]verall the Plan accommodates forecasted growth through implementation of the Plan’s 
land use strategies to intensify density in developed areas, rather than induces unplanned 
growth.” 18  

The area around the project site has been identified as an area where non-residential growth is 
planned, including a planned ferry facility; therefore, any growth that occurs in the future as a result 
of the new ferry service would be considered planned. In addition, WETA has planned for a ferry 
facility in the City of Berkeley for over two decades. The Ferry Transit Service in the San Francisco 
Bay Area Final Program EIR prepared by WETA in 2003 identifies that it would implement the 2002 
Implementation and Operations Plan or IOP, which includes expanded ferry service in Berkeley.19 
Furthermore, any future growth in and near the project site would require a separate planning 
process and environmental review to plan for that growth. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in unplanned population growth.  

 
15 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments. 2021. Plan Bay Area 2050. 
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf. (accessed June 2025). 
16 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments. 2021. Plan Bay Area 2050. 
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf. (accessed June 2025). 
17 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments. 2021. Plan Bay Area 2050. 
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf. (accessed June 2025). 
18 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments. 2021. Land Use, Population, and Housing Section 
of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for Plan Bay Area 2050. June. 
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-06/3.11%20Land%20Use_DEIR.pdf. (accessed June 2026).  
19 WETA. 2003. Final Program Environmental Impact Report. Expansion of Ferry Transit Service in the San Francisco Bay Area. June. 
Prepared by URS Corporation. 

https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-06/3.11%20Land%20Use_DEIR.pdf
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In addition, there would be no displacement of residents. The only nearby residences are 
approximately 100 live-aboard boats and houseboats in the Marina Basin, which would not be 
displaced by the proposed project.20 No other existing housing is located on the project site; 
therefore, the proposed project would not displace existing housing or people nor necessitate the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  

Therefore, no operational impact related to induced unplanned population growth or displacement 
of local residents or housing units would occur. 

3.15.4 Public Services 

Setting  

Fire Protection 

Emergency response is provided by the Berkeley Fire Department (BFD). BFD provides fire 
suppression, paramedic ambulance service, search and rescue (inclusive of water rescue), fire 
prevention inspections/permits, public fire education programs, emergency preparedness planning, 
and other services based on community needs. The City has seven fire stations, each with a 
respective response district. The project site is within Fire Response District 6.21 The Station 6 
firehouse is located at 999 Cedar Street, approximately one mile east-northeast of the project site. 

As of December 2023, as documented in a City-contracted Standard of Cover Study and Community 
Risk Assessment, BFD call processing is taking longer than best practice. Although crew turnout 
performance was nearly meeting recognized best practice goals, first-unit travel performance was 
nearly one minute longer than the five-minute best practice goal due to factors including station 
location, open spaces, terrain, and traffic congestion. Based upon recommendations provided in the 
Berkeley Standard of Cover Study, the City is working to increase staffing levels for firefighters as 
well as non-firefighter paramedics. Based on a Berkeley Fire Department Facilities Master Plan, also 
completed in 2023, the City is working to remodel or replace its headquarters, seven firehouses, and 
training center.22 In addition, BFD is also in the process of adopting a Response Time Performance 
policy.23 

Police Protection 
Police protection in Berkeley is provided by the Berkeley Police Department (BPD). The project site 
is located within Police Beat 14 and within Community Services Bureau Area 4, which covers Beats 
11, 12, 13, and 14, and includes the Gilman District, Solano Avenue Business Improvement District, 

 
20 McNulty, Liza. 2024. Capital Improvement Program Manager, City of Berkeley Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Department. Personal 
communication via email regarding live-aboard boats with Kim Avila, Kelsey Bennett, and Leo Mena of Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
September 4. 
21 Berkeley, City of. 2022. Berkeley Fire Districts. https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Berkeley-Fire-Districts-Map.pdf 
(accessed February 2025) 
22 Berkeley, City of. 2023. Berkeley Fire Department Facilities Master Plan (Special Meeting Item No. 2). 
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2023-05-
16%206pm%20Special%20Item%2002%20Fire%20Department%20Facilities.pdf (accessed December 2025). 
23 Berkeley, City of. 2023. Berkeley Standards of Cover Study and Community Risk Assessment, Volume 1 of 2 – Technical Report. 
December 13. https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-01-
24%20%20%20Final%20report%20recommendations%20from%20the%20Standards%20of%20Coverage%20and%20Community%20Risk%
20Assessment%20Study.pdf (accessed February 2025) 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/Berkeley-Fire-Districts-Map.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2023-05-16%206pm%20Special%20Item%2002%20Fire%20Department%20Facilities.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2023-05-16%206pm%20Special%20Item%2002%20Fire%20Department%20Facilities.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-01-24%20%20%20Final%20report%20recommendations%20from%20the%20Standards%20of%20Coverage%20and%20Community%20Risk%20Assessment%20Study.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-01-24%20%20%20Final%20report%20recommendations%20from%20the%20Standards%20of%20Coverage%20and%20Community%20Risk%20Assessment%20Study.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-01-24%20%20%20Final%20report%20recommendations%20from%20the%20Standards%20of%20Coverage%20and%20Community%20Risk%20Assessment%20Study.pdf
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and Fourth Street Shops Berkeley.24 The nearest BPD police station is approximately two miles to 
the east of the project site, located at 2100 Martin Luther King Junior Way in the City of Berkeley. 

