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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Environmental Checklist Form
1. Project Title: Station District Block 7 Medical/Office Building Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Union City
Economic & Community Development Department
34009 Alvarado–Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587-4497

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Adam Petersen, Contract Planner
(510) 675-5406
AdamP@unioncity.org

4. Project Location:
1320/1328 Decoto Road, Union City, California (Alameda County)
Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs): 087-19-018, 087-19-019
The project site is located on the east side of Decoto Road, between Station Way and Union
Square, adjacent to the Union City BART Station. The site is approximately 2.25 miles east of
Interstate 880 and 0.8-mile south of State Route 238 (Mission Boulevard).

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Woodstock Development, Inc.
330 Primrose Road, Suite 203
Burlingame, CA 94010

6. General Plan Designation:
CSMU–Station Mixed Use Commercial

7. Zoning:
CSMU–Station Mixed Use Commercial
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Station District Block 7 Medical/Office Building Project
Project Description

Project Overview
Woodstock Development, Inc. (Applicant) is proposing to redevelop the property at 1320/1328
Decoto Road in Union City with a two-story 31,381-square-foot medical and general office
building with a landscaped surface parking lot. The approximately 1.47-acre property is
currently occupied by two two-story office buildings and parking lots that would be
demolished to accommodate the proposed project. The location of the project site is shown on
Figure 1. As shown on Figure 2, the site is at located adjacent to the Union City BART Station,
and the site is within the City’s Station District, a pedestrian- and transit-oriented mixed-use
downtown district centered around the existing BART Station and future Intermodal Transit
Facility.
The Applicant intends to lease out the proposed offices. The ground floor, with 14,836 gross
square feet of occupiable space, would be leased as medical offices for a dialysis clinic, and the
14,836-square-foot second floor would be leased as general office space by a technology
company. The surface parking lot would provide 68 vehicle parking spaces, including 7
handicap-accessible spaces. The drought-tolerant landscaping surrounding the proposed
building and interspersed throughout the parking lot would include bio-retention areas for the
onsite treatment of the site’s stormwater runoff. The proposed site plan is depicted on Figure 3.
The project would require a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to reduce the allowed FAR
associated with the Station Mixed Use Commercial (CSMU) land use designation. The General
Plan currently allows a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.0 to FAR 4.0 on properties designated CSMU.
The proposed amendment may allow for a reduction in minimum FAR from 1.0 to 0.5 on
previously developed sites that do not meet the minimum 1.0 FAR and where the previously
developed sites are proposed for redevelopment at a higher FAR than the previous
development. The project would also require approval of a Zoning Text Amendment to update
the CSMU zoning district list of permitted and conditionally permitted list of uses (i.e. Sections
18.38.020 and 18.38.030 of the Zoning Ordinance) to clarify that the term “mixed use” means
both residential and commercial mixed-use developments. The requested Zoning Text
Amendment would also modify Section 18.38.080 of the Union City Zoning Ordinance to
change the FAR requirement in the CSMU district similar to the proposed GPA. Site
Development Review approval and a Use Permit are also required for approval of the project
design and layout. Lastly, a parcel map has been applied for to merge existing parcels, dedicate
right-of-way along Station Way, relinquish an existing offer of dedication of easements, and
create new or update existing easements to facilitate shared improvements and access. No new
parcels will be created.

Building Details
Following the demolition of the existing on-site buildings and pavement, discussed below, the
1.47-acre site would be developed with a modern glass and concrete two-story medical and
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Figure 1
Project Location

Source: Douglas Herring & Associates
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Figure 2
Project Site Location

Source: ESRI Imagery























































































































































































































































































Figure 3
Site Plan






























































Source: Ware Malcomb










































general office building. The architect’s rendering of the proposed building is shown on Figure 4
and elevations are shown on Figures 5 and 6. The building would be constructed of concrete
tilt-up panels with large expanses of glass accented by aluminum mullions, caps, and visors, as
shown on the architectural rendering. The alternating white, gray, and graphite concrete panels
would be textured with scoring. The front façade would be articulated by a projecting
saddleback arched bay of horizontal composite wood planks. Horizontal bands of this material
would also extend between the ground-floor and second story of the eastern portion of the
building and along the façades facing Station Way. A similar horizontal band of composite
wood would extend above the second-story windows of the western portion of the building and
at the southwest corner of the building.
The proposed building would have a flat roof with a height of 32 feet at the parapet along the
majority of the building. The tallest portion of the building would be at the main entrance at the
southwest corner, which would have a height of 37 feet. Floor plans are shown on Figures 7 and
8. A Use Permit is required per Section 18.32.250, Review, of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce
height and parking requirements, to accommodate the proposed project.

Parking and Circulation
Vehicular access to the site would be via existing site entrances on Decoto Road and Union
Square, as shown on Figure 3. The Union Square entrance and half of the Decoto Road entrance
are on adjacent parcels, but existing access easements will facilitate public access to the project
site. An existing driveway located on Station Way, currently blocked off, would be eliminated.
Parking would be located on the interior of the site and would be substantially obscured from
off-site view by the two existing buildings to the south, the proposed building, and proposed
new trees and landscaping.
Landscaped strips and islands would separate rows of parking, and the existing row of dense
shrubs separating the site from the adjacent BART parking lot would remain and would
continue to provide visual screening from offsite locations to the east. The asphalt parking lot
would be striped to provide parking for 68 autos, including seven handicap spaces complying
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in close proximity to the building entrance.

Landscaping
Based on data provided on the stormwater management plan, the proposed building would
cover about 25 percent of the site, with roadways and other impervious surfaces covering an
additional 55 percent. The remaining 20 percent of the site area (12,870 square feet) would be
planted with landscaping including areas for bio-filtration to satisfy applicable clean water
regulations. An additional 3,730 square feet of off-site landscaping would also be installed along
the Decoto Road frontage. As shown on Figure 9, trees and other landscaping would be planted
along the entirety of the Decoto Road and Station Way frontages of the site, as well as within
the parking areas. Most of the existing trees on the site would be removed, including a row of
mature Canary Island pine trees (Pinus canariensis) lining the Decoto Road frontage of the site,
shown on Figure 10A. The dense shrubbery that currently screens the site
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Architectural Rendering




Figure 4

Source: Ware Malcomb
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a) Existing trees on Decoto Road frontage of site to be removed.

b) Existing vegetation separating site from adjacent BART parking lot.

Figure 10
Existing Landscaping

Source: Douglas Herring & Associates

from view from the adjacent BART parking lot to the east, shown on Figure 8B, would be
retained.
Although 45 of the 53 existing trees on the site would be removed, 45 new trees would be
planted. These would include nine Chinese elm trees (Ulmus parvifolia) along the Decoto Road
frontage and the trees on the interior of the site. Eight existing Sweetgum trees (Liquidambar
styraciflua) on the Station Way frontage would be retained and a Sweetgum tree (Liquidambar
styraciflua) and nine crape myrtle (Lagerstroemia I. ‘Dynamite Red’) trees would be added to this
frontage. A mix of Chinese pistache (Pistacia Chinensis) trees and London plane trees (Platanus
X. Acerifolia) would be planted in the parking lot. All of the new trees would be planted at a 24inch box size. At maturity, the Chinese elms would reach a height of about 20 feet, the London
plane trees would reach a height of approximately 60 feet, the Chinese pistache would grow to
about 35 feet.
Five-gallon specimens of drought-tolerant shrubs, including Gold Rush lantana (Lantana M.
‘Gold Rush’), Indian hawthorne (Rhapiolepsis ‘Jack Evans’), New Zealand flax (Phormium Moari
maiden), escallonia (Escallonia ‘Newport Dwarf’), lavender (Lavandul X. I. ‘Abrialii’), and wild lilac
(Ceanothus G. ‘Hears Desire’) would be planted adjacent to building façades and along the
Decoto Road and Station Way frontages. The grounds would also be landscaped with grasses,
including blue oat grass (Helichtotrichon sempervirens), feathereed (Calamagrostis acutiflora), sedge
(Carex), and blue fescue (Festuca O. ‘Glauca’). Perennials would include breeze mat rush
(Lomandra L. ‘Breeze’) and lily of the Nile (Agapanthus ‘Rancho White’).
The landscape plan would be required to comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance promulgated in Chapter 18.112 of the Union City Municipal Code. In accordance with
the ordinance, the project would not be permitted to exceed a Maximum Applied Water
Allowance that will be calculated for the site. The landscaping would be irrigated by an
automatic irrigation system. To minimize water consumption, the irrigation system would be
adjusted using a “smart controller” with real-time weather-sensing capability.
The landscape improvements would include a free-standing public art installation and benches
at the corner of the site at Station Way and Decoto Road. Plans for the art installation had not
yet been submitted to the City at the time of this environmental review. The proposed
installation will be subject to review and approval by the City during the development review
process. It is not anticipated that the proposed art would result in any environmental impacts.
Once a proposal is submitted by the applicant, if the City determines that there could be
adverse environmental effects associated with the art, it would require additional
environmental review prior to final approval.

Stormwater Control
A bio-filtration swale would be located on the west side of the site, adjacent to the parking lot.
This feature has been designed and sized to naturally filter urban contaminants from all of the
site’s stormwater runoff. The bio-swale would have treatment capacity for the runoff from the
51,000 square feet of impervious surfaces that would be created on the site, including existing
impervious surfaces that would be replaced. All bio-retention areas would be underlain by 18
inches of sandy loam, which would be underlain by at least 12 inches of Class II base rock.
Perforated pipes would positioned within the rock layers to collect the treated stormwater and
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convey it to the on-site storm drainage system, consisting of a 15-inch-diameter storm drain
connected to the City’s stormwater drainage network. The on-site stormwater control system
would be required to comply with Provision C.3 of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water
Program, as discussed in more detail in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, including
hydro-modifications, as necessary.

Site Preparation
To prepare the site for construction, the existing office buildings would be demolished and most
of the trees and other landscaping would be removed. The structures, foundations, pipes,
conduits, curb gutters, etc. would be removed. The asphalt concrete (AC) pavements would be
crushed on site in a portable crusher and would be re-used as aggregate base (AB) for the new
pavements. The removed trees would be hauled to a composting facility. It hasn’t been
determined yet whether they would be chipped on-site or at the composting facility.
The project would comply with Union City’s Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Recycling Ordinance, which requires new construction projects to recycle or reuse of 100
percent of all asphalt, concrete, uncontaminated soil, land-clearing debris, and plant debris. It
also requires recycling or reuse of 65 percent of all other C&D debris generated by the project.
The application for building permits must include a Construction & Demolition Waste
Management Plan, subject to approval by the City, and payment of a Performance Security
deposit calculated as the lesser of 3 percent of total project cost or $10,000.
Following removal of the existing buildings, pavements, and vegetation, the site would be
excavated down to undisturbed soils, as determined by a geotechnical engineer. Trenches
would be excavated for underground utilities and the site would be regraded, with engineered
fill placed as dictated by the required geotechnical investigation report. The site would have a
finished grade roughly the same as the existing grade and elevation of the site. Grading would
be balanced, requiring no import or export of soil. Less than 100 cubic yards of AC would be
imported during site paving.
Existing utilities are already present on the site, and include a 6-inch water line, 8-inch sanitary
sewer line, and 15-inch storm drain. New connections with these utilities would be made at the
exterior of the new building. The on-site utility lines connect to main lines in Decoto Road and
Union Square.

Demolition and Construction Schedule
Demolition activities are expected to commence in August 2017 and last for three weeks, with
site grading taking another week and a half. Project construction is expected to be completed in
February 2018. The size of the construction crew would vary depending on project phase, and
range from a minimum of six workers to a maximum of 40 workers on the site on any given
day, with an average of 12 workers per day. Staging would occur on site.

Planning Approvals
General Plan Amendment: The project would require a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to
reduce the allowed FAR associated with the Station Mixed Use Commercial (CSMU) land use
designation. The General Plan currently allows a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.0 to 4.0 on
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properties designated CSMU. The proposed amendment would reduce the minimum FAR to
0.5 on previously developed sites that do not meet the minimum 1.0 FAR and where the
previously developed sites are proposed for redevelopment at a higher FAR than the previous
development.
Zoning Text Amendment: The applicant is requesting a Zoning Text Amendment to update the
CSMU zoning district list of permitted and conditionally permitted uses (i.e. Sections 18.38.020
and 18.38.030 of the Zoning Ordinance) to clarify that the term “mixed use” means both
residential and commercial mixed-use developments. Additionally, the applicant requests a
Zoning Text Amendment to change the FAR requirement in the CSMU district similar to the
proposed GPA.
Site Development Review: The applicant is requesting Site Development Review to allow for
redevelopment of the proposed site. Pursuant to Chapter 18.76 of the Zoning Ordinance, Site
Development Review is required for all new major developments.
Use Permit: Pursuant to Section 18.38.250 of the Zoning Ordinance, the applicant is requesting a
Use Permit to deviate from the building height and off-street parking requirements listed in the
Station Mixed Use Commercial (CSMU) zoning district.
Parcel Map: The applicant is requesting approval of a parcel map, pursuant to Chapter 17.16 of
the Zoning Ordinance, to merge existing parcels, dedicate right-of-way along Station Way,
relinquish offers of dedication of easements, and create new or update existing easements to
facilitate shared improvements and access. No new parcels will be created.

Other Approvals
The project would require a grading permit, encroachment permit for construction of a
sidewalk in the Decoto Road and Station Way rights-of-way, and tree removal permit from the
Public Works Department. Demolition and building permits would be required from the
Building Department.

Site Description and Surrounding Land Uses
The project site is located within the Union Square Professional Center, a small commercial
subdivision developed with professional office buildings, located on the southeast quadrant of
the intersection of Decoto Road at Station Way. The 1.47-acre site is currently developed with
two two-story office buildings constructed in 1980 that have a combined floor area of
approximately 13,000 square feet. Approximately 12,800 square feet of the site is landscaped
with trees and other plants, and the rest of the site consists of paved sidewalks and parking
areas. The two buildings are shown on Figure 11.
The project buildings were previously occupied by ten varied businesses, including a test
center, training center, attorney, dental clinic, acupuncture clinic, kid’s center, and vocational
college, which provided training for nurses, emergency medical technicians, and other healthrelated fields. All of the businesses have relocated and the project buildings have been vacant
since February 2017.
Immediately south of the project site are two office buildings, also part of the Union Square
Professional Center. The three-story building shown on Figure 12A is occupied by medical
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a) Existing building at 1328 Decoto Road, as viewed from Station Way (viewing west).

b) Existing building at 1320 Decoto Road, as viewed from site parking lot (viewing north).

Figure 11
Existing Site Conditions

Source: Douglas Herring & Associates

a) Existing office building immediately south of project site.

b) Union City BART Station, located east of the project site.

Figure 12
Neighboring Land Uses

Source: Douglas Herring & Associates

offices, including a LASIK eye surgery center and dentist offices. The other building, a twostory building resembling the two buildings on the project site, is a general office building
whose occupants include a driving school.
The project site is located within an urbanized area that has been fully developed with the
exception of some vacant parcels to the east and northeast. In the immediate surroundings, the
most notable neighboring land use is the Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station,
shown on Figure 12B, located about 300 feet to the east of the project site. A surface parking lot
for BART patrons abuts the eastern boundary of the site. Immediately west of the project site,
on the opposite side of Decoto Road, is Charles F. Kennedy Park, Union City’s largest
community park, shown on Figure 13A. This park features play structures, a basketball court,
several picnic areas with barbeques, and an amphitheater. A community center and teen center
are also at this location. James Logan High School is located just to the west of Kennedy Park.
Development to the south of the project site is dominated by commercial uses, including a
McDonalds restaurant and the Marketplace shopping center, shown on Figure 13B. This large
shopping center has a number of stores, restaurants, and other businesses. The larger businesses
include a Safeway grocery store, Rite-Aid Pharmacy, Dollar Tree store, and Bank of America. El
Mercado Center, another large shopping center featuring numerous stores and restaurants, is
located opposite the Marketplace, on the west side of Decoto Road.
Multi-family residential uses are also present in the project vicinity. The closes of these is the
Parkside Apartments, a collection of 15 two-story apartment buildings located about 250 feet
southwest of the project on the west side of Decoto Road. The Veranda Apartments, a gated
community of 13 four-story apartment buildings, are located approximately 800 feet southeast
of the project site on the south side of Union Square. Across the street is the Avalon Union City
apartment community consisting of two five-story buildings. The nearest single-family
residential development is a neighborhood located north of Kennedy Park, approximately 800
feet from the project site.
A landscape buffer is located immediately to the north of the project site on the north side of
Station Way; it extends between Decoto Road and the BART station. The BART tracks run
alongside the northern edge of this open space and become elevated to pass over Decoto Road,
remaining elevated to around E Street, located about 3,000 feet to the northwest. In the vicinity
of the project site, the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks run parallel to and just north of the
BART tracks.
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a) Charles F. Kennedy Park, located on west side of Decoto Road, opposite project site.

b) Marketplace shopping center, located south of project site.

Figure 13
Neighboring Land Uses

Source: Douglas Herring & Associates

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on
the following pages.
Aesthetics

X

Agricultural Resources

Biological Resources

X Cultural Resources

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

X Hazards & Haz. Materials

X

Air Quality
Geology/Soils

X

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

X

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

X

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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DETERMINATION:
On the basis of the initial evaluation:

!

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

⌧

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

!

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

!

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

!

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature

Date

Printed name

For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
I. AESTHETICS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There are no scenic vistas visible from the project site, which is developed with
two small office buildings and paved parking areas. The tracks and the surrounding
development and landscaping constrain the available views of the hills located to the northeast
of the project site, despite their prominence. Because the foreground and middle distance views
are dominated by urban development, this limited view of hillsides located more than one and
a half miles away cannot be considered a scenic vista. In any event, implementation of the
project would not affect this view. A much more constrained view of even more distant hillsides
that can be seen viewing east down Station Way would be similarly unaffected by the proposed
project.
There are no views of scenic vistas from offsite locations that pass through the site. Therefore,
while the visual appearance of the site will be changed, as discussed further in Section I-c,
below, these changes would not adversely affect a scenic vista.
Based on the foregoing considerations, the proposed project would have no effect on a scenic
vista.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There are no State-designated scenic highways in the vicinity of the project site.1

1

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Officially Designated State Scenic Highways, accessed May 9,
2017 at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Although the majority of the project site is developed with small office buildings
and paved parking areas, the visual appearance of the site does include the presence of 57
mature trees and other landscaping located along the site perimeters and interspersed among
the parking rows. While 45 of the trees would be removed to accommodate the proposed
project, 45 new trees are proposed along with a varied landscape palette that would cover onequarter of the site area.
A significant portion of the new landscaping would be concentrated on the west side of the site
facing Decoto Road. Because the property line is angled and is not parallel to Decoto Road, the
proposed building setback from Decoto Road would vary from 20 to 29 feet. Views of the
building from along Decoto Road would be filtered by Chinese elm trees, which have a canopy
with a breadth of 25 to 40 feet at maturity. This would result in a greater degree of visual
screening of the site from public view along Decoto Road than is presently the case.
Along Station Way, the amount of visual screening provided by trees would be augmented in
comparison with existing conditions. According to the applicant’s landscape plan, most of the
existing trees would be retained and nine new crape myrtle tree and one sweetgum tree would
be added. The arborist report indicates that all of the existing trees on Station Way have
moderate suitability for preservation. As shown on the landscape plan (Figure 9), many new
shrubs and perennials would be added to the Station Way frontage. The existing dense shrubs
and trees that currently screen the site from view from the adjacent BART parking lot to the east
would remain.
Following a temporary transformation and disruption of the site during demolition and
construction, the physical appearance of the project site would not be radically different from
how it appears today. The primary change would be that two separate office buildings would
be replaced by a single two-story office building of more modern construction. The new
building would have a footprint of approximately the same size as the two combined existing
buildings. The proposed building would occupy more of the Station Way frontage of the site
and less of the Decoto Road frontage in comparison with the existing site configuration.
While the proposed project would result in greater vertical massing on the site, it would be in
scale with existing development in the project vicinity. For example, it would be one story
shorter than the existing three-story medical building immediately to the south in the Union
Square Professional Center. The proposed building would be three stories shorter than the
Avalon Union City apartment complex located on the east side of the open BART parking lot
that separates the two properties. It should also be noted, as shown on Figure 11, that the
existing office buildings have tall mansard roofs contributing to their height (26 feet) and
massing, and reducing the height difference between existing and proposed structures.
The proposed building would have a flat roof with a height of 32 feet at the parapet along the
majority of the building. The parapets would screen the mechanical penthouse of the building
from pedestrian view on both sides of Decoto Road as well as from Station Way. As shown on
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Figures 4 and 5, the tallest portion of the building would be at the main entrance at the
southwest corner, which would have a height of 37 feet.
The most noticeable change in the site as viewed from offsite locations would be along the
Station Way frontage, where the two-story building would be more prominent that the existing
buildings. However, as previously noted, the building would be in scale with existing
development in the area, including the BART station (Figure 12B) that is also visible from this
stretch of Station Way. The two structures share similarities in architectural style, though the
BART station is taller than the proposed project building.
The corner of the site at Station Way and Decoto Road would also be improved with a freestanding public art installation and benches. Although plans for the art installation have not
been completed, it is anticipated that the installation would provide a further aesthetic
enhancement to the site, and no adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from the art
installation. However, the plans for the art installation will be subject to review and approval by
the City during the development review process. During this review, if the City determines that
there could be adverse environmental effects associated with the art, it would require additional
environmental review prior to final approval.
Based on all of the preceding considerations, the proposed project would not dramatically
transform the visual character of the site, and clearly would not cause a substantial degradation
in the existing visual quality of the site or its surroundings. The proposed project would be
more lushly landscaped, with a much greater diversity in the palette of introduced plantings.
Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on the visual quality of the
site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Similar to any urban development, the project would include nighttime lighting,
but it would not represent a substantial source of new light, particularly given that the site is
already developed with nighttime lighting. Although a detailed lighting plan was not available
during this environmental review, the project architect indicated that light fixtures on the
building and pole-mounted light fixtures interspersed throughout the parking lot would
provide downward-directed lighting, and would have cut-off fixtures where warranted. While
parked cars are a source of glare, the amount of parking on the site would not be substantially
more than is currently on the site, and this parking area is considerably smaller than other
parking facilities located in proximity to the project to the north, east, and south, including the
adjacent BART station parking lot. Furthermore, existing and proposed new landscaping along
the site perimeters would substantially shield the site, preventing the offsite migration of glare.
As part of the entitlement process, the project applicant will be required to submit a lighting
plan as part of the mandatory Site Development Review, which will allow the City to ensure
that the proposed lighting does not have any unsightly or undesirable qualities, in accordance
with Section 18.76.010 of the Municipal Code. Given these considerations, the project would
have a less-than-significant impact related to the creation of nighttime lighting and glare.
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES — In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s inventory of
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forestry Legacy Assessment
Project, and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

!

!

⌧

Explanation: The project site and all surrounding lands are designated “Urban and Built-Up
Land” by the Department of Conservation (DOC), a department of the California Resources
Agency.2 The DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) updates the maps
every two years; the most recent map was prepared in 2014 and published in 2016. There is no
farmland on or in proximity to the project site; there is therefore no potential to convert
Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not under a Williamson
Act contract.

2
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California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, “Alameda County Important Farmland 2014” (map), December 2016.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project site is not zoned as forest land or timberland.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There is no forest land on the project site; therefore, there is no potential for the
project to convert forest land to a non-forest use.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There is no potential for the project to convert agricultural land to a nonagricultural use or convert forest land to a non-forest use.
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III. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: On April 19, 2017 the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
adopted its 2017 Clean Air Plan (CAP), which provides a regional strategy to protect the climate
and public health.3 The 2017 CAP includes a wide range of control measures designed to: (1)
decrease emissions of the air pollutants that are most harmful to Bay Area residents, such as
particulate matter, ozone, and toxic air contaminants; (2) reduce emissions of methane and
other “super greenhouse gases (GHGs)” that are potent climate pollutants in the near-term; and
(3) decrease emissions of carbon dioxide by reducing fossil fuel combustion. The CAP provides
a long-range vision of a sustainable Bay Area in a year 2050 “post-carbon economy.” The
primary goals of the 2017 Bay Area CAP are to:
•

•

Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale:
o

Attain all State and national air quality standards;

o

Eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from
toxic air contaminant;

Protect the climate:
o

Reduce Bay Area GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, and 80
percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The 2017 Clean Air Plan provides a roadmap for BAAQMD’s efforts over the next few years to
reduce air pollution and protect public health and the global climate. The CAP includes the Bay
Area’s first-ever comprehensive Regional Climate Protection Strategy (RCPS), which identifies
potential rules, control measures, and strategies that the BAAQMD can pursue to reduce GHG
in the Bay Area. Measures of the 2017 CAP addressing the transportation sector are in direct
support of Plan Bay Area, which was prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and includes the region’s
Sustainable Communities Strategy and the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. Highlights of the
Draft 2017 Clean Air Plan control strategy include:
•

Limit Combustion: Develop a region-wide strategy to improve fossil fuel combustion
efficiency at industrial facilities, beginning with the three largest sources of industrial
emissions: oil refineries, power plants, and cement plants.

•

Stop Methane Leaks: Reduce methane emissions from landfills and oil and natural gas
production and distribution.

•

Reduce Exposure to Toxics: Reduce emissions of toxic air contaminants by adopting
more stringent limits and methods for evaluating toxic risks at existing and new
facilities.

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Spare the Air, Cool the Climate: A Blueprint for Clean Air and Climate
Protection in the Bay Area–Final 2017 Clean Air Plan, adopted April 19, 2017.
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•

Put a Price on Driving: Implement pricing measures to reduce travel demand.

•

Advance Electric Vehicles: Accelerate the widespread adoption of electric vehicles.

