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Chapter 1

Introduction

The City of Union City (City) is located in Alameda County on the east side of the San
Francisco Bay. Encompassing 18 square miles (nearly 11,500 acres), Union City lies between
the City of Hayward on the north and west side, the City of Fremont on the south and east
side, and the salt marsh on the west. The western half of the city lies on a flat coastal plain
and is intensely developed, while the remainder is composed of hillside areas devoted mainly
to agricultural activities (i.e., grazing) and permanent open space.
In 2000, Union City had a population of 67,240, making it the 9th largest incorporated city in
Alameda County. Single-family residential development is the predominant land use in Union
City. The community also has a sizable industrial base located primarily in 3 industrial parks.
Commercial activities are limited primarily to those uses that serve the immediate needs of
residential neighborhoods. The area known as Union Landing, offers regional shopping
opportunities, which have not been available in Union City until now.
Incorporated in 1959, Union City encompasses approximately 11,520 acres or 18 square
miles. Given the physical constraints in and around Union City (i.e., the saltwater marsh, City
of Fremont, City of Hayward, and the eastern topography), significant expansion of the current
city limits is unlikely.
Growth in the last 10 years has been continuous in Union City. Between 1997 and 1999,
1,426 new homes were approved and built. Union Landing has been redeveloped in recent
years to be a subregional entertainment and retail center along 1-880. New development has
continued to fill in the industrial parks, and several local businesses have expanded
significantly. A major planning effort is redefining the BART station area as a transit village
with office, research and development (R & D), and residential uses.
Since the City of Union City General Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) were
published, the City has received a number of comments from public agencies, organizations,
and persons concerning these documents and the recommendations and fmdings they contain.
The public's input was gathered from a series of community workshops and public hearings,
as well as from 3 documents that supplemented the General Plan: the Economic Development
Strategy; Youth, Family, Seniors, and Health Strategy; and Concept Framework.
The purpose of this document is twofold. First, is provides a copy of the comments made on
the General Plan and EIR and provides written responses to these comments. Second, it is
designed to function as the Final DR for the General Plan, and as such, has been designed to
meet the content requirements of a final program ER as specified in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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The information in this document will be presented to the City of Union City Planning
Commission and City Council to be used in their review and consideration/approval of the
General Plan and DR.

CEQA Compliance
The Final EIR for the City of Union City General Plan has been prepared in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines. Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that a final program
EIR consist of the following:
•

the draft program EIR or a revision of the draft;

•

comments and recommendations received on the draft program EIR, either verbatim or in
summary;

•

a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft program
EIR;

•

the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the review
and consultation process; and

•

any other information added by the lead agency.

Format and Organization of the Final EIR
This Final ER comprises 4 chapters that meet the requirements of the State CEQA
Guidelines, as outlined above. The 4 chapters that make up this Final DR are as follows.
•

Chapter 1, "Introduction," outlines the contents and organization of the Final EIR.

•

Chapter 2, "Public Review," describes the public review process conducted for the Draft
EIR and provides a list of public agencies, organizations, and persons that commented on
the Draft ER.

•

Chapter 3, "Comments and Responses," contains copies of the written comments
received on the General Plan and Draft DR. The comments were reviewed by the City
and its consultant, and a response was prepared to address each comment. Some of these
responses contain modifications to the documents and diagrams that make up the General
Plan or EIR. When changes are recommended, the recommended revisions are noted.

•

Chapter 4, "Other Proposed Revisions," contains a set of additional changes to the
General Plan/EIR documents. The changes in this chapter (as well as those included in
Chapter 3) were not found to be substantial by the lead agency (in terms of CEQA);
therefore, no recirculation of the General Plan DR is warranted.

In reference to Section 15132 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines mentioned above, the Draft
ER for the City of Union City General Plan has been incorporated by reference into this Final
ER. A copy of the Draft ER is on file at the City's Planning Department, 34009 AlvaradoNiles Road, Union City. This document is also available at public libraries located in Union
City.
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Chapter 2

Public Review

Public Review Process
The public review period for the draft General Plan started on Thursday, June 21 2001,
with the release of the draft General Plan Policy Document to Planning Commission at a
regularly scheduled meeting. The Commission continued its review of the draft Plan at
several regularly scheduled meetings through the end of November 2001 and accepted
written and verbal comments during this time. The draft Background Report, which is also
part of the draft General Plan, was released in November.
The release of the draft General Plan was preceded by 2.5 years of work that included over
26 work sessions and reviews by the Planning Commission, 9 public workshops, 3
presentations to the City Council at their regularly scheduled meetings, and 3 City Council
public work sessions. During this time, 3 documents that supplemented the General Plan
were prepared: the Economic Development Strategy; Youth, Family, Seniors, and Health
Strategy; and Concept Framework.
The draft program EIR for the General Plan was released October 24, 2001. The CEQAmandated 45-day public review period began at this time and ended on November 8, 2001.
The Planning Commission, however, continued to accept public comment through
November 15, 2001. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the ER on
November 1 and continued it to November 15, 2001. Copies of Notices of Availability of
the draft program EIR were mailed directly to numerou§ public agencies, organizations,
and interested groups and persons for their review. In addition, copies of the draft General
Plan and program EIR were available for review at City Hall and Union City Library.

List of Public Agencies/Utilities, Organizations, and
Persons Commenting on the General Plan and Draft
Program EIR
The public agencies/utilities, organizations, and persons that submitted comments on the
draft EIR through November 15, 2001, are listed below. Chapter 3 includes responses to
these comments.
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Public Agencies/Utilities
Comments From
Barbara J. Cook
California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Robert W. Floerke
California Department of Fish and Game
Jean C. R. Finney
California Department of Transportation
Jason Marshall
California Department of Conservation
Robert H. Sydnor and Jason R. Marshall
California Department of Conservation
Terry Roberts
Governor's Office of Planning and Research
Linda M. Wood
Alameda County Library
Beth Walukas
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
Kenneth C. Scheidig
AC Transit, Alameda—Contra Costa Transit District
Susan Williams
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Richard Currie
Union Sanitary District
Val Menotti
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District,
Alameda County
Paul Piraino
Alameda County Water District
Brian Wiese
East Bay Regional Park District
John Nguyen
County of Alameda Public Works Agency

Date

Letter
Number

11/2/01

Al

11/8/01

A2

11/6/01

A3

11/7/01

A4

11/15/01

A5

11/9/01

A6

10/30/01

A7

11/7/01

A8

11/8/01

A9

11/5/01

Al 0

11/8/01

All

11/8/01

Al2

11/8/01

Al3

10/30/01

A14

11/7/01

A 15

Date

Letter
Number

11/8/01

01

Organizations
Comments From
Nancy Jewell Cross
AC Transit, Southern Alameda County
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Persons
Comments From
Jo Ann Lew
Cathi Sweeney
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Date

Letter
Number

10/31/01
11/5/01

P1
P2
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January 2002

Chapter 3
Comments and Responses

Introduction
Copies of the comment letters/testimony received on the City of Union City General Plan and
Draft ElR and responses to each comment are included in this chapter. The purpose of the
public review process was to receive input on the content of the General Plan documents,
including comments on the adequacy of analysis in the Draft ElR for the General Plan. CEQA
requires that the City respond to all significant environmental comments at a level of detail
appropriate to the comment (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088). Since this document
includes all comments received on the General Plan and ER, the City responded to all
comments.
Each comment letter has been assigned a number, as shown at the end of chapter 2. The
numbers assigned to comment letters from public agencies are preceded by the letter "A,"
those assigned to letters from organizations are preceded by the letter "0," and those assigned
to letters from persons are preceded by the letter "P." For example, the letter from the
California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which is the first comment letter from a
public agency, is referred to as "Al ."
In the following pages, each comment letter is followed immediately by the City's responses to
that letter. With the exception of the courtesy, introductory, and closing statements, the
content of each letter has been divided into individually numbered comments. To identify the
individual comments in each letter, a number has been placed in the right margin next to the
individual comments. For the letter from the California EPA, for example, the first comment
is referred to as "A1-1," the second comment as "A1-2," and so forth. The responses are
numbered to correspond to the comments. Where a change has been made to the Final ER in
response to a comment, text to be deleted is shown in strikeout and text to be inserted is shown
underlined.

Comments and Responses
Comments received on the Draft ER from comment letters and public testimony and
responses to each comment are included in the following pages.
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Letter Al

<
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Department of Toxic Substances Control

Winston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary
California Environmental
Protection Agency

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, California 94710-2721

NOV -6 2001
Gray Davis
UNION CITY CCmmuNirGovernor
DEVELOPMENT

November 2, 2001

Ms.. Joan Malloy
Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, California 94587-4497
Dear Ms. Malloy:
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DISC) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the City of Union City General Plan Update,
September 2001 (Draft EIR, SCH# 2001092093) and the associated Background
Report, November 2000. We have the following comments on the parts of these
documents that discuss hazardous materials:
I. State Statutes that Address Hazardous Substance Releases (Background Report,
pages 6-22 and 6-23) - The State statute and regulations that address hazardous
waste management are identified in the section that identifies laws and regulations
applicable.to public safety issues. .Additionally, the applicable parts of the California
Health and Safety Code that address cleanup and investigation of hazardous
substance release sites should be identified in this section. The potentially
applicable parts of the Health and Safety Code are Division 20, Chapter 6.8 and
Division 24, Chapter 4, Article 12.5 (Polanco Redevelopment Act).

A1-1

2. Sites Where DISC is Overseeing Cleanup Activities (Background Report, page 625) - Sites where cleanup activities are proposed are discussed in the Hazardous
Materials section. Two sites where DTSC is currently overseeing cleanup activities
should also be identified in this section. These sites are the Pacific States Steel
Corporation Site and Pacific Gas and Electric, Decoto Pipeyard Site. Section 3.2 of
the Background Report identifies both of these sites as "Opportunity Sites" and the
Draft EIR discusses planned development at these sites.

A1-2

3. Standard of Sionificance for Development on Contaminated Properties (Draft EIR,
page 6-19, last bullet) - Location of development on a site included on the State list
of hazardous-materials sites is identified as a standard of significance. This
standard should be broadened to include more than State-listed sites. We suggest
The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.cagov.

e Printed on Recycled Paper

A1-3

Ms. Joan Malloy
November 2, 2001
Page 2
rewording this standard to, "Locate development on an unmitigated hazardous
substance release site."
4. Mitigation Measures for Unknown Hazardous Substance Release Sites (Draft E1R.
page 6-21) - The cleanup of known hazardous substance release sites is discussed
in the last part of Section 6.5.5. However, there is no discussion of how unknown
hazardous substance release sites that are discovered in the future will be
addressed. DTSC has also reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Amendment to the City of Union City Community Redevelopment Plan and note
that it includes mitigation measures to address hazardous substance releases. The
Draft E1R for the General Plan Update does not include similar mitigation measures.
Mitigation measures to address hazardous substances releases that are discovered
in the future on properties that are to be developed should be added to Section
6.5.5 of the Draft E1R for the General Plan Update.
If you have any questions or wish to discuss our comments, please contact Mark Piros
at (510) 540-3832.
Sincerely,
)•
Barbara J. Cook, RE., Chief
Northern California - Coastal Cleanup Operations Branch
cc: see next page

A1-3
cont'd

A1-4

Ms. Joan Malloy
November 2, 2001
Page 3
•
cc: Mr. John Rigter
City of Union City
Environmental Programs Division
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, California 94587-4497
Ms. Lod Taylor
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, California 94587-4497
Ms. Katie Shulte Joung
Governors Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044
Mr. Guenther Moskat
•
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor
P.O. Box 806
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

California Environmental
Protection Agency

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

The Voluntary Cleanup Program
n 1993, the California Environmental Protection Agency's Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) introduced this streamlined program to protect human health and the
.
and
cleanup
is
conducted
in
an
environmentally
sound
environment, ensure investigationmanner and facilitate the reuse and redevelopment of these same properties. Using this program,
corporations, real estate developers, other private parties, and local and state agencies entering into
Voluntary Cleanup Program agreements will be able to restore properties quickly and efficiently,
rather than having their projects compete for DTSC's limited 'resources with other lower-priority
hazardous waste sites. This fact sheet describes how the Voluntary Cleanup Program works.

I

Prior to initiation of the Voluntary Cleanup Program, project proponents had few options for
DTSC involvement in cleaning up low-priority sites. DTSC's 'statutory mandate is to identify,
prioritize, investigate and cleanup sites where releases of hazardous substances have occurred. For
years, the mandate meant that, if the site presented grave threat to public health or the
environment, then it was listed on the State Superfund list and the parties responsible conducted
the cleanup under an enforcement order, or DTSC used state funds to do so. Because of staff
resource limitations, DTSC was unable to provide oversight at sites which posed lesser risk or had
lower priority.
• DTSC long ago recognized that no one's interests are served by leaving sites contaminated and
unusable. The Voluntary Cleanup Program allows motivated parties who are able to fund the
cleanup — and DTSC's oversight -L. to move ahead at their own speed to investigate and remediate
their sites. DTSC has found that Working cooperatively with willing and able project proponents is
a more efficient and cost-effective approach to site investigation and cleanup. There are four steps
to this process:
/

Eligibility and Application

/
/
/

Negotiating the Agreement
Site Activities
Certification and Property Restoration

The rest of this fact sheet describes those steps and gives DTSC contacts.
August 1999

The Voluntary Cleanup Program
Step 1: Eligibility and Application
Most sites are eligible. The main-exclusions are
if the site i1 listed as a Federal or State Superfund
site, is a military facility, or if it falls outside of
DISC's jurisdithion, as in the case where a site
contains only leaking underground fuel tanks.
Another possible limitation is ifanother agency
currently has.oversight, e.g. a county (for
underground storage tanks). The current oversight
agency must consent to transfer the cleanup
responsibilities to DTSC before the proponent can
enter into a Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement.
Additionally, DTSC can enter into an agreement to
work on a specified element of a cleanup (risk
assessment or public participation, for example), if
the primary oversight agency gives its consent. The
standard application is attached to this fact sh6et.