As of September 2024, the BPD was operating with an authorized (budgeted) total staffing level of 
313.2 employees, which included 181 total authorized sworn staff. This provided a ratio of 
approximately 647 citizens per officer or 1.55 officers per 1,000 citizens; however, when these ratios 
are adjusted for actual, current BPD staffing versus authorized personnel, the ratios shift to 781 
residents per sworn officer and 1.28 officers for 1,000 citizens.  

Schools 

The project site is served by the Berkeley Unified School District which is responsible for educating 
more than 9,400 individuals in 11 public elementary schools, three middle schools, two high schools, 
three preschool facilities, and one Adult School.25  

Parks and Other Public Facilities 

For a discussion of public parks and recreation facilities, see Section 3.11, Recreation. Other public 
facilities include public libraries.  

Library services are provided by the Berkeley Public Library. Berkeley’s public library system is 
comprised of six libraries: Central Library, Claremont Branch, North Branch, Terea Hall Pittman 
South Branch, Tool Lending Library, and West Branch. The Berkeley Public Libraries is one of the 
most heavily used libraries in California, serving a local population of 118,950 and more from the 
surrounding area.26 The nearest library branch is Berkeley Public Library West Branch located at 
1125 University Ave, which is 1.31 miles away from the project site.  

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist  
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to public services. Would the proposed project: 

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services:  
 Fire protection;  
 Police protection; 
 Schools; 
 Parks; or 
 Other public facilities?  

Note that while Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines includes a question related to parks, the 
discussion of this Appendix G question is included in Section 3.11, Recreation, of this EIR.  

 
24 Berkeley Police Department. 2024. Community Services Bureau. https://bpd-transparency-initiative-
berkeleypd.hub.arcgis.com/pages/Community%20Engagement (accessed February 2025) 
25 Berkeley Unified School District. 2024. About Berkeley Unified School District. https://www.berkeleyschools.net/about-the-
district/about/ (accessed February 2025) 
26 Berkeley Public Library.2024. About https://www.berkeleypubliclibrary.org/about (accessed February 2025) 

a. 

https://bpd-transparency-initiative-berkeleypd.hub.arcgis.com/pages/Community%20Engagement
https://bpd-transparency-initiative-berkeleypd.hub.arcgis.com/pages/Community%20Engagement
https://www.berkeleyschools.net/about-the-district/about/
https://www.berkeleyschools.net/about-the-district/about/
https://www.berkeleypubliclibrary.org/about
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Conclusions  

Construction 
Construction activities and personnel would not require expanded or new fire protection, police 
protection, school, or library facilities beyond existing conditions, given the temporary nature of 
construction activities, which would not affect service ratios. For example, police and fire vehicles 
would still be able to access the site even as roadways are being worked on, as explained in Section 
3.12, Transportation. Therefore, no construction impact related to potential need for new or 
expanded fire, police, school, or library facilities would occur.  

Operation 

As explained in Section 3.15.3, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not generate 
direct or indirect unplanned population growth. For that reason, operation of the proposed project 
would not generate a need for additional school or library facilities, and no impact would occur.  

Operation would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations 
governing the provision of fire protection services, including adequate fire access, fire flows, and 
number of hydrants. This includes the California Fire Code, which contains standards for new 
structures, road widths and configurations designed to accommodate the passage of fire trucks and 
engines, and requirements for sprinkler systems and minimum fire flow rates for water mains. In 
addition, ambulances and fire trucks would be able to access the entire project site, including the 
pier itself and provide emergency response for emergencies that happen on the pier. The Charging 
Floats would have built-in fire suppression, and there would be hose bibs on the pier that allow 
connections for water. Finally, project operation would provide emergency service as needed, which 
would augment BPD and BFD during an emergency event by facilitating the movement of people 
and supporting emergency response efforts during an emergency. The project would be designed to 
remain operational after a natural disaster. No operational impact related to potential need for new 
or expanded fire or police facilities would occur.  