•

Promote Clean Fuels: Promote the use of clean fuels and low or zero carbon technologies
in trucks and heavy-duty vehicles.

•

Accelerate Low Carbon Buildings: Expand the production of low-carbon, renewable
energy by promoting on-site technologies such as rooftop solar and ground-source heat
pumps.

•

Support More Energy Choices: Support community choice energy programs throughout
the Bay Area.

•

Make Buildings More Efficient: Promote energy efficiency in both new and existing
buildings.

•

Make Space and Water Heating Cleaner: Promote the switch from natural gas to
electricity for space and water heating in Bay Area buildings.

To achieve the goals of the CAP, it identifies 85 emissions control measures for implementation
by BAAQMD in collaboration with local government agencies, the business community, and
Bay Area residents. The control measures target the following emissions sources:
•

Stationary sources (40 measures);

•

Transportation (23 measures);

•

Energy (2 measures);

•

Buildings (4 measures);

•

Agriculture (4 measures);

•

Natural and working lands (3 measures);

•

Waste management (4 measures);

•

Water (2 measures);

•

Super-GHGs (3 measures); and

•

Further study (miscellaneous stationary, building, and agriculture sources) (11
measures);

According to BAAQMD, if project review is conducted in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines and is not found to have any unavoidable significant air quality impacts, a project is
typically assumed by the Air District to comply with the Clean Air Plan and with the Ozone
Strategy, the applicable air quality plans.4 Since the project is not anticipated to result in any
unavoidable significant air quality impacts, as discussed in Section III(b), below, the project
would not conflict with the Clean Air Plan or Ozone Strategy. Therefore, the project would have
a less-than-significant impact related to potential conflicts with the applicable air quality plan.

4

Alison Kirk, Senior Environmental Planner, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, personal communication,
June 8, 2017.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation:
Introduction to the Air Quality/GHG Analysis
The State CEQA Guidelines explicitly allow and encourage a lead agency to determine its own
thresholds of significance for evaluating the significance of environmental effects.5 In doing so, a
lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by
other public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to
adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence. Although a lead agency is required
to adopt thresholds of significance intended for general use by ordinance, resolution, rule, or
regulation, with a public review process, in the current instance, the City of Union City is
utilizing the thresholds recommended in the BAAQMD’s June 2010 CEQA guidelines, but does
not intend to apply them generally to environmental review projects in the city. It is expected
that, as the primary regulatory agency in the Bay Area with jurisdiction over air quality, the
BAAQMD will again be in a position to recommend thresholds of significance for air quality
and greenhouse gases in the near future. When this occurs, the City will continue to use the
District’s recommended thresholds of significance for CEQA review, as has previously been the
case with most cities and counties in the nine-county Bay Area over which BAAQMD has
jurisdiction.
There is substantial evidence supporting the City’s decision to rely on BAAQMD’s June 2010
CEQA guidelines and thresholds for evaluating the air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts of the proposed project. The BAAQMD spent more than a year and a half developing
the June 2010 thresholds of significance, and conducted workshops and public meetings
throughout the process to solicit input and feedback from the public. Draft documents were
available for review on the BAAQMD website throughout the process. A variety of different
options were evaluated during the process. The District drew on its own air quality expertise, as
well as that of the California Air Resources Board, numerous other air pollution control districts
throughout the State, and outside consultants. Other air districts consulted during the process
included the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District, Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, South Coast Air
Quality Management District, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, and
the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District.
The thresholds of significance are tied to compliance with the California ambient air quality
standards (CAAQS) and the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS), which were
developed pursuant to the State Clean Air Act and federal Clean Air Act, respectively.
Thresholds for toxic air contaminants are based on health risk, and GHG thresholds are based
on achieving GHG reductions mandated by Assembly Bill 32 and former Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order S-3-05. The adopted thresholds were supported by the
California Attorney General and major environmental groups. They were based on scientific
5
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California Resources Agency, Office of Planning and Research, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7.
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methods, including computer modeling, and utilized emissions data, ambient air pollution data,
population data and growth projections, and health risk data, among other sources. There was
substantial research, public input, and a solid basis for determining and adopting the standards.
It should also be noted that in accepting the case for review, the California Supreme Court did
not comment on the validity of the thresholds themselves. Absent guidance from the State
Office of Planning and Research or the California Air Resources Board regarding this issue, the
City of Union City has determined that the BAAQMD relied on substantial evidence in
adopting the June 2010 thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants, GHGs, and toxic air
contaminants, which forms the basis for the City’s use of those thresholds in the analysis
presented in Section III, Air Quality, and in Section VII, Greenhouse Gases.
Construction Impacts
Construction operations for any sizeable project have the potential to result in short-term but
significant adverse air quality impacts. Although the proposed project is quite small, the
BAAQMD recommends implementation of its Basic Construction Mitigation Measures by all
projects subject to environmental review under CEQA. BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines establish thresholds of significance for construction emissions of 54 pounds per day
(lb./day) for reactive organic gases (ROG), fine particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5
microns (PM2.5), and nitrogen oxides (NOx), and 82 lb./day for respirable particulate matter
equal to or less than 10 microns (PM10). These are the same thresholds applicable to operational
emissions. The particulate matter (PM) thresholds apply to exhaust emissions only, not ground
disturbance; emissions from grading and other site disturbance, for which there is no adopted
threshold of significance, are addressed through best management practices. The Air Quality
Guidelines contain screening criteria for construction of a variety of land use development
projects. For both general office buildings and medical office buildings, the construction
screening threshold is 277,000 square feet. Projects that fall below this threshold are considered
by BAAQMD to have less-than-significant construction-phase air pollutant emissions, provided
the following additional conditions are met:
• All Basic Construction Mitigation Measures would be included in the project design
and implemented during construction; and
• Construction-related activities would not include any of the following:
a. Demolition activities inconsistent with District Regulation 11, Rule 2: Asbestos
Demolition, Renovation and Manufacturing;
b. Simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases (e.g., paving
and building construction would occur simultaneously);
c. Simultaneous construction of more than one land use type (e.g., project would
develop residential and commercial uses on the same site) (not applicable to
high density infill development);
d. Extensive site preparation (i.e., greater than default assumptions used by the
Urban Land Use Emissions Model [URBEMIS] for grading, cut/fill, or earth
movement); or
e. Extensive material transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil
import/export) requiring a considerable amount of haul truck activity.
The proposed office building size of approximately 31,400 square feet would be well below the
threshold at which the BAAQMD recommends quantified modeling of a project’s construction
emissions. As noted above, projects that fall below the applicable screening threshold are
presumed to have less-than-significant construction-phase air pollutant emissions, provided the
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conditions listed above are met. Although the project would require demolition of the existing
buildings and pavements, these activities would not conflict with BAAQMD District Regulation
11, Rule 2, which stipulates safe procedures for the removal of Regulated Asbestos-Containing
Materials (RACM), which are essentially building materials containing friable or potentially
friable asbestos. Due to the age of the buildings on the site, there is potential for them to contain
RACM. As discussed further in Section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, mitigation has
been identified in this Initial Study to ensure that the applicant complies with Regulation 11,
Rule 2.
Regarding the other exclusionary conditions listed above, the proposed project would not have
simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases, would not develop more than
one land use type, would not require extensive site preparation, and would not require
extensive material transport. (The site would have balanced grading, requiring no soil import or
export, and existing asphalt concrete (AC) pavements would be recycled, resulting in the need
for less than 100 cubic yards of AC import.) The Basic Construction Mitigation Measures are
required as Mitigation Measure AQ–1, below. None of the exclusionary conditions listed above
would apply to the project.
Although the proposed project is not expected to generate substantial construction-phase
emissions, absent implementation of the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures,
the project’s effects of construction-generated criteria pollutants would be a potentially
significant impact, based on the thresholds of significance discussed above. Implementation of
the controls listed in Mitigation Measure AQ–1, which incorporates the Basic Construction
Mitigation Measures as well as some additional standard Union City requirements for new
construction, would reduce the project’s construction-related air quality impacts to a less-thansignificant level.
Mitigation Measure AQ–1:

The property owner/applicant shall require the construction
contractor to reduce the severity of project construction period
dust and equipment exhaust impacts by complying with the
following control measures:
• All exposed building pad surfaces shall be watered two
times per day. Other unpaved areas—such as parking areas,
staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access
roads—shall either be watered three times per day, be
paved, or have non-toxic soil stabilizers applied, per City
requirements.
• All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material off-site shall be covered.
• All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads
shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers
at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.
• All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
mph.
• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall
be completed as soon as possible.
• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting
equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum
idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
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airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall
be provided for construction workers at all access points.
• All construction equipment shall be maintained and
properly tuned in accordance with the manufacturer’s
specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
visible emissions evaluator.
• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and
person to contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number
shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.
Operational Impacts
As noted above, BAAQMD’s operational thresholds of significance are the same as the
construction thresholds. However, the screening criteria for project operations differ; for general
office buildings and medical office buildings, the construction screening thresholds are 346,000
square feet and 117,000 square feet, respectively. Again, the proposed 31,400-square-foot project
building would be well below BAAQMD’s operational screening thresholds for general and
medical office buildings. If a project falls below the applicable operational screening criteria,
then BAAQMD has determined that the project would not result in the generation of
operations-related criteria air pollutants and/or precursors that exceed the thresholds of
significance, and there is no need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of the project‘s air
pollutant emissions. (However, the screening criteria should not be used if a project includes
emissions from stationary source engines (e.g., back-up generators) or industrial sources subject
to Air District Rules and Regulations. These exceptions are not applicable to the proposed
project.) Since the project would fall far below the operational screening thresholds for general
office and medical office buildings, there is no potential for the project to exceed BAAQMD
operational thresholds of significance. Furthermore, the site previously functioned in these
capacities for many years, so the net increase in air emissions from traffic generated by the
project would be much lower than air emissions that would be generated on a previously
undeveloped site. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on air
quality from project operations, and no mitigation is required.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: As noted in BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, air pollution is, by its very
nature, largely a cumulative impact. No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions
contribute to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts. According to the Air
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Quality Guidelines, if a project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable, then the
project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant. The Air Quality Guidelines state
that if a project would exceed the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be
cumulatively considerable. Conversely, if a project is determined to have less-than-significant
project-level emissions, then it would also have a less-than-significant cumulative air quality
impact.
As discussed in the preceding subsection, with implementation of the identified mitigation
measures, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on air quality. Therefore, the
project’s cumulative impact on air quality would also be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ–1.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Health risk from exposure to air pollutants is evaluated based on the potential for
exposure to PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants (TACs), the two emission types that pose the most
significant threat to human health. According to BAAQMD, more than 80 percent of the
inhalation cancer risk from TACs in the Bay Area is from diesel engine emissions.6 TACs are a
set of airborne pollutants that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health, and are
separated into carcinogens and non-carcinogens. State and local regulatory programs are
intended to limit exposure to TACs and the associated health risk. Both TACs and PM2.5 are
emitted by trucks, cars, construction equipment, and other mobile sources. They are also
emitted by stationary sources that require permitting by the BAAQMD, which requires source
controls.
Project impacts related to increased health risk can occur either by introducing a new sensitive
receptor, such as a residential use, in proximity to an existing source of TACs or by introducing
a new source of TACs with the potential to adversely affect existing sensitive receptors in the
project vicinity. The BAAQMD recommends using a 1,000-foot radius around a project site for
purposes of identifying community health risk from siting a new sensitive receptor or a new
source of TACs. A lead agency should enlarge the radius if an unusually large source or sources
of hazardous emissions that might affect a project lies outside the 1,000-foot radius.
Virtually any land use that attracts and/or generates vehicle trips emits TACs and PM2.5. It is
only when substantial quantities of TACs are emitted that cancer or health risk can potentially
rise to a level of significance. The BAAQMD considers an excess cancer risk of more than 10 in
one million or a non-cancer (i.e., chronic or acute) health risk greater than a Hazard Index (HI)
of 1.0 to be a significant adverse impact.
The proposed project would not introduce a new sensitive receptor to the project site. Sensitive
receptors are people most susceptible to poor air quality, and include children, the elderly, the
infirm, or others with medical conditions susceptible to poor air quality (e.g., asthma,
bronchitis, chronic respiratory disease). Land uses that are generally considered to be sensitive
6
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines,
page 5-3, May 2011.
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receptors include residences of all types, schools and school yards, parks and playgrounds,
daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical facilities.
The proposed project would not site a new source of TAC and PM2.5 emissions, as it would not
include any generators or other permitted sources of these emissions. Although the project
would generate TAC and PM2.5 emissions during project construction, due to the short-term
nature of these emissions, there is no potential for them to cause a significant health or cancer
risk to sensitive receptors. Given the foregoing factors, the proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact related to health risk.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Diesel-fueled construction equipment exhaust would generate some odors during
the anticipated 5.5-month construction period. However, these emissions typically dissipate
quickly through atmospheric mixing and would not affect a substantial number of people.
While the medical offices in the building immediately south of the project site could be
considered a nearby sensitive receptor, odor impacts to this receptor would not be considered
significant. The offices are within an enclosed, climate-controlled building, so fleeting odors
would not penetrate to the interiors of offices. Furthermore, prevailing winds in the project area
tend to be from the west-northwest, so construction equipment odors would generally not be
wind-blown in the direction of the adjacent medical office building. In addition, a medical office
building does not constitute the same kind of sensitive receptor as a residential care facility,
nursing home, or hospital, where patients have longer-term occupancies and/or more
vulnerable health conditions.
It’s possible that employees or patients entering and leaving the nearby building could
experience odors from project construction equipment during site preparation and grading,
though the odors would be diluted by atmospheric mixing. This may pose a momentary
annoyance to these people, but the exposure would be of extremely short duration and would
not affect a substantial number of people. Additionally, the construction phase of site
preparation and grading is expected to last for about 4 weeks (just 1.5 weeks for grading),
limiting the period during which patrons and employees of the adjacent medical building could
experience a momentary exposure to unpleasant odors. Therefore, odor impacts from the
proposed project are considered to be less than significant.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: The project site is a fully disturbed site in an urbanized area built out with a mix of
commercial, transportation, recreation, and multi-family residential uses. Based on a field
reconnaissance of the project site and surrounding area, there is no sensitive or high-quality
natural habitat in the project vicinity. However, there is a large community park located across
from the project site on the opposite site of Decoto Road with turf lawns and trees that provide
habitat for common wildlife species adapted to an urban environment. The project site provides
limited similar habitat, though the majority of the site is covered with buildings and pavements.
There is no potential for the site to harbor sensitive terrestrial wildlife species or special-status
plant species. However, the trees on the site could provide nesting and roosting habitat for
raptors or other bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, which forbids
the destruction of the birds and active nests. The Act protects both special-status birds and
common bird species, such as house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), common raven (Corvus corax),
and Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna); in total, more than 800 species are protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Of 53 trees currently present on the site, implementation of the project would require removal
of all but eight trees located adjacent to Station Way and in the northeastern corner of the site,
adjacent to the BART parking lot. Were any nesting birds to be present in the trees during the
demolition phase of construction, the nests would be destroyed during tree removal, along with
eggs or unfledged chicks, in conflict with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. In addition,
construction disturbance near trees proposed for retention could disturb nesting birds and
destroy active nests, were they to be present, during site preparation and project construction.
This would be a potentially significant impact which would be reduced to less than significant
with implementation of the following mitigation measure:
Mitigation Measure BR–1:
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If any site grading or project construction will occur during the
general bird nesting season (February 1st through August 31st), a
bird nesting survey shall be conducted by a qualified raptor
biologist prior to any grading or construction activity. If
conducted during the early part of the breeding season (January
to April), the survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days
prior to initiation of grading/construction activities; if conducted
during the late part of the breeding season (May to August), the
survey shall be performed no more than 30 days prior to
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initiation of these activities. If active nests are identified, a 250foot fenced buffer (or an appropriate buffer zone determined in
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife)
shall be established around the nest tree and the site shall be
protected until September 1st or until the young have fledged. A
biological monitor shall be present during earth-moving activity
near the buffer zone to make sure that grading does not enter the
buffer area.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There is no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community present on the
project site. There is no potential for such habitats to be adversely affected by the project.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There are no wetlands or other waters subject to regulation by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers or Regional Water Quality Control Board under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act present on the project site. The proposed project would have no effect on wetlands.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Use of the project site by wildlife as travel corridors is highly unlikely because, as
illustrated on Figure 2, the site is surrounded by commercial and multi-family residential
development, with large areas of paved automobile parking. no natural corridors to connect to
the site. As noted in Section IV(a), above, there is a large park just to the west of the project site
that supports trees that could provide temporary roosting habitat to migratory birds, and the
trees on the site could serve the same function. However, due to the lack of foraging habitat and
the isolated nature of the limited habitat present on and near the site, such use of the site is
unlikely. Were migratory birds to be present on the site when tree removal and other site
disturbance occurs, they could readily vacate the site and relocate to other trees in the area. Any
nesting birds would be protected by implementation of Mitigation Measure BR–1. Therefore,
the project would have a less-than-significant impact on migratory wildlife species.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: Union City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance is codified in Chapter 12.16 of the
Municipal Code. It regulates removal or trimming of trees both within public places (streets,
parks, etc.) and on private property. Section 12.16.170 requires a permit for removal or
trimming of any trees meeting criteria that vary according to the context of the proposed
removal. In the case of the proposed project, which occurs on a developed office property, a
permit is required for removal of any tree with a trunk circumference of 12 inches or greater, as
measured 3 feet above the ground.
According to a tree survey of the site conducted by a certified arborist, all of the 53 existing trees
on the project site have a trunk diameter of 4 inches or greater, corresponding to a
circumference of 12 inches or greater.7 Thus, all trees proposed for removal (45) would be
subject to the ordinance. The applicant would therefore be required to obtain approval of a tree
removal permit from the Public Works Director pursuant to Chapter 12.16 of the Union City
Municipal Code. The Public Works Director may impose conditions on the approval of a tree
removal permit, such as requiring planting of replacement trees. The Public Works Department
utilizes a sliding scale for tree replacement commensurate with the tree health. If the required
amount of replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, then the applicant is responsible
7
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for paying an in-lieu tree replacement fee that will be used to plant new trees in other parts of
the City. The tree removal permit will be issued concurrently with the grading permit.
Based on the preliminary landscaping plan, the applicant is proposing to plant 45 24-inch box
size trees on the site, including 21 crape myrtle trees (Lagerstromia I. ‘Dynamite Red’), 9 Chinese
elm trees (Ulmus parvifolia), 9 Chinese pistache trees (Pistacia Chinensis), 5 London plane trees
(Platanus X Acerifolia), and 1 sweetgum tree (Liquidambar styraciflua). The applicant would be
required to obtain approval of a tree removal permit and comply with any conditions imposed
on the permit. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting trees.
There are no other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources that would apply
to the project or with which the project could conflict.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or other conservation plan
applicable to the project site.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: In order to be considered a significant historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a building must be at least 50 years old. In addition, Section
15064.5 defines an historical resource as, “… a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for
listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources,” properties included in a local register
of historical resources, or properties deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1(g). According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3), a lead
agency can determine that a resource is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California,
provided that the determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record.
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In order to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, a property
must meet at least one of the following criteria:
• Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
• Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values;
• Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.8
Based on a review of archival cultural resources records, historic-period maps, and literature for
Alameda County and the project area by the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma
State University, part of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), the
NWIC determined that archival documents gave no indication of the possibility of historicperiod cultural resources in the project vicinity.9 The State Office of Historic Preservation
Historic Property Directory (OHP HPD) (which includes listings of the California Register of
Historical Resources, California State Historical Landmarks, California State Points of Historical
Interest, and the National Register of Historic Places) lists no recorded buildings or structures in
or adjacent to the proposed project area. The NWIC concluded that there is a low potential for
encountering significant historic resources on the site.
The CHRIS records search conducted by the NWIC identified five previous archaeological
surveys in the vicinity, four of which encompassed all of the project site; the fifth covered
approximately 75 percent of the site. Two of the investigations, dated 1980 and 1995, included
surveys for historic properties. None of the investigations identified archaeological resources,
including historic resources, within the study areas.
Although the NWIC noted that the 1959 Hayward USGS 7.5-minute topographic map
quadrangle depicts two buildings or structures within or adjacent to the project area, additional
information is revealed in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the
project (the Phase I ESA is discussed in detail in Section VIII of this Initial Study). The ESA
includes topographic maps dating back to 1899, including maps prepared in 1959, 1968, and
1973. One of the buildings referenced by the NWIC first appears on a 1941 map; the second
building does not appear until a 1947 map. Both buildings are depicted on maps from 1959,
1968, and 1973, the most recent topographic map presented in the ESA report. However, more
recent historic topographic maps available online show that by the time of a 1981 map, the
buildings were no longer depicted on the site.10 As discussed in Section VIII, the buildings that
were present on the site from the 1940s until the 1970s appeared to be two houses, or one house
and an ancillary structure.
According to historical aerial photographs of the project site, the existing office buildings on the
site appeared to be under construction in 1979.11 Aerial photographs presented in the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment summarized in Section VIII(b) clearly show that the site was
vacant of the prior buildings by 1974 and the extant office buildings were occupied in 1981.
8

California Resources Agency, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(3), as amended October 23, 2009.

9

Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Record Search Results for the Proposed Block 7 Medical Office
Building Project [letter report], NWIC File No. 16-1755, June 9, 2017.

10

Netronline, Historic Aerials, Accessed June 11,2017 at: https://www.historicaerials.com/viewer.

11

Ibid.
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According to the Union City Economic and Community Development Department, the
buildings were constructed in 1980. The buildings are therefore 47 years old, under the age
threshold for historic resources. The office buildings are not architecturally distinct, and they
are not associated with historically significant people or events.
The existing office buildings are not historic resources and any near-surface historical artifacts
that may have dated to an earlier use of the site were likely lost or destroyed during the
development of the site in 1980. Nonetheless, significant historic resources could still be present
in the deeper subsurface of the site. If such resources are present, they could be damaged or
destroyed by project construction activities, which would be a significant, adverse impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR–1 through CR–3, listed in the following subsection,
would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: California is known to have been inhabited by humans for at least 11,000 years
prior to the arrival of Spanish explorers in the 16th century. The San Francisco Bay Area was
occupied by Native Americans as far back as 3,000 to 4,000 years ago, but information on
human occupation prior to 3,000 B.C. is almost non-existent. The project vicinity is within the
ethnographic territory of the Tuibun triblet, a subset of the Penutian-speaking Bay Miwok
(referred to as “Costanoans” by the Spanish) residing in northern California at the time the
Spanish arrived in the region.12 The Miwok territory encompassed much of the San Francisco
Bay area and extended eastward to the Central Valley. The territory of the Tuibun, who spoke
Chochenyo, was located in the East Bay, extending from present-day Richmond south to the
area of Mission San Jose, and perhaps as far east as the Livermore Valley. A number of known
Tuibun ethnographic villages are located in the vicinity of the project, including a major village
at Coyote Hills, about 4 miles to the southwest.
To evaluate the potential for prehistoric archaeological resources to be present at the project site,
a review of archival cultural resources records was performed by the Northwest Information
Center, as discussed in the preceding subsection.13 The CHRIS records search conducted by the
NWIC identified five previous archaeological surveys in the vicinity, four of which
encompassed all of the project site, with the fifth covering most of the site. None of the
investigations identified archaeological resources on or near the project site. However, due to
the site’s historic proximity to intermittent and perennial watercourses and its location at the
interface between the flatland valley and the hills to the east, the NWIC concluded that there is
a moderate potential for unrecorded Native American archaeological resources to be present at
the site. Since the project site has been the subject of five previous archaeological studies, the
NWIC did not recommend additional investigation. However, the NWIC stated that if
archaeological resources are encountered during project construction, work should be halted in
the vicinity of the discovered materials until they can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist,
who can provide appropriate recommendations for treatment of the discovery and any
12

In anthropological literature, the Costanoans are often referred to as the Ohlone.

13

Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, op cit.
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additional investigation that should be performed. These recommendations are incorporated as
required mitigation measures below.
Consistent with Assembly Bill 52, a consultation notice was sent to tribes who requested to be
notified of proposed projects occurring in Union City. To date, no request for consultation has
been received.
Although no cultural resources were previously identified during archaeological investigations
of the project site and vicinity, there is still potential for encountering archaeological resources
on the site during site disturbance activities required for project construction. Such resources, if
present, could be damaged or destroyed during subsurface disturbance of the site, which would
constitute a potentially significant, adverse impact. Implementation of the following mitigation
measures would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CR–1:

City Staff shall advise the Project Construction Superintendent,
Project Inspector, and Building Inspector at a pre-construction
conference of the potential for encountering cultural resources
during construction and the applicant’s responsibilities per
CEQA should resources be encountered. This advisory shall also
be printed on the Plans and Specification Drawings for this
project.

Mitigation Measure CR–2:

If any cultural artifacts are encountered during site grading or
other construction activities, all ground disturbance within 100
feet of the find shall be halted until the City of Union City is
notified, and a qualified archaeologist can identify and evaluate
the resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation
measures to document and prevent any significant adverse
effects on the resource(s). The results of any additional
archaeological effort required through the implementation of
Mitigation Measures CR–2 or CR–3 shall be presented in a
professional-quality report, to be submitted to the project
sponsor, the Union City Community Economic and Development
Department, and the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma
State University in Rohnert Park. The project sponsor shall fund
and implement the mitigation in accordance with Section
15064.5(c)-(f) of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2.