Jack London Square Theater, Oakland:
Under the Voluntary Cleanup Program, a
'nine-screen theater was built atop a former
Pacific Gas & Electric tovvxt gas site,
creating a regional entertainment hub.

If neither of these exclusions apply, the proponent submits an application to DTSC, providing
details about site conditions, proposed land use and potential community concerns. No fee is
required to apply for the Voluntary Cleanup Program.

Step 2: Negotiating the Agreement
Once DTSC accepts the application, the
proponent meets with experienced DTSC
professionals to negotiate the agreement. The
agreement can range from services for an initial site
assessment, to oversight and certification of a full
site cleanup, based on the proponent's financial
and scheduling objectives.

Romero Ranch, Santa Neila: A Voluntary
Cleanup Agreement enabled the Nature
Conservancy to use the land to preserve
natural habitat and promote wildlife
development rights.

The Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement
specifies the estimated DISC costs, project
.
scheduling, and DTSC services provided. Because
every project must meet the same legal and
technical cleanup requirements as State Superfund
sites, and because DISC staff provide oversight, the
proponent is assUred that the project will be
completed in an environmentally sound manner.
August 1999

In the agreement, DISC retains its authority to take enforcement action, if, during the
investigation or cleanup, it determines that the site presents a serious health threat, and proper and
timely action is not otherwise being taken. The agreement also allows the project proponent to
terminate the Aloluntaiy Cleanup Program agreement with 30 days written notice if they are not
satisfied that it is meeting their needs.

Step 3: Site Activities
Prior to beginning any work, the proponent
must have: signed the.Voluntary Cleanup Program
agreement; made the advance payment; and
committed to paying all project costs, including
those associated with DTSC's oversight. The
project manager wilrtrack the project to make sure
that DISC is an schedule and within budget.
DISC will bill its costs quarterly so that large,
unexpected balances should not occur.
Once the proponent and DTSC have entered
The new Federal Courthouse,
into a Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement, Sacramento:
The largest construction
initial site assessment, site investigation or cleanup
project
in
the
city's
history ben.efited from
activities may begin. The proponent will find that
the
Voluntary
Cleanup
Program when
DTSC's staff includes experts in every vital area.
cleaning up a railyard site.
The assigned project manager is either a highly qualified Hazardous Substances Scientist or
Hazardous Substances Engineer. That project manager has the support of well-trained DTSC
toxicologists, geologists, engineers, industrial hygienists, specialists in public participation, and
other technical experts.
The project manager may call on any of these specialists to join the team, providing guidance,
review, comment and, as necessary, approval of individual documents and other work products.*
That team will also coordinate with other agencies, as appropriate, and will offer assistance in
complying with other laws as needed to complete the project.

Step 4: Certification and Property Restoration
When remediation is complete, DISC will issue either a site certification of completion or a
"No Further Action" letter, depending on the project circumstances. Either means that what was,
"The Site," is now property that is ready for redevelopment or other reuse.

August 1.999

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
SITE MITIGATION STATEWIDE CLEANUP OPERATIONS

VOLUNTARY CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION -

The purpose of this application is to obtain information necessary to determine the eligibility of the site for
acceptance into the Voluntary Cleanup Program. Please use additional pages, as necessary:To complete your
responses.

SECTION 1

PROPONENT INFORMATION

Proponent Name

Principal Contact Name
Phone

(

)

Address

Proponent's relationship to site

Brief statement of why the proponent is interested in DTSC services related to site

SECTION 2

SITE INFORMATION

•
0 Yes
Is this site listed on Ca(sites?
If Yes, provide specific name and number as listed

0 No

Name .of Site

Address

County

City "

ZIP .

(Please attach a copy of an appropriate map page)

DISC 1254 (3/951

A-1

SITE INFORMATION (continued)

SECTION 2
Current Owne;
Name
Address
(

Phone

—

)
•

Background: Previous Business Operations

.
-

-

Name
Type

.

Years of Operation
If known, list all previous businesses operating on this property
_
.

.

.

.
What hazardous substances/wastes have been associated with the site?
_

'
•

What environmental media is/was/may be contaminated?
•

a Soil

a Air

0

0 Groundwater

Has sampling or other investigation- been conducted?

a Yes

Surface water

a No

Specify
.

.

.
.

.

If Yes, what hazardous substances have been detected and what were their maximum concentrations?
•

•

OTS.0 125413/951

A-2

SECTION 2

SITE INFORMATION (continued)

0 Yes
0 No
Are any Federal, State or Local regulatory agencies currently involved with the site?
If Yes, state the involvement, and 9ive contact names and telephone nurnbers
---- 7 ----7 --------------------------7 -----------------------Contact Name
Phone
Involvement
Agency

.

What is the future proposed use of the site?
•

_

What oversight service is being requested of the Department?
a RI/FS
a Removal Action
a PEA
o Other (describe the proposed project)

Remedial Action

a

a

RAP

a

Certification
'

-

Is there currently a potential of exposure of the community or workers to hazardous substances at the site?
If Yes, _explain
a Yes
a No

'
-

SECTION 3

COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION

Describe the site property (include approximate size)

Describe the surrounding land use (including proximity to residential housing, schools, churches, etc.)

Describe the visibility of activities on the site to neighbors

OTSC 1254 (3/951

A-3

-

.

--

SECTION 3

COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION (continued)

•
What are the demographics of the community (e.g., socioeconomic level, ethnic composition, specific language
.
.
considerations, etc.)?

.

•

Local Interest
Has there been any media coverage?

.

--

Past Public Involvement
•
.
Has there been any past public interest in the site as reflected by community meetings, ad hoc committees,
workshops, fact sheets, newsletters, etc.?
.
•
•

.
Key Issues and Concerns
.
.
Have any specific concerns/issues been raised by the community regarding past operations or present activities
.
at the site?
•.
.
•
•
.
.
.
.
.
Are there any concerns/issues anticipated regarding site activities?
.

•

Are there any general environmental concerns/issues in the community relative to neighboring sites?
-

•
Key Contacts
•
Please attach a list of key contacts for this site, including: city manager; city planning department; county•
environmental health department, local elected officials; and any other community members interested in the
site. (Please include addresses and phone humbers.)
SECTION 4

CERTIFICATION

The signatories below are authorized representatives of the Project Proponent and certify that the preceding
information is true to the best of their knowledge.

Proponent Representative

Date

Title

.

.

To learn more about the Voluntary Cleanup Program, contact the DISC representative in the Regional
office nearest you:
1011.1t

North Coast California
Lynn Nakashima / Janet Naito
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, California 94710-2721
(510) 540-3839 1(510) 540-3833
Central California
Megan Cambridge
10151 Croydon Way, Suite 3
Sacramento, California 95827
(916) 255-3727
Central California —
Fresno Satellite
Tom Kovac
1515 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, California 93611
(209) 297-3939

DTSC office locations

Southern California
(Glendale and Cypress)
Rick Jones
1011 Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201
(818) 551-2862

Additional information on the' Voluntary Cleanup Program and other DTSC Brownfields
initiatives is available on DTSC's interrzet web page:

http://www.dtsc.ca.zov
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Cleanup Loans and
Environmental Assistance to
Neighborhoods (CLEAN) Program

Fact Sheet
September

Overview
•

California is charting new territory when it comes to programs to stimulate the
redevelopment of Brownfields abandoned, idled or underutilized properties
where expansion. or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived
environmental contamination. Frequently, these properties, once the source of
jobs and economic benefits to a community, lie abandoned for fear of the
contamination and the liability it implies.

•.•.
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The State's Cleanup Loans and Environmental Assistance to Neighborhoods
(CLEAN) Program has over $50 million to help developers, business-es, schools
and local governments accelerate the pace of cleanup and redevelopment at these
sites.

"
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There are two main components:

Investigating Site Contamination Program
•

Provides low-interest loans of up to $100,000 to conduct preliminary
endangerment assessments.

•

If redevelopment of property is determined not to be economically feasible,
up to 75 percent of the loan amount can be waived.

.4.
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Cleanup Loans and Environmental Assistance to Neighborhoods
(CLEAN) Program
•
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•
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Provides low-interest loans of up to $2.5 million for the cleanup or removal
of hazardous materials where redevelopment is likely to have a beneficial
impact on the property values, economic viability and quality of life of a
community.

•'

;
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Making a once toxic property viable again can lead to more jobs, an enhanced tax
base, a cleaner environment, improved public health and a greater sense ofcommunity
pride. Together, these new State programs will provide financial assistance to make it
easier and more economical for Brownfield sites to be redeveloped, thereby turning
today's problems into tomorrow's opportunities.

•.1

For more information: www.dtsc.ca.gov or (916) 324-0706
or e-mail us at loans@dtsc.ca.gov
The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy comsumption. For a
list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy Costs, see our website at www4tsc.ca.g0v

Barbara J. Cook, California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Letter Al
Response to Comments

A1-1

The City is aware of its obligation to comply with the State statutes and regulations specified by the
commenter. All future projects either initiated or permitted by the City will be required to comply
with all applicable regulations regarding hazardous substance releases, including all applicable
portions of the California Health and Safety Code. The commenter is requesting changes in the
Background Report for the General Plan rather than in the Draft EIR. In responding to comments
submitted on the Draft EIR, the City is not required to make changes to documents incorporated in
the EIR by reference. Therefore, no changes will be made to either the Background Report or the
EIR.

Al -2

As explained in the response to comment A1-1, the commenter is requesting changes in the
Background Report for the General Plan rather than in the Draft EIR. In responding to comments
submitted on the Draft EIR, the City is not required to make changes to documents incorporated in
the EIR by reference. Therefore, no changes will be made to either the Background Report or the
DR. However, the City is aware that the Department of Toxic Substances Control is currently
overseeing cleanup activities on the Pacific States Steel site and the PG&E site.

Al -3

The last bullet under section 6.5.4, "Standards of Significance," in the Draft EIR is hereby revised
as follows:
•

Al -4

Locate development on a site included on the state list of hazardous materials site:3 an
unmitigated hazardous substance release site.

The EIR is used as a starting point for the assessment of future projects as they arise within Union
City. It is anticipated that if a hazardous substance release site were discovered, the appropriate
environmental review of the project would be addressed at that time. No changes have been made
to the Draft EIR in response to the issues raised in this comment.
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State or Califomia - The Resources Agency

GRAY DAVIS, Governor
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

qtaltrptv-gai9.gov

RECEIVED

YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94599
(707) 944-5500

Novetber 8, 2001

NOV - 2001
UNION CITY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Mark Evanoff
City of Union City
Community Redevelopment Agency
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, California 94587
Dear Mr. Evanoff:

itotice-Of Completion (HOC)
Draft Environienal Impact Report' (DEIR) .
Union COIT',General Plan Update
City of Unidn'CitAaMeda County, SCH #2001092093
•
Department of Fish and'Gaffe:personnel have reviewed the
DEIR for the Union City General 41ail.Update Project. The DEIR
:
*.wetlands, riparian areas,
identifies potential impacts.toCre
other areas of sensitive habitatariasiSecis of concern. The
Department is trustee agencyfor4i,andwildlife resources, as
well as a responsible agency.
perMits: for impacts to
The Department
state-listed threatened or endangered species
will also act as responSibleadendY,fbr:any::aCtivities altering a
creek that require .A StreaMb'ad.AltéraEii.?fi•A'greement (SAA). Any
projects that are proposed based Whe:-.uPpla4d:General Plan that
will impact listed speciS.OcrAiiekSCarereCotilmended to
coordinate with the'Department.and-begiti Córistitation to assist
in developing adequate mitigatIon ind.iSSUarke
1 .6f final permits
and approvals.
.
s '
The Final EIR (FEIR) shOuld adequately.discussaitigation •
and project design requirements -for SAA issuace;. such as
limiting activities to the*dry.season .(April. -15 through
October 15), although thiS.periódmay be reduced based on
protection of sensitivespeCies. . • '