3.15.5 Wildfire 

Setting  
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, also known as CalFire, maintains 
mapping of Fire Hazard Severity Zones. The project site and adjacent lands are not located in or near 
a State Responsibility Area. The closest State Responsibility Area is in the Berkeley hills, more than 4 
miles east of the project site.27 In addition, the project site and adjacent land are not located in or 
near a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone for a Local Responsibility Area. The closest Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone in a Local Responsibility Area is located just east of the UC Berkeley Campus, 
more than 3 miles east of the project site.28 

 
27 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. 2025. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility Area. https://calfire-
forestry.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=988d431a42b242b29d89597ab693d008 (accessed February 2025) 
28 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. 2025. City of Berkeley – Alameda County Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones. As Identified by the Sate Fire Marshall. February 24. 
https://calfire.app.box.com/s/wahuw9ny7cgn89xpxh7092ur50r1pwvj/file/1785859903146. (accessed February 2026) 

https://calfire-forestry.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=988d431a42b242b29d89597ab693d008
https://calfire-forestry.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=988d431a42b242b29d89597ab693d008
https://calfire.app.box.com/s/wahuw9ny7cgn89xpxh7092ur50r1pwvj/file/1785859903146
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CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist  
The City of Berkeley utilizes the following 2025 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria 
questions related to wildfire. Would the proposed project: 

 Be located in or near State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones and substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

 Be located in or near State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones and due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

 Be located in or near State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones and require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

 Be located in or near State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones and expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

Conclusions  

Construction and Operation 

Note that the discussion of whether project construction or operation could result in wildfire 
exposure to people or structures is included in Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this 
EIR. The project site is not located in or near a State Responsibility Area or a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone. Therefore, no construction or operational impacts related to exacerbating wildfire 
risk within or near such designated land areas would occur. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 
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4 Other CEQA Required Discussions 

This chapter discusses growth-inducing impacts and irreversible environmental impacts that would 
be caused by the proposed project. 

4.1 Significant Environmental Effects that Cannot be 
Avoided 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that 
cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. Implementation 
of the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable project-level and cumulative 
impacts related to the following:  

 Project-level Impacts 
 Project-level waterside construction noise associated with pile driving and nighttime 

construction work noise (see Section 3.10, Noise);  
 Project-level impacts related to the construction of new recreational facilities due to 

construction noise;  
 Project-level impacts related to consistency with a regulation adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect due to construction noise impacts (see 
Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning).  

 Cumulative Impacts 
 Cumulative waterside construction noise associated with pile driving and nighttime 

construction (see Section 3.10, Noise);  
 Cumulative operational mobile (i.e., roadway vehicle) noise (see Section 3.10, Noise); 
 Cumulative impacts related to the construction of new recreational facilities due to 

construction noise and cumulative operational noise impacts (see Section 3.11, Recreation);  
 Cumulative impacts related to consistency with a regulation adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect due to construction and operational noise 
impacts (see Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning).  

4.2 Growth Inducing Impacts 
There are two types of growth-inducing impacts that a project may have: direct and indirect. To 
assess the potential for growth-inducing impacts, the proposed project’s characteristics that may 
encourage and facilitate activities that individually or cumulatively may affect the environment must 
be evaluated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires a discussion of a proposed project’s 
potential to foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove 
an obstacle to growth. Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the 
environment. However, depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result 
in significant adverse environmental effects. The CEQA Guidelines, as interpreted by the City, state 
that a significant growth-inducing impact may result if the proposed project would: 
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 Induce substantial population growth in an area (for example, by proposing or facilitating new 
residences or employment-generating uses beyond the land use density/intensity envisioned in 
the general plan or other regional planning documents, such as Plan Bay Area 2050+); 

 Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the population 
of an area; or 

 Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the general plan or adopted 
capital improvements project list when such infrastructure exceeds the needs of a project and 
could accommodate unplanned future development. 

Direct growth-inducing impacts occur when the implementation of a project imposes new burdens 
on a community by directly inducing population growth, or by leading to the construction of 
additional developments in the same area. Also included in this category are projects that remove 
physical obstacles to population growth (such as a new road into an undeveloped area or a 
wastewater treatment plant with excess capacity that could allow additional development in the 
service area). The proposed project would not entail housing or employment-generating office or 
commercial uses, and would not alter the planned location, distribution, or growth rate of Berkeley 
population. 

Construction of transportation and recreational infrastructure, such as the proposed project, have 
the potential to facilitate and serve growth. Projects that physically remove obstacles to growth, or 
projects that indirectly induce growth, may provide a catalyst for future unrelated development in 
an area such as a new residential community that requires additional public and transportation 
services to support residents. While the proposed project would entail additional public transit 
infrastructure in the form of ferry service, a raised cycle track, and improved bus stops, the 
proposed additional transit service provided via the proposed project would serve existing 
transportation demands and provide an alternative mode of transportation in lieu of single-
occupancy vehicle Transbay trips from the East Bay to San Francisco. For these reasons, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in direct or indirect growth-inducing 
impacts. 