Mitigation Measure CR–3:

In the event that any human remains are encountered during site
disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately
and a qualified archaeologist shall notify the Office of the
Alameda County Coroner and advise that office as to whether
the remains are likely to be prehistoric or historic period in date.
If determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner’s Office will notify
the Native American Heritage Commission of the find, which, in
turn, will then appoint a “Most Likely Descendant” (MLD). The
MLD in consultation with the archaeological consultant and the
project sponsor, will advise and help formulate an appropriate
plan for treatment of the remains, which might include
recordation, removal, and scientific study of the remains and any
associated artifacts. After completion of analysis and preparation
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of the report of findings, the remains and associated grave goods
shall be returned to the MLD for reburial.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Paleontological resources are the fossilized remains of vertebrate or invertebrate
organisms from prehistoric environments found in geologic strata. They are valued for the
information they yield about the history of the earth and its past ecological settings. They are
most typically embedded in sedimentary rock foundations, and may be encountered in surface
rock outcroppings or in the subsurface during site grading. They can also occur in Pleistoceneera alluvial and fluvial strata.
Geotechnical investigations for the NeoVision office building located immediately adjacent to
the site’s southern boundary and for a transit-oriented development proposed for just north of
the nearby BART station both reported that soils in the area consist of Late Pleistocene
alluvium.14 15 It is likely that the same soils are present on the project site, and a regional map of
Bay Area soils reinforces this, mapping soils in the project vicinity as Latest Pleistocene to
Holocene alluvial fan deposits (Qf).16 These soils are generally of an age that is considered to
have low potential for yielding fossils (Class 2), according to the Potential Fossil Yield
Classification (PFYC) System recommended by the Bureau of Land Management for evaluating
the potential for impacts to paleontological resources.17, 18 Nonetheless, the possibility that
fossils exist within the project site cannot be ruled out. Any destruction of unique
paleontological resources during earthmoving activities would be a potentially significant
impact. Implementation of the following measure would reduce this potential impact to a lessthan-significant level:
Mitigation Measure CR–4:

If any paleontological resources are encountered during site
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance
shall be halted until the services of a qualified paleontologist can
be retained to identify and evaluate the scientific value of the
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to
document and prevent any significant adverse effects on the
resource(s). Significant paleontological resources shall be
salvaged and deposited in an accredited and permanent scientific

14

Cyme, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for NeoVision Eye Center, Decoto Road and Union Square, Union City,
California, Project 311-01, January 31, 2001.

15

Terrasearch, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report on Union City Transit-Oriented Development, 11 Street Near Decoto
Road, Union City, California, Project 12181.G, April 7, 2009.

16

U.S. Geological Survey, “Quaternary Deposits and Liquefaction Susceptibility, Nine-County San Francisco Bay
Region, California” [map], Open-File Report 00-444, 2000.

17

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Potential Fossil Yield Classification System [undated].

18

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Guidelines for Assessment and Mitigation of
Potential Impacts to Paleontological Resources [undated].
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institution, such as the University of California Museum of
Paleontology (UCMP).

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: See Section V(b).

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

!

!

!

⌧

Explanation: The nearest active earthquake fault is the Hayward fault, located about 0.8-mile
northeast of the project site.19 Because there are no faults or associated Alquist-Priolo zones on
or near the project site, there is no potential for surface rupture at the site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Similar to most locations throughout the San Francisco Bay Area, the project site is
potentially subject to strong seismic ground shaking during an earthquake on one of the major
19
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U.S. Geological Survey, “Digital database of recently active traces of the Hayward Fault, California” [digital map],
revised 2008, accessed June 9, 2017 at: https://pubs.usgs.gov/ds/2006/177/.
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active earthquake faults that transect the region. The project is in an area mapped as having a
Very Strong seismic shaking severity potential, equivalent to a Modified Mercalli Intensity of 8,
corresponding to moderate structural damage.20
According to the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) U.S. Seismic Design Maps application, the
project site has mapped risk-targeted maximum considered earthquake (MCER) spectral
response acceleration parameters21 SS and S1 of 2.279 g and 0.946 g, respectively, assuming a soil
profile of Class E (soft clay soils).22 (Prior geotechnical reports prepared for the adjacent
NeoVision Medical Office Building and a pedestrian overpass at the nearby Union City BART
station both describe clay soils in the area.) Assuming a soil profile of Class D (stiff soils), which
the Union City Building Division cites on its website and is also the default value in the
California Building Standards Code,23 the estimated peak ground acceleration would be the
same values of SS = 2.279 g and S1 = 0.946 g.
Given the magnitude of seismic ground shaking and related peak ground acceleration that
could be experienced at the site, there is potential for a strong seismic event in the region to
result in catastrophic structural failure of the proposed office building, with potential to
severely injure or kill building occupants. However, in accordance with recent CEQA case law
(e.g., California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Aug.12,
2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1057), CEQA generally no longer considers an impact of the environment on
a project to be a significant impact. Accordingly, this would be a less-than-significant impact.
However, pursuant to Section 15.85.100 of the Union City Municipal Code and General Plan
Policy HS-B.1.1, the project applicant will be required to submit a site-specific geotechnical
report, prepared by both a registered soils or geotechnical engineer and an engineering
geologist, that will include recommendations for site preparation and foundation design. The
Union City Building Division will ensure that the project design incorporates the
recommendations in the geotechnical report and that it complies with the 2016 California
Building Standards Code, which includes detailed structural design requirements intended to
provide adequate structural integrity to withstand the MCER and the associated ground motion
acceleration. Compliance with the applicable building codes will maximize the structural
stability of the proposed building and minimize the potential for damage and injury during a
strong seismic event.

20

Association of Bay Area Governments, Earthquake and Hazards Program, Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis
[interactive map], accessed June 9, 2016 at: http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/Hazards/?hlyr=seismicHazard
Analysis.

21

Ss is the mapped spectral acceleration for short periods and S1 is the mapped spectral acceleration for a 1-second
period.

22

U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Seismic Design Maps [interactive map application], accessed June 9, 2017 at:
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/designmaps/beta/us/.

23

City of Union City, Building Division, Adopted Codes and General Design Information, accessed June 9, 2017 at:
http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/departments/economic-community-development/building.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

iii) Seismic-related
liquefaction?

ground

failure,

including

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Liquefaction occurs when clean, loose, saturated, uniformly graded, fine–grained
soils are exposed to strong seismic ground shaking. The soils temporarily lose strength and
cohesion, resulting in a loss of ground stability that can cause building foundations to fail. The
project site is within an area mapped as having low liquefaction potential.24 Lateral spreading,
another form of seismic ground failure, is generally associated with liquefaction; since the
potential for liquefaction at the site is low, the potential for lateral spreading is presumed to also
be low. Site-specific details on subsurface conditions at the site won’t be known until a
geotechnical investigation of the site has been completed. As noted in Section VI(a)(ii), above,
the required geotechnical investigation report will identify seismic hazards on the site, such as
the potential for seismic-induced liquefaction, and will include site and building design
recommendations that will ensure the structural stability of the proposed site improvements.
For the reasons set forth in Section VI(a)(ii), this would be a less-than-significant impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

!

iv) Landslides?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: A landslide is a slope failure created by down–slope slippage of a mass of earth or
rock that typically occurs as a planar or rotational feature along single or multiple surfaces.
Landslides can range from slow-moving, deep-seated slumps to rapid, shallow debris flows.
The hazard is greatest on steep slopes with gradients of 15 percent or more, but can occur on
shallower slopes with unstable soils, particularly when saturated. Because the project site is
essentially level and is surrounded by relatively level land with no significant slopes, there is no
potential for landslide at the project site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Any construction project that exposes surface soils creates a potential for erosion
from wind and stormwater runoff. The potential for erosion increases on large, steep, or windy
24
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U.S. Geological Survey, Preliminary Maps of Quaternary Deposits and Liquefaction Susceptibility, Nine–County
San Francisco Bay Region [map], California: A Digital Database, USGA Open–File Report 00–444, 2000.
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sites; it also increases significantly during rainstorms. Although the proposed project would
occur on a level site, construction is expected to occur during the rainy season, which increases
the potential for erosion at the site. In addition, approximately 1.5 acres of land would be
disturbed, increasing the potential for exposure of soils to the erosional effects of wind and rain.
Therefore, the potential for erosion during project construction would be fairly high and would
be considered a potentially significant impact on the environment. The impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the Erosion Control Plan
required by Mitigation Measure WQ–1 and additional erosion controls required by Mitigation
Measure WQ–2 (see Section IX).

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: As discussed above in Section VI(a)(iv), there is no potential for landslide at the
project site. As discussed in Section VI(a)(iii), the potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading
is considered to be low. Subsidence of land typically occurs as a result of oil or groundwater
extraction or subsurface mining, but it can also occur in response to seismic shaking. However,
soils most susceptible to subsidence are organic soils with a high carbon content, such as peat.
These soils are lacking at the site, so the potential for subsidence is presumed to be low. The
required site-specific geotechnical investigation report will identify the soil types present on the
site and evaluate potential soil stability hazards. The mandatory adherence to the design
recommendations presented in the geotechnical engineering report, which will be ensured by
the Union City Building Division, would minimize potential damage from unstable soils. The
potential for ground failure at the site is considered a less-than-significant impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Expansive soils can undergo significant volume change with changes in moisture
content. They shrink and harden when dried and expand and soften when wetted. The risks
associated with expansive soils generally occur within approximately 5 feet of the ground
surface, where substantial changes in soil volume can damage building foundations and
pavements. Clay soils such as those likely to be present on the project site have a high
shrink/swell potential. The required geotechnical engineering report for the project will
provide recommendations for appropriate engineering of the subgrade for the building
foundation and parking lot. The design recommendations will be based on the anticipated static
and dynamic building loads and the traffic load on the new pavements, taking into account the
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expansive qualities of on-site soils. The Union City Building Division will ensure that the project
incorporates all of the site engineering and building design recommendations presented in the
geotechnical report. Adherence to those recommendations would minimize potential damage
from expansive soils. For the reasons set forth in Section VI(a)(ii), this would be a less-thansignificant impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The proposed project would not require the use of a septic or alternative
wastewater disposal system.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: In November 2010, the City Council adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) to
reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions 20 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. The CAP
included implementation measures within six action areas with the potential to reduce GHG
emissions by 22.8 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. These six action areas addressed: land use,
transportation, energy, water, waste, and green infrastructure. A 2010 GHG inventory update
was prepared that showed GHG emission levels dropping by 4 percent, indicating that the City
has made substantive progress on achieving its reduction goal.
State law allows cities to analyze and mitigate significant GHG emissions in a CAP or GHG
reduction plan that meets certain requirements under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5).
The CAP was developed to serve as the City’s qualified GHG Reduction Plan and
programmatic tiering document for the purposes of the CEQA for analysis of impacts of GHG
emissions and climate change. BAAQMD accepted the CAP as a qualified GHG Reduction Plan
on October 6, 2010. In addition, the City has determined that the Reduction Target under the
CAP will result in GHG emissions from activities covered by the CAP to be less than
cumulatively considerable under CEQA. The City Council adopted a Negative Declaration for
the CAP on October 26, 2010.
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The CAP and its environmental review may be relied upon for the programmatic analysis of
GHG emissions and climate change for future proposed project if the following standards are
met:
•

The project supports or includes applicable strategies and measures, or advances the
actions identified in the CAP.

•

The project is consistent with the ABAG population growth projections, which are the
basis of the GHG emissions inventory’s projections.

•

The project would not substantially interfere with implementation of CAP strategies,
measures, or actions.

The proposed project would be consistent with the ABAG population growth projections. The
project is not a residential project, nor would it be developed on land designated for residential
development. Although the project would therefore not have a direct effect on population
growth in Union City, commercial development has the potential to induce population growth
through the creation of jobs. Any indirect population growth that could be caused by the
proposed project would be consistent with ABAG’s population growth projections on which the
CAP was based.
Regarding the CAP’s GHG reduction strategies and measures, the majority of the measures
require implementation by the City and are not directly applicable to new development
projects. All of the CAP measures, including those requiring implementation by the City as well
as those pertaining to new buildings or land uses, were reviewed to identify those potentially
relevant to the proposed project. The project could participate in or further the City’s attainment
of the following CAP measures:
LU-1: Transit-Oriented Development
Measure LU-1.1: Continue supporting transit-oriented development in the Intermodal
Station District and adjacent areas.
Consistency/Relevance: This reduction measure assumes approximately 1.2 million
square feet of office space within the built out Intermodal Station District in which
the project is located. The proposed project would develop new office space and
create jobs in close proximity to the Union City BART Station and planned
Intermodal Transit facility, and therefore would further this objective.
LU-3: Land Use Policies
Measure LU-3.1: Ensure that City policies, development standards, regulations, and
design guidelines facilitate high quality mixed-use pedestrian-oriented and transitfriendly land use patterns and development.
Consistency/Relevance: Although this reduction measure is not directly applicable
to the proposed project, the project would be consistent with the City’s intention
behind this measure, in that it would be transit-friendly by creating new jobs in close
proximity to BART and other public transit. In addition, the proposed project
includes development of new or enhanced pedestrian facilities along the Decoto
Road and Station Way frontages that provide access to the Union City BART Station.
E-3: Commercial Energy Retrofits
Measure E-3.2: Promote ‘Cool Roofs’ to mitigate the urban heat island effect and reduce
air conditioning use.

Initial Study
STATION DISTRICT BLOCK 7 MEDICAL/OFFICE BUILDING PROJECT

49

Consistency/Relevance: The project would be supportive of this measure because a
Cool Roof is planned for the proposed building.
E-4: Building Performance Standards for New Construction
Measure E-4.1: Continue to implement the Green Building Ordinance.
Consistency/Relevance: Since adoption of the Climate Action Plan, the City’s Green
Building Ordinance was modified to remove references to private development
projects as these projects are subject to the California Green Building Standards
Code, which are more stringent that the provisions previously listed in the City’s
Green Building Ordinance. As such, the proposed project is consistent with this
GHG reduction measure.
E-5: Smart Grid
Measure E-5.1: Work with PG&E and other cities in Alameda County to accelerate
Smart Grid integration in existing and new buildings.
Consistency/Relevance: Although this reduction measure is not directly applicable
to the proposed project, a smart meter would be installed in the building, furthering
this objective of the City.
WR-1: Waste Reduction Policies
Measure WR-1.1: Increase Waste Diversion Target.
Consistency/Relevance: Measure WR-1.1 calls for the City to increase its solid waste
reduction and diversion target from 75 percent by 2010 to 90 percent by 2020. By
complying with the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris (C&DD)
Ordinance—which requires the recycling of at least 50 percent of construction and
demolition debris generated by a project and 100 percent of all cement, concrete,
asphalt concrete, non-contaminated soils, land-clearing debris and plant debris—the
project applicant would assist the City in accomplishing its ultimate goal of 90
percent waste diversion.
WR-1: Waste Reduction Policies
Measure WR-1.2: Strengthen Construction & Demolition Standards.
Consistency/Relevance: As noted above, the project will comply with the City’s
Construction and Demolition Debris (C&DD) Ordinance. By complying with this
requirement, the project would support Measure WR-1.2.
WC-1: Water Conservation Policies
Measure WC-1.1 Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
Consistency/Relevance: Measure WC-1.1 calls for an amendment to the City’s Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 18.112) to require new
landscape projects of 2,500 square feet or more to reduce water consumption by 50
percent compared to initial requirements for plant installation and establishment.
According to the applicant’s landscaping plan, the proposed project would create
11,096 square feet of new landscaping, including 3,730 square feet of offsite
landscape, and would retain an existing 500 square feet of landscape, for a total
landscaped area of 15,326 square feet. As discussed in more detail in Section XVII(d),
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the project would be required to comply with the water-efficient landscape
requirements set forth in the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, which was
recently updated to reflect updates contained in the State Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (per Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15 Ordinance). By
complying with the plant selection, irrigation system, and other requirements, the
water demand for the project’s proposed landscaping would be minimized and the
project would be supportive of CAP Measure WC-1.1.
Through compliance with the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance and Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance, the project would support the CAP GHG reduction measures
most applicable to the project. On that basis, along with its consistency with ABAG population
growth projections and support of the other GHG reduction measures listed above, the project
would be consistent with the Union City CAP and, therefore, its GHG emissions would have a
less-than-significant impact on the environment.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: See Section VII(a).

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: The proposed general office use would not use or store hazardous materials other
than small quantities of cleaning agents typically used in office and home environments. Such
chemicals are not subject to regulation and, with proper use and storage, do not pose a
significant hazard to the environment. The proposed medical office building could use
pharmaceuticals that, depending on their chemical constituency, could be hazardous.
Pharmaceuticals would be stored and used in small, containerized quantities, and would not
pose an undue hazard.
The greatest potential hazard associated with pharmaceuticals would be if they were
improperly disposed of. In addition, operation of the proposed dialysis clinic could generate
sharps and other biohazardous medical waste. Generally, medical waste is health care waste
that that may be contaminated by blood, body fluids, or other potentially infectious materials.
Handling and disposal of medical waste is regulated by the federal Occupational Safety and
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Health Administration (OSHA) under the Bloodborne Pathogens Standard codified at Title 29,
Section 1910.1030 of the Code of Federal Regulations. The regulations require regulated
employers to develop an Exposure Control Plan designed to protect employees, patients, and
others from potential exposure to medical waste and other infectious materials. It regulates the
containment and labeling of medical/infectious waste, use of personal protective equipment,
and employee training.
Disposal of medical waste is also regulated in California by the California Department of Public
Health, Environmental Management Branch. The Department’s Medical Waste Management
Program is responsible for overseeing compliance with Medical Waste Management Act
(MWMA), codified in California Health and Safety Code, Division 104, Part 14. The MWMA
considers any person whose act or process produces medical waste to be a “medical waste
generator” and categorizes generators producing over 200 pounds of medical waste per month
as large quantity generators (LQGs) and those producing less than 200 pounds per month as
small quantity generators (SQGs). Medical waste generators must register with their local
enforcement agency (LEA). The LEA in Alameda County is the Office of Solid/Medical Waste
Management in the Alameda County Environmental Health Department.
The proposed dialysis clinic would be classified as an LQG of biomedical waste and would be
required to register with the LEA prior to commencing operations.25 The clinic would be
required to prepare a Medical Waste Management Plan that will provide details on medical
waste storage and accumulation areas, disinfection procedures, procedures for disposal of
pharmaceutical waste, and any on-site treatment (e.g., autoclave, microwave, incineration, etc.).
The plan must designate a registered medical waste hauler that will dispose of medical waste.
LQGs are also required to develop an Emergency Action Plan to implement in the event of an
emergency such as an equipment breakdown or a natural disaster. Medical waste generators are
required to maintain a completed tracking document of all medical waste removed for
treatment or disposal for a period of three years.
Some of the liquids and solids that would be stored and used in the dialysis clinic would also be
classified as hazardous materials. These would include a 40-gallon container of acetic acid, a 40gallon container of bleach, 160 gallons of saline, 80 pounds of granuflo dry acid concentrate, 50
pounds of Naturalyte 1K, and 70 pounds of sodium bicarbonate, all of which would be stored in
a chemical storage room. These quantities are below the State thresholds requiring preparation
of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) in accordance with California Health and
Safety Code Section 25507. The reporting thresholds established in Section 25507 are 55 gallons
of liquid, 500 pounds of solid materials, and 200 cubic feet of gaseous hazardous materials. If
hazardous materials above these thresholds are stored at any time during the reporting year,
the facility owner must prepare and submit a HMBP to the local Certified Unified Program
Agency (CUPA).26
Although the dialysis clinic is not expected to require a HMBP, it may be required to obtain a
permit as a hazardous waste generator by the CUPA, and would be required to comply with
State and federal laws pertaining to storage/accumulation, transport, and disposal of
hazardous wastes, including the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
Specific requirements depend on whether a generator is a SQG or LQG of hazardous waste
(distinct from SQGs and LQGs of medical waste). SQGs generate less than 1,000 kilograms (kg)
of hazardous waste or 1 kg or less of acutely or extremely hazardous waste per month, while
LQGs generate quantities above these amounts. Among other requirements, generators must
25

Jorge Goitia, Senior Environmental Health Specialist, Alameda County Environmental Health Department, Office
of Solid/Medical Waste Management, personal communication, June 13, 2017.

26

The CUPA in Union City is the Environmental Programs Division of the Economic and Community Department.
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prepare and maintain a Contingency Plan for emergencies, identifying appropriate emergency
response procedures; more detailed plans are required for LQGs. Hazardous wastes must be
disposed of at a permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF).
The proposed dialysis clinic would be required to comply with all applicable State and federal
laws and regulations. This compliance would ensure that the project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, including medical waste. This would be a less-than-significant
impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the site was performed by
Environmental Service to identify recognized environmental conditions on the site, including
the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances that could create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment, whether through an existing release, past release, or
threat of a release into structures, into the ground, or into surface or groundwater.27 The results
of that investigation are summarized in this section.
Previous Use of the Project Property
Based on a review of historic topographic maps dating to 1899 and historic aerial photographs
dating to 1946, the existing office buildings have occupied the site since 1981. Prior to that time,
the property was developed with one or two houses, depending on the year, and ancillary
structures. There was no evidence that the property was used for row crops, orchard
production, greenhouses, mining or manufacturing, service stations, or other uses considered
industrial. The ESA determined that the former house on the property was likely the first use of
the property. Mowing marks and stacked hay bales indicate that the land around the house was
used for haying. The original house, second house, and ancillary structures were all demolished
by October 1974, after which the property appeared to remain vacant until the existing office
buildings were constructed. Three office buildings were originally constructed on the site in
1980, but the former office building on the eastern portion of the site (1330 Decoto Road) was
demolished circa 2006-2007.
Hazardous Materials Sites On Or In the Vicinity of the Project
As part of the Phase I ESA, Environmental Record Search (ERS) reviewed 255 publicly available
local, State, and federal environmental databases to identify hazardous waste and hazardous
materials release sites in the project vicinity. Although the project site is not listed on any of the
databases reviewed by ERS, an independent search by Environmental Service revealed a listing
on a supplemental database maintained by the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC), its Hazardous Waste Tracking System (HWTS). The HWTS lists Union Square
27

Environmental Service, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of 1320 & 1328 Decoto Road, APN 087-0019-018 & -019,
Alameda County in Union City, California, December 16, 2016.
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Family Dentistry (1320 Decoto Road, Suite 100) with a waste generator ID number. However, a
specific search found no records of manifested waste shipments from Union Square Family
Dentistry. City of Union City (1330 Decoto Road) is listed in the HWTS with a waste generator
ID number, and indicates a past shipment of asbestos waste from 1330 Decoto Road in 2006.
This waste shipment was related to removal of 0.843 ton of asbestos-containing materials from
the former building demolished in 2006. These listings do not represent a Recognized
Environmental Condition (REC) at the project site. However, as discussed below, asbestos is
likely to be present in the two remaining office buildings on the site.
The ERS database search also looked for hazardous waste/hazardous materials sites and
contaminated sites within radii of one-quarter mile to one mile from the project site, depending
on the database. The Phase I ESA concluded that none of the properties identified within the
applicable search radii during the regulatory database search represent RECs for the project site
based on their regulatory status, containment, apparent topographic gradient, and/or distance
from the project site. For a detailed list of these sites, see the Phase I ESA, which the City will
post on its website along with this Initial Study, at the time of publication. The Phase I ESA
provides considerable detail about the regulatory status of the properties identified in the
search results with the greatest potential to adversely affect the project site. The conclusions of
the ESA regarding these properties are summarized below:
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•

McKesson Chemical Co., 33950 7th Street. The former McKesson facility handled and
repackaged inorganic and organic chemicals, including caustics, chlorine, and organic
solvents. Chemicals were stored in both underground and above-ground tanks at
various times during operation of the facility. Solvent chemical handling operations at
McKesson resulted in soil and groundwater impacts by volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) including: 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE); 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA);
trichloroethene (TCE); and perchloroethylene (PCE). Three separate groundwaterbearing zones have been affected by the plume of dissolved VOCs. Contour maps of the
plumes showed that the one that extends the farthest south toward the project site is for
the chemical 1,1-DCE. This plume is located north of the BART tracks and does not
represent an REC for the project site.

•

Former PG&E Pipe Yard and Pipe Wrapping Plant, 1100 Decoto Road. The former Pipe
Yard, located in the vicinity of 11th Street east of Decoto Road, comprised approximately
30 acres used by Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) since the early 1950s for
storage of natural gas pipe. Pipe sand blasting, coating, and wrapping were performed
at the Pipe Yard. The facility was also used during the late 1970s to the early 1980s to
store and maintain electrical equipment that contained varying amounts of insulating oil
with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The former PG&E Pipe Yard was issued a
hazardous waste facility permit in 1983. Operations were terminated in 1984 and site
remediation was performed from 1984 to 1987. On January 5, 1990 the site was officially
cleaned closed, with DTSC finding that chemical residues that could impact soil or
groundwater had been removed. The yard was sold to the City of Union City for use as
a 30-acre transit-oriented development and passenger rail hub. Portions have been
subsequently redeveloped with residential and public uses.

•

Former Pacific States Steel Corporation, 1051 Kraftile Road. The Pacific State Steel
Corporation (PSSC) operated a steel mill in Union City from 1938 to 1978. The PSSC site
was comprised of three parcels, with the steel mill located on the 62.6-acre Parcel III and
the 16.6-acre Parcel II, also known as the East Parcel, used for disposal of slag and
industrial waste water generated by the mill. A by-product of the steel production
process, slag contains heavy metals such as lead, cadmium, and copper in a glassy solid
slag matrix. Disposal of slag and other waste occurred on Parcel II from 1966 to 1978.
During remediation of the site, which was completed in August 2005, the waste
consolidated on Parcel III. The waste consolidation area was filled and capped and
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currently is inspected annually. A monitoring well network around the waste
consolidation area also is monitored annually. The PSSC site does not pose an
environmental hazard to the project site.
•

Union Square Center, 14-44 Union Square. Before it was redeveloped with rental
housing, this was a 6-acre multi-tenant commercial complex developed with
approximately ten tire service and auto repair businesses. Three underground waste oil
storage tanks were removed from the property in 1992 and the case was closed without
requirements for further action. Four monitoring wells were installed on June 28 and 29,
2006. The Phase I ESA that this property, located more than 1,000 feet southeast of the
project site, site does not pose an environmental hazard to the project site.