A2-1

The Department must comply with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in issuing incidental.
take permits for State-listed threatened and endangered species

based on recent changes to the California Endangered Species Act

(CESA), Consequently; the Department will use the subject FEIR
and site-specific development project CEQA documents in issuance
of permits needed in the event that such species are adversely
affected by any project. The DEIR should include an adequate
description of potential endangered species impacts and proposed
mitigation measures to allow the Department to use the document
in issuance of an endangered species permit, if required.
er04,402441 Ce46,144ZAI4,

twezt

544•(-6

1270

A2-2

NOU-08-200i 14:41

FISH & GAME

P.03/06

Mr. Mark Evanoff
November 8, 2001
Page 2
The Department's California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) should be consulted for any known site-specific
occurrences and for species found in the general area, a list of
which should be included in the FEIR. : Federal candidate species,
wildlife listed as species of special concern, and plants listed
by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) should be included.
A report from the CNDDB which lists no findings for the area does
not indicate that these species 65 not exiSt there, only that no
information is in the file. Consequently, a negative result from
a CNDDB search must not replace any requisite surveys.
Revised Policy NHR-A.1.3 notes that the City requires
surveys be conducted for any project With suitable habitat for
any rare, threatened or endangered species which may exist on
site and that reports be prepared, including appropriate
mitigation measures, as necessary. The Department recommends
that the policy be further revised to require that surveys for
sensitive species, particularly plants, should be conducted at
the proper time of year. Impacts to these species and their
habitats should be avoided. Impacts which are unavoidable should
be identified and appropriate mitigation provided in the reports.
Surveys to be conducted at a later time, or mitigation measures
to be identified at some future time, are not.acceptable. It has
been determined by court ruling that such studies and mitigation
measures would be improperly exempted from the process of public
and governmental scrutiny which is required under CEQA.
A document which requests future studies or future identification
of mitigation will be considered inadequate.
The DEIR contains a map displaying only general area and
limited site-specific descriptions of vegetation communities.
The FEIR should contain a Complete description and map of the
vegetation communities, wildlife habitats, creeks, wetlands and
other important habitat features, including acreage. The FEIR
should include in the map adjacent open space areas and
properties with known populations of any listed specieS, although
exact site locations should be treated as sensitive information.
The document describes the proximity of sensitive habitats and '
known populations of animal species suCh as the salt marsh
harvest mouse, California clapper rail, California least tern, or
western burrowing owl, which are discussed in the document as
known to occur in the local area, but does not provide adequate
information regarding the potential impacts. The document is
also lacking adequate information for the quality and acreage of
suitable habitat for central coast steelhead, California redlegged frogs, and raptor species.

A2-3

A2-4

A2-5

A2-6
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Acreage-specific potential impacts to habitats, and
mitigation measures necessary to offset those impacts, should be
identified and discussed. We recommend impacts be mitigated by
avoidance, minimization of impacts, and acquisition and
preservation of open space of at least an equal area and 'quality
as that lost. Surveys and mitigation measures for red-legged
frogs should follow established U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
guidelines. Additionally, Surveys and mitigation for impacts to
burrowing owls should be consistent with established Department.
guidelines.

A2-7

The following measures should be required in the FEIR for
burrowing owls: Surveys of potential habitat in the project area
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist following established
protocols and timing requirements. A preconstruction survey for
burrowing owls shall be conducted by a qualified ornithologist
Within 30 days prior to site grading and shall follow the
Department's guidelines and guidance. If burrowing owls are
located on or immediately adjacent to the site during the •
breeding season, • a buffer zone acceptable to the Department shall
be established by the ornithologist around active burrows and
burrows showing owl use. No activity shall be allowed in the
buffer zone. If activities will occur within the buffer zone, -a
Mitigation Agreement acceptable to the Department shall be
developed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, and compensate for
impacts to burrowing owls and their habitat. The Mitigation
Agreement shall be developed prior to any-ground-disturbing
activities within the buffer zones. If burrowing owls are
located on or immediatelY adjacent to the site during the nonbreeding season, the site shall be monitored by a qualified
ornithologist using methodology acceptable to the Department to
determine owl use of the site. A buffer zone acceptable to the
Department shall be established by the ornithologist around any
identified active owl burrows. No activity shall be allowed in
the buffer zone. If activities will occur within the buffer
zone, a Mitigation Agreement acceptable to the Department shall
be developed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, and compensate for
.impacts to burrowing owls and their habitat. The Mitigation
Agreement shall be developed prior to any ground-disturbing
activities within the buffer zones.

A2-8

General Plan Policy CD-E.3.6 will require new development to
incorporate the creek edge into the overall development, if such
a resource exists.' It is the policy of this Department that a
project should cause no net loss of either wetland acreage or
wetland value. In this case, "wetland" shall refer to marshy

A2-9
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areas and creeks. The Department recommends a minimum 100-foot
buffer be established to protect wetlands and riparian habitat.
The buffer should be measured outward from the edge of any
wetland or riparian area. No development should be allowed in
the buffer areas. Unavoidable impacts to wetlands or riparian
areas should be identified and mitigation provided for in the
document. Mitigation for lost wetlands must include the creation
of new wetlands on at least a 1:1 basis. Higher value wetlands
will require higher ratios for compensation. Loss of riparian
vegetation, placement of rip rap or other bank hardening
materials, channelizing, installation of culverts or outfalls, or
encroachment of impervious surfaces into riparian areas are
significant impacts and should be mitigated. The Department
recommends that impacts be avoided as much as possible. Where
these impacts cannot be avoided, mitigation such as on—site or
off-site riparian enhancement, acquisition, and conservation '
should be provided. Any paved recreational trail should also be
located outside of the edge of the riparian canopy.

A2-9
cont'd

If any parking facilities are planned as part of any
project, the Department recommends that the General Plan include
methods to intercept oil and grease be developed with the
appropriate agencies to ensure that water quality is protected
when stormwater drains discharge into creek and wetland areas.

A2-10

Any projects which may result in the removal of any mature
trees should take into consideration nesting activities of
raptors and other birds. Removal.of non-native trees may be
supported by the Department based on site-specific information
and the timing of removal after the nesting season of raptors and
other birds. The Department recommends the FEIR require surveys
be performed by a qualified biologist if a project describes any
potentially significant impacts to birds due to tree removal.

A2-11

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over the
discharge of fill to streams under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. If any work is to be done in a creek or wetland, we
recommend the Corps be notified to determine if they have
jurisdiction and require a permit.

A2-12
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The Department recommends that the DEIR be revised to
address these issues and recirculated for comment prior to any
approved action. If yciu have any questions, please contact John
Krause, Associate Wildlife Biologist, at (415) 454-8050; or Scott
Wilson, Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at (707) 944-5584.
Sincerely,

Robert W. Floerke
Regional Manager
Central Coast Region

TOTAL p.es

Robert W. Floerke
California Department of Fish and Game

Letter A2
Response to Comments

A2-1

Per General Plan policy NHR-B.1.1, alteration of streambeds and adjacent vegetation is to be
permitted only as a means of erosion or flood control as permitted by the City and in such a manner
as to enhance the area within Union City. Future projects proposed under this ER would require
further environmental review and discretionary approvals before they could be implemented. For
any such project requiring a Streambed Alteration Agreement, the project proponent would be
required to consult with the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) to determine project design and
mitigation requirements.

A2-2

Due to the citywide scope and policy-level nature of the General Plan, a program-level ElR was
prepared to evaluate potential environmental impacts that may result from its implementation. The
ElR is used as a starting point for the assessment of future projects as they arise within Union City.
Future projects proposed under this program-level EIR. would require further discretionary approvals
by the City and other responsible agencies before they could be implemented. When specific
locations and design features of proposed projects are defined in the future and specific
discretionary actions are sought from the City to implement such projects, each project and
discretionary action will be evaluated under the standards of State CEQA Guidelines, Sections
15162 and 15163, to determine what level of subsequent environmental is required. Any such
further CEQA review would include more detailed information about habitats, including acreages,
that could be adversely affected by proposed development projects. To ensure that an adequate
determination is made regarding the potential for impacts to State-listed threatened and endangered
species, consultation with DFG would be sought prior to project approval. No changes have been
made to the Draft EIR. in response to the issues raised in this comment.

A2-3

A total of 12 special-status plant species and 13 special-status wildlife were identified as having the
potential to occur in the planning area. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and
additional resources were used to establish tables of plant and wildlife species that potentially occur
in Union City. To provide more information regarding the occurrence of special-status species in or
near Union City, 2 additional tables (Table 8-1, Special-Status Plants Potentially Occurring in/near
Union City, and Table 8-2, Special-Status Wildlife Potentially Occurring in/near Union City) are
hereby added to chapter 8 the Draft EIR.

A2-4

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.3 of the Draft EIR is hereby changed as follows:
On sites that have the potential to contain critical or sensitive habitats, or special-species, or
are within 100 feet of such areas, the City shall require the project applicant to have thc site
surveyed the site by a qualified biologist at the proper time of year. A report of the findings
of this survey shall be submitted to thc city as part of thc application process. Appropriate
mitigation measures will be incorporated into the project as necessary to protect the
resources.
See also the response to comment A2-1.
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Robert W. Floerke
California Department of Fish and Game

A2-5

Letter A2
Response to Comments

To provide more information regarding the occurrence of special-status species in or near Union
City, 2 additional tables (Table 8-1, Special-Status Plants Potentially Occurring in/near Union City,
and Table 8-2, Special-Status Wildlife Potentially Occurring in/near Union City) are hereby added
to the EIR. (See chapter 4 of this Final EIR. for the new tables.) In reference to this additional
information, the fifth paragraph on page 8-2 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

...Nonnative grasslands can provide habitat for special-status species, such as burrowing
owl, red-legged frog, and Alameda whipsnake. Lists of special-status plants and wildlife
potentially occurring in or near the planning area are provided in Tables 8-1 and 8-2,
respectively,

See also the response to comment A2-1.

A2-6

See the responses to comments A2-2 and A2-5.

A2-7

When specific projects are proposed under the General Plan Update, site-specific surveys will be
required to determine the potential for impacts to listed species, including California red-legged
frogs and burrowing owls. Such surveys would be conducted per DFG and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) guidelines. See also the response to comment A2-2.

A2-8

General Plan policy NHR-1.13, which states the following regarding burrowing owl habitat, is
hereby added to section 8.2.2 of the Draft EIR:
The City shall continue to require a burrowing owl study on all development projects that
incorporate vacant, unpaved parcels, or parcels adjacent to possible owl habitat.
When projects are proposed for development on sites containing potential owl habitat,
preconstruction surveys and mitigation measures will be required as a part of project-level
environmental review. Surveys would be conducted per established protocols and timing
requirements, and mitigation measures would be recommended per DFG guidelines.

A2-9

Recommendation noted. Per General Plan policy NHR-A.1.4, the City shall require that a wetland
delineation be prepared using protocol defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) on
sites with the potential to contain wetland resources. Furthermore, per General Plan policy NHRA.1.6, the City shall cooperate actively in regional efforts to restore wetlands ecology and stream
and river restorations. As future projects are proposed under the General Plan update, applicants
will be required to submit the delineation report as part of the application process; and as is
necessary, mitigation for the loss of wetlands will be recommended per Corps and DFG
requirements.
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Robert W. Floerke
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Letter A2
Response to Comments

A2-10

Per General Plan policy NHR-B.1.2, the City shall require application of the non-point source
requirements promulgated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Such requirements
include measures to limit the degradation of water quality associated with oil and grease discharge.

A2-11

Recommendation noted. Tree surveys will be required as needed on a project-by-project basis. See
also the response to comment A2-2.

A2-12

Recommendation noted. See also the response to comment A2-9.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P.O. BOX 23680
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
(510) 288-4444
TDD (510) 288-44E4

NOV - 8 2001
UNION ary COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

November 6,2001
ALA-GEN-0.00
File #ALAGEN18 I
SŒ #2001092093
Ms. Joan Malloy
Planning Ivfanager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Dear Ms. Malloy:
City of Union City General Plan Update -Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEER)
Thank you including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the
environmental review #00085 for the above-referenced project. We have reviewed the DE1R and
have the following comments to offer.
1. In Table 5-3 the Peak Hour traffic forecast volumes on 1-880 for the year 2020 appear low
compared with our traffic count in 1999. Please verify these figures.

A3-1

2. In Figure 5-6 of the "Background Report" the Average Daily Traffic forecast on 1-880 for the
year 2010 appears low compared with our 2000 Traffic Volum. on California State Hi ehwavs.
Please verify these figures.

A3-2

3. Page 5-10 predicts a Level of Service (LOS) of "F" on 1-880, -nCrth of Whipple Avenue and
north of Alvarado-Niles Road. The ramp metering system on 1-880.could keep the traffic in a
free-flow condition along the mainline during peak hour periods. Even if traffic increases on
-traly on-ramps, the ramp metering system would try to keep the freeway operating at LOS E.
Has the ramp metering system been considered in the traffic study for the DEIR?
.

A3-3

4. Page 5-11 has a concluding statement that "No mitigation measures are necessary" for 1-880.
This may be shortsighted considering the increased traffic volumes at the on-ramps and offramps wheat the traffic signals and ramp metering can affect the queue traffic. The traffic
queue may build and block the mainline at the off-ramp area, and the traffic queue at the ramp
metering on-ramp may block the signal intersections on City streets, Mitigation should be
considered.