4.2.1 Population and Employment Growth 
The proposed project would not directly generate population or employment growth, because it 
would not include the development of residential, commercial, or industrial uses. The proposed 
project would entail the implementation of new ferry service between Berkeley and San Francisco. 
The following discussion is focused on the potential for the new ferry service to result in unplanned 
population and employment growth.  

The implementation of new ferry service would allow individuals to commute from Berkeley to San 
Francisco via ferry vessels. The proposed project may induce population growth if the new ferry 
service results in land use changes that would support unplanned intensified development. 
However, this is not expected to occur given the current planning for the project site and adjacent 
area. Specifically, as discussed in Section 3.15, Effects Found Not to be Significant (see Section 
3.15.3, Population and Housing), Plan Bay Area 2050 identifies that the area around the project site 
has been identified as an area where growth is planned, including a planned ferry terminal; 
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therefore, growth that occurs in the future as a result of the new ferry service would be considered 
planned.1  

Furthermore, as shown in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, the project is overall consistent with 
the policies in local plans, including the Berkeley General Plan. Future growth in the area near the 
project site would require approvals from the City of Berkeley, and the City is currently in the 
process of updating its Waterfront Specific Plan that would facilitate additional development in the 
area. As shown in Table 3-1, the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan is considered as part of the 
cumulative scenario for this EIR. Overall, the proposed ferry service would be beneficial and 
complementary to land use and future growth plans. For these reasons, implementation of the 
proposed project would not lead to direct or indirect growth impacts beyond what is anticipated 
and planned for the region. 

4.2.2 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
The proposed project is located in an area that is well served by existing utility and roadway 
infrastructure. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project would include utility 
infrastructure extensions that would connect to existing utility infrastructure, including electrical, 
water, wastewater, and telecommunication connections. Because these utility extensions and 
connections would be sized to serve the proposed project, they would not result in the removal of 
an obstacle for growth. The proposed project would also include roadway improvements, 
specifically the repaving and restriping of University Avenue (between Marina Boulevard and 
Seawall Drive) and Seawall Drive. However, these roadway improvements would not present a 
significant change to existing roadway circulation and would be intended to accommodate expected 
roadway vehicle volumes and project site access needs. No new roads would be required. The 
project would not require the extension of new utility or roadway infrastructure through 
undeveloped areas. 

Furthermore, since the proposed project would not extend utility or roadway services into 
undeveloped areas, propose new housing or businesses, or create infrastructure that would attract 
additional population growth, it would not induce substantial unplanned population growth, either 
directly or indirectly. Therefore, project operation would not conflict with land use policies of Plan 
Bay Area 2050. For these reasons, project implementation would not remove an obstacle to growth. 

4.3 Irreversible Environmental Effects 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c) requires that EIRs contain a discussion of significant irreversible 
environmental changes and analyze the extent to which a project’s primary and secondary effects 
would affect the environment and commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations 
would not be able to reverse. “Significant irreversible environmental changes” include the use of 
nonrenewable natural resources during implementation of the project, should this use result in the 
unavailability of these resources in the future. Also, irreversible damage can result from 
environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of these resources 
are required to be evaluated in an EIR to ensure that such consumption is justified. 

 
1 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments. 2021. Plan Bay Area 2050. 
https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf. (accessed June 2025). 

https://planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/Draft_Plan_Bay_Area_2050_May2021_0.pdf
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CEQA also requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. This discussion 
addresses the use of non-renewable resources and irreversible impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Construction of the proposed project would include the use of building materials and energy, some 
of which would be non-renewable resources. Consumption of these resources would occur with any 
development in the Bay Area region and are not unique to the Berkeley Waterfront area or the 
proposed project. However, as discussed in Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy, use 
of such resources is not unusual compared to common construction projects and would not 
substantially affect the availability of such resources. 

The project would require an irreversible operational commitment of City services, including 
electricity, water supply, and wastewater treatment. As discussed in Section 3.15, Effects Found Not 
to be Significant (see Section 3.15.4, Public Services) and Section 3.14. Utilities and Service Systems, 
impacts to public services and utilities would be less than significant. While the project would result 
in an irreversible commitment of City services, the project would also offer emergency services, 
such as the emergency movement of survivors, first responders, and disaster service workers 
following a major disaster.  

Because the proposed project would implement electric ferry service, operation of ferry service 
would not increase local demand for non-renewable energy resources such as petroleum fuel and 
natural gas. The proposed project would, however, increase the demand for electricity to power the 
ferry vessels and the associated infrastructure on the project site (i.e., lighting, restroom). As 
described in Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy, electricity includes both renewable 
and non-renewable sources, with sources becoming increasingly more renewable to comply with SB 
100 requirements. The project’s consumption of electricity would constitute, in part, an irreversible 
consumption of some non-renewable sources. 