The Phase I ESA also discussed the laboratory testing of a soil stockpile that contained soil
excavated from the right-of-way of Station Way, which runs along the northern boundary of the
project site. The soil was excavated during construction of Station Way, which occurred
sometime between 2005 and 2009, as determined by a review of historic aerial photographs of
the site. Soil may have also been excavated from the eastern portion of the project site currently
occupied by a parking lot. The soil was stockpiled at a staging area located near the foot of 11th
Street along the east side of Decoto Road. The stockpile, estimated to contain between 1,600 and
2,500 cubic yards of soil, was present at the staging area from March 2007 to October 2011, and
was covered in plastic throughout. In December 2007, 16 soil samples were collected from the
stockpile and composited by a State-certified laboratory into four composite samples.
The laboratory testing found concentrations of dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (DDE), which
is a by-product of the decomposition of dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) in the
environment, in all four composite samples. The DDE concentrations ranged from 0.11 to 0.17
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), well under the Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs)
established by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for both
commercial land use (8.5 mg/kg) and for unrestricted residential land use (1.9 mg/kg).
A concentration of dieldrin was reported in one of the four composite samples. The reported
concentration of 0.061 mg/kg was below the ESL for commercial land use of 0.17 mg/kg. While
the concentration was just over the ESL for unrestricted residential land use of 0.038 mg/kg, its
detection was sporadic in the composite samples, being reported in only one of four composite
soil samples.
No other organo-chlorine pesticides (OCPs) were present in detectable concentrations in the soil
samples, which were also screened for dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane (DDD), endrin, and
toxaphene.
Because the use of DDT was banned in 1972, concentrations of DDT and its byproducts would
not be expected to have increased after the previous sampling was performed in 2007. The
Station Way right-of-way and the project site were previously part of a single, larger parcel that
was under cultivation by a single property owner. Based on these considerations and the
laboratory results summarized above, the environmental assessor concluded that the shallow
soil on the project site is unlikely to be impaired with DDE, DDD, DDT or dieldrin, and did not
recommend subsurface testing of the site.
Existing Conditions on the Project Property
In December 2016, Marc Papineau of Environmental Service, a Registered Environmental
Assessor (REA), surveyed the project site and buildings, reviewed previous documentation on
the property, and conducted interviews with City staff and the project applicant’s
representative to identify evidence of any RECs of concern associated with the project site. The
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environmental assessor observed the property and neighborhood to look for evidence of past or
current operations that used or may have used potentially hazardous materials or petroleum
products. During the reconnaissance, visible signs of potential environmental impairment such
as stressed vegetation or stained soil, oil staining, foul odors, sumps, drains, vent or fill pipes,
for example, were looked for, but these conditions were not observed on the site, nor were
indicators of prior use of hazardous materials on the site.
According to the National Pipeline Mapping System (NPMS) web site, natural gas transmission
pipelines and refined petroleum multi-products pipelines do not adjoin the project site. The
nearest natural gas transmission pipeline is a PG&E-operated pipeline, Line 109.1, which is
located in Decoto Road south of Alvarado-Niles Road, about 1,400 feet south of the site.
According to NPMS, no crude oil pipelines or refined petroleum product pipelines are located
anywhere in the vicinity of the project site.
Based on the site reconnaissance, database search, review of aerial photographic images and
historical topographic map images, and review of off-site investigations and groundwater
monitoring reports, likely sources of hazardous materials and petroleum product release or
trespass were not found to be present at the project site.
Asbestos and Lead
Based on the age of the two extant office buildings on the site, there is a possibility that leadbased paint (LBP) and/or asbestos-containing building materials (ACBM) are present in the
buildings. Lead is a highly toxic metal that was a common ingredient in paint until it was
banned from residential paint in 1978. Exposure to LBP has been linked to learning disabilities
and behavioral problems in children, who are particularly susceptible. Lead may also cause
brain damage, kidney damage, seizures, and even death in extreme cases.
Asbestos was common in a variety of construction materials until the late 1970s, and can be
found in building insulation (both spray-on and blanket types), pipe wraps, floor and ceiling
tiles, tile mastics (adhesives), wallboard, joint compound, mortar, roofing materials, and more.
Asbestos is a known human carcinogen, and inhalation exposure to asbestos fibers or dust,
known as friable asbestos, has been linked to an increase risk of lung cancer and mesothelioma,
which is a relatively rare cancer of the thin membranes that line the chest and abdomen.
Inconclusive evidence has also linked asbestos exposure to a variety of other cancers. With
cumulative exposure, asbestos fibers can cause inflammation and scarring of the lungs,
resulting in breathing difficulties.
During the proposed demolition of the existing office buildings, friable asbestos and/or lead
could be released into the environment, posing a health hazard to workers. If not addressed
properly, the potential health hazards to construction workers posed by ACBM and LBP that
may be present on the site would represent a potentially significant adverse impact.
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level.
Mitigation Measure HM–1:
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Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the existing buildings
on the site, a comprehensive survey for asbestos-containing
building materials (ACBM) shall be conducted by a qualified
asbestos abatement contractor. Sampling for ACBM shall be
performed in accordance with the sampling protocol of the
Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA). If ACBM is
identified, all friable asbestos shall be removed prior to building
demolition by a State-certified Asbestos Abatement Contractor,
in accordance with all applicable State and local regulations,
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including Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) Regulation 11, Rule 2 pertaining to demolition,
removal, and disposal of ACBM. BAAQMD shall be notified at
least ten business days in advance of building demolition, in
compliance with Regulation 11, Rule 2. To document compliance
with the applicable regulations, the project sponsor shall provide
the City of Union City Building Division with a copy of the notice
required by BAAQMD for asbestos abatement work, prior to and
as a condition of issuance of the demolition permit.
Mitigation Measure HM–2:

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the existing buildings
on the site, a survey for lead-based paint (LBP) shall be
conducted by a qualified lead assessor. If LBP is identified, lead
abatement shall be performed in compliance with all federal,
State, and local regulations applicable to work with LBP and
disposal of lead-containing waste. A State-certified Lead-Related
Construction Inspector/Assessor shall provide a lead clearance
report after the lead abatement work in the buildings is
completed. The project sponsor shall provide a copy of the lead
clearance report to the City of Union City Building Division prior
to issuance of a demolition permit.

Aside from the ACBM and LBP that may be present in the existing office buildings on the site,
the Phase I ESA did not identify any other conditions on the site that could create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through the release of hazardous materials into the
environment as a result of construction or operation of the proposed project.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: James Logan High School is located about 775 feet (0.15-mile) west of the project
site, at 1800 H Street. However, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle
acutely hazardous materials. There is no potential for the project to adversely affect students at
this or other schools in the area.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 actually consists of several lists, including:
•

A list of hazardous waste sites compiled by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC);

•

A list of contaminated water wells compiled by the California Department of Health
Services (DHS) (subsequently reorganized into the California Department of Health
Care Services and the California Department of Public Health);

•

A list of leaking underground storage tank sites and solid waste disposal facilities
from which there is a migration of hazardous waste, compiled by the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB); and

•

A list of solid waste disposal facilities from which there is a migration of hazardous
waste, compiled by the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA). These lists are
consolidated by the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).

Each of these lists must be updated at least annually, and must be submitted to the Secretary for
Environmental Protection, the head of the California Environmental Protection Agency
(CalEPA). DTSC maintains the EnviroStor database for purposes of complying with Section
65962.5, while the SWRCB maintains the GeoTracker database. Both of these databases were
consulted during this environmental review. The project site is not listed on the EnviroStor
database and there were no hazardous waste sites identified within 1,000 feet of the project site
on the EnviroStor database.28 The project site is not listed on the GeoTracker database and the
only facilities identified within 1,000 feet of the project site on the GeoTracker database are for
the PG&E Decoto Pipe Yard discussed in Section VIII(b).29 As discussed therein, the former
PG&E facility does not pose a hazard to the project site. There would be no impact related to
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

28

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor Site/Facility Search, Accessed May 15, 2017 at:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/.

29

State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker Database, Accessed May 15, 2017 at: https://geotracker.
waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=runreport&myaddress=1320+Decoto+Road,+Union+City,+CA.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There are no airports within 2 miles of the project site; the closest airport is the
Hayward Executive Airport, located nearly 7 miles northwest of the site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There are no private airstrips in the project area.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The proposed project would entail demolition of existing office buildings and
construction of a single new office building to house medical offices and general offices. This
use would be consistent with the prior use of the site, which included both medical offices and
general offices. The project would not introduce new land uses to the site and would not
substantially increase activity or the employee population on the site. Vehicle access to the site
would be via existing driveways to the site, located on Decoto Road and Union Square. The
project would not block or impede access to emergency evacuation routes, and there are no
other known attributes of the project that would have the potential to interfere with
implementation of the City’s disaster management operations plan or emergency response
procedures adopted by any local service providers.
The City’s 2014 Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP) was reviewed to identify
any potential conflicts that could be caused by the proposed project. The CEMP details
procedures and responsibilities during disasters for a wide range of potential emergencies,
including civil disturbance, dam failure, earthquake, flood, hazardous materials spill, train
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derailment, landslide, terrorism, wildfire, and more. It identifies the Ruggieri Senior Center at
33997 Alvarado-Niles Road (approximately 0.45 mile southwest of the project site) as the City’s
primary Emergency Operations Center.
The project site is located in Area 5, one of five evacuation areas with possible sites for Refuges
of Last Resort in the event of a large-scale catastrophic event that could involve evacuation of
half or more of the population. Area 5 includes one of the City’s two primary concentrations of
population. Within Area 5, Guy Emanuele Jr. Elementary School, located about 0.6-mile north of
the project site, and Shorty Garcia Park, located adjacent to this school, are identified as possible
sites for a Refuge of Last Resort during a need to terminate evacuations. Although both of these
facilities are listed as Shelter Sites, there are two Shelter Sites closer to the project site: Charles F.
Kennedy Community Park, located immediately to the west of the site, and James Logan High
School, located about 775 feet (0.15-mile) west of the project site.
The proposed project would not interfere with evacuation procedures if they became necessary
and would not otherwise impair implementation of the CEMP.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

h) Expose people or structures to significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

!

Less Than
Significant
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Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project is located in a predominantly built-out area with a concentration of
commercial development in the immediate vicinity. Concentrations of residential development
are located about 800 feet to the north, 1,900 feet to the west, 1,200 feet to the east, and 1,800 feet
to the south. There are no wildlands in the project area, and therefore there is no potential for
the proposed project to result in the exposure of people or structures to wildland fires.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation:
Construction Impacts
Construction activities could potentially affect water quality as a result of erosion of sediment.
In addition, leaks from construction equipment; accidental spills of fuel, oil, or hazardous
liquids used for equipment maintenance; and accidental spills of construction materials are all
60

Initial Study
STATION DISTRICT BLOCK 7 MEDICAL/OFFICE BUILDING PROJECT

potential sources of pollutants that could degrade water quality during construction.
Stormwater runoff from the site is ultimately discharged, without treatment, to San Francisco
Bay, which is on the list of impaired water bodies compiled by the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act. Because the
State is required to develop action plans and establish Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) to
improve water quality within these water bodies, uncontrolled discharge of pollutants into
them is considered particularly detrimental.
Generally, new development that entails “land disturbance” of 1 acre or more requires the
project sponsor to obtain coverage under Construction General Permit (CGP) Order 2009-0009DWQ, administered by the RWQCB. With a site area of 1.47 acres, the project would be
required to obtain coverage under the CGP. Order 2009-0009-DWQ requires project sponsors to
implement construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) at the project site and comply with
numeric action levels (NALs) in order to achieve minimum federal water quality standards. The
CGP requires control of non-stormwater discharges as well as stormwater discharges. Measures
to control non-stormwater discharges such as spills, leakage, and dumping must be addressed
through structural as well as non-structural BMPs.
Construction stormwater BMPs are intended to minimize the migration of sediments off–site.
They can include covering soil stockpiles, sweeping soil from streets or other paved areas,
performing site-disturbing activities in dry periods, and planting vegetation or landscaping
quickly after disturbance to stabilize soils. Other typical stormwater BMPs include erosionreduction controls such as hay bales, water bars, covers, sediment fences, sensitive area access
restrictions (for example, flagging), vehicle mats in wet areas, and retention/settlement ponds.
To obtain coverage, the applicant must electronically file a number of permit-related
compliance documents (Permit Registration Documents [PRDs]), including a Notice of Intent
(NOI), a risk assessment, site map, signed certification, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), Notice of Termination (NOT), NAL exceedance reports, and other site-specific PRDs
that may be required. The PRDs must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) or
Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and filed by a Legally Responsible Person (LRP) on the
RWQCB’s Stormwater Multi-Application Report Tracking System (SMARTS). Once filed, these
documents become immediately available to the public for review and comment.
Although project construction effects on surface water quality could result in a potentially
significant impact on water quality, implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ–1 and WQ–2
would ensure that construction impacts on water quality remain less than significant.
Mitigation Measure WQ–1:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit the project sponsor shall
obtain National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) construction coverage as required by Construction
General Permit (CGP) No. CAS000002, as modified by State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009DWQ. Pursuant to the Order, the project applicant shall
electronically file the Permit Registration Documents (PRDs),
which include a Notice of Intent (NOI), a risk assessment, site
map, signed certification, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), and other site-specific PRDs that may be required. At a
minimum the SWPPP shall incorporate the standards provided
in the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Manual of Standards
for Erosion and Sedimentation Control Measures (2005), the
California Stormwater Quality Association’s California Stormwater
Best Management Practices Handbook (2009), the prescriptive
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standards included in the CGP, or as required by the Clean
Water Program Alameda County, whichever are applicable and
more stringent. Implementation of the plan will help stabilize
graded areas and reduce erosion and sedimentation. The SWPPP
shall identify Best Management Practices (BMPs) that shall be
adhered to during construction activities. Erosion-minimizing
efforts such as hay bales, water bars, covers, sediment fences,
sensitive area access restrictions (for example, flagging), vehicle
mats in wet areas, and retention/settlement ponds shall be
installed before extensive clearing and grading begins. Mulching,
seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures shall be used to
protect exposed areas during and after construction activities.
The SWPPP shall also be reviewed and approved by the Union
City Public Works Department.
Mitigation Measure WQ–2:

All cut-and-fill slopes shall be stabilized as soon as possible after
completion of grading. No site grading shall occur between
October 15th and April 15th unless approved erosion control
measures are in place.

Union City General Plan Policy NHR-B.1.2 also requires preparation and implementation of an
Erosion Control Plan as a condition of issuance of a grading permit. Policy NHR-B.3 ensures,
through on-site inspections, that the Erosion Control Plan is being properly implemented
during project construction.
Operational Impacts
According to the applicant’s stormwater management plan, the proposed project would create
51,000 square feet of new and replaced impervious surfaces that would be a source of
contamination to rainwater falling onto the site, as well as to water flowing onto the site from
adjacent areas. As noted above, stormwater runoff from the project area is discharged into San
Francisco Bay, which already suffers from impaired water quality.
Parking lots can be considerable sources of water pollutants due to the concentration of vehicles
and the frequent movement of vehicles across their surfaces. Even parked vehicles can deposit
oil and other pollutants. Moving vehicles deposit oil and grease, fuel residues, heavy metals
(e.g. lead, copper, cadmium, and zinc), tire particles, and other pollutants. They emit polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) from their exhaust, resulting from incomplete combustion of
gasoline, which settles to the ground. All of the pollutants described above collect on the
impervious pavements, where they can be washed by stormwater into downstream surface
waters, thereby degrading water quality. Pesticides that may be used on landscaping or around
buildings can potentially contribute to the depletion of dissolved oxygen and/or toxic
concentrations of dissolved ammonia in downstream receiving waters, creating acute toxicity
for aquatic wildlife.
Buildings and equipment enclosures also provide potential sources of water pollutants because
weathered paint and eroded metals from painted and unpainted surfaces can be washed away
by stormwater. In addition, mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) that get deposited
on roofs and other impervious surfaces as airborne pollutants can be washed into surface
waters during storm events. Microbial pathogens are yet another pollutant that can be entrained
in stormwater coming in contact with poorly protected trash collection areas.
Operational stormwater discharges from new development are regulated under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), administered by the RWQCB under
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authority of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. In accordance with the NPDES, the
RWQCB regulates stormwater discharges via municipal stormwater permits issued to the cities,
counties, water districts, and flood control districts under its jurisdiction in the San Francisco
Bay Area. In the City of Union City, development projects must comply with NPDES Permit
No. CAS612008, issued to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP)30 and
other Bay Area jurisdictions by the RWQCB (NPDES Order No. R2-2015-0049). The revised
Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) was adopted on November 19, 2015 and became
effective on January 1, 2016. This permit replaced the previous permit issued on October 14,
2009, which was formally rescinded by the RWQCB. The current MRP consolidates the multiple
countywide permits previously issued to member agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area under
a single MRP regulating stormwater discharges from municipalities and local agencies in
Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties and the cities of Fairfield, Suisun
City, and Vallejo.
Although the MRP imposes a variety of responsibilities for monitoring and protecting
stormwater quality on member agencies, it also includes requirements for individual
development projects. Specifically, Provision C.3 of the MRP requires any private or public
development project that would create or modify 10,000 square feet or more of impervious
surfaces to take measures to improve water quality of stormwater discharges from the project
site (i.e., stormwater runoff), including providing treatment of 100 percent of the stormwater
runoff from the site. The size threshold is reduced to 5,000 square feet for certain special land
use categories, which include auto service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, restaurants, and
uncovered parking lots. Where a redevelopment project would alter 50 percent or more of the
impervious surfaces of a previously existing project that was not subject to Provision C.3
requirements, the entire project must be designed and operated in compliance with Provision
C.3. The Provision C.3 requirements also pertain to construction or widening of roads, trails,
and sidewalks.
In the new MRP, Provision C.3 also requires small projects with 2,500 square feet to 10,000
square feet of new and replaced impervious surfaces and detached single-family home projects
that create and/or replace 2,500 square feet or more of impervious surfaces to install at least one
site design measure to reduce uncontrolled stormwater runoff. One example of an allowed site
design measure is directing roof runoff into cisterns or barrels for reuse. Additional examples
are provided below.
Projects subject to Provision C.3 must include low-impact development (LID) measures to
capture and perform onsite treatment of all stormwater from the site prior to its discharge,
including rainwater falling on building rooftops. (Treatment may also occur offsite at an
approved joint stormwater treatment facility.) Project applicants are required to implement
appropriate source control and site design measures and to design and implement stormwater
treatment measures in order to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable (MEP), a standard established by the 1987 amendments to the federal Clean
Water Act. LID treatment measures include harvesting and reuse, infiltration,
evapotranspiration, and biotreatment.
Provision C.3 LID requirements include source controls and site design and stormwater
treatment requirements. Examples of source control requirements that could be relevant to the
proposed project include:

30

Although the named Permitee in the MRP is Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program, this organization is also
referenced on its website as Clean Water Program Alameda County as well as Alameda Countywide Clean Water
Program.
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•

Landscaping that minimizes irrigation and runoff, promotes surface infiltration,
minimizes the use of pesticides and fertilizers, and incorporates other appropriate
sustainable landscaping practices and programs such as Bay-Friendly Landscaping;

•

Efficient irrigation systems;

•

Properly designed trash storage areas; and

•

Storm drain system stenciling or signage.

The MRP states that permitees (i.e., the cities and counties) should encourage projects that do
not meet the Provision C.3 size thresholds to still implement these source control measures to
the extent feasible.
Examples of site design and stormwater treatment requirements that could be relevant to the
proposed project include:
•

Conservation of natural areas, including existing trees, other vegetation, and soils;

•

Minimization of impervious surfaces;

•

Construction of sidewalks, walkways, patios, and/or parking lots with pervious
pavements;

•

Minimization of stormwater runoff by directing runoff from roofs, sidewalks, walkways,
driveways, and/or uncovered parking lots onto vegetated areas; and

•

Treatment of 100 percent of the site’s stormwater runoff with onsite LID treatment
measures (or with LID treatment measures at a joint stormwater treatment facility)
through harvesting and re-use, infiltration, evapotranspiration, or biotreatment.

Biotreatment (or bioretention) systems must be designed to have a surface area no smaller than
what is required to accommodate a 5 inches/hour stormwater runoff surface loading rate, and
infiltrate runoff at a minimum of 5 inches per hour during the life of the facility. The planting
and soil media for biotreatment (or bioretention) systems must be designed to sustain healthy,
vigorous plant growth and maximize stormwater runoff retention and pollutant removal.
Biotreatment soil media must meet minimum specifications. Green roofs may be considered
biotreatment systems provided they meet the criteria for treatment capacity stipulated in the
MRP and have a sufficient depth of planting media to support the long-term health of the
vegetation selected for the green roof.
The size and capacity of required stormwater treatment systems is determined in part on
historical rainfall records for the project area. Systems may be based on the volume of runoff,
the peak flow rate of runoff, or a combination of the two, with numeric hydraulic design criteria
stipulated in the MRP for each method.
In certain cases where an applicant can demonstrate the infeasibility of treating 100 percent of
the runoff from a project site, there are provisions for payment of an in-lieu fee for treatment of
the untreated portion of stormwater at a regional or municipal treatment facility. Provision C.3
also defines three categories of “special projects” (Category A, B, and C) that may be eligible for
a reduction in the amount of stormwater they are required to treat via Incentive LID Treatment
Reduction Credits that must be approved by the RWQCB. Special projects are generally land
development projects that can be characterized as infill, smart growth, high-density, or transitoriented development that can either reduce existing impervious surfaces or create less
“accessory” impervious areas and automobile-related pollutant impacts. The LID Treatment
Reduction Credits allow the treatment of a stipulated portion of the site’s runoff with non-LID
treatment systems, such as tree box high-flow-rate bio-filters or vault-based high-flow-rate
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media filters. The proposed project would not meet the criteria for any of the special projects
defined in Section C.3.e.ii of the MRP.
Provision C.3 of the MRP also includes hydromodification management (HM) requirements for
certain projects located in areas susceptible to hydrograph modification. Hydrograph
modification occurs when an undeveloped site is developed with impervious surfaces such as
buildings and pavements, which prevents natural infiltration by rain water, and which results
in an increase in the volume and rate of stormwater runoff from the site. Hydrograph
modification has the undesirable effect of increasing erosion of natural creeks and earthen
channels, which can cause flooding, property damage, degradation of stream habitat, and
deterioration of water quality.
Projects that create or replace 1 acre or more of impervious surfaces on sites within a designated
“susceptible area” as mapped by the ACCWP must implement HM measures to minimize
changes in the rate and flow of stormwater runoff in comparison with pre-project conditions.
The MRP includes provisions for compliance with the HM requirements in cases where meeting
the HM standard is not practical due to excessive cost (more than 2 percent of project
construction costs) or extreme space limitations.
For Alameda County permitees, the HM controls must be designed such that the post-project
discharge rates and durations match pre-project discharge rates and durations from 10 percent
of the pre-project 2-year peak flow up to the pre-project 10-year peak flow. HM measures can
include site design and hydrologic source control measures, on-site structural HM measures,
regional HM control structures, in-stream restorative measures, or a combination thereof.
However, in-stream measures may only be used when the receiving stream is in a hardened
channel or already shows evidence of excessive sediment, erosion, or deposition.
The project site is located within an area subject to HM requirements, as shown on the HMP
Susceptibility Map attached to the Alameda County MRP.31 It is located in an area between the
hilly areas to the east, where HM impacts are of particular concern, and the tidal zone to the
west, where HM controls do not apply. Projects located within this zone that can demonstrate
that all project runoff will flow through fully hardened channels or are connected to storm
drains that discharge to the tidal area do not have to meet the HM standard. Because the storm
drain in Union Square that would receive project discharge drains to earthen channels, the
project would be subject to the HM standard.32 However, because the project would cause a net
decrease in impervious surfaces on the site and furthermore would provide on-site bioretention
facilities that would detain the site’s discharge, additional HM controls are not likely to be
required.
The proposed project would replace approximately 47,900 square feet (1.1 acres) of impervious
surfaces and create 3,800 square feet of new impervious surfaces, for a total of 51,000 square feet
(1.17 acres) of new and replaced impervious surfaces, well in excess of the 10,000-square-foot
Provision C.3 threshold. Although implementation of the project would not result in a
significant change to existing conditions with respect to stormwater because so much of the site
is already covered with impervious surfaces, there are currently no measures in place to treat
contaminated stormwater from the site. Therefore, absent such measures, stormwater runoff
from the proposed project would entrain a variety of urban pollutants that would ultimately
discharge to San Francisco Bay. Uncontrolled stormwater runoff from the site would contribute

31

Clean Water Program Alameda County, Order No. R2-2015-0049 Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit,
Attachment C: HMP Susceptibility Map, November 13, 2006.