A3-4

5. We disagree with the assumption on Page 5-10 that the proposed program-related traffic is
insignificant because "the excel:dance of local LOS standards for segments of 1-880 would
occur regardless of whether the proposed program is implemented," Adding any traffic to .an

A3-5

Malloy /DER
November 6, 2001
Page 2

already congested situation is considered significant, and it is incumbent on the City of Union
City to mitigate for this.
Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call Paul
Svederaky of my staff at (510) 622-1639.
Sincerely,
RANDFT t IL IWASAICI
Acting District Director
By
JEAN C. R. PINNEY
Di strict Branch Chief

IGR/CEQA
c: Katie Shulte Joung, State Clearinghouse

s Jean C. R. Finney
California Department of Transportation

Letter A3
Response to Comments

A3-1

The traffic volumes for 1-880 under the year 2020 may appear low, but they are based on the results
of the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency's (CMA's) Countywide Traffic Model.
This model has been calibrated with the latest land-use data from the various cities throughout the
county. It is not unusual for discrepancies with other data sources to exist. For the purposes of this
program-level analysis, however, the numbers are acceptable. It should also be noted that any
increases in the future traffic volumes on 1-880 beyond our estimates would not change any of the
conclusions contained in the Draft EIR.

A3-2

See the response to comment A3-1.

A3-3

Although the ramp-metering system has been considered in the traffic analysis, without an analysis
of the intersections in the vicinity of the freeway interchanges it is not possible to adequately
analyze the potential effects of ramp-metering in the area. Since this is a program-level EIR that
focuses on selected roadway segments, it would not be possible to include an analysis or detailed
review of ramp-metering conditions.

A3-4

Since this is a program-level EIR that focuses on selected roadway segments, it would not be
possible to include an analysis of ramp metering conditions and potential mitigations.
The first paragraph on page 5-11 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
...exceedance of local LOS standards for segments of 1-880 would occur regardless of
whether the proposed program is implemented. To mitigate the projected congestion on
the 1-880 freeway, the City is working on the implementation of the 1-880 Strategic Plan
through the 1-880 Corridor Steering Committee and the Alameda County CMA Board.

A3-5

According to CEQA, a 3% increase would not constitute a substantial increase in traffic relative to
the existing traffic load, and this would therefore not be considered a significant impact.
References to other transportation improvements are included in the policies. Restating these in the
impact section would be confusing since no mitigation is required. With respect to the City's role
in future freeway improvements, the City is working on the implementation of the 1-880 Strategic
Plan through the 1-880 Corridor Steering Committee and the Alameda County CMA Board, as
indicated in the previous response.
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Ms. Joan Malloy
City of Union City
Community Development Department
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Subject:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of
Union City General Plan Update - SCH *2001092093

The Department of Conservation's Division of Land Resource Protection
(Division) has reviewed the DER for the referenced project. The Division
monitors statewide agricultural conservation programs,. including the
California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act. We offer the following
comments with respect to the project's potential impacts on agricultural land
resources.
The project is a proposed update of the City of Union City's (City) General
Plan (GP), with a planning horizon of 2020. The City is located in Alameda
County (County). east of San Francisco Bay. between the City of Hayward
to the north and west and the City of Fremont to the south and east. The
City comprises approximately 12,000 acres. The western half is intensely
developed, although a salt marsh lies on its western edge. Hillside areas
dominate the eastern half, which is primarily devoted to grazing. Nearly half
of the City is agricultural land (5,873 acres), primarily grazing land.
The DEIR states that the majority of the City is built out, no substantial
development is proposed for vacant land to the east and, therefore, there is
no major chahge in land use. Consequently, the DEIR considers impacts
less than significant and that mitigation is not considered necessary.
Although the GP proposes to change the designation of an area from
Agriculture to Open Space, and the DEiR considers this a significant impact
in termS of lost agricultural land, it is considered unavoidable arid nci
mitigation measures are considered available to reduce the impact to less
than significant

A4-1
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The current Williamson Act map from the County appears to show no agricultural preserves or
contracted land within the City limits/plan area. However, the map is not sufficiently detailed to
confirm this for the eastern portion comprising grazing land. Contacted land appears to lie cast of
the City or within its eastern-most boundary. The Department recommends that the City confirm the
status of Williamson Act land within its boundaries for the Final Envirommental Impact Report
•(FEIR).

A4-2

Based on the Department's review of the DEIR, it appears that agricultural land within the City's
Western planned development area is understated and incompletely described. Five "pockets" of
agricultural land are briefly noted M discussion. However, the Figure 6-4 map shows ten "pockets"
of agricultural land within the development area. Although the lands are described by their
designation =cording to the Important Farmland Map (IPM) for the County, acreage is given for
only one "pocket." No other descriptive. information, such as current uses, is provided. The
Department refers the City to the recommendations contained in its letter of December 4,2000
regarding agricultural setting and. impacts. At minimum, the FEIR should describe the amount of
agricultural land by IFM designation, the amount planned for development and the historical, current
and potential agricultural uses of the land in order to more accurately and completely describe for
decision-makers the agricultural land that will be lost.by implementation of the plan.
•

A4-3

As discussed in our December 4, 2000 letter, although the direct conversion of agricultural land is
often deemed to be an unavoidable impact by CEQA analyses, mitigation measures must
nevertheless be considered. "An EIR shall describe feasibk measures which could minimize
significant adverse impacts . . . (CEQA Guideline §15126.4(a)(1)." In its letter, the Department
recommended several feasible mitigation measures for consideration, in particular the use of
agricultural land conservation easements on land of equal size and quality as replacement for land
converted by GP development. Other cities.; including Livermore, Davis.and Wciodland„ have
required such 1:1 mitigation. Easements can be purchased directly or through the assessment of
mitigation fees, which can be allocated to a local, regional or statewide agicultural land trust.
The Division's California Farmland Conservancy Program (CFCP) is also available for assistance
with agricultural easements.

A4-4

The City clearly recognizes in the DEIR that agricultural land converted to development is a
significant impact. The Department recommends that it discuss consideration of the Department's
recommended mitigation measures in the FEIR and: if appropriate, inClude such measures in the
GP. The loss of the City's agricultural land represents a permanent reduction in the State's
agricultural land resources. From this perspective, the conversion is both a direct and cumulative
impact, and replacement land need not be confined to the City boundaries. Agricultural
easements will protect a portion oethose remaining resources and lessen project impacts in
accordance with CEQA Guideline §15370.
Under Growth-Inducing Impacts, page 10-4, the DEIR states that development in the eastern half
of the City is restricted by public policy and Measure ii. The Department recommends that the
FEIR include a description of the public policy and Measure ii to

A4-5
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clarify how development is restricted in this area. In addition, land use and agricultural policies,
as listed under 3.2.2 and 6.2.2 respectively, do not appear to address agricultural preservation or
restriction on future development in the eastern hillside area. In fact, policy HS-B.1.6 on page 64 states that, "lajfter approval of a specific plan in response to proposed development in the
hillsides, the City shall review and amend the Hillside Combining District zoning ordinance to
incorporate and reflect appropriate changes," which appears to permit development. The
Department recommends that the GP include specific policies consistent with the DEIR's
statement on page 10-4.
We further recommend that the GP include additional measures to protect the City's =mining
agricultural land in its eastern area. For this purpose, the agricultural easements discussed above
could be useful. Alternatively, the City may wish to encourage landowners to enter into
Williainson Act contracts to protect the rand for at least 10 years, well within the City's planning
horizon. Such contracts would also provide the landowner.potential tax benefits while providing
the City annual subvention payments from the State.
The Department believes that the most effective approach to farmland conservation and impact
mitigation is one that is integrated with general plan policies. For example, the measures
suggested above could be most effectively applied as part of a comprehensive agricultural land
conservation element in the City's GP. Mitigation. policies could then be applied systematically
towards larger goals of sustaining agricultural land resources. Within the context of a GP
mitigation strategy, other measures could be considered, such as the use of transfer of
development credits, mitigation banking, and economic incentives for continuing agricultural
uses.
Information on the CFCP, conservation easements generally and the Williamson Act is available
on the Department's website, or by contacting the Division at the address and phone number
listed below. The Department's website address is:
http://www.consrv.ca.govidhpfindex.htrn
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DBIR. If you have questions on our comments,
or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land conservation, please contact the
Division at 801 K Street, MS 13-71, Sacramento, California 95814; or, phone (916) 324-0850.
You may also call me at (916) 445-0816.
Sincerely,

ason Marshall
Assistant Director
Office of Governmental and
Environmental Relations
cc:

Erik Vink, Assistant Director
Division of Land Resource Protection
Alameda County Resource Conservation District
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Letter A4
Response to Comments

A4-1

The comment essentially summarizes conclusions stated in the Draft EER. The analysis of
the significance of land-use impacts was based on the thresholds of significance set forth in
chapter 3 (Land Use, Population, and Housing) of the Draft E1R. The Draft EIR, which is
based on the State CEQA Guidelines and professional judgement, states that the proposed
program would result in significant land-use impacts if it would: physically divide an
established community; conflict with any applicable land-use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect; or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
Community conservation plan, as set forth in the CEQA checklist. Based on these criteria,
the land-use impact is considered less than significant. Further, changing the designation of
the parcel in question from Agriculture to Open Space would not substantially alter the actual
land use. The land has been fallow for several years as a result of changes in regulations
pertaining to the use of methyl bromide, and its actual, current land use is open space. As
noted in the Draft EIR's discussion of health and safety, the redesignation of the parcel from
Agriculture to Open Space results in a finding of significant unavoidable impact.

A4-2

Per a review of data available on the Department of Conservation Web site
(www.consrv.ca.gov), no Williamson Act lands are located within Union City.

A4-3

Figure 6-4 of the Draft ELR. is incorrect and is hereby replaced with Figure 6-4 of the
Background Report. (See chapter 4 for new Figure 6-4.) Acreage is given for the "pocket"
of land proposed for designation change. This land is fallow, as described on page 6-3 of the
Draft EER.. The current use will not be changed by the change in designation.
See also the response to comment A2-1.

A4-4

The ER will be used as a starting point for the assessment of future projects as they arise
within Union City. It is anticipated that when a specific development proposal is submitted
to the City for approval, the appropriate environmental review of the project will be
addressed at that time.
Union City is located in a substantially urbanized area; whereas, the Cities of Davis,
Livermore, and Woodland are located in areas with significant agricultural resources. Union
City is located in the urbanized East Bay between Hayward and Fremont. There is no
significant agricultural industry remaining in Union City or in the immediate region.
However, to address the redesignation of land from Agriculture to Open Space, the City shall
seek a 1:1 replacement of land area in the form of an agricultural easement as a condition of
approval from property owners seeking to develop this land as a golf course. This property is
covered under the Hillside Area Plan, which provides specific policies governing
development in the hillsides. Furthermore, recent acquisitions of significant tracts of
hillside-area land have been made by the East Bay Regional Park District.

Final Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Union City General Plan Update

Comments and Responses
January 2002

Jason Marshall
California Department of Conservation
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Letter A4
Response to Comments

The first bullet on page 10-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

The eastern half of the city is largely within the Hillside Area Plan, and development
is restricted as a result of public policy, including voter-approved Measure B and
voter approved Measure ii, which created the Hillside Area Plan. These policies are
intended to protect the Hillside Area from environmentally destructive development
and guide the land use, circulation, municipal service provision, and resource
preservation in the Hillside Area,

Impacts to agricultural lands are fully disclosed in section 6.2.5 of the Draft E1R. Even
though there is a proposed change in land use, it does not substantially effect the current use
of the mentioned property, as described on page 6-3 of the Draft DR. The Specific Plan
mentioned in policy HS-B.1.6 is a requirement of the iterative planning process created by
Measure B. The Hillside Area Plan is included as Appendix B of the General Plan Policy
Document.
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STATE

OF

CALIFORNIA
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DEPARTMENT OF
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OFFICE OF
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ENVIRONMENTAL
RELATIONS
•

• •

801 K STREET
SACRAMENTO

•Ms. Cathi Sweeney
Chair, Planning Commission
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Dear Ms. Sweeney:

CALIFORNIA
95814-2402
PHONE

Subject: Geology and Seismology Comments Draft Safety Element within
Chapter 6 Health & Safety City of Union City, Alameda County

916/445-8733
FAX
916/324-0948
INTERNET
' consrv.ca.gov
•

•

•

GRAY DAVIS

The Department of Conservation previously commented on the Union
City General Plan update with emphasis on agricultural resources. We indicated at
that time directly to your staff that we might have additional comments on the Safety
Element provisions. The Department greatly appreciates your understanding and
flexibility in considering these comments and hopes that they are helpful to you in
developing a more complete, up-to-date General Plan.

GOVERNOR

The Department's Division of Mines & Geology has performed a
review of the seismic safety information contained within the Safety Element material
included within Chapter 6, Health and Safety, of the General Plan for Union City.
This review was limited to geologic hazards that pertain to Union City. These include:
(1) earthquake ground motion, (2) seismically-induced liquefaction, (3) surface
faulting on the active Hayward Fault, and (4) landslides in the eastern hills of Union
City. The Division of Mines and Geology performed this review of the Draft Safety
Element under authority of California Government Code section 65302(g). We offer
the following comments on the draft:
1. The City of Union City is bisected by the active Hayward Fault. The Safety Element
should include a map that shows the legal zone boundaries of the Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. The State Geologist zoned the Newark Quadrangle for active
faults in 1982. The zone corridor along the Hayward Fault that is also within the City
of Union City is entirely within the 1982 Newark Quadrangle. The entire quadrangle
does not need to be used in the Safety Element, just a page-sized extract at 1:24,000scale.