While there would be no new population and housing growth and associated roadway vehicle trips 
resulting from implementation of the proposed project, additional roadway vehicle trips to access 
the project site to utilize project ferry and recreational services would increase petroleum fuel use 
by such vehicles. However, as discussed in Section 3.12, Transportation, on balance the project 
would result in an overall reduction in vehicle miles traveled or VMT. Therefore, the project would 
replace existing roadway vehicle trips that use petroleum fuel for the entirety of travel from the East 
Bay to San Francico with shorter roadway vehicle trips to access the project site and then use the 
electric ferry to traverse to San Francisco. Therefore, the irreversible environmental effect from 
roadway vehicle petroleum use and associated generated criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and greenhouse gas emissions would be less than compared to existing conditions. Furthermore, 
the project would provide new electric roadway vehicle charging parking spaces that could 
encourage roadway vehicle users to opt for use of electric-run rather than petroleum-run vehicles. 

As discussed in Section 3.15, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, and above in Section 4.2, Growth 
Inducing Impacts, the proposed project would not extend services to unplanned development, 
propose new housing or businesses, or create infrastructure that would attract additional 
population growth. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned 
population growth, either directly or indirectly, that would result in the commitment of 
nonrenewable resources needed to support unplanned population growth. 
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4.4 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Section XVIII, the following mandatory findings of 
significance analysis is provided. 

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

The proposed project would not eliminate or threaten wildlife habitats. As discussed in more detail 
in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, implementation of the proposed project could result in 
construction and operational impacts related to wildlife, fish, and plant species. However, with 
implementation of identified mitigation measures, biological resources impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation. The proposed project would also not eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory. As discussed in more detail in Section 3.4, 
Cultural Resources, and Section 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed 
project could result in construction impacts related to historic, archaeological, and tribal resources. 
However, with implementation of identified mitigation measures, cultural and tribal cultural 
resources impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

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

Cumulative impacts are discussed throughout this EIR, in the individual environmental resource 
topic sections of Chapter 3. Section 3.10, Noise, identifies that it is possible that construction of the 
proposed project and other cumulative projects could occur at the same time. This section also 
identifies that even with implementation of project mitigation and the cumulative project adhering 
to City construction noise thresholds, it is possible that construction noise levels may still exceed the 
City thresholds due to the quantity of cumulative projects and their close proximities to one 
another. As such, this EIR concludes that the proposed project’s contribution to a potentially 
significant construction-related cumulative noise impact could be significant and unavoidable (if 
construction of cumulative projects occur at the same time as the Project).  

In addition, while the proposed project would not individually result in a significant roadway vehicle 
operational noise impact, when other cumulative projects are considered (namely the maximum 
potential development associated with the Draft Waterfront Specific Plan) in conjunction with the 
proposed project, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable contribution to a 
cumulative roadway vehicle operational noise impact. Because of this cumulative impact, the 
proposed project would also result in cumulative impacts related to environmental effects from the 
implementation of new recreational facilities, as well as consistency with a regulation (Berkeley 
Municipal Code) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  
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c. Does the proposed plan have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

The proposed project would result in adverse effects on human beings. As discussed in more detail 
in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.10, Noise, implementation of the proposed project could 
result in temporary construction impacts related to air quality and noise that could, in turn, affect 
human beings. With implementation of identified mitigation measures, temporary construction 
impacts associated with air quality (criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants) and some of 
the temporary construction impacts associated with noise would be less than significant or less than 
significant with mitigation. However, there remains potential for significant and unavoidable 
adverse impacts to human beings due to noise generated during waterside construction and 
nighttime construction work. In addition, the project’s contribution to the cumulative operational 
mobile (i.e., roadway vehicle) noise impact would be significant and unavoidable. 
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5 Alternatives 

5.1 Introduction 
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6, this chapter 
contains a comparative impact assessment of alternatives to the proposed project. The primary 
purpose of an alternatives analysis under CEQA is to provide decision-makers and the public with a 
reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project that could attain most of the basic 
project’s objectives, while avoiding or reducing any of the project’s significant adverse 
environmental effects. 

Analysis of three alternatives to the proposed project is provided for informational purposes and to 
allow decision-makers to consider the proposed project in light of hypothetical alternatives, thereby 
promoting CEQA’s purpose as an information disclosure statute. This analysis is guided by the 
following considerations set forth under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6: 

 An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project; 
 An EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but rejected as 

infeasible during the scoping process; 
 Reasons for rejecting an alternative include:  
 Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives; 
 Infeasibility; or 
 Inability to avoid significant environmental effects. 