32

Thomas Ruark, City Engineer, Union City Public Works Department, personal communication, June 12, 2017.
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pollutants to downstream surface waters, including San Francisco Bay, which would be a
potentially significant impact.
Based on the proposed impervious surfaces, the project engineer has determined that a biotreatment area of 2,040 square feet is required, subject to confirmation by the ACCWP. The
proposed stormwater management plan calls for three drainage management areas (DMAs) to
treat the site’s runoff, providing a total treatment area of 2,110 square feet is proposed. A large
bioretention area in the landscaped area on the west side of the site would provide the majority
(1,550 square feet) of the treatment area. The remainder would be provided by two small
treatment areas, one near the northeast corner of the new office building and the other in the
northeast corner of the site. Each of the treatment areas has been sized to treat stormwater from
its respective DMA. The bioretention areas would consist of 18 inches of bio-treatment soil mix
underlain by 12 inches of Class II permeable rock. A 4-inch-diameter perforated pipe would run
along the bottom of the drain rock layer to collect filtered rainwater and discharge it to the
storm drains in Union Square or Station Way via on-site storm pipes ranging from 8 inches to 15
inches in diameter.
The applicant has designed a bio-retention plan intended to comply with the Provision C.3
requirements, which will be subject to confirmation by the Union City Public Works
Department, who has responsibility for achieving compliance with the ACCWP in Union City.
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would ensure the project’s compliance
with the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program and would ensure that the project does
not violate Waste Discharge Requirements associated with the ACCWP’s NPDES municipal
stormwater permit:
Mitigation Measure WQ–3:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall
prepare a C.3 Stormwater Control Plan in accordance with
current construction and post-construction requirements
specified by State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) Order
No. 2009-0009-DWQ and the post-construction requirements
specified by National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Order No. R2-2015-0049 and the Alameda Countywide
Clean Water Program (ACCWP). The C.3 Stormwater Control
Plan shall be developed in accordance with the provisions of
ACCWP’s C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance manual (Version 5.1,
May 2, 2016). Additionally, as required by the C.3 Provisions,
building permit applications must be accompanied by a
Stormwater Control Plan, for review and approval by the City
Engineer, which specifies the treatment measures and
appropriate source control and site design features that will be
incorporated into project design and construction to reduce the
pollutant load in stormwater discharges and manage runoff
flows.
The C.3 Stormwater Control Plan shall be submitted for review
and approval by the Union City Clean Water Program (UCCWP).
The plan and a Stormwater Requirements Checklist shall be
prepared by a qualified civil engineer or landscape architect. The
applicant shall demonstrate to UCCWP via drawings and
engineering calculations that the proposed project includes site
design features sufficient to capture and treat on site all
stormwater runoff from the project site, in compliance with
Provision C.3 of the ACCWP. Landscape features shall be used in
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lieu of structural features to the degree feasible. As part of
compliance with the ACCWP, the applicant shall execute and
implement a maintenance agreement with the City of Union City
to provide for the maintenance of all onsite stormwater treatment
features and devices in perpetuity, including specification of how
the maintenance will be financed. Prior to issuance of the
building permit, the applicant shall provide proof of recording
this agreement from the Alameda County Clerk Recorder’s
Office. The applicant shall submit to the Union City Public Works
Department annual certificates of compliance with the operations
and maintenance requirements stipulated in the maintenance
agreement.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project site is underlain by the Niles Cone Basin groundwater aquifer, which
extends across the larger tri-cities area encompassing Union City, Fremont, and Newark. The
Niles Cone Basin is an alluvial aquifer system of unconsolidated gravel, silt, and clay that is
separated into different levels by the Hayward Fault. The basin’s deepest water-bearing units
extend to 400 to 500 feet or more below the ground surface (bgs). Water quality in some of the
sub-basins below the Hayward Fault is degraded due to saltwater intrusion from San Francisco
Bay. The Alameda County Water District (ACWD) has operated an Aquifer Reclamation
Program to remove and control the movement of intruded saline water since 1974. The program
has succeeded in preventing further saltwater intrusion and flushing saltwater from one of the
sub-basins, the Newark Aquifer.
Groundwater supplies in the project area are managed by ACWD, which is the domestic water
supplier for the cities of Union City, Fremont, and Newark. Following the passage of the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act in 2014, the first legislation to regulation
groundwater extraction in California, ACWD was designated by the State as the exclusive local
agency to monitor and manage the groundwater in the Niles Cone Basin. The District has
developed and implemented eight major groundwater management programs to ensure a
reliable long-term supply of high-quality groundwater to meet the present and future needs of
its municipal, industrial, recreational, and agricultural customers. The programs include:
• Water Supply Management
• Groundwater Replenishment
• Watershed Protection and Monitoring
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• Basin Monitoring
• Wellhead Protection Program
• Aquifer Reclamation Program
• Groundwater Protection Program
• Well Ordinance Administration
ACWD derives 35 percent of its total water supply from groundwater in normal years; over 60
percent comes from groundwater in dry years. In 2015/2016 ACWD pumped 19,100 acre-feet
(AF) from the basin, which received 32,200 AF in recharge from rainfall, applied water, and
recharge at the District’s groundwater recharge facilities at Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation
Area and adjacent areas.33 In general, extraction occurs during dry years and recharge and
recovery occur during wet years. The Niles Cone Groundwater Basin is sustainably managed
by the District and is not an adjudicated basin, nor is it considered to be in an “overdraft” or
“potentially overdraft” condition by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR).34
ACWD has had a Groundwater Management Policy in place since 1989 that outlines the
District’s protection and management oversight of the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin via the
groundwater management programs listed above.
A geotechnical investigation for the NeoVision office building located immediately adjacent to
the site’s southern boundary reported that the depth to groundwater at the property is
approximately 30 feet below ground surface (bgs); it is likely at a comparable depth at the
project site.35 With the exception of landscaped areas, predominantly around the margins, the
entire Union Square Professional Center in which the project site is located is developed with
impermeable surfaces in the form of buildings and parking lots. Consequently, the amount of
groundwater recharge currently occurring on the project site through rainfall infiltration is
quite limited. While the project site is therefore expected to be an insignificant source of
groundwater recharge, implementation of the project would incrementally increase the
potential for groundwater recharge because it would result in a net increase of 3,800 square feet
of impermeable surfaces. Therefore, the project would have no impact on groundwater
supplies.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The potential for temporary erosion during project construction was already
addressed in Section IX(a); this discussion addresses the permanent changes in drainage that
33

Alameda County Water District, Survey Report on Groundwater Conditions, Table 3: Annual Overdraft, February
2017.

34

Alameda County Water District, Urban Water Management Plan 2015–2020, Chapter 4: Groundwater, adopted June
9, 2016.

35

Cyme, Inc., Op. Cit.
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would be caused by the proposed project. Currently, stormwater runoff at the project site is
collected in storm drain inlets located throughout the parking areas on the interior of the Union
Square Professional Center. In addition, stormwater from Station Way is discharged into 12inch and 15-inch storm drain pipes running through the parking lot and connecting to the
public storm drain system on Union Square.
Following implementation of the proposed project, prior to being discharged from the site, all
rain water falling on the building roof and paved parking areas would be treated in on-site
bioretention areas, as discussed in more detail in Section IX(a), above. The treated stormwater
would be discharged into the onsite storm drainage system that will be relocated outside of the
proposed building envelope, and conveyed to one of the existing storm drains in Union Square
or Station Way. The areas of new landscaping would be in approximately the same locations as
existing landscaping, and while the landscaped area would be increased by about 30 percent,
the landscaped areas would be designed and constructed to prevent soil erosion. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact on drainage patterns and would not result in
substantial erosion on or off site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: Similar to the previous discussion, this discussion focuses on permanent changes
in drainage that would be caused by the proposed project. Please see Section IX(a) for a
discussion of temporary construction impacts related to drainage. Although the on-site storm
drain system will be relocated outside of the proposed building envelope, the general drainage
patterns of the site will be maintained. According to the preliminary stormwater management
plan, the project would create at total of 51,000 square feet of new impervious surfaces on the
site. However, there are currently 54,800 square feet of impervious surfaces on the project site.
The project would therefore result in a reduction in impervious surfaces in comparison with
current conditions, which has the potential to reduce the amount of stormwater discharged
from the site. Furthermore, the rate of discharge would be decreased because the proposed onsite bio-retention areas would both treat and detain the site’s stormwater runoff, which would
result in an increased amount and rate of stormwater discharge from the site. The project would
therefore have no potential to increase the rate or volume of stormwater runoff from the site,
and no potential to cause on- or off-site flooding.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: As noted in the preceding subsection, the project would not cause an increase in
stormwater runoff in comparison with existing conditions, and would therefore have no
potential to exceed the capacity of the downstream receiving facilities.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: See Sections IX(a) and IX(c). No other impacts to water quality were identified for
the project.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The proposed project does not include any housing.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project site does not lie within or near a 100-year flood plain.36 It is within
Zone X, Other Areas, which is assigned to areas outside the 0.2-percent annual chance
floodplain (i.e., 500-year flood).

Potentially
Significant
Impact

i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Portions of Union City lie within the dam failure inundation zones for Calaveras,
Del Valle, and Ward Creek reservoirs, with the former two posing the greatest threat to the
City.37 Were a failure of the Calaveras or Del Valle dams to occur, the flood waters would come
west out of Niles Canyon, about 4.5 miles southeast of the project, and continue westward along
the Alameda Creek flood zone.38
The Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) collects and reviews dam failure
inundation maps that must be prepared by dam operators, pursuant to Government Code
Section 8589.5. Inundation maps provided by Cal OES were reviewed to determine whether the
project site could be flooded if one of the upstream dams in the region failed.39 Although the
mapped potential inundation zone for Calaveras Reservoir extends north of Alvarado-Niles
Road, encompassing part of the Marketplace shopping center, the inundation zone does not
extend to the project site. The mapped inundation zone for Del Valle Reservoir extends slightly
further north, encompassing all of the shopping center, but it does not encroach into the project
site. The mapped inundation zone for Ward Creek Reservoir is located primarily in the City of
Hayward, and does not come near the project site.
Based on the mapped inundation zones discussed above, there does not appear to be a risk of
dam failure inundation at the project site. Were flood waters from a dam failure at Del Valle

36

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Alameda County, California and
Incorporated Areas, Community Panel Number 06001C0434G, August 3, 2009.

37

City of Union City, 2002 General Plan Policy Document, Health and Safety Element, page HS-15, February 2002.

38

Alameda County Planning Department, East County Area Plan, Volume 2: Background Reports—Setting, Trends, and
Issues, Figure 48: Dam Inundation Zones: Bethany, Patterson & Del Valle Reservoirs and Figure 49: Dam
Inundation Zones: San Antonio & Calaveras Reservoirs, (draft) February 1993.

39

Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, Dam Inundation Maps for Calaveras, Del Valle, and Ward Creek
Reservoirs, September 2015.
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Reservoir to encroach onto the site, any damage would be minimal and would not expose
people to risk of death or injury and would not the project building to significant damage.
The State Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) performs annual inspections of each dam to
ensure the dam is safe, performing as intended, and is not developing problems. Roughly a
third of these inspections include in-depth instrumentation reviews of the dam surveillance
network data. The DSOD also thoroughly reviews the plans and specifications of dams before
they are constructed, and oversees the construction to ensure the work is being done in
accordance with the approved plans and specifications. Given this ongoing regulatory
oversight, failure of one of the dams is highly unlikely.
Based on the considerations presented above, the potential risk to people and structures from
failure of a dam is considered de minimus, and this would be a less-than-significant impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: Tsunamis (seismic sea waves) are long-period waves that are typically caused by
underwater disturbances (landslides), volcanic eruptions, or seismic events that vertically
displace the water in a large body of water. Areas that are highly susceptible to tsunami
inundation tend to be located in low-lying coastal areas such as tidal flats, marshlands, and
former bay margins that have been artificially filled but are still at or near sea level. In the San
Francisco Bay Area, any potential tsunami would originate in the Pacific Ocean, and to reach
East Bay areas including the project site, would need to pass through the relatively narrow
Golden Gate and into San Francisco Bay, where it would lose much of its energy. Given the
project site’s distance from the Golden Gate—more than 28 miles—and the elevation of the site,
the potential for inundation of the site by tsunami is very small. This is confirmed by the
tsunami inundation map for the San Francisco Bay Area prepared by California Emergency
Management Agency, which indicates that the project site is well outside the area of potential
inundation from tsunamis.40
A seiche is a free or standing wave oscillation(s) of the surface of water in an enclosed or semienclosed basin that may be initiated by an earthquake. There is no surface water body near the
project site; there is therefore no potential for inundation of the site due to seiche.
Debris flows, mudslides, and mudflows begin during intense rainfall as shallow landslides on
steep slopes. The rapid movement and sudden arrival of debris flows can pose a hazard to life
and property during and immediately following a triggering rainfall. There are no steep slopes
on or in the vicinity of the project site, and it is not located downslope of unstable areas that
would be subject to mudflows. There is therefore no potential for mudslides or debris flows.

40
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California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, and University of Southern California,
“Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of California, San Francisco Bay Area” [map], December
9, 2009.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project would redevelop a site currently occupied by two two-story office
buildings and a parking lot. The project would replace the existing development with a similar
use, consisting of a single two-story office building and a parking lot. The proposed project
would utilize existing driveways for vehicular access to the site. It would not create new streets
or block off any existing streets or pedestrian paths connecting different areas of a community.
It would improve pedestrian connectivity by adding a sidewalk along Station Way where none
currently exists, which would improve pedestrian access to the Union City BART station
located about 400 feet southeast of the project site. The project would not divide an established
community or interfere in any way with access to an established community.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to, the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purposed of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation:
General Plan
The project site is located within the City’s Intermodal Station District, an area encompassing
175 acres of land centered around the existing BART station and future intermodal transit
facility. The Land Use Diagram of the City’s General Plan, adopted in February 2002 and
revised in November 2007, designates the property as Station Mixed Use Commercial (CSMU).
The CSMU land use category is intended to define an area of visual prominence through high
intensity development. New development in the CSMU land use category should embody high
aesthetic and design standards in order to make the area attractive to people as a place to shop,
work, and, where appropriate, live. The designation is primarily commercial in nature and is
intended to promote retail and office opportunities. However, high-density residential land use,
at a density of 45 to 80 units per acre, is also allowed where it will promote, in a coordinated
manner with the commercial development, the purpose of the CSMU designation.
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The General Plan states that the Station District is intended to provide strong pedestrian
connections, ground-floor retail uses, and open space, along with high-density office, research
and development, light industrial, and high-density residential uses.
The CSMU designation is applied to the immediate vicinity of the BART/intermodal facility
because the proximity of regional and subregional transportation services provides the
opportunity for viable higher-density commercial and residential uses. The minimum allowable
site area per dwelling unit is 544 square feet for residential development, and the minimum
parcel size for commercial uses is 5,000 square feet. The allowable floor area ratio (FAR) for
buildings in this area is between 1.0 and 4.0 (with an average of 2.0), with higher density
desired for parcels near the BART station.
The proposed project includes a request for a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to reduce the
intensity of development allowed in the CSMU land use designation on a very limited basis.
The GPA would allow the FAR to be reduced to a minimum of 0.5 on previously developed
sites that do not meet the minimum 1.0 FAR and where the previously developed sites are
proposed for redevelopment at a higher FAR than the previous development.
As currently proposed, the proposed project would result in development of Block 7 at a
density of FAR 0.505. With approval of the requested GPA, the project would be in
conformance with the allowed density on the site. The proposed general offices and medical
offices would be consistent with the commercial office uses allowed in the CSMU land use
designation, and the site exceeds the required minimum site size. Therefore, the project would
not conflict with the General Plan.
General Plan Policies
The City of Union City General Plan was reviewed to identify policies applicable to the
proposed project and identify any potential conflicts with applicable policies. No conflicts with
General Plan policies were identified, and the project would be generally consistent with
relevant policies, including Land Use Policy LU-A.1.2, which encourages reuse of underutilized
parcels such as the project site.
The following General Plan Land Use Element policies are relevant to the project:
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Policy LU-A.1.2

The City shall promote infill development and reuse of underutilized
parcels, consistent with maintaining or enhancing the positive
qualities of the surrounding neighborhoods.

Policy LU-A.1.4

The City shall encourage project sites to be designed to increase the
convenience, safety, and comfort of people using public
transportation, walking, or cycling.

Policy LU-A.5.4

The City shall require major new commercial projects to be designed
to support mass transit and alternative modes of transportation.

Goal LU-B.1

To create an environment surrounding the intermodal facility that is
mixed use and transit-oriented and which has good connectivity with
the rest of the city while integrating well with the surrounding
neighborhoods.

Policy LU-B.1.3

The City shall ensure that the Station District includes opportunities
for light industrial, office, commercial, high-density mixed-income
residential, ground floor retail, and community uses.
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Policy LU-B.1.7

The Station District should be pedestrian-friendly with a design that
minimizes the impact of parking on the quality of the streetscape and
the neighborhood.

Goal LU-B.4

To encourage and support the timely redevelopment of the Station
District as an area of high quality commercial, office, research and
development (R&D), light industrial, residential and service
commercial industries and uses, with appropriate associated uses,
such as transportation links, parks, schools, etc.

Policy LU-B.7.3

Landscaping, design, a walkway system and other elements should
be used to integrate new uses with existing uses. Cohesive links
should be established between neighborhoods. In particular, a safe
pedestrian link should be developed between the Guy Emanuele
School and the Decoto neighborhood northwest of Decoto Road.

Although pertinent policies from other General Plan elements, such as the Community Design
Element, are not individually listed above, there are many additional policies that are applicable
to the proposed project. All General Plan polices were reviewed, and no conflicts were
identified for the proposed project.
Zoning Ordinance
The zoning on the site mirrors the General Plan land use designation: Station Mixed Use
Commercial (CSMU) district. Similar to the CSMU land use designation, the CSMU zoning
district is intended to establish a mixed-use town center/central business district of highdensity residential, commercial, office, and research and development uses that will serve as an
important regional center, while providing strong pedestrian connections throughout the
district. The City has the following objectives for the CSMU zoning district:
A. To create an environment surrounding the intermodal facility that is mixed use and
transit-oriented and has good connectivity with the rest of the City;
B. To ensure that the station district includes opportunities for research and
development; office; commercial; high-density, mixed-income residential; ground
floor retail; and community uses;
C. To promote land uses and urban design that maximize transit use and minimize
automobile dependence;
D. To ensure that the intermodal facility is the nucleus of a vibrant, transit-oriented
mixed use district that is a community and regional destination;
E. To provide a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere with development that minimizes
parking impacts on the quality of the streetscape and the neighborhood;
F. To attract local-serving businesses to the area to support and balance residential,
office, and research and development (R and D) uses in the district;
G. To guide all new development in the station district in such a way as to ensure
harmony with existing and potential uses both within the station district and in
adjacent neighborhoods.
Section 18.38.020 of the Union City Municipal Code lists a variety of commercial uses permitted
by right in the CSMU zoning district as part of a mixed-use project, including apparel and
accessory stores, bakeries with retail sales, banks, food stores up to 25,000 square feet in floor
area, health clubs, medical offices, professional offices, restaurants and cafes, retail food outlets
with minimal or no seating, and more. Civic uses, including museums, community centers,
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police and fire stations, post offices, public parking lots and structures, and more are also
permitted uses. Municipal Code Section 18.38.030 lists additional uses that may be permitted in
the CSMU district upon granting of an administrative Use Permit, such as adult and child day
care facilities, educational uses (e.g., business, beauty, computer, dance, etc.), fast-food
restaurants, dry cleaners, and more. City Council approval of a Use Permit is required for other
uses such as bars and nightclubs, commercial recreation facilities, convenience markets, mixeduse developments, motels and hotels, senior housing, live/work, transportation facilities, and
more. The proposed project is considered a mixed-use development with health services on the
ground floor and offices above.
A proposed Zoning Text Amendment has been applied for to update the CSMU zoning district
list of permitted and conditionally permitted uses (i.e., Sections 18.38.020 and 18.38.030 of the
Zoning Ordinance) to clarify that the term “mixed use” means both residential and commercial
mixed-use developments. This is not a substantive change but more of a clarification. The
proposed amendment reflects the vision for the Station District enumerated in several General
Plan policies and Land Use Diagram that anticipated both residential and office mixed-use
developments. Additionally, the applicant requests a Zoning Text Amendment to change the
FAR requirement in the CSMU district similar to the proposed GPA.
Section 18.38.040 of the Zoning Ordinance lists performance standards for the CSMU zoning
district. With exceptions such as parking and loading areas and approved sidewalk cafes, all
businesses and services are required to be conducted in enclosed structures. Enclosures or
screening are required for waste collections facilities, and all developments must comply with
the provisions for management of waste and recyclables set forth in Municipal Code Chapter
7.04. Storage, handling, or use of hazardous materials must comply with the provisions of
Municipal Code Chapter 18.40, Article IV. Each mixed-use development must have a
comprehensive Sign Plan approved by the Economic and Community Development
Department. Additional standards pertain to live/work units; those standards are not relevant
to the proposed project.
Chapter 18.38 of the Zoning Ordinance also includes development standards pertaining to site
area, setbacks, screening, landscaping, parking, and more. A minimum site area of 20,000
square feet is required. Currently, the allowable non-residential density mirrors that of the
CSMU land use designation, requiring a minimum FAR of 1.0 and a maximum FAR of 4.0.
However, the proposed zoning text amendment would allow the FAR to be reduced to a
minimum of 0.5 on previously developed sites that do not meet the minimum 1.0 FAR and
where the previously developed sites are proposed for redevelopment at a higher FAR than the
previous development. With approval of the requested Zoning Text Amendment, the density of
the proposed project (FAR 0.505) would conform to the allowable density on the site and would
be higher than the current FAR of 0.2.
Front setbacks of 15 feet are required in the CSMU district, except along Decoto Road, where a
20-foot setback is required. Interior side and rear yard setbacks are not required except when
adjacent to streets, where setbacks of 15 feet are required. Building heights may range from
three to 14 stories, with a maximum height of 160 feet, excluding mechanical penthouses and
elevator towers that do not exceed 25 percent of the roof area. Buildings above five stories or 65
feet require approval of a Use Permit.
Section 18.38.150 of the Zoning Ordinance establishes a variety of design criteria, and also states
that new development should comply with the design guidelines in the Intermodal Station
District and Transit Facility Plan. The design criteria address building features such as building
materials, entrances, fenestration, signage, and more. The City will ensure the project conforms
to the applicable design criteria during the Site Development Review process. Conformance
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with the criteria does not relate to potential environment effects under the purview of CEQA, so
no further details on the design criteria are discussed in this Initial Study.
For office uses, the CSMU district requires the provision of off-street parking at the rate of one
parking stall per 300 square feet of office and/or research and development space. At this rate,
the proposed project would require 104 parking stalls.
For sites within one-half mile of the Intermodal Station, which applies to the project site, bicycle
parking facilities are required, at a minimum, in an amount equal to 20 percent of the required
automobile parking stalls, and at least 60 percent of the bicycle parking must be enclosed and
secure to accommodate long-term users. The City may increase the amount of required bicycle
parking facilities if it determines that a project will create a greater demand for bicycle parking
than would be provided under the 20-percent requirement. To meet the 20-percent requirement,
the proposed project would require 21 bicycle parking facilities, with 13 of them enclosed; the
other 8 could be outdoor racks. The project plans show the location of the outdoor racks. The
project will be conditioned that the plans submitted for tenant improvements provide the
indoor bicycle parking facilities. Design criteria for bicycle parking facilities are set forth in
Section 18.28.080 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The proposed project complies with the development standards pertaining to site size, site
dimensions, and setbacks. The project does not conform to the requirements for height and offstreet automobile parking. The proposed two-story building would not meet the three-story
minimum height requirement. As noted above, based on the size of the proposed building, a
total of 104 off-street parking stalls would be required. The project proposes a total of 68
parking spaces, including 7 handicap-accessible stalls.
Zoning Ordinance Section 18.38.250 states that the approving body may approve deviations
from certain of the development standards set forth in Chapter 18.38, including those pertaining
to building height and required off-street auto parking, through the Use Permit process,
provided the development offers a high-quality architectural and pedestrian environment and
amenities, which the project does. Accordingly, as noted in the project description, the applicant
is requesting a Use Permit to deviate from the building height and off-street parking
requirements applicable in the CSMU district.
The proposed project would be consistent with Zoning Ordinance Section 18.38.250, which
states that the existing Union Square Office Park at the corner of Decoto Road and Union
Square, which includes the project site, shall be retained for high-density office and commercial
uses.
The project will be subject to the City’s Site Development Review process, codified in Chapter
18.76 of the Zoning Ordinance. In order to grant Site Development Review approval, the City
must make findings, including a finding that the project is consistent with the purpose of Site
Development Review outlined in Section 18.76.010. Section 18.76.010 reads: “Site development
review is intended to promote orderly, attractive and harmonious development and the
stability of land values and investments and the general welfare, by preventing the
establishment of uses or the erection or maintenance of structures having unsightly, undesirable
or obnoxious qualities which are not properly related to their sites, surroundings and traffic
circulation in the vicinity, or which would not meet the specific intent clauses or performance
standard requirement of the zoning title.”
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
The City’s zoning regulations include a Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, codified in
Chapter 18.112. The requirements are based on the State Model Water Efficient Landscape
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Ordinance (23 CCR 490 et. seq.) and apply to new development projects with an aggregate of
500 square feet or more of landscaping, and to rehabilitated landscape projects with an
aggregate of 2,500 square feet or more of landscaping. Exceptions and limitations to the
applicability are set forth in Section 18.112.020, but none are relevant to the proposed project.
The Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance establishes a detailed structure for designing,
installing, and maintaining water-efficient landscaping on new and redeveloped sites. It
requires landscape irrigation in accordance with the water requirements of different
hydrozones, which must have plants with similar water use characteristics. Plants must be
selected that include sufficient low- and moderate-water demand species to keep water use
within a stipulated budget.
To obtain approval, and applicant must submit to the City a landscape documentation package
that includes a water efficient landscape worksheet, soil management report, landscape plan,
irrigation plan, and grading plan. The water efficient landscape worksheet must provide
information on plant factors (i.e., water demand), irrigation method, irrigation efficiency, and
area associated with each hydrozone. The worksheet must include calculations of the
evapotranspiration adjustment factor (ETAF), based on the plant factors and irrigation methods
selected, which must not exceed a factor of 0.55 for residential areas and 0.45 for non-residential
areas. A maximum applied water allowance (MAWA), expressed as annual gallons required,
must be calculated, based on the maximum ETAF allowed. An estimated total water use
(ETWU) must be calculated based on the all of the plants used and the planned irrigation
method, and the ETWU may not exceed the MAWA.
The City will require the project applicant to demonstrate compliance with the Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance prior to issuance of a building permit.
Based on the zoning and planning analysis discussed in this section, the proposed project
would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purposed of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.
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Explanation: There is no habitat conservation plan applicable to the project site.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) 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?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: Although regionally significant mineral deposits are located in the coastal range of
hills extending along the eastern edges of the cities of Hayward, Union City, and Fremont, such
deposits have not been identified on the project site, which is located more than 1 mile west of
the coastal range. The project site and surrounding areas to the south, east, and west are
classified Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) category MRZ-3 by the California Department of
Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology (DMG).41 The MRZ-3 designation is assigned to
areas where there is not sufficient data available to determine whether or not significant mineral
deposits are present. The area north of Railroad Avenue (located one-quarter mile north of the
project site) and extending for a considerable distance to the west is designated MRZ-1. This
designation is assigned to areas where there is adequate information available to indicate that
no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for
their presence.
While the presence of mineral deposits beneath the project site cannot be ruled out, were such
deposits to exist, they would not be practically recoverable, due to the fully developed,
urbanized character of the project vicinity. The proposed project would therefore have no
potential to adversely affect the availability of known mineral resources.
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Explanation: The City of Union City General Plan acknowledges the State’s designation of
mineral resources within the City’s Hillside area, located east of Mission Boulevard (about 0.75mile north of the project), and Hillside Area Plan Policy 13 prohibits the mining of aggregate
resources within the Hillside area. The project site is well outside the hillside area. There is no
potential for the project to encroach into the area designated by the State as containing
regionally significant mineral deposits, and the General Plan does not identify any mineral
41

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Revised Mineral Land Classification Map,
South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Region, Newark Quadrangle (Plate 2 of 29), 1996.