A5-1

Ms. Cathi Sweeney
November 15, 2001
Page 2 of 4

2. We are in concurrence with city policy #HS-A.1.1 (page 6-3) whereby the city is to make "decisions
based on maps prepared by the California Division of Mines and Geology...." We suggest that the
sentence be broadened to include "maps and reports." The reason is that CDMG has many reports of
relevance to Union City, as discussed in paragraphs below.

A5-2

3. The western third of Union City is subject to seismically-induced liquefaction; this includes most of the
low-lying flatlands with a high water-table that are underlain by bay mud and alluvium. A reliable and
current geologic map showing liquefaction areas is needed within the-Safety Element. CDMG expects
to legally zone this area pursuant to the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act about 2005 after a formal
geologic study has been completed. In the meantime, the best liquefaction reference is: Knudsen, K.L.,
Noller, J.S., Sowers, J.M., and Lettis, W.R., 1997, Quaternary geology and liquefaction susceptibility,
A5-3
San Francisco 1:100,000-scale Quadrangle — a digital database: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File
Report 97-715. Note that the plate sf_plate2.pdf was updated on 4-26-99. This liquefaction map is
available free from the USGS website at <wvvw.usgs.gov> The liquefaction map used in your 2001
Draft was compiled in 1980; it is significantly out-dated because our knowledge of liquefaction
substantially changed at the time of the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake. The USGS OFR 97-715
liquefaction map is recommended because it is both current and authoritative.
4. Because Union City has a significant liquefaction hazard in its western area, it is advisable to cite a
current authoritative report on the phenomenon of seismically-induced liquefaction. The National
Science Foundation commissioned a panel of 21 geotechnical experts who worked for an entire decade
on liquefaction. The NSF report has just been issued. The citation is: Youd, T.Leslie, and Idriss, 1.M.,
and 19 others, 2001, Liquefaction resistance of soils: summary report from the 1996 NCEER and the
1998 NCEER/NSF Workshops on Evaluation of Liquefaction Resistance of Soils: American Society of
Civil Engineers, Journal of Geotechnical and Geoenvironmenal Engineering, October 2001 issue,
volume 127, number 10, pages 817-833. Figure 2 in this 2001 report is a summary diagram that shows
which soils liquefy during earthquaké ground motion. The current text of the Draft Safety Element
does not contain current and reliable information about liquefaction, although it is one of the four
significant geologic hazards to the City of Union City.

A5-4

5. Landslides are a significant geologic hazard in the eastern third (steep hillside area) of Union City.
A current and authoritative landslide map should be provided in the Safety Element so that prudent landuse decisions can be made for zoning and open-space. The best current landslide map is U.S.G.S., 1997,
San Francisco Bay Region, California, Landslide Folio: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 97745. This digital landslide map is available free from USGS website at <www.usgs.gov> The
landslide map shown in the 2001 Draft does not utilize this new 1997 USGS landslide compilation.

A5-5

6. Earthquake shaking is considered the most significant geologic hazard for Union City. The 2001 Draft
does not use current earthquake shaking maps. Building codes use Peak Ground Acceleration, not
Modified Mercalli Intensity. The recommended ground motion map for the Union City Safety Element
is CDMG Map Sheet 48. It is recommended that a small page-size extract be used from Map Sheet 48
that is centered on Union City. The full citation of this map is: Petersen, Mark D., Beeby, D.J., Brydnt,
W.A., Cao, C., Cramer, C.H., Davis, J.F., Reichle, M., Saucedo, G., Tan, S., Taylor, G., Toppozada, T.,
Treiman, J., and Wills, C.J., 1999, Seismic shaking hazard maps of California: Calif. Division of Mines
& Geology, Map Sheet 48, approximate scale 1:2,127,600.

A5-6

Ms. Cathi Sweeney
November 15, 2001
Page 3 of 4

7. After the four principal geologic hamds (surface faulting, liquefaction, landslides, ground shaking)
have been graphically delineated using modem geologic maps (past 5 years), then the City of Union
City needs to adopt uniform and specific guidelines and procedures for evaluating and mitigating these
hazards. The recommended report is: California Division of Mines 8c Geology, 1997, Guidelines for
evaluating and mitigating seismic ha72rds in California: California Division of Mines and Geology,
Special Publication 117, 74 pages. (download free from homepage at: www.conservation.ca.gov)
After CDMG completed our evaluation of liquefaction and landslides, CDMG Special Publication 117
will be legally required for implementation by each city that is affected. Timely adoption and
implementation within the Safety Element is recommended.
8. We offer an advisory suggestion regarding use of seismic safety hyperlinks to government agencies.
Many cities and counties are posting their entire General Plan and all of its Elements on an Internet
homepage so that all citizens have convenient and timely access. It is kept current in real-time so that
out-dated pages are eliminated. This growing trend helps reduce the cost of publishing over-sized zone
maps and colored plates; it is a cost-effective way to have thousands of pages of official city documents
that are not in a paper format. At the same time, cities are reducing the physical size of their General
Plans and related Elements by adroit use of hyperlinks to websites where technical information by state
and federal agencies can be obtained. We suggest that the City of Union City consider adding the
CDMG, USGS, OES, SSC, and FEMA websites to your Safety Element, so that it can remain current in
real-time. Here are some useful websites for seismic safety information:
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Calif. Division of Mines & Geology www.conservation.ca.gov/dmg
www.usgs.gov
U.S. Geological Survey
wwvv.oes.ca.gov
Governor's Office of Emergency Services
www.seismic.ca.gov
California Seismic Safety Commission
vvww.fema.gov
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Pacific Earthquake Engineering Research Center http://peer.berkeley.edu
(Berkeley, Stanford, Caltech, USC, UCLA, and others)
9. We suggest that the Safety Element contain meaningful goals, specific policies, and reasonable
schedules for the Union City Building Official to evaluate and designate buildings (both residential and
commercial) that have the potential for structural collapse from a major earthquake in the East Bay.
These should be carefully worded to be meaningful and specific, but without imposing an undue burden
on the resources of the City Building Official (time and expertise). Inventories of seismically unsafe
buildings typically take several years to complete. Since the City is concurrently planning a major
redevelopment project in a blighted urban area, the Safety Element should reflect the positive impact of
the unsafe building inventory in terms of seismic safety planning.

A5-9

10. It is suggested that Safety Element contain practical information for homeowners and business owners
about seismic retrofit of their homes and businesses. The California Seismic Safety Commission has
published these two booklets that have been widely used by many of the 476 cities in California: SSC,
1992, The commercial property owner's guide to earthquake safety: Seismic Safety Commission, State A5-10
of California, 32 pages. This booklet is available for purchase from SSC at 1755 Creekside Oaks Drive,
Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95833 or telephone 916-263-5506. The second booklet is: SSC, 1992, The
homeowner's guide to earthquake safety: Seismic Safety Commission, State of California, 28 pages.

Ms. Cathi Sweeney
November 15, 2001
Page 4 of 4

The two booklets are quite different, just as a home is structurally different from an office building. We
recommend that the City consider a policy of having copies of these two booklets at local libraries and
city offices for convenient use by the people of Union City. Local contractors and tradesmen who
would perform the seismic retrofits would also benefit from ase of library copies of these two booklets
from the California Seismic Safety Commission.
11. A reliable bibliography in seismic safety that contains current (2001) information is a key part of any
Safety Element for cities and counties. The Draft text of the Safety Element, Section 6.7 Bibliography
on pages 6-27 and 6-28, lacks geologic hazards information that is current. On May 14, 2001 the
California Division of Mines & Geology sent your consulting planner a three page bibliography of
geology and seismology that was edited for the City of Union City. An extract of our Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone Map was also sent. Copies of these are attached.
Again, thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have further questions about
seismic safety and geologic haznrds, please contact Senior Engineering Geologist Robert H. Sydnor at
916-323-4399 or send e-mail to RSydnor@consrv.ca.gov
Sincerely,
41i17.16

F04-G-4 1)
Robert H. Sydnor, CEG 968
Senior Engineering Geologist .
Division of Mines & Geology

ROBERT H.
SYDNOR

ts>.

NO. 968
CERTIFIED
ENGINEERING
GEOLOGIST

OP CAIN,.

Enclosures:
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Map for Union City
Geology and Seismology Bibliography for Union City, 3 pages
Cc:
Chris J. Wills, Supervising Geologist

cf)

Jason R. Marshall
Assistant Director
Department of Conservation
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Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Map
extract from: Newark Quadrangle
with application to the City of Union City, Alameda County
official zone map issued in 1982 by the State Geologist
Refer to California Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42 (1997 edition)

Homepage:

vvvvw.consrv.ca.goviclmg

Scale 1:24,000 or 1 inch = 2,000 feet

Geologic Bibliography for the City of Union City
Alameda County, California
prepared in M6 2001 b, 'Wert H. Sydnor, Senior Engineering Geologist, Cc:4/mila Division ofMines & Geology
in cooperation with the City of Union City
CDMG Geologic Reports for the City of Union City
Borchardt, Glenn, and others, editors, 1992, Proceedings of the
Second Conference on Earthquake Hazards in the Eastern San
Francisco Bay area: California Division of Mines and
Geology, Special Publication 113,576 p. (Contains 88
separate article, many of which pertain to Union City.)
California Division of Mines & Geology, 2005 (approximate
schedule for map in preparation), Seismic Hazard Zones Map
of the Newark Quadrangle, Alameda County, California:
Calif Div. Mines & Geology, Official Map of Liquefaction
Zones, scale 1:24,000. CDMG anticipates zoning most of the
Bay Mud area within Union City for liquefaction.
California Division of Mines & Geology, 2000, California Surface
Mining and Reclamation Policies and Procedures: CDMG
Special Publication 51, third edition.
California Division of Mines & Geology, 1997, Guidelines for
evaluating and mitigating seismic hazards in California:
California Division of Mines and Geology, Special
Publication 117, 74 pages. (download free from homepage at
wwl.v.consrv.ca.gov) This report needs to be used and cited in
the Safety Element for the City of Union City in regard to
liquefaction zones within the Bay Mud areas of Union City
that are anticipated to be zoned in 2005.
California Division of Mines & Geology, 1998, Maps of known
active fault near-source zones in California and adjacent
portions of Nevada: International Conference of Building
Officials, Whittier, California, 11 x 17 atlas format,
www.icbo.org
Jennings, C.W., 1994, Fault activity map of California and adjacent
areas: California Division of Mines and Geology, Geologic
Data Map 6, scale 1:750,000.
Petersen, Mark D., Beeby, DJ., Bryant, W.A., Cao, C.,
Cramer, C.H., Davis, J.F., Reichle, M., Saucedo, G., Tan,
S., Taylor, G., Toppozada, T., Treiman, J., and Wills,
C.J., 1999, Seismic shaking hazard maps of California:
Calif. Division of Mines & Geology, Map Sheet 48,
approximate scale 1:2,127,60.
Showers, Mary Ann, 1999, Nursery Sources for California Native
Plants: California Division of Mines & Geology Open-File
Report 90-04 (revised 1999), 7 chapters, 198 pages.
Steinbrugge, Karl V., Bennett, John H., Lagorio, Henry J., Davis,
. James F., Borchardt, Glenn, and Toppozada, T.R., 1987,
Earthquake planning scenario for a magnitude 7.5 earthquake
on the Hayward Fault in the San Francisco Bay area:
California Division of Mines and Geology, Special Publication
78, 245 pages.
Stinson, LC., and others, 1986, Mineral Land Classification Agtgregate Materials in the San Francisco - Monterey Bay
Area: California Division of Mines & Geology, Special
Report 146, Parts land 11
Wagner, D.L., Bortugno, E.J., and McJunkin, R.D., 1990, Geologic
map of the San Francisco-San Jose Quadrangle: California
Division of Mines and Geology, RGM-5A, set of five sheets,
map scale 1:250,000. (Includes regional geologic map, fault
map, and stratigraphic columns applicable to the Union City
area.)