5.2 Significant Impacts 
The implementation of the proposed project was analyzed for potentially significant impacts related 
to each of the environmental issues discussed in Sections 3.1 through 3.14. The results of the 
analysis indicate that the proposed project would result in the following significant and unavoidable 
impacts: 

 Land Use and Planning (inconsistency with noise standards established by the Berkeley 
Municipal Code) 

 Noise (waterside construction noise impacts associated with pile driving and nighttime 
construction noise) 

 Recreation (construction noise impacts related to the construction of a recreational resource) 

In addition, the results of the analysis indicate that the proposed project would result in the 
following significant impacts that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation: 

 Aesthetics (construction impacts related to nighttime lighting) 
 Air Quality (construction impacts related to criteria air pollutants and Toxic Air Contaminants) 
 Biological Resources (construction impacts on special-status species, sensitive marine habitats, 

jurisdictional waters, and consistency with local policies protecting biological resources; and 
operation impacts on special-status species, jurisdictional waters, wildlife movement, and 
consistency with local policies protecting biological resources) 
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 Cultural Resources (construction impacts related to unanticipated archaeological resources) 
 Geology and Soils (construction impacts related to unique paleontological resource or geologic 

feature) 
 Hydrology and Water Quality (waterside construction impacts related to water quality) 
 Noise (landside construction noise impacts) 
 Tribal Cultural Resources (construction impacts related to unknown tribal cultural resources) 
 Utilities and Service Systems (construction-related impacts from connections to utilities) 

5.3 Project Objectives 
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the City’s project objectives are as follows: 

 Enhance public access and recreational opportunities at the Berkeley Waterfront that:  
 Develop or enhance public pier facilities at the City of Berkeley Waterfront. 
 Provide sufficient public access and recreational opportunities at the Berkeley Waterfront 

that meet regional needs, consistent with BCDC Bay Plan Policies maximizing access to the 
Bay. 

 Minimize environmental impacts by considering existing infrastructure and sea level rise 
projections.  

 Encourage the use of public transit, bicycle, and other forms of active transportation and 
sustainable travel to access the site.  

 Provide efficient and environmentally friendly zero emission public ferry service between 
Berkeley and San Francisco that: 
 Improves regional connectivity and resiliency with enhanced public transportation choices 

for East Bay residents, including for accessing jobs in San Francisco and other locations along 
the Bay for commerce and recreational purposes, and to address existing deficiencies in the 
Transbay transportation network. 

 Reduces the use of single-occupancy vehicles for Transbay trips, thereby reducing 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and air quality emissions and decreasing congestion on the 
regional roadway system, consistent with regional and Statewide goals. 

 Provides travel times and costs that are competitive with other Transbay modes of travel.  
 Provides public transit facilities that are compatible with operations and recreational 

activities at the Berkeley Waterfront.  
 Provides navigable conditions for safe and efficient operation of ferry vessels.  
 Provides options for emergency response and transportation services in case of an 

emergency, such as natural or human-caused event that disables roads, other transit, 
bridges, and/or tunnels.  

For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, the City considers the two top bullets as the basic 
project objectives. In other words, for an alternative to meet the basic project objectives, they 
would need to meet of the following basic objectives: (1) enhance public access and recreational 
opportunities at the Berkeley Waterfront and (2) provide efficient and environmentally friendly zero 
emission public ferry service between Berkeley and San Francisco.  
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5.4 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this EIR presents a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the proposed project for analysis and evaluation of their comparative merits. These alternatives are 
considered to cover the range of alternatives that would meet the basic objectives of the project 
while lessening one or more of its significant impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states 
that an EIR need not evaluate every conceivable alternative. Information has been provided for each 
alternative that would allow meaningful comparison with the proposed project.  

The four alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this chapter are as follows: 

 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative  
 Alternative 2: Shortened Breakwater Alternative  
 Alternative 3: Shortened Pier Alternative  
 Alternative 4: Reduced Landside Facilities Alternative  

Table 5-1 shows the alternatives’ components summary; this EIR Alternatives analysis examines the 
net change from the proposed project in terms of potential physical environmental impacts. 
Detailed descriptions of the alternatives are included in the impact analyses for each alternative in 
Sections 5.5 through 5.8. 