Initial Study
STATION DISTRICT BLOCK 7 MEDICAL/OFFICE BUILDING PROJECT

79

resources in proximity to the project site. The proposed project would therefore have no
potential to adversely affect the availability of mineral resources.

XII. NOISE — Would the project result in:
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Explanation:
Introduction to Noise Descriptors
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure
above and below atmospheric pressure. These fluctuations occur at varying intensities across a
broad range of frequencies that combine to generate a sound. As sound waves travel outward
from a source, they exert a sound pressure level that can be measured on a sound level meter.
Sound levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels (dB), which is a unit of sound
energy intensity, with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing. Decibels are
logarithmic units that conveniently compare the wide range of sound intensities to which the
human ear is sensitive.
A frequency weighting measure, which simulates human perception, is commonly used to
describe noise environments and to assess impacts on noise-sensitive areas. A-weighting of
sound levels best reflects the human ear's reduced sensitivity to low and extremely high
frequencies, and correlates well with human perceptions of the annoying aspects of noise. An
A-weighted decibel (dBA) is a decibel corrected for the variation in frequency response to the
typical human ear at commonly encountered noise levels. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA)
is cited in most noise criteria. Table N–1 identifies decibel levels for common sounds heard in
the environment.
Several time-averaged scales represent noise environments and consequences of human
activities. The most commonly used noise descriptors are equivalent A-weighted sound level
over a given time period (Leq);42 average day-night 24-hour average sound level (Ldn)43 with a
nighttime increase of 10 dBA to account for sensitivity to noise during the nighttime; and
community noise equivalent level (CNEL),44 also a 24-hour average that includes both an
42

The Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) is a single value of a constant sound level for the same measurement period
duration, which has sound energy equal to the time-varying sound energy in the measurement period.

43

Ldn is the day-night average sound level that is equal to the 24-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level with a tendecibel penalty applied to night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m..

44

CNEL is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained by addition of 5 decibels in the
evening from 7:00 to 10:00 p.m., and an addition of a 10-decibel penalty in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m.
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evening and a nighttime weighting. Noise levels are generally considered low when ambient
levels are below 45 dBA, moderate in the 45-60 dBA range, and high above 60 dBA. Outdoor
day/night sound levels (Ldn) vary over 50 dBA, depending on the specific type of land use. The
Ldn noise levels average approximately 35 dBA in wilderness areas, 40 to 50 dBA in small towns
or wooded residential areas, 75 dBA in major metropolis downtown areas, and 85 dBA near
major freeways and airports. Although people often accept the higher levels associated with
very noisy urban residential and residential-commercial zones, they nevertheless are considered
to be adverse levels of noise with respect to public health.

Table N–1
Typical Noise Levels
Noise Level (dBA)

Outdoor Activity

Indoor Activity

90+

Gas lawn mower at 3 feet,
jet flyover at 1,000 feet

Rock Band

80-90

Diesel truck at 50 feet

Loud television at 3 feet

70-80

Gas lawn mower at 100 feet,
noisy urban area

Garbage disposal at 3 feet,
vacuum cleaner at 10 feet

60-70

Commercial area

Normal speech at 3 feet

40-60

Quiet urban daytime traffic
at 300 feet

Large business office,
dishwasher next room

20-40

Quiet rural, suburban nighttime

Concert hall (background), library,
bedroom at night

10-20
0

Broadcast/recording studio
Lowest threshold of human hearing

Lowest threshold of human hearing

Source: (modified from Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement, 2011)

Noise levels that are generally considered acceptable or unacceptable vary depending on the
context of the environment. Lower levels are expected in rural or suburban areas than would be
expected in commercial or industrial zones. Nighttime ambient levels in urban environments
are about 7 decibels lower than the corresponding average daytime levels. The day-to-night
noise level difference in rural areas away from roads and other human activity can be
considerably less. Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can result in the onset of sleep
interference.45 At 70 dBA, sleep interference becomes considerable.
City of Union City Standards
The applicable noise standards governing the project are set forth in the Health and Safety
Element of the 2002 General Plan, specifically Policies HS-C.1.1 through HS-C.1.8. Policy HSC.1.3 requires a detailed noise impact analysis performed by a qualified acoustical engineer for
noise-sensitive uses proposed for an area with elevated noise levels from transportation or
stationary sources. The proposed medical and general office building would not be considered
a noise-sensitive use, as defined in Policy HS-C.1.1. Although “extended medical facilities” are a
noise-sensitive use, the proposed dialysis clinic would not entail extended stays by patients.
45

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Community Noise, 1971.
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Therefore, a detailed noise study based on noise measurements taken on and adjacent to the
project site was not considered warranted for the proposed project. However, sufficient
information was available to provide an adequate basis for the conclusions on the potential
noise impacts presented in this section.
The City has adopted the standards of the California Office of Noise Control, Department of
Health, as its standards. These standards specify a CNEL of 65 dBA as “Normally Acceptable”
for office buildings and commercial land uses. Noise levels between 65 dBA and 75 dBA may be
“Conditionally Acceptable” only after a detailed analysis of the noise-reduction requirements is
made by a qualified acoustical engineer and necessary noise-insulation features have been
incorporated into the project design. Noise levels above 75 dBA are normally unacceptable
unless a detailed noise study identifies appropriate measures to reduce noise exposure to an
acceptable level.
Impact of Existing Noise Levels on Future Project Occupants
Based on observations in the project vicinity, the primary source of existing noise in the project
area is from truck and auto traffic along Decoto Road, which abuts the site’s western boundary.
Intermittent elevations in ambient noise levels occur when BART trains pass by on the elevated
tracks located about 125 feet north of the project site. Buses frequently pass the site along
Station Way, but they travel at low speeds at this location, due to the need to turn onto or from
Decoto Road, and do not produce particularly loud instantaneous noise levels. No stationary
sources of significant noise were observed in the project vicinity.
The September 2001 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Amendment to the City of Union City
Community Redevelopment Plan (RDA EIR) reported a noise level along Decoto Road south of
Mission Boulevard of 66 dBA Ldn, as measured 100 feet from the centerline.46 The distances to
the 70-, 65-, and 60-dBA Ldn contours, as measured from the roadway centerline, were 54 feet,
117 feet, and 251 feet, respectively. The RDA EIR also reported operational noise levels from
passing BART trains, identifying the distance to the following noise contours:
Operational Noise Level (Ldn)
75 dB
70 dB
65 dB
60 dB

Distance from Track to Noise Contour
50 feet
150 feet
475 feet
1,500 feet

The locations of these noise contours indicate that the ambient noise levels on the project site
range from 60 to 70 dBA Ldn due to traffic noise on Decoto Road and 65 to about 72 dBA Ldn due
to BART train passbys, depending on the location on the site (i.e., the distance from the source).
Combined, these noise sources produce a noise environment on the site of 66 to 74 dBA Ldn.
While these noise levels fall into the Conditionally Acceptable range established by the City for
office uses, which would normally require preparation of a noise study, the proposed project
would not represent a new land use on the site, but rather would be a continuing use of the site
with medical and general offices as the project would replace the existing offices in-kind with
new, similar offices. Furthermore, project construction would be required to comply with the
current California Green Building Standards Code, which requires non-residential buildings
located within a 65-dBA CNEL Ldn noise contour to employ wall and roof-ceiling assemblies
46
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City of Union City, Community Redevelopment Agency, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Amendment to the
City of Union City Community Redevelopment Plan, Table 3E-1: Existing Traffic Noise Levels Along Union City
Roadways, September 2001.
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that have specified Sound Transmission Class (STC) values. Chapter 5, Section 5.507.4 of the
regulations requires the wall and roof-ceiling assemblies to have a composite STC rating of at
least 50, determined in accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
E90 and ASTM E413, or a composite Outdoor-Indoor Sound Transmission Class (OITC) of no
less than 40, determined in accordance with ASTM E1332. Exterior windows must have a
minimum STC of 40 or OITC of at least 30.47 These standards have been developed to ensure an
interior noise environment that does not exceed an hourly equivalent noise level of 50 dBA Leq1Hr in occupied areas during any hour of operation.
The project’s compliance with these mandatory measures would ensure that future project
occupants would not be exposed to excessive noise levels in the proposed office building. The
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to noise exposure.
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Explanation: While vibration generated by construction activity can cause annoyance to nearby
receptors, groundborne vibration falls off quickly with distance. Since there are no residential or
other sensitive receptors in close proximity to the project site, there is no potential for project
construction activities to expose people to excessive vibration. Although a medical office
building is located immediately south of the project, at 2 Union Square, occupants of the
building would not experience excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise.
Operation of typical construction equipment such as would be required for the project—
including graders, scrapers, backhoes, compactors, and dump trucks—is not associated with
excessive levels of groundborne vibration or noise. Any vibration generated during project
construction would be minimal, intermittent, and would occur only during the short-term
demolition and grading periods, expected to last a total of less than five weeks. Subsequent
phases of construction, including pouring and floor and roof framing, would not create
significant groundborne vibration. Following completion of construction, there would be no
potential for the project to generate vibration.
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Explanation: Once the short-term construction activities were completed, the only operational
noise that would be generated by the project would be from vehicular traffic traveling to and
from the site. However, with respect to traffic noise sources, a doubling of traffic volumes is
generally required before an increase in ambient noise will be perceived by the average person,
47

California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11, Chapter 5, Section 5.507.4.
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corresponding to a noise level increase of 3 dB. The General Plan EIR reported an average daily
traffic (ADT) volume of 35,000 vehicles on Decoto Road near Alvarado-Niles Road.48 While the
ADT may be less on the stretch of Decoto Road adjacent to the project site, it can be presumed
to be at least 25,000 vehicles, and is likely more. As discussed in Section XVI,
Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project would generate approximately 1,116 daily traffic
trips, or 959 net new traffic trips after subtracting out traffic generated by the former site
occupants. This represents a small portion of the existing traffic on Decoto Road, and would be
nowhere near a doubling of existing traffic. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
effect on existing ambient noise levels.
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Explanation: Construction of the project is expected to create high noise levels for a temporary,
short-term period. The loudest construction noise would be generated by the operation of heavy
equipment used for clearing and grading the site, chipping of trees (if done on site), excavating
utility trenches, and paving of parking areas and onsite circulation aisles, etc. Construction
equipment is expected to include an excavator, backhoe, front loader, bobcat, front shovel, skip
loader, trench compactor, roller, high reach, all-terrain crane, dump trucks, and paver.
Based on noise data from the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise
Model (RCNM), a typical front loader generates a maximum sound level (Lmax) of 79 dBA at a
distance of 50 feet from the equipment, while a compactor has an Lmax of 83 dBA at 50 feet.49
Other operational Lmax noise levels for construction equipment that would be used on the
project include: backhoe–78 dBA; roller–80 dBA; dump truck–76 dBA; excavator–81 dBA;
paver–77 dBA; roller–80 dBA; crane–81 dBA; and vacuum street sweeper–82 dBA. Pneumatic
tools, with an Lmax of 85 dBA, could also be use. The Lmax is the highest instantaneous peak noise
measurement during any measurement period, and is higher than the average DNL or CNEL
noise levels.
Due to its proximity to the project site, these noise levels ranging from 76 to 85 dBA Lmax could
be experienced at the façade of the nearest offsite receptor, the medical office building located
immediately south of the project site, at 2 Union Square. Given the building’s modern
construction, interior noise levels would be expected to be at least 20 dBA lower, would not be
continuous, and would only occur when equipment was operating near the southern boundary
of the project site. Equipment operating in the northern portion of the site, within the proposed
building footprint, would attenuate, resulting in maximum noise levels of approximately 64 to
72 dBA at the exterior façade of the adjacent medical office building.50 These noise levels would

48

City of Union City, Community Redevelopment Agency, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Amendment to the
City of Union City General Plan Update, Table 5-1: Major Roadways in Union City, September 2001.

49

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Construction Noise Handbook, Table 9.1
RCNM: Default Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors, August 2006.

50

For point noise sources, the sound level is reduced by approximately 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance
from the source, assuming level ground, hard surfaces, and no intervening buildings, structures, or vegetation; the
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be 44 to 52 dBA or lower at the interior of the building, and average noise levels would be even
lower. These noise levels are comparable or lower to typical noise environments within offices.
Users of Charles F. Kennedy Park, located just west of the project site, have the potential to be
adversely affected by construction-generated noise at the site. Although park boundaries are
located approximately 100 feet away, the nearest children’s play area is about 400 feet from the
northwest corner of the project site. At this distance, peak noise levels from project construction
would be approximately 58 to 66 dBA. Again, these are maximum instantaneous noise levels,
and average noise levels would be lower. Since average noise levels from traffic on Decoto Road
are higher than these peak noise levels, project construction would not be expected to
significantly disrupt park patrons.
People who may experience annoyance at the elevated construction noise levels would be
temporary visitors to the nearby park or office buildings, and would not be considered sensitive
receptors. Any disturbance would be of short duration, and park users would be free to move
further into the interior of the park and away from the temporary noise source. The noisiest
period of project construction would be due to operation of heavy equipment during the shortterm demolition and grading periods, expected to last a total of less than five weeks.
Subsequent phases of construction, including pouring and floor and roof framing, would not be
excessively noisy, particularly given the existing noise environment, which is dominated by
high traffic volumes on Decoto Road and BART train passbys.
Similar to most jurisdictions in California, Union City does not treat short-term construction
noise as a significant impact if it complies with the limits on construction hours established by
the City’s Noise Ordinance, codified in Chapter 9.40 of the Municipal Code. The ordinance
limits construction activity to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. daily except Saturday, when the
hours are limited to between 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. On Sundays and holidays the hours are
limited to between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. In addition, at least one of the following limitations
must be met: 1) no individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding 83 dBA
at a distance of 25 feet, or 2) the noise level at any point outside the property plane of the project
shall not exceed 86 dBA.
It is possible that construction of the project would exceed the noise limits codified in the City’s
Noise Ordinance. Because site grading activities would occur up to the boundaries of the site
(and slightly offsite within the Station Way right-of-way), the 86-dBA limit could potentially be
exceeded at the property line. While project construction hours are expected to comply with the
allowable hours defined by the Noise Ordinance, it would conflict with the noise limit
provisions of the ordinance. However, for the reasons discussed above, construction noise is not
expected to be excessive or to be a substantial source of disturbance to neighboring land uses.
Therefore, noise generated during project construction would be a less-than-significant impact.

attenuation factor is increased by the presence of any of those features. The discussion above conservatively
assumes an attenuation factor of 6 dBA.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project site is not located in an area addressed by an airport land use plan and
there are no airports within 2 miles of the project site; the closest airport is the Hayward Air
Terminal, located about 5.7 miles northwest of the site. There is therefore no potential for
project workers to be exposed to excessive noise levels from airport operations.

Potentially
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f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

!

Less Than
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!

Less Than
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Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: There are no private airstrips within 5 miles of the project site. There is therefore
no potential for project workers to be exposed to excessive noise levels from private airstrip
operations.

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Induce substantial 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)?

!

Less Than
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!

Less Than
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⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: As of the 2010 U.S. Census, the City of Union City had a population of 69,516
persons, substantially below the 2010 population of 77,300 people projected in the Union City
General Plan EIR.51 The General Plan EIR projected a 2020 population in the City of 79,300
51
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California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, State Census Data Center, Table 1: Total
Population: 2000 and 2010, Incorporated Cities by County in California, accessed May 26, 2017 at:
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Reports/Demographic_Reports/Census_2010/ - DP.
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persons, representing an approximately 14.1-percent increase of 9,784 people in the City’s
population during that ten-year period in comparison with the 2010 Census data, or about a 2.5percent increase in comparison with the 2010 population projected in the General Plan EIR.52
Thus, actual growth has been substantially slower than was projected and planned for in the
General Plan EIR.
Based on information provided by the project applicant, the anticipated first-floor tenant would
be a dialysis clinic that would employ 25 workers at full capacity. The second-floor tenant
would be a technology company. The company, which is currently leasing nearby office space,
expects to have 60 employees on site. Although an unknown percentage of future workers at
the proposed building already work in Union City and would not need to relocate their place of
residence, with a total employee population of 85 workers, some of these people could move
into the area from elsewhere in the Bay Area or from more distant locations. Conservatively
assuming that one-third of the future employees moved into the area and further assuming they
all moved to Union City rather than a nearby city such as Hayward or Fremont, the household
population of Union City could potentially increase by 28 households. With an average
household size of 3.38 persons53 in Union City, this would represent a potential increase in the
City’s population of about 94 people.
A project-induced growth in population of 94 people would represent an increase of
approximately 0.135 percent in the City’s 2010 population, as determined by the U.S. Census,
which would not be a substantial increase in population. The Union City General Plan EIR
projected a 2015 population in the City of 78,200 persons, but the U.S. Census Bureau provides a
more recent estimate of Union City’s 2016 population of 75,322 people.54 Since this recent
estimate is 2,878 fewer people than was anticipated in the General Plan for 2015 and is 3,978
fewer people than was projected for 2020, the potential addition of 94 new residents would
leave the City’s population well below that accounted for in the General Plan EIR. Therefore,
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to population growth.
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
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⌧

Explanation: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing.

52

City of Union City, Community Redevelopment Agency, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Union City
General Plan Update, Table 3-3: Population Projections for Union City, Alameda County, and California, 2000-2020,
September 2001.

53

United States Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Table DP-1: Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics:
2010,
2010
Demographic
Profile
Data,
accessed
May
26,
2017
at:
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF.

54

United States Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to
July
1,
2016,
accessed
May
28,
2017
at:
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF.
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c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

!
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Explanation: All of the businesses that previously occupied the existing office buildings on the
site had vacated the property by February 2017, with most or all of them relocating to other
premises in or near Union City. These relocations would not have resulted in the need for
employees to move from their place of residence. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would not result in the need for construction of replacement housing.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 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 following public services:
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a) Fire protection?

!
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⌧

No
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!

Explanation: Fire protection services in Union City are provided by the Alameda County Fire
Department (ACFD), which also provides emergency medical response. The Fire Department
has 30 fire stations distributed throughout its service area of approximately 506 square miles.
The fire station nearest to the project site is Station No. 33, located at 33942 7th Street, less than
one-half mile north of the site. The response time from this station to the project site would be
well within the target response time of 5 minutes or less for Priority 1 emergency calls
established by General Plan Policy PF-J.1.2.
With a service population of about 394,000, the ACFD received 40,814 calls for service in fiscal
year 2015-2016, 5,199 of which were within Union City. Of these Union City calls, 132 were
structure fires and other fires, and 4,009 were for rescue or emergency medical response.55
Systemwide, the ACFD received approximately one call for service for every 10 persons
residing in its service area in fiscal year 2015-2016, including non-emergency calls, false alarms,
and cancelled calls.
The project site has been developed with medical office and general office uses since 1980; the
proposed project would therefore represent a continuation of an established type of use on the
property. With approximately 13,000 square feet of space in the existing office buildings on the
site (approximately 19,500 square feet when a third building still remained on the site), the
proposed building would result in an incremental increase of about 18,381 square feet of
55
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Alameda County Fire Department, Response and Activity Statistics, 2015-2016 Fiscal Year, accessed May 17, 2017
at: http://www.acgov.org/fire/about/statistics.htm.
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developed office space on the site. With the project representing a replacement in-kind of the
existing land uses on the site, implementation of the proposed project would result in a
negligible incremental increase in calls for firefighting and/or emergency medical response
services. Furthermore, the General Plan allows development of the site with a Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) of up to FAR 4.0, which would allow up to 259,617 square feet of office or retail
development on the site, while the project would construct a fraction (31,381 square feet) of this
allowed development.
No uses are currently anticipated that would create a significant fire hazard or otherwise cause
a substantial increase in demand for fire protection services. Therefore, the proposed project
would not adversely affect ACFD’s ability to provide fire protection services, and would not
require new or expanded fire protection facilities.
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b) Police protection?
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Explanation: Police protection services in Union City are provided by the Union City Police
Department (UCPD), which operates out of a single main station, located at City Hall (34009
Alvarado-Niles Road) from which it serves the entirety of the City of Union City. The UCPD
recently had a staff of 75 sworn police officers and 25 non-sworn personnel for a ratio of about
1.07 sworn officers per 1,000 residents.56 The Department did not respond to requests for
updated information. In 2016, the UCPD handled 2,189 calls for Part I crimes (i.e., homicide,
rape, robbery, assault, burglary, larceny/theft, vehicle theft, and arson).57
No uses are currently anticipated that would cause a substantial increase in demand for police
protection services. Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect UCPD’s ability
to provide police protection services, and would not require new or expanded police protection
facilities.
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Explanation: Public school services in Union City are provided by the New Haven Unified
School District (NHUSD). The current enrollment for the 2016-2017 school year is 11,893
students, and has been declining in recent years.58 Projected enrollments for the 2017-18 and
2018-19 school years are 11,756 and 11,744, respectively.
56

City of Union City, 1550 Pacific Street Industrial Project Initial Study & Mitigated Negative Declaration, March 2014.

57

Union City Police Department, Statistical Summary for Calendar Year 2010, accessed May 22, 2017 at:
http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/police/crime_stats.htm.

58

Madhu Pratap, Administrative Assistant to the Co-Superintendent/Chief Business Officer, New Haven Unified
School District, personal communication, May 22, 2017.
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The District has not performed a recent capacity/utilization study, but has approximately 780
classrooms. Conservatively assuming 22 students per classroom, the NHUSD currently has
capacity for approximately 17,160 students. With current and projected enrollment significantly
below capacity, the proposed project would not be expected to adversely affect schools or
school services. No new housing would be created that would have the potential to increase the
population of school-age children. As discussed in Section XIII, Population and Housing, it was
estimated that the project could potentially increase the population of Union City by 94 persons,
which could result in additional students enrolling in schools within the school district, the
relatively small number of potential new students from new families residing in the area would
not require the construction of new school facilities to accommodate this minimal increase in
enrollment and would not adversely affect the NHUSD.59
The State of California establishes school impact fees to offset the impacts on schools caused by
new development.60 The current school impact fee for new commercial office development in
the NHUSD is $0.56 per square foot. With payment of this required fee, the project would have
a less-than-significant impact on schools.
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Explanation: Union City is well served by parks, with over 30 parks within the City limits, as
well as a number of additional community centers, a teen center, a sports center, and a swim
center. Charles F. Kennedy Park, Union City’s largest community park, is located across from
the project site, on the opposite side of Decoto Road. This park features play structures, a
basketball court, several picnic areas with barbeques, and an amphitheater. A community center
and teen center are also at this location. As discussed in the preceding subsection, the proposed
project is expected to result in a small increase, if any, in the population of Union City. (Please
see Section XIII for additional discussion on population.) Therefore, the potential for the
proposed project to result in an increase in park usage would be negligible. The project would
therefore have no adverse impact on City-provided parks and recreation services.
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Explanation: As discussed in Section XIII(d), above, the proposed project is expected to result in
a small increase, if any, in the population of Union City; it would therefore have a negligible
impact on the demand for park facilities. For the same reason, the project would have a minimal
effect on demand for other public facilities, such as libraries, community centers, civic offices, or
museums, and no construction of new facilities would be required.
59

Ibid.

60

Senate Bill (SB 50), Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, Statutes 1998, Chapter 407.
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XV. RECREATION —
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Impact

a) Would the 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?
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!