Copies of CDMG publications may be obtained from the San
Francisco office of the California Division ofMines and
Geology, 415-904-7707, or from Division Headquarters in
Sacramento at 916-445-5716 or www.consrv.ca.gov/dmg.
Engineering Geology and Landslides
Abramson, L.W., Lee, T.S., Sharma, S., and Boyce, G.M., 1996,
Slope stability and stabilization methods: John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., 629 p., Library of Congress # TA760.S56
Borcherdt, Roger D.. and Gibbs, James F., 1976, Effects of local
geological conditions in the San Francisco Bay region on
ground motions and the intensities of the 1906 earthquake:
Seismological Society of America, v. 66, no. 2, p. 467-500.
Brown, Robert D., Jr., and Kockelman, William J., 1983,
Geologic principles for prudent land use - a
decisionmaker's guide for the San Francisco Bay Region:
U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 946, 97p.
Cannon, S.H., and Ellen, S.D., 1985, Rainfall conditions for
abundant debris avalanches in the San Francisco Bay region,
California: California Geology, v. 38, no. 12, p. 267-272.
Ellen, Stephen B., and Wentworth, Carl M., Jr., 1995, Hillside
materials and slopes of the San Francisco Bay region,
California: U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1357,
215 pages, 6 map sheets at scale 1:125,000, 1 index map sheet
at scale 1:250,000. (A comprehensive study; plates 2 and 5
apply to the City of Union City.)
Ellen, S.D., and Fleming, R.W., 1987, Mobilization of debris flows
from soil slips, San Francisco Bay region, California, in Costa,
J.E., and Wieczorek, G.F., editors, Debris flows / avalanches:
process, recognition and mitigation: Geological Society of
America, Reviews in Engineering Geology, v. 7, p. 1-40.
Ellen, S.D., Wieczorek, G.F., editors, 1988, Landslides, floods,
and marine effects of the storm of January 3-5, 1982, in the San
Francisco Bay Region, California: U.S. Geological Survey
Professional Paper 1434, 310 p.
Harden, Deborah R., 1998, California Geology: Prentice Hall, Inc.,
479 p. Library of Congress # QE 89.H37
Halley, E.J., Lajoie, KR., Spangle, W.E., and Blair, ML,
1979, Flatland deposits of San Francisco Bay Region,
California - their geology and engineering properties and
their importance to comprehensive planning: U.S.
Geological Survey Professional Paper 943, 88 p. This is the
best published geologic map and description of geologic units
for the City of Union City.
Lienkaemper, J.J., Schwartz, D.P., Kelson, KJ., Lettis, W.R.,
Simpson, G.D., Southon, J.R., Wanket, JA., & Williams, P.L.
(informally known as the "Hayward Fault Paleo-earthquake
Group") 1999, Timing of Paleoearthquakes on the Northern
Hayward Fault - preliminary evidence in El Cerrito, California:
U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 99-318, 12 pages.
Knudsen, Keith L, Noller, Jay S., Sowers, Janet M., and Lettis,
William It, 1997, Quaternary geology and liquefaction
susceptibility, San Francisco 1:100,000-scale Quadrangle a digital database: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File
Report 97-715. Note that the plate stplate2.pdf was
Available free from the USGS
updated on 4-26-99.
website at
www.usgs.gov

'Martin, G.R, & Lew, M., editors, 1999, Recommended
procedures for implementation of CDMG Special
Publication 117 Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating
Liquefaction in California: Southern California
Earthquake Center, 63 pages, telephone (213) 740-5843 or
visit homepage: < www.scec.org >
NEHRP, 1997, NEHRP recommended provisions for seismic
regulations for new buildings and other structures: Federal
Emergency Management Agency, FEIviA Report 302 (Part 1,
Provisions, 337 pages), and Report 303 (Part 2, Commentary,
362 pages), available free from FEltiA at (800) 480-2520.
Nilsen, Tor IL, Wright, Robert H., Vlasic, T.H., and Spangle,
W.E., 1979, Relative slope stability and land-use planning in
the San Francisco Bay region, California: U.S. Geological
Survey Professional Paper 944, 96 p.
U.S.G.S., 1997, San Francisco Bay Region, California, Landslide
Folio: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 97-745, parts
A to F. (digital landslide maps, available free from USGS
website at wwl.v.usgs.gov) This comprehensive data base is
recommended for the City of Union City.
Youd, T.L., and Hoose, S.N., 1978, Historic ground failures in
northern California associated with earthquakes: U.S.
Geological Survey Professional Paper 993, 177 p.
Seismology
Abrahamson, N., and Shedlock, K., editors, 1997, Ground motion
attenuation relationships: Seismological Research Letters,
v. 68, no. I, January 1997 special issue, 256 p.
Bachman, Robert E., and Bonneville, David R., 2000, Seismic
Provisions of the 1997 Uniform Building Code: Earthquake
Spectra, vol. 16, no. 1, February 2000, p. 85-100.
Boore, D.M., Joyner, W.B., and Fumal, T.E., 1997, Equations for
estimating horizontal response spectra and peak acceleration
from western North American earthquakes 0 a summary of
recent work, in Abrahamson, N., and Shedlock, K., editors,
1997, Ground motion attenuation relationships: Seismological
Research Letters, v. 68, no. 1, Jan. 1997, 256 p.
Goter, S.K., Oppenheimer, D.H., Mori, J.J., Savage, M.K., and
Masse, R.P, 1994, Earthquakes in California and Nevada: U.S.
Geological Survey Open-File Report 94-647, map scale
1:1 million. (an excellent map showing regional seismicity on a
colored relief base)
Leyendecker, E.V., Perkins, D.M., Algermissen, S.T., Thenhaus,
P.C., and Hanson, S.L., 1995, USGS spectral response maps
and their relationship with seismic design forces in building
codes: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 95-596,
61 pages, 5 appendices, 39 figures, 2 tables.
McCalprin, James P., editor, 1996, Paleoseismology: Academic
Press, San Diego, 588 pages. (a textbook on neotectonics and
active faulting.)
National Research Council, 2001 (in press), Living on a Restless
Earth: the challenge of earthquake science: National Academy
Press, 276 pages, 6x9 format, ISBN 0-309-06562, $49.95.
order from: www.nap.edu This comprehensive new text has
been prepared by a team of 15 seismologists selected by the
National Academy of Sciences.
Noller, J.S, Sowers, J.M., and Lettis, W.R., editors, 2000,
Quaternary Geochronology - methods and applications:
American Geophysical Union, AGU Reference Shelf
volume 4, 581 pages. www.agu.org A definitive treatise on
methods used for dating of earthquake faults.
Olson, J.A., and Zoback, M.L., 1998, Source character of
microseismicity in the San Francisco Bay block, and
implications for seismic hazard: Bulletin of the Seismological
Society of America, v. 88, p. 543-555.

Oppenheimer, David H., Wong, Ivan G., and Klein, Fre-i. W., 1992,
The seismicity of the Hayward Fault, California, in Bcrchardt,
Glenn, and others, editors, 1992, Proceedings of the Secend
Conference on Earthquake Hazards in the Eastern San
Francisco Bay area: California Division of Mines and Geology,
Special Publication 113, p. 91-100.
Perkins, IB., and Boatwright, J., 1995, The San Francisco bay area
-On shaky ground: Oakland, CA, Association of Bay Area
Governments, publication no. P95001EQIC, 56 p.
An excellent ABAG report with colored seismic shaking maps
for earthquake preparedness; telephone 510-464-7900.
Petersen, Mark D., Toppozada, T.R., Cao, T., Cramer, CH.,
Reichle, M.S., and Bryant, William R., 2000, Active Fault
Near-Source Zones within and bordering the state of California
for the 1997 Uniform Building Code: Earthquake Spectra, vol.
16, no. 1, Feb. 2000, p. 69-84. www.eeri.org
Reiter, Leon, 1990, Earthquake hazard analysis: Columbia
University Press, 254 p. (A textbook which summarizes
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis and earthquake
engineering.)
Stover, C.W., and Coffinan, IL, 1993, Seismicity of the United
States, 1568-1989 (revised): U.S. Geological Survey
Professional Paper 1527, 418 p. (An up-to-date catalog listing
all significant American earthquakes)
Toppozada, T.R, Branum, D., Petersen, M.D., Hallstrom, C.,
Cramer, C.H., and Reichle, M.S, 2000, Epicenters of and
Areas Damaged by 11,25 California Earthquakes,
1800-1999: California Division of Mines & Geology, Map
Sheet 49, map scale: 1:1% million.
USGS, 1999, Major Quake Likely to Strike Between 2000 and
2030: U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 152-99. This four
page flier pertains to San Francisco Bay area. Available
free fro,n the USGS Menlo Park office at 415-329-4390 or
wvmusgs.gov
download from:
Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, 2001,
Earthquake Probabilities in the San Francisco Bay Region:
2000 to 2030: U.S. Geological Survey Circular 1189
(in press Summer 2001). Refer to extract in USGS Fact Sheet
152-99 and Open-File Report 99-517.
Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, 1999,
Earthquake Probabilities in the San Francisco Bay Region:
2000-2030 - a summary of findings: U.S. Geological
Survey Open-File Report 99-517, 36 pages, 7 figures
vivAv.usgs.gov
downloadable from:
This is the source for the official Working Group 99
statement that there is about a 70% chance of a damaging
.?.11167 earthquake in the San Francisco Bay area in the next
30 years.
Wills, Christopher J., and Silva, Walter, 1998, Shear-wave velocity
characteristics of geologic units in California: EERI
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ASTM, 1992, ASTM standards on soil compaction: American
Society for Testing and Materials, 192 p. (26 standard tests
selectively collated from ASTM Standards Volume 4.08, Soil
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Library of Congress Catalog No. TA710.06286.
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Robert H. Sydnor and Jason R. Marshall
California Department of Conservation

Letter A5
Response to Comments

A5-1

The Background Report for the Draft ER includes the following: (i) the alignment of the
Hayward Fault, (ii) a description of the Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, (iii) a
disclosure of the fact that an Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone has been delineated
around the Hayward Fault and, (iv) a description of the limitations imposed on development
within Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. As such, the background report provides
sufficient information to adequately evaluate potential fault rupture hazards for regional
planning purposes. Therefore, the Draft ER was not revised to include a map showing the
exact location of the Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone associated with the Hayward
Fault. The City does maintain a full-size Alquist—Priolo Earthquake fault-zone map on file
for public reference.

A5-2

This comment expresses an opinion about the specific language of a Union City General Plan
policy and does not raise an environmental issue. According to Section 15088 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the City is required to respond only to comments on environmental
issues. The comment is, however, part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to
the City for its consideration.

A5-3

The qualitative liquefaction susceptibility information depicted on the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) map in Figure 6-3 of the Draft ER does not differ substantially
from that shown on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) map cited in this comment. Both
maps indicate that liquefaction susceptibility is high to moderate in the western half of the
planning area and low in the eastern half of the planning area. Therefore, the Draft ER has
not been not revised in response to the issues raised in this comment.

A5-4

The National Science Foundation (NSF) report cited in this comment was not available at the
time the Draft ER was prepared. Furthermore, the liquefaction susceptibility information
contained in the Draft DR and the Background Report is sufficient for regional planning
purposes. Therefore the Draft ER was not revised to include information contained in the
NSF report cited in this comment.

A5-5

The Draft ER already addresses the susceptibility to landslide of the moderately steep to
steep hill slopes in the eastern third of Union City. Landslide hazard maps were not included
in the Draft DR because relatively little development is expected to occur in this area of
Union City, as it is designated mostly as agricultural land and open space. Therefore, the
Draft ER was not revised to reflect this comment.

A5-6

The ABAG map shown in Figure 6-2 of the Draft ER was the most current and accurate
source of ground-shaking hazard information available for the planning area at the time the
Draft ER was prepared (California Division of Mines and Geology Map Sheet 48 became
available only recently). Furthermore, the ABAG ground-shaking hazard map depicted in
Figure 6-2 is sufficient for the evaluation of ground-shaking hazards at the general plan level.
If necessary, the use of peak ground-acceleration values for the evaluation of seismic groundshaking hazards and the identification of appropriate building methods can be conducted at
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Letter A5
Response to Comments

more advanced levels of planning. Therefore, the Draft ER has not been revised in response
to the issues raised in this comment.

A5-7

This comment expresses an opinion about adopting specific guidelines and procedures for
evaluating and mitigating seismic hazards in Union City and does not raise an environmental
issue. According to Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City is required to
respond only to comments on environmental issues. The comment is, however, part of the
administrative record and will be forwarded to the City for its consideration.

A5-8

This comment expresses an opinion about the use of seismic safety hyperlinlcs by the City
and does not raise an environmental issue. According to Section 15088 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the City is required to respond only to comments on environmental issues. The
comment is, however, part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the City for
its consideration.

A5-9

This comment expresses an opinion about the implementation of goals, policies, and
schedules for Union City Building officials and does not raise an environmental issue.
According to Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City is required to respond
only to comments on environmental issues. The comment is, however, part of the
administrative record and will be forwarded to the City for its consideration.

A5-10

This comment expresses an opinion about the content of the Union City General Plan and
does not raise an environmental issue. According to Section 15088 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the City is required to respond only to comments on environmental issues. The
comment is, however, part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the City for
its consideration.

A5-11

This comment expresses an opinion about the content of the Union City General Plan and
does not raise an environmental issue. According to Section 15088 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the City is required to respond only to comments on environmental issues. The
comment is, however, part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the City for
its consideration.
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Letter A6
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING

AND

RESEARCH

Steve: A. Nissen

State Clearinghouse

Gray Davis

DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR

RECEIVED
November 9, 2001

NOV 19 2001
crrY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

UNION

Joan Malloy
Union City Community Development Department
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Subject: City of Union City General Plan Update
SCH#: 200092093
Dear Joan Malloy:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on November 7, 2001, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:
"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation."
These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have. complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California. Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.
Sincerely,

Terry Roberts
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.C.A.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML

A6-1

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency
Type
Description

L

2001092093
City of Union City General Plan Update
Union City
EIR Draft EIR
The City of Union City (City) is preparing this program environmental impact report (EIR) to identify
potential impacts associated with its updated general plan and the documents that implement the
general plan (proposed program). This EIR provides an overview ot the proposed general plan,
identifies impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed general plan, alternatives to
the proposed general plan, and other impact conclusions required by CEQA.