Table 5-1 Alternatives Summary 

Feature Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 
(No Project) 

Alternative 2 
(Shortened 

Breakwater) 

Alternative 3 
(Shortened 

Pier) 

Alternative 4 
(Reduced 
Landside 
Facilities)  

Length of Pier (Feet) 1,080 0 1,080 <1,080 1,080 

Length of Breakwater 
(Feet) 

400 0 <400 400 400 

Landside Facilities Cycle Track, Bay 
Trail Extension, 
Public Plaza, 
Renovated Sewall 
Drive Parking Lot 

None of the 
improvements 
identified for 
the proposed 
project 

Same as the 
proposed 
project 

Same as 
the 
Proposed 
Project 

Pier abutment 
and retaining 
wall required 
to complete 
the pier 

5.5 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

5.5.1 Description 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the alternatives discussion include an analysis 
of a “No Project” Alternative. Pursuant to CEQA, the “No Project” Alternative refers to the analysis 
of existing conditions and what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 
the proposed project was not approved. This is based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure information. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(a,b), the “No Project” 
Alternative typically will proceed along one of two lines: (1) when a project is a revision of an 
existing regulatory plan or policy, the “No Project” Alternative will be continuation of the existing 
plan or policy; or (2) if a project is something other than a land use regulatory plan, such as a 
development project on identifiable property, the “No Project” Alternative is the circumstance 
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under which a project does not proceed. Thus, in the case of this EIR for a project and not a plan, 
the “No Project” Alternative would entail the circumstance under which a project does not proceed.  

Under the No Project Alternative, none of the improvements associated with the project and the 
current uses would remain. Below is a summary of the No Project Alternative.  

 The pier, breakwater, and associated infrastructure for the ferry vessels would not be installed, 
and the pier would continue to deteriorate and remain closed to the public.  

 No new ferry service from Berkeley would be established and vehicle trips across the Bay would 
continue at their current rate.  

 No new public plaza would be installed.  
 None of the improvements along University Avenue or Seawall Drive would be installed, 

including no new cycle track, no upgraded bus facilities, and no Bay Trail Extension. Vehicles, 
buses, pedestrians, and bicyclists would continue to use the existing facilities.  

 The Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain in its current condition. 
 None of the construction associated with the project would occur.  

5.5.2 Impact Analysis 

Aesthetics 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged, and vehicle trips 
across the Bay would continue at their current rate. The Waterfront would not undergo any 
aesthetic improvements that would otherwise be facilitated by the proposed project. Furthermore, 
residents would have limited opportunities to access the scenic quality of the Waterfront, as under 
Alternative 1, the pier would remain closed and the Waterfront would continue to deteriorate. 
However, there would be no adverse construction-related impacts to aesthetics. Therefore, 
Alternative 1 impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to aesthetics would be less than significant with mitigation 
(see Section 3.1, Aesthetics). Alternative 1 would have a greater level of aesthetics impacts 
compared to the proposed project, but not to the extent of increasing the impact significance level. 
This greater level of impact would be due to the lack of an update in the design, lighting standards, 
and Waterfront improvements that the proposed project would provide. While Alternative 1 would 
not require Mitigation Measure AES-1, since it would not require nighttime construction, these 
would be temporary impacts, while the overall lack of updating the project site would be a 
permanent effect. For that reason, Alternative 1 would have a greater impact than the proposed 
project.  

Air Quality 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged, and vehicle trips 
across the Bay would continue at their current rate. There would not be any temporary 
construction-related impacts on air quality. However, in the long term, there would be fewer 
reductions in criteria pollutants, as Bay Area residents would continue to utilize single-occupancy 
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vehicles for transbay transportation. Alternative 1 impacts on air quality would be less than 
significant. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to air quality would be less than significant with mitigation 
(see Section 3.2, Air Quality). Alternative 1 would not result in the construction-related emissions 
associated with the proposed project. However, Alternative 1 would result in greater levels of 
criteria pollutant and toxic air contaminant emission due to the continued projected growth in the 
region. Without the implementation of zero-emissions transportation infrastructure, Alternative 1 
would have greater Air Quality emissions impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Biological Resources 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged, and vehicle trips 
across the Bay would continue at their current rate. Alternative 1 would not adversely affect 
terrestrial or marine wildlife or habitats, as Alternative 1 would not involve any ground disturbance, 
construction, or operation of ferry service. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no impact on 
biological resources. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to biological resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation (see Section 3.3, Biological Resources). Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts on 
biological resources, as there would be no project construction. Therefore, the impact significance 
level would be reduced, and no mitigation would be required.  

Cultural Resources 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged. No construction-
related ground disturbance would occur, and therefore, Alternative 1 would not pose any potential 
risk of altering cultural resources. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no impact on cultural 
resources. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to cultural resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation (see Section 3.4, Cultural Resources). Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts, as 
the alternative would not facilitate any construction or excavation. Therefore, the impact 
significance level would be reduced, and no mitigation would be required.  