No
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⌧

Explanation: As discussed in Section XIII(d), above, the proposed project is expected to result in
a small increase, if any, in the population of Union City; it would therefore have a negligible
impact on the demand for park facilities or other recreational facilities. Any incremental
increase in use of existing recreational facilities generated by the project would not cause a
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities.
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
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Explanation: The proposed project does not entail construction or expansion of recreational
facilities.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation, including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
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Explanation: The traffic impact analysis presented in this section was performed by Hexagon
Transportation Consultants in May 2017.61
As described in the project description, the existing site is currently occupied by two vacant
office buildings that are proposed for demolition. Access to the site is provided by right-turnonly driveways on Union Square and Decoto Road. Each of these driveways also provides
access to two currently occupied office buildings on the adjacent parcels to the south. A third
existing site driveway on Station Way is currently barricaded and inaccessible to vehicles. As
part of the proposed project, Station Way is to remain inaccessible so that passenger vehicles do
not mix with bus traffic on Station Way.
Traffic Scenarios
The intersection analysis was performed for the following scenarios:
Existing Conditions. Existing conditions are represented by existing peak-hour traffic
volumes at the study intersections, obtained from traffic counts conducted in May 2017.
Existing Plus Project Conditions. Existing Plus Project conditions were estimated by
adding to existing traffic volumes the additional traffic generated by the project. Existing
Plus Project conditions were evaluated relative to existing conditions in order to
determine potential project impacts.
Study Intersections
The traffic study evaluated the project at four intersections during the AM and PM peak hours,
using the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual and SYNCHRO software. Within Union City, these
peak hours (commonly referred to as the commute hours), occur on weekdays between 7:00 AM
and 9:00 AM and between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. The peak hour represents the most congested
60-minute peak period during these respective commute periods. A study of freeway segments
61
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Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., Traffic Operations Report for 1320 and 1328 Decoto Road Medical Offices,
June 2, 2017.
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was not required of the development because an Alameda County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) analysis was not required, since the project is estimated to generate fewer than
100 net peak-hour vehicle trips. Operating conditions at the following signalized intersections
and site driveways, shown with their lane geometries on Figure T–1, were evaluated:
• Decoto Road and Union Square/Meyers Drive
• Decoto Road and Station Way
• Decoto Road and Site Driveway (unsignalized)
• Site Driveway and Union Square (unsignalized)
Level-of-Service Criteria
The Level of Service (LOS) criteria from the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) were utilized
for local roadway analysis. LOS primarily describes traffic flow conditions. LOS varies from
LOS A to LOS F, and ranges from LOS A (indicating free-flow traffic conditions with little or no
delay at intersections) to LOS F (representing over-saturated conditions where traffic flows
exceed design capacity, resulting in long queues and delays). The Union City General Plan
identifies mid-range LOS D as the goal for the city’s signalized intersections during peak
commute hours, with the exception of intersections on major regional routes, including the
study intersections on Decoto Road, where the level of service may exceed this threshold.
Existing Conditions
Road Network
Regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 880 and Mission Boulevard, also
designated as State Route 238 (SR 238). Local access to the project site is provided by Central
Avenue via Decoto Road or Union Square. The roadways that would serve the project are
described below:
Interstate 880 (I–880) is a north/south freeway providing regional access from East Bay cities to
San Jose, where it becomes SR 17 and extends into Santa Cruz. I-880 is primarily a six-lane
freeway with a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction, though through Milpitas
and north San Jose, the number of through lanes varies.
Mission Boulevard (SR 238) is a four- to six-lane, north/south roadway in the vicinity of the
site that services the surrounding residential and commercial uses. SR 238 extends from I-238 in
Hayward to I-880 in south Fremont. It is designated a Major Arterial in the Union City General
Plan.
Union Square is two-lane collector street that starts at Alvarado-Niles Road in the south, then
loops northwesterly along the south side of the Union City BART station property before
curving west to connect to Decoto Road. One of the site driveways is located on Union Square
about 125 feet east of Decoto Road.
Alvarado-Niles Road is a four-lane, east-west arterial that extends from Niles Boulevard in
Fremont to Dyer Street in Union City. Alvarado-Niles Road is fronted by residential and
commercial uses and has a full interchange at I-880.
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Study Intersections and Lane Geometries

Figure 3
Existing Lane Geometries
Source: Hexagon

Station Way is a two-lane roadway that directly fronts the Union City BART station. It is
accessed from intersections at Decoto Road, BART Road, and Union Square. Passenger vehicles
are prohibited access inbound to the station from Decoto Road. That is, the following turn
restrictions are in place at the intersection of Decoto Road and Station Way: the northbound
right turn and southbound left turn are permitted for buses only. Passenger vehicles are
allowed to exit the station at the Decoto Road intersection. Buses are allowed full access both
inbound and outbound at the Decoto Road intersection.
Meyers Drive is a two-lane east-west street starting as a continuation of Union Square from
Decoto Road. Several hundred feet west of Decoto Road, Meyers Drive curves ninety degrees
south and continues along the east border of James Logan High School, eventually terminating
at the intersection with Alvarado-Niles Road.
11 Street is a three- to four-lane street between Decoto Road and Green Street. West of Decoto
Road, 11th Street is a two-lane residential street. Aside from servicing the surrounding
residential uses, 11th Street also provides access to the Union City BART station.
th

Existing Intersection Operations
The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections were obtained from peak-hour turning
movement counts conducted in May 2017. Traffic conditions at the study intersections were
evaluated using LOS. The City of Union City utilizes the HCM methodology to evaluate
intersection operations on the basis of average control delay time for all vehicles at the
intersection. This average delay can then be correlated to a level of service. The SYNCHRO
analysis software was used to calculate level of service and estimate vehicle queues for the AM
and PM peak hours.
As shown in Table T–1, the results show that, measured against Union City standards, both of
the signalized study intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service during the
AM and PM peak hours. The intersection turning movement volumes that influence the levels
of service are shown on Figure T–2.
Observed Existing Traffic Conditions
Hexagon also observed traffic conditions in the field in order to identify existing operational
deficiencies and to confirm the accuracy of calculated levels of service. The purpose of this
effort was (1) to identify any existing traffic problems that may not be directly related to
intersection level of service, and (2) to identify any locations where the level of service
calculation does not accurately reflect level of service in the field.
As a result of the field observations, Hexagon identified the following operational problems at
the study intersections:
Decoto Road at Union Square. During the AM peak hour, the southbound left-turn demand on
Decoto Road is such that vehicle queues extend back out of the left-turn pocket virtually every
signal cycle. The queue of southbound through traffic extends beyond the end of the
southbound left-turn pocket by at least 100 feet. Because the signal phasing for the southbound
left-turn lags the southbound through phase, the backup of through vehicles clears and does not
prevent vehicles from entering the left-turn pocket. During the AM peak hour, the queue of
northbound through traffic on Decoto Road extends beyond the end of the northbound left-turn
pocket, thereby preventing vehicles from entering the left-turn pocket. During the PM peakhour, the northbound vehicle queues on Decoto Road generally extend from Union Square to
Alvarado-Niles Road. Most vehicles in this queue wait two signal cycles to clear the intersection
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Table T–1
Existing Intersection Levels Of Service
AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control

PM Peak Hour

Delay2

LOS3

Delay2

LOS3

1. Decoto Road/
Station Way

Signal1

5.9

A

6.3

A

2. Decoto Road/
Site Driveway

SSSC4

12.7

B

15.1

C

3. Decoto Road &
Union Square/Meyers
Drive

Signal

43.6

D

45.7

D

SSSC

10.0

B

11.2

B

4. Site Driveway/

Union Square

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2017
1

Signal = Signalized intersection
Delay in seconds calculated using the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual methodology.
3
LOS = Level of Service
4
SSSC = Side Street Stop Control. SSSC intersection LOS and delay are reported for the side-street (site driveway) approach.
2

at Union Square. Also during the PM peak hour, about half of the westbound left-turning
vehicles on Union Square do not clear the intersection in a single cycle.
Decoto Road at Station Way. During both the AM and PM peak hours, the southbound through
vehicles on Decoto Road queue back from Station Way, across the at-grade tracks, and to 11th
Street. The tracks are located approximately 330 feet from the southbound Station Way limit
line. The traffic signals at both Decoto Road/Station Way and Decoto Road/11th Street run an
advanced railroad preemption system, so that, vehicles are able to clear the tracks when trains
approach.
Union Square at Site Driveway. The south site driveway meets Union Square in a T-intersection.
At this location, Union Square is striped with double yellow lines, thus prohibiting left turns
into or out of the site. Peak-hour observations revealed that vehicles occasionally made illegal
left turns into and out of the site driveway at this location.
Existing Plus Project Conditions
Project conditions are represented by existing traffic conditions with the addition of traffic
generated by the project. Because there are currently no planned improvements to the study
intersections, the project roadway network was assumed to be the same as the existing roadway
network.
Project Traffic Estimates
The magnitude of traffic produced by a new development and the locations where that traffic
would appear are estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution,
and (3) trip assignment. In determining project trip generation, the magnitude of traffic entering
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and exiting the site is estimated for the AM and PM peak hours. As part of the project trip
distribution, an estimate is made of the directions to and from which the project trips would
travel. In the project trip assignment, the project trips are assigned to specific streets and
intersections, as described in more detail below.
Through empirical research, data has been collected that correlate to common land uses their
propensity for producing traffic. Thus, for the most common land uses there are standard trip
generation rates that can be applied to help predict the future traffic increases that would result
from a new development. The trip generation estimates for the proposed project are based on
rates obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) publication Trip Generation,
9th Edition. The number of gross project trips was estimated based on trip generation rates
applicable to medical office uses. The site was given credit for the trips associated with the
vacant existing office buildings to be removed as part of the project. The office trip generation
was estimated based on applicable ITE rates. It was also estimated by the Travel Demand
Forecast (TDF) model developed for the Union City General Plan update that 5 percent of
project traffic would utilize transit. Accordingly, it is estimated that the project would generate
959 net trips per day, with 52 net trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 89 net trips
occurring during the PM peak hour. The project trip generation estimates are presented in Table
T–2.
The trip distribution pattern for the proposed uses was estimated based on forecasts from the
TDF Model developed for the Union City General Plan update. The resulting project trip
distribution and assignment are shown on Figure T–3.

Table T–2
Project Trip Generation Estimates

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012

Project Impacts on Intersection Level of Service
Hexagon added project-generated traffic to the existing intersection traffic volumes in
accordance with the estimated distribution pattern, and calculated intersection levels of service
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under existing-plus-project conditions. The resulting traffic volumes are shown on Figure T–4
and the resulting signalized intersection levels of service analysis are shown in Table T–3. The
results show that the two signalized study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better
under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS D or better with the addition of
project traffic during both peak hours. They show that the two unsignalized site driveway
intersections would operate at LOS C or better with or without the project.
It should be noted that a significant contributing factor to the level of service at the intersection
of Decoto Road and Union Square/Meyers Drive is the high volume of pedestrians. For
illustrative purposes, under PM peak-hour conditions with the project at Decoto Road and
Union Square/Meyers Drive, level of service at the intersection was also calculated based just
on vehicular traffic- all pedestrian traffic was removed from the calculation. The result showed
LOS C, with average delay of 30.2 seconds. This is compared to LOS D, with average delay of
54.0 seconds, when pedestrians are included.

Table T–3
Existing Project Intersection Levels Of Service
AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control

1

Existing

PM Peak Hour

Plus Project

Existing

Plus Project

Delay2

LOS3

Delay2

LOS3

Delay2

LOS3

Delay2

LOS3

1. Decoto Road/
Station Way

Signal1

5.9

A

5.9

A

6.3

A

6.4

A

2. Decoto Road/
Site Driveway

SSSC4

12.7

B

13.1

B

15.1

C

16.3

C

3. Decoto Road &
Union
Square/Meyers
Drive

Signal

43.6

D

45.4

D

45.7

D

54.0

D

SSSC

10.0

B

10.2

B

11.2

B

11.9

B

4. Site Driveway/

Union Square

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2017
1
Signal = Signalized intersection
2
Delay in seconds calculated using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology.
3
LOS = Level of Service
4
SSSC = Side Street Stop Control. SSSC intersection LOS and delay are reported for the side-street (site driveway) approach.

Vehicle Queuing
Due to the queuing problems identified during field observations at study intersections on
Decoto Road, Hexagon conducted a queuing analysis of the outbound movements at the project
driveways and at the left turning movements where the project contributes substantial traffic at
the intersection of Decoto Road and Union Square/Meyers Drive. The results of the analysis are
presented in Table T–4 and summarized below.
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Because of the turn restrictions at the site driveways (right-turn only), most of the project trips
are added to the westbound left-turn and the southbound U-turn at the intersection of Decoto
Road and Union Square/Meyers Drive.62 For the purpose of the queuing and level of service
analyses, the U-turns are treated as left-turns, since U-turns are made from the left-turn pocket.
The westbound left-turn is served by a designated left-turn pocket approximately 100 feet long.
The southbound left-turn is served by a designated left-turn pocket approximately 175 feet
long.
The lengthy existing left-turn vehicle queues observed in the field were confirmed in the
queuing analysis. The analysis showed that during the AM peak hour, the 95th-percentile
maximum vehicle queue for the southbound left-turn at the intersection of Decoto Road and
Union Square is approximately 325 feet, which exceeds the existing available storage capacity of
175 feet for that movement. For this same movement during the same peak hour, the project
would add one vehicle to the maximum queue, thereby extending the maximum queue to 350
feet. The results of the analysis also showed that, during the PM peak hour, the 95th-percentile
maximum vehicle queue for the westbound left-turn at the intersection of Decoto Road and
Union Square is approximately 275 feet, which exceeds the existing available storage capacity of
100 feet for that movement. For this same movement during the same peak hour, the project
would add two vehicles to the maximum queue, thereby extending the maximum queue to 325
feet. The results of the queuing analysis are summarized in Table T–4.
Regarding the excessive left-turn vehicle queue on westbound Union Square, when the left-turn
queue exceeds 100 feet, it blocks all through and right-turn traffic on the approach. This results
in decreased efficiency at the intersection.
Although the proposed project would not cause a deterioration in the level of service at any of
the project study intersections, and the project would therefore have a less-than-significant
impact on traffic, the project would incrementally contribute to the existing queuing problems
on Decoto Road. Accordingly, Hexagon made the following recommendation for roadway
modifications that would reduce excessive queuing at the Decoto Road/Union Square
intersection:
Recommendation 1: Provide additional storage for stacking of cars in the southbound
left-turn pocket on Decoto Road to Union Square. Final design subject to review and
approval by the Union City Public Works Department.

62

Although Decoto Road runs in a northeast/southwest direction and Union Square runs in a northwest/southeast
direction, for purposes of simplicity in this discussion, Decoto Road is assumed to run north/south and Union
Square is assumed to run east/west.
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removal, which may not be desirable. The desirability of this improvement, and any fairshare contribution from the proposed project, will be determined by City staff.
Queuing storage at the project’s driveways on Decoto Road and Union Square would remain
adequate with the addition of project traffic.
Site Access
As shown on Figure 3 (in Project Description), the proposed project would utilize two existing
site driveways: a right-turn-only driveway on Decoto Road and a right-turn-only driveway on
Union Square. The driveway on Decoto Road is located 125 feet north of Union Square, and the
driveway on Union Square is located 125 feet east of Decoto Road. Although the site fronts
Station Way, project employees and visitors will not have access to it because eastbound Station
Way is restricted for buses only. This is consistent with the following General Plan Policy:
TR-B.2.14

The City should separate bus traffic, auto traffic and pedestrian traffic to the
extent feasible at the intermodal facility to ensure safety.

The project site does not front Union square, but it adjoins two sites to the south that have
access to Union Square, and the project would share on-site circulation with those sites via an
access easement.
As described previously, the level of service at the driveways would be LOS C or better with the
project during both peak hours and the 95th-percentile maximum outbound vehicle queues at
the driveways would not exceed the existing available on-site storage capacity at the driveways
(the storage capacity being the distance from the curb at the street back to the first parking
space or cross aisle). Therefore, the maximum vehicle queues on site would not block any
parking spaces or cross traffic in the parking aisles on site. Right turns into the site at both
driveways are uncontrolled, that is, vehicles do not need to stop. The only occasions when
vehicles would have problems accessing the site would be on Union Square when the
westbound vehicle queue is backed up from Decoto Road past the site driveway, preventing
vehicles at the back of the queue from getting to the driveway. However, this is not an issue
related to the project.
The total Existing Plus Project traffic at the site driveways is shown on Figure T–4, which shows
35 AM and 78 PM peak-hour vehicles estimated at the Union Square driveway. As previously
described, there is an existing issue with illegal peak-hour left turns into and out of the site
driveway at this location. The existing issue of vehicles making illegal inbound and outbound
left turns at the Union Square driveway would be exacerbated by the nearly four-fold increase
in PM peak-hour traffic volumes with the project (from 21 to 78). Although this constraint
would not represent a significant impact under CEQA, the issue would be resolved with
implementation of Recommendation 1, above, to extend the existing raised median on
westbound Union Square back past this driveway.
Hexagon reviewed sight distance at the driveways in the field and determined it to be adequate
for right-turn-only traffic.
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Table T–4
Existing Plus Proposed Project
Intersection Levels Of Service

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2017

Initial Study
STATION DISTRICT BLOCK 7 MEDICAL/OFFICE BUILDING PROJECT

105

Site Circulation
The proposed site plan has been configured to place the office building on the northwest corner
of the site, bordering Decoto Road and Station Way, with landscaping extending along both
street frontages and the parking areas located on the interior of the site. A drive aisle running
along the front of the building would provide a drop off and pick up area in front of the
building. Two parking aisles run parallel to Decoto Road and a third parking aisle runs
perpendicular to Station Way. The central drive aisle provides direct access to the adjacent
parcels to the south and to the driveway entrance on Union Square. All three parking aisles are
26 feet wide and provide 90-degree perpendicular parking. The drive aisle in front of the
building is also 26 feet wide.
Project traffic would be able to access the Decoto Road driveway directly from within the site,
without using the circulation system on the adjacent parcels. In order to access the Union
Square driveway, however, project traffic would need to travel through the adjacent parcels by
using the main north-south driveway that extends from the project site.
In evaluating the on-site circulation, Hexagon did not identify any problems or constraints, but
recommended that the City review the final site plan to ensure it would be able to accommodate
garbage trucks and other trucks. The City has completed this analysis and determined that the
on-site circulation can accommodate emergency vehicles and garbage trucks.
Collision Analysis
Hexagon obtained and reviewed collision data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Report
System (SWITRS) for Decoto Road between Union Square/Meyers Drive and Station Way for
the two-year period from January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2016. During that period, there
were a total of seven accidents reported. Hexagon found no discernible pattern to the accidents
and, given the volume of traffic on Decoto Road, determined that the number of accidents is
within accepted ranges. Given the volume and type of traffic generated by the project, as well as
the site access location, it is expected that the project would not materially change the collision
rates in the project vicinity.
Conclusion
Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially increase vehicle delay at the
study intersections, would not cause a degradation in the level of service at the study
intersections, and would not cause any of the intersections to operate at a level of service below
the standard adopted in the Union City General Plan. Therefore, the project would have a lessthan-significant impact on traffic. Potential impacts to other aspects of the City’s circulation
system, including impacts to transit, bicycles, and pedestrians, are addressed below in Section
XVI(f).
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: As discussed in Section XVI(a), above, the project would fewer than 100 net peakhour traffic trips, and thus, a Congestion Management Agency (CMA) analysis was not
required. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the Alameda County Congestion
Management Program.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project would not result in any change in air traffic patterns. It would not
generate any air traffic and has no potential to affect existing air traffic.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: The project would not create new roads, intersections, or driveways. It would
therefore have no potential to create a traffic hazard. However, as discussed in Section XVI(a),
there is an existing traffic safety hazard related to drivers making illegal left-hand turns from
Union Square into the Union Square Professional Center, which project employees and
patients/visitors could contribute to, potentially exacerbating this existing traffic hazard.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that this potentially
significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level:
Mitigation Measure T–1:

Extend the existing raised median on Union Square at the
intersection with Decoto Road to prohibit left-hand into the
existing driveway on Union Square, which provides access to the
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project site. Final design subject to review and approval by the
Union City Public Works Department.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The project would not affect emergency access to the site. In the event of an
emergency at the site, such as a medical emergency involving a worker, emergency response
personnel would access the project site from existing driveways located on Decoto Road and
Union Square, which would not be affected by the project.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety to such facilities?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation:
Pedestrians and Bicycles
Pedestrian access to the site is provided by a series of existing sidewalks on most adjacent
public streets, although there is no sidewalk along the project site frontage on Station Way. In
the vicinity of the project site there are pedestrian crosswalks at the intersections of Decoto
Road at Station Way and Decoto Road at Union Square/Meyers Drive.
According to the City of Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, Decoto Road, AlvaradoNiles Road, and Union Square are all designated a Pedestrian Corridor Improvement Area.
Also included in the Pedestrian Corridor Improvement Area are planned pedestrian passages
across the BART tracks (either over or under) along an alignment that extends from the existing
BART Road. The Union City Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan also plans for a
pedestrian corridor along the same alignment that will extend northward from the central
promenade from 11th Street to Cheeves Way, continuing north past 7th Street.
The City of Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan identifies existing bicycle facilities on
Decoto Road, Union Square, Station Way, 11th Street (east of Decoto Road), and Alvarado-Niles
Road. Bicycle facilities are proposed on Meyers Drive, on 11th Street west of Decoto Road, and
on Mann Drive, which is the extension of Union Square south of Alvarado-Niles Road.
According to the U.S. Census, pedestrian trips comprise approximately 1 percent of the total
commute mode share in the City of Union City. For the proposed project, assuming 1 percent of
total commute trips would be walking trips, this would equate to one pedestrian trip during the
AM peak hour and one pedestrian trip during the PM peak hour. Similarly, the U.S. Census
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data indicate that bicycle trips comprise less than 0.5 percent of the total commute mode share
in the City of Union City. In addition to commute trips, there would be pedestrian and bike
trips to nearby parks, shopping areas, and BART. Overall, Hexagon concluded that the
anticipated volume of pedestrian and bike trips generated by the project would not exceed the
carrying capacity of the existing sidewalks, crosswalks, and bike facilities on streets
surrounding the site.
The proposed site plan (Figure 3) and landscape plan (Figure 9) indicate that either new or
enhanced sidewalks are proposed along both the Decoto Road and Station Way frontages of the
site.
The 2013 Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP) Transportation Impact
Analysis Technical Guidelines state that a project would create a significant impact on
pedestrian and bike circulation if: (1) its vehicle trips would present a barrier to
bikes/pedestrians safely crossing roadways, or (2) it would reduce or sever existing or planned
bike/pedestrian circulation in the area. Based on these criteria, the proposed project would
have a less-than-significant impact on bike and pedestrian circulation in the area.
Public Transit
Transit service to the project vicinity is provided by the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
(AC Transit), Union City Transit, and BART. The project site borders the Union City BART
station property, and the walking distance from the site to the passenger drop-off area in front
of the station is about 150 feet. BART provides regional rail transit service to portions of
Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties. The Fremont-Richmond and
Fremont-Daly City lines that serve Union City provide service every 15 minutes during
weekdays and every 20 minutes during weekday evenings and weekends.
Bus service in the area includes AC Transit bus lines 97, 99, 200, 216, 232, 275, 801, DB, and DB1.
All of these lines provide service to the BART station and have a stop at the intersection of
Decoto Road and Union Square. Union City Transit also provides bus service to the area. Union
City Transit bus lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 provide service to the Union City BART station.
Lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 have a stop at the intersection of Decoto Road and Union Square. Nearly
all of these buses provide service to the Union Landing Transit Center.
According to the TDF Model developed for the City’s General Plan Update, transit trips would
comprise approximately 5 percent of the total commute traffic from the project site. Most of this
use is associated with BART, which has significant available capacity. For the proposed project,
assuming 5 percent of total commute trips would be transit trips, this would equate to 4 transit
trips during the AM peak hour and 6 transit trips during the PM peak hour. In addition to
commute-related transit trips, there will be additional bus trips to parks and shopping areas.
The existing BART and bus service in the project vicinity has available capacity to accommodate
the increase in transit usage from the proposed project. Therefore, Hexagon determined that no
improvements to existing bus service frequencies would be necessary in conjunction with the
proposed project.
According to the 2013 Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP)
Transportation Impact Analysis Technical Guidelines, a project would create an impact on
transit service if it would: (1) cause vehicular congestion that would significantly degrade
transit operations, (2) cause a ridership increase that would exceed existing transit capacity, or
(3) conflict with existing transit service plans or preclude future transit service to the project
area. Based on these criteria, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on
transit operations in the study area.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

⌧

Explanation: The wastewater treatment plant that serves the project site is permitted by the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and effluent from the plant is
regularly monitored to ensure that water quality standards are not violated. (See Section
XVII(b) for additional information about the wastewater treatment plant.) There has been one
minor violation of water quality standards by the treatment plant during the past five years,
and.63, The effluent violation occurred at the plant’s EBDA Common Outfall on January 14, 2015,
when a carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD) weekly average value of 60
milligrams per liter (mg/L) was reported, exceeding the regulatory limit of 45 mg/L. Absent
subsequent violations, it is presumed this problem was corrected at the treatment facility. There
are no pending RWQCB enforcement actions pending against the Union Sanitary District
(USD), the operator of the treatment plant.64 With a net increase in total office space on the site,
implementation of the proposed project would incrementally increase the amount of
wastewater generated at the site, but it would not cause the USD’s wastewater treatment plant
to exceed the RWQCB’s wastewater treatment requirements.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: As discussed in more detail in Section XVII(d), below, water is supplied to the site
by the Alameda County Water District (ACWD), which provides water to the cities of Fremont,
Newark, and Union City. Water supplied to much of Union City is treated at ACWD’s Water
Treatment Plant No. 2, located on Mission Boulevard near Interstate 680. Although its design
treatment capacity is 28 million gallons per day (mgd), it has a sustainable production of 26
MGD. However, treatment of water supplied to the project site would occur at the ACWD
Blending Facility, which blends water from the District’s production well water from the
63

State Water Resources Control Board, California Integrated Water Quality System Project (CIWQS), Wastewater
Violation Report, 2012-2017, accessed May 18, 2017 at: http://ciwqs.waterboards.ca.gov/ciwqs/readOnly/
CiwqsReportServlet?vioReportType=Violation&reportID=4105883&inCommand=drilldown&reportName=Public
VioFacilityReport&group=Alameda.