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Joan Malloy
Union City Community Develop -ient Department
510-675-5327
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City

Fax

State CA

Zip 94587

Project Location
County
City
Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Alameda
Hayward, Fremont

Range

Section

Base

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use
Project issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Date Received

1-880
Oakland/SFO
BART
Alameda Creek
New Haven Unified School
Various land uses from residential to commercial/industrial - General Plan Update
AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing
Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quality; Water Supply: Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game. Region 3; Office of
Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Department of Housing and
Community Development; Department of Food and Agriculture; Integrated Waste Management Board;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Native American Heritage. Commission; State Lands
Commission; Department of Toxic Substances Control

09/24/2001

Start of Review 09/24/2001

End of Review 11/07/2001

.
Terry Roberts
Governor's Office of Planning and Research

A6-1

Letter A6
Response to Comments

Comment noted.
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Letter A7

Alameda County

LIBRARY

RECE.IVE0
NOV - 2

County Librarian
Albany
Castro Valley
Centerville

2001

UNION OfTY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Extension Services
Fremont Main
Irvington
Newark
Niles
San Lorenzo
Union City

October 30, 2001

Ms. Joan Malloy, Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Dear Ms. Malloy:
Subject:

COMMENT ON DRAFT EIR FOR GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the EIR. I noticed that in the EIR (page
7-4) and in the draft background report which accompanied it (page 7-9), it states accurately
that the current library facility is below the current size standard for facilities in the County
Library system. It also states in both documents that although library expansion has been
identified as a needed project, no specific project has been proposed.

You should be aware that we are currently conducting a'Needs Assessment for the Union City
Library. I am enclosing a copy of a brief fact sheet about this Needs Assessment which we
prepared in May, 2001. Although it says we expect to have the final report available in.
December, 2001, I believe that the project has slipped by about one month and I am now
expecting the final report to be available in January, 2002.
I believe the Needs Assessment will provide the information needed to develop a specific '
proposal. You may want to amend the wording in the draft EIR to add information about the fact
that the Needs Assessment is being conducted and that we anticipate making a
recommendation on a specific project after it is completed.
If you have questions about.the Needs Assessment, please speak to Leisure Services Director
Valerie Crawford who has been working with us on it or contact me at (510) 745-1536.
Very truly yours,

2)-) X-7,10
Linda M. Wood
Alameda County Librarian
LMW:syt
Enclosure
Valerie Crawford, Leisure Services Director, City of Union City
cc
Jean Hofacket, Deputy County Librarian
Linda Harris, Union City Branch Manager
&Union City■EIR City of Union City.dcc
Administration

2450 Stevenson Boulevard
Fremont, CA 94538-2326
510-745-1504
FAX 510-793-2987
q

melihrartt are,

A7-1

ALAMEDA COUNTY LIBRARY
UNION CITY LIBRARY NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The Alameda County Library, after consultation with former City Manager Mark Lewis
and Leisure Services Director Valerie Crawford, is initiating a needs assessment
planning process for the Union City Library tó be conducted over the next six months.
The needs assessment will provide an opportunity for Union City residents, both library
users and non-users, to provide input to the County Library and the City about existing
•
library service programs and library facilities. Residents will have an opportunity to
provide input through surveys distributed in the Library, through the City's newsletter,
and on the County Library's (and City's?) Web site. The surveys will be distributed and
collected in August and September. There will also be up to nine focus group sessions
and two general community meetings planned and held in September and October.
The County Library has hired Library Consultant Kathryn Page, who has recently
completed two similar projects very successfully for the County Library, to conduct the
needs assessment. She will work closely with Union City Library Branch Manager
Linda Harris and Valerie Crawford in carrying out this project.
Ms. Page will provide written summaries of the focus group sessions and community
meetings, tally and analyze the survey results, and develop a written needs assessment
covering library services, collections, seating, technology, staff workspaces, parking,
and other building elements. This report will be useful in evaluating and planning
improvements to the Library's service program and it will be an essential component of
any future building grogram. If the City should decide to apply to the State for Library
Construction Bond funds in the future, the needs assessment will.be an essential
element of the application.
The County Library is providing funding for the consultant's services and in-kind staff
support for the project. The goal is to have a draft report available for County Library
and City staff review in November, with the final report available in December, 2001.
Any questions about this project may be directed to County Librarian Linda Wood at
(510) 745-1536 or Union City Branch Manager Linda Harris at (510) 745-1465 ext. 11.

LMVV:syt
5/10/01
AOMSZECRETARIALNUnion citytNeeds Assessment project - UCY.doc

Linda M. Wood
Alameda County Library

A7-1

Letter A7
Response to Comments

Comment noted.
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Ms. loan Malloy
Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587

UNION CITY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental impact Report for the City orUnion
City General Plan
Dear Ms. Malloy:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Union •City's Draft
Environmental Report (DEIR) for the General Plan. Among other elements, the
General Plan updates the Transportation and Circulation Mement of the Plan using the
following objectives:
• Meet the requirements of state law
• Reflect policy needs of the City of Union City
• Make Union City a pedestrian-friendly city by encouraging the use of trails for
walking and bicycles as an alternative to the use of private automobiles
• Develop Union City as a major regional transportation hub by redeveloping the
BART station as an intermodal facility linking multiple modes of transportation
in a single location
• Support public transit with in the city and reduce single-occupant automobile
trips
Union City is located in Alameda County between the Cities of aryward and Fremont
in the north and south and the Bay and Diablo Range on the west arid east. Union City
encompasses 18 square miles and includes a. variety of land uses.
The ACCMA respectfully submits the following comments. Where possible page
numbers are referenced in the DEIR.
• Page 5-4, 5-10. and Appendix C, Significance Criteria: The ACCMA does not
have a policy. for determining a threshold of significance. Rather, it is expected
that professional judgment will be applied to determine project level impacts
Therefore references to a threshold of significance policy must be deleted fram
the document on these pages and the analysis of NITS roadways reviewed in
these sections for accuracy in light of this change.

1533 BROADWAY,

sorrE 220 • OAKLAND. CA 54.612 • PHONE. (510) 8?42560 *FAX (510)856-U8.5
EMMX riniiteaccme..ce..gov • WED SITE accrita.co-gov
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ALAMEDA COUNTY CMA

PAGE. 02

Ms. Tom MalloY
November 7, 2001
Page 2
• The MI'S routes that must be analyzed for 2005 and 2020 conditions were
summarized in our response to the NO?. The DEIR analyzed all the routes
specified, except for Alvarado Boulevard. The FOR must include an analysis of
this MTS route.

A8-2

• Page 5-11, Degradation of the Level of Service on Highway Segments, LTS and
Appendix C: This section should be expanded to include Union City's
participation in the development and implementation of the 1480 Strategic Plait
This Plan was adopted by the 1430 Steering Committee and ACCMA. Board in
December 1999 and January 2000, respectively. Reference is made to this in
Appendix C, but it should be clarified that Union City is working on the
implementation of the Plan through the 1-880 Corridor Steering Committee and
the ACCMA Board.

A8-3

• Page 5-15, Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail System: The DE1R mentions the
Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan. On June 28„ 2001 the ACCMA Board
• adopted the Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan. .Many facilities are located in
Union City. Reference to the Countywide Bicycle Corridors through Union City
• as well as the 1-ligh Priority Projects (i.e., Projects 9, 13, 14) should be made in
the FEIR_ More detailed information on corridors and specific countywide
projects in Union City ean be found on our website at accmaca.gov.

A8-4

• Appendix C, page 1: The Congestion Management Program Land Use Analysis
section should also address how much housing was added to the baseline.

A8-5

Once avin, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DE3R. Please do not
hesitate to contact me at 510/836-25.50 ext. 13 if you require additional information.
Sincerely,

stl_tiat.&60
Beth Walukas
Senior Transportation Planner
CC:

file: CM? - Environmental Review Opinions - Responses - 2001

Beth Walukas
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency

A8-1

Letter A8
Response to Comments

References to Alameda County CMA thresholds of significance will be deleted as indicated
below. This would not change any of the conclusions. The criteria used to determine the
impacts in this report are based on reasonable criteria that are consistent with similar traffic
studies that have been conducted in the area.
The third paragraph on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
The City's existing policy (1986 general plan) has been to maintain a minimum
LOS of D or better on arterial streets and C or better on minor streets and local
streets, which is consistent with thc Alameda County CMA policy.
The third bullet on page 5-10 of the Draft ELR. is hereby revised as follows:
•

exceed, either individually of cumulatively, an LOS standard established by the
Alameda County CMA City for designated roads or highways;...

The third paragraph on page 5-10 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
In addition to the City standard, the Alameda County CMA has established La..,
standards for thc regional facilities that are included in the congestion management
network. The CMA LOS standard is E except where F was the LOS originally
measured when thc congestion management program was initiated. For those
locations where the future baseline condition is LOS F, impacts were considered
significant if the contribution of project traffic is at least 3% of total traffic. This
criterion has been included to address impacts along roadway segments currently
operating under acceptable levels. A change in the volume to capacity (v/v) ratio
(calculated by comparing the peak hour link volume to the peak-hour capacity of
the road link) of 3% has been found to be the threshold for which a perceived
change in congestion is observed. This change is equivalent to about half of the
change from one LOS to the next.
A8-2

The list of arterials on page 5-9 of the Draft ER is hereby revised as follows:
•
•

Alvarado Niles Road Alvarado Boulevard west of Dyer Street
Alvarado-Mies-Read Alvarado Boulevard west of 1-880

Table 5-3 on page 5-11 of the Draft Ea is hereby revised as follows:
Alvarede-Mles-R-ead Alvarado Boulevard west of Dyer Street
Alvar-ade-Mles-Read Alvarado Boulevard west of 1-880
A8-3

The first paragraph on page 5-11 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
...exceedance of local LOS standards for segments of 1-880 would occur regardless
of whether the proposed program is implemented. To mitigate the projected
congestion on the 1-880 freeway, the City is working on the implementation of the
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Letter A8
Response to Comments

1-880 Strategic Plan through the 1-880 Corridor Steering Committee and the
Alameda County CMA Board.
A8-4

The first paragraph on page 5-15 of the Draft DR is hereby revised as follows:
Bicycles represent a useful alternative to the automobile for shorter trips by people
who are physically able to use them. The City is currently working with Alameda
County on a county wide bicycle plan that would serve to encourage bicycle usage
in place of automobiles, resulting in positive effects on congestion and air quality.
The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan identifies 4 cross-county bicycle routes
within Union City. These include Route 5 (Bay Trail), Route 25 (Highway 880),
Route 35 (Highway 580-MacArthur) and Route 80 (SR 84-Niles Canyon RoadVallecitos). The bicycle plan also includes several high-priority projects in Union
City, including work on Route 25 (Project 9) as part of the Southern Alameda
County/1-880 Corridor project and on Route 35 (Project 13) as part of the Southern
Alameda County/I-580/Foothills project. Figure 5-5 illustrates the current Union
City plan for bicycle facilities.

A8-5

For a description of the amount of housing added to the baseline, please refer to the revised
methodology section on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR.
See also the response to comment A10-1.
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AC TRANSIT LEGAL DEP

NGIT. 5. 200] 4:46PE

Office of the General Counsel

AC Transit

P. 2

Officem (510) 891-4827
FAX (510) 891-4724

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District

RECEIVED
November 8, 2001

NOV

Ms. Joan Malloy
Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587

- 8 2001

UNION CITY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Via Facsimile to
(510) 475-7318
and
U.S. Mail

Re: • DEIR General Plan Update City of Union City
Dear Ms. Malloy:
We have reviewed the DER for your General Plan Update. The District would recommend
Inclusion in your General Plan as a policy In both land use and transportation elements of
a Transit First Policy. This Policy would encourage the consideration and implementation
of design elements in projects to encourage the use of public transit. These can consist
of both improvements, which enhance the potential for use of public transit, as well as
financial incentives to encourage the use of public transit and to help bring transit to
developments subject to the General Plan. Examples of transit first policies are available
from the cities of Oakland, Berkeley and Fremont.

Kenneth C. Scheldig
General Counsel
KCStaf

1600 Franklin Street, Oakland, California 94612

A9-1

Kenneth C. Scheidig
AC Transit, Alameda—Contra Costa Transit District

A9-1

Letter A9
Response to Comments

The City has a comprehensive set of policies encouraging transit use and encouraging the
consideration of transit in design. Policy TR-A.1.1 states that "The City shall prepare and
adopt the Transit First policy to encourage and promote the use of public transit and provide
alternatives to single occupancy vehicles."
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Letter A 1 0
METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION

Joseph P. Sort MetroCenter
101 Elghth Street
Oakland. CA 94607-4700

COMMISSION

Tel.: 510.464.7700
TTY/TDD: 510.464.7769
Fax: 510.464.7848
e-mail: info@mtc.ea.gov

RECEIVED
NOV - 8 2001

Sharon J. Brown. Chair
Ones at Comes Coma Gawky

Nov. 5, 2001

Steve Kinsey. Vire Chair

UNION CITY COMMUNITY

Mann Camay and Cities

Tom Antralano
Cky and County of San Francisco

Ralph 3. Appeaxato
Cities of Alameda County

Keith Axtell
•U.S. Demean.% or I-kw:on
and Urban Devetopment

James T. Beall Jr.
Santa Clara County

Mark DeSaulnier
Contra Costa County

Bill Dodd
Napa Cooety .ndCltkt.