Geology and Soils 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged. Given that no 
dredging, site excavation, or other ground disturbing activities would occur, Alternative 1 would not 
pose a risk to paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Therefore, Alternative 1 would 
have no impact on geology and soils. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant with 
mitigation (see Section 3.5, Geology and Soils). Alternative 1 would have a lesser impact level 
compared to the proposed project due to the lack of ground disturbing activities that would 
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otherwise occur with development of the proposed project. The impact significance level would be 
reduced, and no mitigation would be required.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged, and vehicle trips 
across the Bay would continue at their current rate. Projected regional growth would continue 
without the development of zero-emissions transbay transportation opportunities, and vehicle 
miles travelled (VMT) and related non-renewable energy use would continue to increase. However, 
there would be no construction-related GHG emissions impacts, and there would be no energy 
demand for construction or operation of the electric ferry service. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts 
related to GHG emissions and energy would be less than significant. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to GHG emissions and energy would be less than significant 
(see Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy). Under Alternative 1, existing planned 
cumulative development would proceed and regional growth would continue without electric ferry 
service. As a result, there would be fewer GHG emissions reductions and related non-renewable 
energy use reductions associated with regional VMT reductions under Alternative 1 than would 
occur under the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts related to GHG emissions and 
energy would be greater than the proposed project.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged. Less construction 
would occur in what is characterized by the City of Berkeley as an Environmental Management Area, 
and no hazardous materials would be disturbed, transported, or disposed of, under Alternative 1. 
There would also be no hazards related to the storage or maintenance of lithium batteries that 
would be required to support operation of the ferry service. Additionally, while there would be 
fewer visitors to the Waterfront, an area with strained emergency evacuation capabilities, there 
would be no implementation of the additional emergency evacuation capabilities that the proposed 
project would provide. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts to hazards and hazardous materials would 
be less than significant. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.7, Hazardous Materials). Alternative 1 would have a similar impact level 
compared to the proposed project. While construction of Alternative 1 would not require 
excavation in areas that are potentially contaminated, Alternative 1 would also not remove 
potential contaminants from the project site (i.e., potential creosote in pier pilings). In addition, 
under the No Project Alternative, there would not be the added benefit of having emergency 
evacuation capabilities from the ferry vessels.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged. Ground disturbing 
construction activities that could potentially affect water quality from sedimentation or accidental 
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spills would not occur, and fewer impervious surfaces would be introduced. However, the pier and 
breakwater would continue to deteriorate and would not be reinforced to withstand flood hazards 
or sea level rise. Any changes related to hydrology, water quality, watersheds and drainage 
patterns, flood and inundation hazards, and groundwater resource management caused by existing 
planned development would follow the same adopted standards. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts 
related to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant 
with mitigation (see Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality). The omission of the plaza, parking 
lot improvements, and Bay Trail Extension would introduce fewer impervious surfaces at the 
Waterfront. In addition, since no construction would occur, Alternative 1 would avoid potential 
water quality impacts associated with construction in the Bay. This alternative would not benefit 
from the enhanced breakwater and pier reinforcements that would improve flood-related safety 
risks at the Berkeley Waterfront. Nonetheless, because no construction would occur Alternative 1 
would have a reduced, less than significant impact on hydrology and water quality as the proposed 
project. 

Land Use and Planning 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged. Applicable land use 
plans, policies, and regulations would continue to be implemented across the project area. 
Alternative 1 would not involve development that could potentially conflict with any applicable land 
use plans, policies, and regulations. However, some goals of the Berkeley General Plan, for example, 
would not be fulfilled. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts to land use and planning would be less than 
significant. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to land use and planning would be significant and 
unavoidable due to the potential conflict from project construction with noise standards established 
in the Berkeley Municipal Code (see Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning). Alternative 1 would not 
involve construction or operation of the proposed project that could potentially conflict with 
applicable plans and policies, but it would not make progress toward goals of enhancing Waterfront 
access, recreation opportunities, or emissions reductions. While Alternative 1 would not have the 
same potential conflict with noise standards, Alternative 1 would also not advance the goals and 
policies identified in pertinent land use plans, including the City’s General Plan, Marina Master Plan, 
and Plan Bay Area 2050. Since the inconsistency with noise standards would be temporary and 
limited to construction, but the potential inconsistency with goals and plans would be permanent, 
Alternative 1 would have greater land use impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Noise 
Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition, with no ferry infrastructure, 
public plaza, recreation, or transportation improvements implemented. Existing facilities such as the 
deteriorating pier and Seawall Drive East Parking lot would remain unchanged, and vehicle trips 
across the Bay would continue at their current rate. Temporary construction impacts would not 
occur, as pile driving and nighttime construction work would not be necessary, and there would be 
fewer sensitive receptors exposed to noise generated by construction or operation of the proposed 
project. Recreational users at the Waterfront would continue to experience ambient noise levels at 
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