64

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Pending Enforcement Liabilities & Penalties, accessed
May 18, 2017 at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/public_notices/enforcement_db.shtml - ACL.
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Mowry and Peralta/Tyson Wellfields with water from San Francisco Regional Water Supplies
in order to reduce the hardness of the well water. The Blending Facility utilizes three parallel inline static mixers, each with a design capacity of 20 mgd. Although total production of 60 mgd
can be achieved, the normal sustainable output of the Blending Facility is 45 mgd. The facility
has adequate capacity to serve the proposed project.65
The ACWD conducts regular long-term supply planning to ensure adequate water supplies for
its customers. Projected demand takes into account existing and projected future land use
conditions as identified in the Union City General Plan. The site has been developed with office
uses since 1980, so water demand from the site has been factored into ACWD’s water demand
projections for many years as well. Implementation of the proposed project would result in an
incremental increase in water demand at the site compared to previous demand, due to the net
increase in square footage of office space. However, the development intensity on the site
would remain substantially below the allowed density on the site, which is the basis for
ACWD’s water demand projections. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially
increase water demand and would not require the construction or expansion of water treatment
facilities.
Similarly, wastewater demand has been associated with the site for several decades, and has
been factored into planning for adequate wastewater treatment capacity. Wastewater generated
in Union City is treated at the Alvarado Wastewater Treatment Plant (AWTP), operated by the
Union Sanitary District (USD). The treatment plant is located near the western edge of Union
City, just west of Union City Boulevard and south of Horner Street. The wastewater treatment
plant provides primary and secondary (activated sludge) treatment. The current capacity is 33
mgd and average daily flows in 2015 were approximately 21.85 mgd.66 There is substantial
excess capacity at the treatment plant, and no potential for the incremental increase in
wastewater treatment demand that would be generated by the project to exceed existing
treatment capacity or require the construction of new or expanded treatment facilities.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: The proposed project could cause a minor increase in stormwater discharge from
the site, due to a net increase in impervious surfaces on the site. The site currently has 47,900
square feet of developed impervious surfaces and the completed project would have 51,000
square feet of impervious surfaces, resulting in a net increase of 3,100 square feet. Although the
project may require hydromodification management (HM) controls to restrict stormwater
discharge rate and volume from the site to pre-project levels, the project would provide a
vegetated biotreatment swale of 2,110 square feet that would accommodate storage of ponding
water. The treatment swale would also allow percolation of stormwater runoff through
65

Juni Rotter, Development Services Supervisor, Alameda County Water District, personal communication, May 22,
2017.

66

Union Sanitary District, Our Mission, Facts, and History, accessed May 18, 2017 at: https://www.unionsanitary.
com/about-us/about-us/mission-facts-history.

Initial Study
STATION DISTRICT BLOCK 7 MEDICAL/OFFICE BUILDING PROJECT

111

pervious soil and crushed aggregate. Following natural biotreatment of captured stormwater,
some water would percolate to groundwater and excess treated water would be discharged into
the City’s stormwater drainage network. There would therefore be some detention of
stormwater even without HM controls. The minor increase in volume of stormwater discharge
from the site would not require construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities.
Consequently, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater drainage
facilities.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Implementation of the proposed project would temporarily consume water for
suppression of dust during site grading activities. In addition, as discussed in Section XVII(b),
following project construction, the project would result in an incremental increase in water
consumption at the site for purposes of irrigating the new and replacement landscaping, but the
project would be required to comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, and
this increased demand would not be significant.
Water Supply and Demand
Water would be provided to the site by the Alameda County Water District (ACWD), which
derives its domestic water supply from three major sources: State Water Project (SWP) water
from the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta (29 percent), Hetch Hetchy Reservoir in the Sierras (17
percent), and local supplies (54 percent).67 Source water for the SWP consists of rainfall and
snowmelt runoff from northern and central California. The SWP water is delivered to the
service area from Lake Oroville via the Feather River, Sacramento River, and South Bay
Aqueduct. Hetch Hetchy water is conveyed from Hetch Hetchy Dam, operated by the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), via the Hetch–Hetchy Aqueduct. The ACWD
also receives SFPUC surface water originating in Alameda and San Mateo counties.
The ACWD’s local supplies include fresh groundwater from the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin
underlying the District’s service area (recharged by runoff from the Alameda Creek watershed),
brackish groundwater desalinated at the Newark Desalination Facility and blended with Hetch
Hetchy water, and surface water from Del Valle Reservoir, near the City of Livermore.
The ACWD is required by State law to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) to
identify existing and projected water supply sources, develop demand projections for its
approximately 100-square-mile service area, and identify strategies for ensuring that long-term
water supplies are sufficient to meet demand under all future demand conditions, including
during single- and multiple-year droughts. The UWMP must be updated every five years. The
normal UWMP submittal cycle requires that the plans be prepared and submitted in December
of years ending in five and zero.
The District’s water supply planning is coordinated with other agencies throughout the San
Francisco Bay Area. For example, it has participated with a large group of stakeholders
67

Alameda County Water District, Urban Water Management Plan 2015–2020, June 9, 2016.
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including resource agencies, local governments, and environmental groups in developing a Bay
Area Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (Bay Area IRWMP), last updated in 2013. The
ACWD also participates in regional Alameda Creek watershed planning efforts.
At the time of preparation of the latest UWMP, California was in the fifth year of a prolonged
drought. The State had previously passed the Water Conservation Bill of 2009 (SBX7-7), which
requires a Statewide 20-percent reduction in urban per capita water use by 2020. It requires that
retail urban water suppliers determine baseline water use and set reduction targets according to
specified requirements, and requires agricultural water suppliers to prepare plans and
implement efficient water management practices. In further response to the drought, in July
2014 the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) replaced the Statewide reduction target
with agency-specific goals based on each agency’s average previous residential consumption.
The reduction target assigned to ACWD is 16 percent from its baseline use established during
select months of 2013.
As the drought persisted, the Governor issued Executive Order B-29-15 on April 1, 2015 that
mandated a Statewide reduction in water use of 25 percent from 2013 levels. ACWD has been
able to exceed each of the mandated reductions, lowering district-wide consumption in fiscal
year (FY) 2014-2015 to 73 percent of the demand in FY2012-2013.
The currently adopted UWMP reported that the total long-term average annual available water
supply was estimated to be 73,500 acre-feet68 per year (AFY) of combined imported and local
water supplies.69 Factoring in implementation of multi-faceted strategies identified in an
Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), water demand in ACWD service area was projected to be
77,200 AFY in 2020, when available supply was projected to be 62,900 AFY, leaving excess
capacity of 14,300 AFY. By 2040 excess capacity is still projected, though it would be reduced to
6,200 AFY, with demand of 69,800 AFY being met by a supply of 76,000 AFY.70
The District’s projections for a sustained drought comparable to the most severe five-year
drought on record (1987-1991), based on records dating to 1922, indicate that ACWD will have
sufficient supplies to withstand a similar long-term drought through 2020, when supply would
balance demand. However, during the multi-year design drought, by 2022 demand could
exceed supply by 2,900 AFY.
Although District policy is to sustain a shortage of no more than 10 percent during dry and
critically dry conditions, it recognizes that severe conditions, such as an earthquake, could
result in interruptions to either imported or local water supplies that could result in
significantly greater shortages. In such a case, the District would declare a water shortage
emergency and enact its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) at the appropriate level to
address the shortfall. The WSCP is designed to replace the water supply shortage up to a 50percent shortage. Strategies in the WSCP include drawing on its Semitropic Groundwater
Banking System, which currently has over 107,000 AF in storage, and imposing mandatory
demand reduction measures, among other strategies. The District would also look to secure
additional supplies through purchase of water from a California Department of Water
Resources drought bank or similar water purchase/transfer program.

68

An acre–foot is the amount of water necessary to cover 1 acre of land to a depth of 1 foot, and is equivalent to
325,851.43 gallons, or 43,560 cubic feet.
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Alameda County Water District, op. cit.
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Ibid, Table 9-2.
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Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance
The proposed project would provide 15,326 square feet of new and replacement landscaping,
and this would require water for irrigation. The project would be required to comply with the
City’s water-efficient landscape requirements promulgated in Chapter 18.112 of the Union City
Municipal Code, which are based on the State Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. The
ordinance requires landscaping for projects generally requiring Site Development Review (and
all discretionary projects with 2,500 square feet or more of landscaping) to design the landscape
with water-efficient hydro-zones containing plants with similar water needs. Turf areas may not
exceed 25 percent of the landscaping, and at least 75 percent of the non-turf plants must be
drought-resistant, requiring occasional, little, or no summer water application. Disease- and
pest-resistant native plants must be selected based on their adaptability to the climatic, geologic,
and topographical conditions of the site. Where irrigation is required, an efficient system
tailored to each hydro-zone must be employed that meets specific efficiency requirements based
on flow rate, application rate, and design operating pressure for each zone. The system must be
designed by a licensed landscape architect, certified irrigation designer, licensed landscape
contractor, or “any other person authorized to design an irrigation system.” Irrigation for the
proposed landscaping may not exceed a Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) that
will be calculated for the project. The project will be required to install automatic irrigation
controllers using current reference evapotranspiration data or soil moisture sensors, such that
total applied water does not exceed the MAWA. An irrigation audit must be submitted to the
City demonstrating compliance and proper functioning of the irrigation system.
Project Water Demand
The future water demand of the proposed office building was estimated based on a
consumption rate of 55.6 gallons per thousand square foot of building area. This average daily
rate was determined in a 2012 nationwide survey of commercial buildings by the U.S. Energy
Information Administration in cooperation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.71
The surveyed buildings included general office buildings as well as outpatient health care
facilities. Applying this rate to the proposed building, the project would have an estimated
average water demand of about 1,745 gallons per day (gpd), and an annual demand of 636,925
gallons.72
In addition, the proposed landscaping plan indicates that a total of 15,326 square feet of
landscaped areas would require irrigation. The landscaping would be irrigated in different
hydro-zones determined by plant water requirements. Irrigation would occur via a combination
of high-efficiency rotor and stream spray-head sprinklers and subsurface drip lines, depending
on the hydro-zone. The irrigation would be controlled and timed by an automatic controller,
based on evapotranspiration data, including climatic conditions at the site and the soil and
plant characteristics applicable to each zone. In compliance with Municipal Code Chapter
18.112, a landscape architect retained by the project applicant will be required to prepare a
Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet for the proposed landscaping, which has been divided
into six different hydro-zones. The worksheet must factor in the evapotranspiration rate
applicable to the climatic conditions at the site and the soil and plant characteristics applicable
to each zone. At the time of this environmental review, a Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet
had not yet been prepared for the project; it will be prepared as part of the construction
documents following project approval.

71

U.S. Energy Information Administration, Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS): Water
Consumption in Large Buildings Summary, accessed May 18, 2017 at: https://www.eia.gov/consumption/
commercial/reports/2012/water/index.php - _ftn1.
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This is a very conservative annual demand estimate because it assumes the daily rate would apply 365 days a year.
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In order to estimate the project’s future water demand for landscape irrigation, the basic
parameters of the proposed landscaping were plugged into the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) interactive water demand tool, which factors in local precipitation and
evapotranspiration rates.73 The results indicate that landscape irrigation would require a total of
17,798 gallons per month, or about 593 gallons per day. According to the stormwater
management plan for the project, the site currently has 12,800 square feet of landscaping. If it is
assumed that the water demand characteristics of the existing and proposed landscaping are
similar, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in landscape water
demand in comparison with existing conditions. Applying the monthly water demand per
square foot of landscaping determined by the WaterSense tool, the existing landscaping is
estimated to consume an average of 14,865 gallons of water per month, or about 496 gallons per
day. Thus, the proposed landscaping would increase water demand by just roughly 97 gallons
per day.
The project’s combined domestic and landscape water use is estimated to be 2,338 gpd. The
estimated average water consumption of 2,338 gpd represents a minute fraction of ACWD’s
average daily water production of 34.3 million gallons per day.74 Furthermore, the net increase
in water use at the site for landscaping would be lower because it would be offset by existing
landscape irrigation use. In any event, ACWD takes into account existing and projected future
land use conditions as identified in the Union City General Plan when making water demand
projections for purposes of planning future water supply. Therefore, water demand from the
site has been factored into ACWD’s water demand projections. As noted above, the proposed
density of the project is well under that allowed by the General Plan, so water demand assumed
for the site by ACWD is considerably higher than the actual demand that would be generated
by the proposed project.
The temporary consumption of water for dust suppression, soil conditioning, washing of
equipment, etc. during project construction would be short-term and would be a minute
fraction of the daily water consumption in the area. This short-term water demand, which
would likely be less than the project’s long-term operational demand, would not adversely
affect the water supply or require new entitlements.
Based on ACWD’s adopted Urban Water Management Plan, there would be sufficient water
supplies to continue serving the needs of the proposed project. The project would therefore
have a less-than-significant impact on water supplies.

73

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, WaterSense Water Budget Tool, accessed May 31, 2017 at:
https://www.epa.gov/watersense/water-budget-tool.

74

Alameda County Water District, ACWD Fact Sheet, accessed May 31, 2017 at: http://www.acwd.org/index.
aspx?nid=93.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: See Section XVII(b), above.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

⌧

No
Impact

!

Explanation: Commercial waste hauling in Union City is performed by Republic Services,
which provides collection of front-load bins from one to six times a week. Republic Services also
provides collection of recyclable waste and medical waste, which would be generated by the
anticipated dialysis clinic. Republic Services hauls the commercial waste it collects in Union
City to the Fremont Transfer and Recycling Station, located on Boyce Road between Stevenson
Road and Auto Mall Parkway in Fremont. There the waste is sorted to remove hazardous
waste, reloaded into large-capacity transfer trucks, and transported to the Altamont Landfill,
located adjacent to Interstate 580, east of the City of Livermore. Altamont Landfill is permitted
for a total refuse capacity of 124,400,000 cubic yards (approximately 14,880,000 tons), with a
daily permitted throughput of 11,150 tons/day.75 As of December 31, 2014, the landfill had
65,400,000 cubic yards of remaining capacity.
Solid waste would be generated at the site during project construction; this would include
substantial demolition debris from the removal of the existing buildings, pavements, and
landscaping on the site. The project would be required to comply with the City’s Construction
and Demolition Debris (C&DD) Ordinance—which requires the recycling of at least 50 percent
of construction and demolition debris generated by a project and 100 percent of all cement,
concrete, asphalt concrete, non-contaminated soils, land-clearing debris, and plant debris.
Once project construction is complete and the proposed office building is occupied, the future
tenants of the building would generate solid waste on an ongoing basis during the course of
their daily operations. The businesses would be required to recycle materials that are recyclable.
Alameda County Waste Management Authority Ordinance 2012-01 requires businesses
generating four or more cubic yards of solid waste per week and all multi-family property
owners (five units or more) to obtain a level of recycling service adequate for the amount of
75

CalRecycle (formerly California Integrated Waste Management Board), Solid Waste Information System
Facility/Site Database, accessed May 20, 2017 at: http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/01-AA0009/Detail/.
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recyclables they generate. This local ordinance builds upon a California law, AB 341, which
requires the commercial and multi-family accounts to either subscribe to recycling services, self
haul, or arrange for periodic pick-up of recyclables. A property owner of a commercial business
or multi-family residential dwelling may require tenants to separate their recyclable materials to
aid in compliance with the law.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in an incremental increase in the amount
of solid waste and recyclables that would be generated by the project. The project would be
required to comply with the State and local laws mandating recycling of recyclable materials.
There would still be residual waste requiring landfill disposal, but the incremental increase in
solid waste sent to landfill would have an imperceptible effect on landfill capacity. As of
December 31, 2014, the landfill had 65.4 million cubic yards of remaining capacity, about half of
its permitted capacity of 124.4 million cubic yards.76 There would therefore be adequate landfill
capacity to accommodate solid waste generated by the proposed project, and the project would
have a less-than-significant impact on solid waste disposal capacity.

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

!

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: There is no potential for the project 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, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
so long as Mitigation Measure BR–1 is implemented. There is a remote possibility for
encountering buried historic/prehistoric cultural resources on the site, but mitigation measures
have been identified in Section V to minimize potential impacts in the event such resources are
encountered during project construction.

76

Ibid.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

!

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

⌧

!

Explanation: No significant cumulative impacts were identified for the proposed project.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

!

⌧

Less Than
Significant
Impact

!

No
Impact

!

Explanation: During implementation of the project, air emissions from contaminated soil and
operation of construction equipment could potentially have adverse effects on project workers.
In addition, operational noise from heavy equipment could adversely affect neighboring
residents. Implementation of mitigation measures identified in sections III, Air Quality, and XII,
Noise, would reduce these potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. As
previously noted, although the Water Board lacks the specific authority to enforce the most of
the mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study, the project applicant has agreed to
implement all of the mitigation measures identified herein, and they will be incorporated into
an SCR Order as enforceable requirements.

REPORT PREPARATION
This Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared under the direction of
Douglas Herring & Associates (DHA), with support from the Union City Economic &
Community Development Department.
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MITIGATION MEASURES
Air Quality
Mitigation Measure AQ–1:

The property owner/applicant shall require the construction
contractor to reduce the severity of project construction period
dust and equipment exhaust impacts by complying with the
following control measures:
• All exposed building pad surfaces shall be watered two
times per day. Other unpaved areas—such as parking areas,
staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access
roads—shall either be watered three times per day, be
paved, or have non-toxic soil stabilizers applied, per City
requirements.
• All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material off-site shall be covered.
• All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads
shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers
at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.
• All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
mph.
• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall
be completed as soon as possible.
• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting
equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum
idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall
be provided for construction workers at all access points.
• All construction equipment shall be maintained and
properly tuned in accordance with the manufacturer’s
specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
visible emissions evaluator.
• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and
person to contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number
shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

Biological Resources
Mitigation Measure BR–1:

If any site grading or project construction will occur during the
general bird nesting season (February 1st through August 31st), a
bird nesting survey shall be conducted by a qualified raptor
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biologist prior to any grading or construction activity. If
conducted during the early part of the breeding season (January
to April), the survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days
prior to initiation of grading/construction activities; if conducted
during the late part of the breeding season (May to August), the
survey shall be performed no more than 30 days prior to
initiation of these activities. If active nests are identified, a 250foot fenced buffer (or an appropriate buffer zone determined in
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife)
shall be established around the nest tree and the site shall be
protected until September 1st or until the young have fledged. A
biological monitor shall be present during earth-moving activity
near the buffer zone to make sure that grading does not enter the
buffer area.
Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measure CR–1:

City Staff shall advise the Project Construction Superintendent,
Project Inspector, and Building Inspector at a pre-construction
conference of the potential for encountering cultural resources
during construction and the applicant’s responsibilities per
CEQA should resources be encountered. This advisory shall also
be printed on the Plans and Specification Drawings for this
project.

Mitigation Measure CR–2:

If any cultural artifacts are encountered during site grading or
other construction activities, all ground disturbance within 100
feet of the find shall be halted until the City of Union City is
notified, and a qualified archaeologist can identify and evaluate
the resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation
measures to document and prevent any significant adverse
effects on the resource(s). The results of any additional
archaeological effort required through the implementation of
Mitigation Measures CR–2 or CR–3 shall be presented in a
professional-quality report, to be submitted to the project
sponsor, the Union City Community Economic and Development
Department, and the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma
State University in Rohnert Park. The project sponsor shall fund
and implement the mitigation in accordance with Section
15064.5(c)-(f) of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2.

Mitigation Measure CR–3:

In the event that any human remains are encountered during site
disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately
and a qualified archaeologist shall notify the Office of the
Alameda County Coroner and advise that office as to whether
the remains are likely to be prehistoric or historic period in date.
If determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner’s Office will notify
the Native American Heritage Commission of the find, which, in
turn, will then appoint a “Most Likely Descendant” (MLD). The
MLD in consultation with the archaeological consultant and the
project sponsor, will advise and help formulate an appropriate
plan for treatment of the remains, which might include
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recordation, removal, and scientific study of the remains and any
associated artifacts. After completion of analysis and preparation
of the report of findings, the remains and associated grave goods
shall be returned to the MLD for reburial.
Mitigation Measure CR–4:

If any paleontological resources are encountered during site
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance
shall be halted until the services of a qualified paleontologist can
be retained to identify and evaluate the scientific value of the
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to
document and prevent any significant adverse effects on the
resource(s). Significant paleontological resources shall be
salvaged and deposited in an accredited and permanent scientific
institution, such as the University of California Museum of
Paleontology (UCMP).

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Mitigation Measure HM–1:

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the existing buildings
on the site, a comprehensive survey for asbestos-containing
building materials (ACBM) shall be conducted by a qualified
asbestos abatement contractor. Sampling for ACBM shall be
performed in accordance with the sampling protocol of the
Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA). If ACBM is
identified, all friable asbestos shall be removed prior to building
demolition by a State-certified Asbestos Abatement Contractor,
in accordance with all applicable State and local regulations,
including Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) Regulation 11, Rule 2 pertaining to demolition,
removal, and disposal of ACBM. BAAQMD shall be notified at
least ten business days in advance of building demolition, in
compliance with Regulation 11, Rule 2. To document compliance
with the applicable regulations, the project sponsor shall provide
the City of Union City Building Division with a copy of the notice
required by BAAQMD for asbestos abatement work, prior to and
as a condition of issuance of the demolition permit.

Mitigation Measure HM–2:

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the existing buildings
on the site, a survey for lead-based paint (LBP) shall be
conducted by a qualified lead assessor. If LBP is identified, lead
abatement shall be performed in compliance with all federal,
State, and local regulations applicable to work with LBP and
disposal of lead-containing waste. A State-certified Lead-Related
Construction Inspector/Assessor shall provide a lead clearance
report after the lead abatement work in the buildings is
completed. The project sponsor shall provide a copy of the lead
clearance report to the City of Union City Building Division prior
to issuance of a demolition permit.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Mitigation Measure WQ–1:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit the project sponsor shall
obtain National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) construction coverage as required by Construction
General Permit (CGP) No. CAS000002, as modified by State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009DWQ. Pursuant to the Order, the project applicant shall
electronically file the Permit Registration Documents (PRDs),
which include a Notice of Intent (NOI), a risk assessment, site
map, signed certification, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), and other site-specific PRDs that may be required. At a
minimum the SWPPP shall incorporate the standards provided
in the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Manual of Standards
for Erosion and Sedimentation Control Measures (2005), the
California Stormwater Quality Association’s California Stormwater
Best Management Practices Handbook (2009), the prescriptive
standards included in the CGP, or as required by the Clean
Water Program Alameda County, whichever are applicable and
more stringent. Implementation of the plan will help stabilize
graded areas and reduce erosion and sedimentation. The SWPPP
shall identify Best Management Practices (BMPs) that shall be
adhered to during construction activities. Erosion-minimizing
efforts such as hay bales, water bars, covers, sediment fences,
sensitive area access restrictions (for example, flagging), vehicle
mats in wet areas, and retention/settlement ponds shall be
installed before extensive clearing and grading begins. Mulching,
seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures shall be used to
protect exposed areas during and after construction activities.
The SWPPP shall also be reviewed and approved by the Union
City Public Works Department.

Mitigation Measure WQ–2:

All cut-and-fill slopes shall be stabilized as soon as possible after
completion of grading. No site grading shall occur between
October 15th and April 15th unless approved erosion control
measures are in place.

Mitigation Measure WQ–3:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall
prepare a C.3 Stormwater Control Plan in accordance with
current construction and post-construction requirements
specified by State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) Order
No. 2009-0009-DWQ and the post-construction requirements
specified by National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Order No. R2-2015-0049 and the Alameda Countywide
Clean Water Program (ACCWP). The C.3 Stormwater Control
Plan shall be developed in accordance with the provisions of
ACCWP’s C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance manual (Version 5.1,
May 2, 2016). Additionally, as required by the C.3 Provisions,
building permit applications must be accompanied by a
Stormwater Control Plan, for review and approval by the City
Engineer, which specifies the treatment measures and
appropriate source control and site design features that will be
incorporated into project design and construction to reduce the
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pollutant load in stormwater discharges and manage runoff
flows.
The C.3 Stormwater Control Plan shall be submitted for review
and approval by the Union City Clean Water Program (UCCWP).
The plan and a Stormwater Requirements Checklist shall be
prepared by a qualified civil engineer or landscape architect. The
applicant shall demonstrate to UCCWP via drawings and
engineering calculations that the proposed project includes site
design features sufficient to capture and treat on site all
stormwater runoff from the project site, in compliance with
Provision C.3 of the ACCWP. Landscape features shall be used in
lieu of structural features to the degree feasible. As part of
compliance with the ACCWP, the applicant shall execute and
implement a maintenance agreement with the City of Union City
to provide for the maintenance of all onsite stormwater treatment
features and devices in perpetuity, including specification of how
the maintenance will be financed. Prior to issuance of the
building permit, the applicant shall provide proof of recording
this agreement from the Alameda County Clerk Recorder’s
Office. The applicant shall submit to the Union City Public Works
Department annual certificates of compliance with the operations
and maintenance requirements stipulated in the maintenance
agreement.
Transportation/Traffic
Mitigation Measure T–1:

Extend the existing raised median on Union Square at the
intersection with Decoto Road to prohibit left-hand into the
existing driveway on Union Square, which provides access to the
project site. Final design subject to review and approval by the
Union City Public Works Department.
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