Dorene hi Glatopini
U. Department ofTramponallat

Stott Haggerty
Alameda County

Barbara Kaufman
San FranOisto Bay Comerration
and Development Commis:km

Sue Lampert
Cities of San Munn County

John Md.,emore

Joan Malloy, Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Rd.
Union City, CA 94587

DEvELOPMENT

Re: DEIR, City of Union City General Plan

Dear Ms. Malloy:
This letter sets forth the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's (MTC)
staff comments and recommendations on the transportation system impact
analysis that was included in the Draft FIR for the city of Union City General
Plan. The plan is guided by three major themes: prosperous and
compassionate city; making places in Union City and services and support for
a quality future. The land use section notes that the City will plans to create a
high-density, mixed use transit village around an intermodal facility and that
specific districts are the focus of community development goals. The
transportation section states that the goals are to make Union City a
pedestrian-friendly city and to develop the City as a major regional
transportation hub by redeveloping the BART Station as an intermodal
facility.

Cktes of Santa Cara Canny

Michael D. Nevin
San Mateo Came,/

Jon Rubin
San Female* Mayor's Appointee

James P. Spering
Solana Commy and Oaks
PaIllth
Association of Bay Area Governments

Sharon Wright
Sonoma County and Cities

Harry Yahata
State Business. Transpolution
and Housing Agency

Steve Hearlager
Executive Director

Ann Flemer
Deputy Dim:tor/Operations

Theme W. McMillan
Deputy Director/Policy

1. Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. Please include a
reference to MTC's Regional Transportation Plan in the final FIR.
This plan describes major transportation improvements that can be
funded over the next 20 years given projected federal, state and local
funds. Please indicate which of the future highway improvements that
are assumed to be built in the DEIR traffic analysis are in the RTP.
Highway projects that are not in the RTP should not be included in the
modeling or traffic analysis of the transportation network, unless it can
be shown that they can be fully funded from other sources than those
assumed in the RTP. Inclusion of projects not in the RTP would
provide an unrealistic analysis of traffic impacts.
2. Freeway Impacts. The freeway impacts of this project are identified
as insignificant, so mitigations are not recommended. The DEIR
shows that future growth associated with the General Plan program
would contribute to levels of service on three segments of1-880

A10-1

A10-2

declining to LOS E or F during peak periods. The DEIR states that the reasons for tnis
decline are development and growth outside of the City and that the General Plan
program would contribute only 1-3% to the total traffic volumes on these segments.
We recommend that the Final EIR provide a lot of detail about non-freeway
expanding improvements that the City could implement to reduce peak period travel
demand on freeways as well as local streets and roads. These improvements could
include Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs, such as ridesharing
programs, parking cash-out programs, guaranteed ride home, Eco Pass Program,
telecommuting, staggered work hours, and transit service improvements.

A10-2
cont'd

3. Transit Service Impacts. The DEIR describes the existing transit system in Union
City and states that local policies ensure that transit service will be adjusted to meet
future demand. The document should also identify the future impacts on the transit
system of the General Plan and describe specifically how the transit system will need
to be increased and modified to meet future demand. It should discuss costs and
funding sources for the transit service improvements.

A10-3

4. Mitigation Measures. Please include a mitigation monitoring and reporting program
section that identifies the responsible agency, what action is required, when the action
is required, how much the mitigation costs and what fund source(s) is available to
implement the mitigation measure.

A10-4

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We look forward to receiving the
Final EIR, including responses to our comments. Please call me with any questions at
510.464.7738.
Sincerely,
Susan Williams
Environmental Review
cc: ABAG Clearinghouse, MTC Commissioners R. Appezzato, S. Haggerty, S. Brown

Susan Williams
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Al 0-1

Letter A10
Response to Comments

The fourth paragraph on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
No modifications were assumed for the future roadway network beyond planned and
programmed transportation improvements. All future transportation improvements
are included in MTC's Regional Transportation Plan. No projects have been
included that cannot be shown to be fully funded. Those already assumed in the
Alameda County CMA model, which would occur with or without the proposed
project, include the following:...

Al 0-2

According to CEQA, a 3% increase would not constitute a substantial increase in traffic
relative to the existing traffic load, and this would therefore not be considered a significant
impact. References to non-freeway expanding improvements are included in the policies.
Restating these in the impact section would be confusing since no mitigation is required.
The first paragraph on page 5-11 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
...exceedance of local LOS standards for segments of 1-880 would occur regardless
of whether the proposed program is implemented. To mitigate the projected
congestion on the 1-880 freeway, the City is working on the implementation of the I880 Strategic Plan through the 1-880 Corridor Steering Committee and the Alameda
County CMA Board.

Al 0-3

Appendix C includes the detailed analysis of the impacts of the proposed program on transit
service in the area. As indicated chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, there were no significant
impacts identified for the transit facilities and no mitigation measures were required. The
increase in passengers associated with the General Plan Update could be mitigated with the
planned BART and Bus Service within Union City. Union City Transit prepares a Short
Range Transit Plan (SRTP) every 1-2 years. The SRTP includes operating changes and
improvements to help meet future development and service needs. It also includes an
operating cost projections/analysis and balances service improvements (which may require
increased operating costs) with available and potential funding sources. The SRTP is funded
with a Federal Transit Administration (FTA) planning grant, the amount of which historically
has been about $30,000 per year.

A10-4

The Mitigation Monitoring Program contains mitigation regarding transportation impacts.
Transportation-related mitigation measures were derived from the Union City SRTP. See the
response to comment A10-3 for information regarding funding.
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Directors
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DISTRICT

Jennifer Toy
Dan VVilkowsky
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Officers
Stephen T. Hayashi
GeneratManageti
DistnotEngineer

Joan Malloy
Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City CA 94587

David M. O'Hara
Attorney

HAND DELIVERED

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the General Plan Update
Dear Joan:
Thank you for notifying Union Sanitary District (USD) about the subject project and the
preparation of the EIR. USD has reviewed the information on the proposed developments
and has the following comments:
General:
1. All of the redevelopment areas appear to be within District boundaries and no •
annexations will be required. USD can ultimately provide service to all of the
proposed developments.

A11-1

2. Factors for estimating sanitary sewer flow rates are based in part on land use
projections. Flow rates projected by USD for our sewer Master Plan have been
estimated using land-use data provided by the City of Union City approximately 'five
years ago. If land-use changes, flow rates will also need to be revised. Pages 2-4, 2-5,
Table 2-3, and 10-3 of the EIR indicate that:
a. Industrial land uses will be "intensified",
b. High density residential and commercial areas will be created from vacant
and under utilized land, and
c. Population and jobs will grow.

A11-2

Depending on the additional wastewater 'generated, the existing sewers may be
impacted and sewer improvement projects identified in the Master Plan may have to be
constructed at an earlier date..
3. Factors for estimating flow rates also include rainfall-dependent infiltrationrinflow (1/l)
and groundwater infiltration (GWI). Development of the proposed areas will increase 1/I
and GWI, especially in areas with high groundwater table. Again, depending on the
additional flow generated, the existing sewers may be impacted and sewer improvement
projects identified in the Master Plan may have to be cOnstructed at an earlier date.
5072 Benson Road Union City, CA 94587-2508
P.O. Box 5050 Union City, CA 94587-8550
• (510) 477-7500 FAX (510) 477-7501
www.unionsanitary.com

A11-3

November 8, 2001
Joan Malloy — City of Union City
Page 2
4. There appears to be no impact to our treatment facilities at this time.
Specific:
1. Page 7-2 of the EIR states the following: "Based on 1997 land use projections, the
USD has sufficient capacity to meet demand through 2020. No 'new projects are
identified in the 5-year capital improvement program, but the USD expects to plan for
projects in the next 20 years as Union City approaches buildout".
This statement needs to be revised as follows:
"Based on 1997 land use projections, the USD Wastewater Treatment Plant has
sufficient capacity to meet demand through 2020. Ne-n New projects are identified in
the 5-year capital improvement program, Inn and the USD expects to plan for projects
in the next 20 years as Union City approaches. buildout. Regarding the Wastewater
Collection System, the 1997 Alvarado Basin master Plan identified capacity
deficiencies in the sewer system, under existing and ultimate conditions, and, identified
future projects to address these deficiencies. The new redevelopment may have
impacts on the local sewers depending on the wastewater volume generated. The 5year capital improvement program includes improvement projects to address identified
capacity deficiencies".

A11-4

The need to construct the Alvarado Corridor Relief Sewer in the near future will take
on greater importance in order to accommodate proposed changes in development.
2. Pages ES-8 and 7-11 of the EIR indicate that the impacts on the sewer system are less
than significant. This statement needs to be revised too, for, the same reasons
mentioned above.
Please provide USD with any updates to the City's General Plan and any future updates to
the proposed developments. Also, please keep the District informed of the construction
schedule for the developments so we can provide sewer service in a timely manner.
If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (510) 477-7600.

Richard B. Currie
Tech. Support & Customer Services Manager

A11-5

'

Richard Currie
Union Sanitary District

Letter All
Response to Comments

A11-1

Comment noted.

Al 1-2

While the City anticipates continued growth, there are no substantial land-use redesignations
proposed that would require revised flow rates. The intensification of land use under the
General Plan update would occur within the framework of current land-use designations.
That is, industrial land is anticipated to transition from warehouse uses to more
employment-intensive uses, such as manufacturing, which is an allowable use under the
City's current industrial designation. Furthermore, according to the General Plan,
population growth is considered to be generally consistent with current ABAG projections.
Any future land-use changes proposed would require subsequent environmental review,
including an assessment of whether flow rates need to be revised.

Al 1-3

See the response to comment A11-2.

A11-4

The third paragraph on page 7-2 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Based on 1997 land use projections, the Union Sanitary District (USD) Wastewater
Treatment Plant has sufficient capacity to meet demand through 2020. No n New
projects are identified in the 5-year capital improvement program, kit and the USD
expects to plan for projects in the next 20 years as Union City approaches buildout.
Regarding the Wastewater Collection System, the 1997 Alvarado Basin Master Plan
identified capacity deficiencies in the sewer system, under existing and ultimate
conditions, as well as future projects to address these deficiencies. New
development and redevelopment may have impacts on local sewers, depending on
the wastewater volume generated. The 5-year capital improvement program
includes improvement projects to address identified capacity deficiencies.

Al 1-5

As stated in the Draft EIR, planned future improvements to existing deficiencies in the
sewer system would be implemented to accommodate the increase in demand for
wastewater treatment and collection facilities associated with buildout under the General
Plan Update. Per General Plan policy PF-D.1.1, the City will coordinate its review of
development proposals with the USD to insure that new.development will be adequately
served by existing or planned sewage collection and treatment facilities. Further, per
General Plan policy PF-D.1.2, the City will only approve new development where it will be
served by a public sewer system. Prior to project approval, the City will consult with USD
regarding the sufficiency of the system's capacity to support future development. Per
subsequent environmental review of individual development proposals, mitigation measures
will be imposed on future projects as needed to facilitate implementation of required system
improvements.
For the reasons stated above, the City maintains that wastewater treatment and collection
impacts associated with development under the proposed program will be less than
significant. Therefore, no changes have been made to the impact statements on pages ES-8
and 7-11 of the Draft EIR regarding demand for wastewater treatment facilities.
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Dear Ms. Malloy,
Thank you for this opportunity to provide last commetus on the DE rit for the City's Generi Plan
Update. BART is pleased to have been an =tin partner in Union City's transit-orieated
development planning efforts embodied in the Interinodal Station DiVricr and Pan& Facility
Plan, adopted by the City Council in June Of this year.
One of the primary objectives of the General Plan is to improve access to bus and rail services and
to provide improved access to local and regional transit providers. To accommodate this end, it is
our understanding that the project design incorporates a direct. grade-separated connection.
between BART and the mezzanine on the in level. Our comments forets onthis coariecdon.
1) The E1R should quantify increased transit ridership directly attributable to the land use
designatioes, employment projections. retail and housing development goals encompassed.
within the DEER and BART ltuennodal Ster:on District Plan IIIOCIIMOILS. Transit raode should
be identified 'along with mode-to-mode transfer estimates.

Al2-1

2) The impacts of transit ridership generated by project-related and cumulative growth, both in
the City as a whole andler within the BAItT Station District area, can refer to the need for
futhec studies in order to accurately identify accessory mitigation measures. These measures
could he described its including sidewalk. crosswalk and accessibility improvements and
public safety features such as retell activity, clear lines of sight end camera.s, and other
features that improve pedestrittriftransit patron experience such as art and special bghting.

Al2-2

3) The impacts of ridership growth should address other probable impacts oa transit
infrastructure that require Anther Analysis, parictdarly Me BART station, such as vertical
circulation system expansion (stairs, elevatoeS, escalators), pedestrian aCCeSs improvements
and. roadway improvements due to increased commuter pardng.

Al2-3

Val Merlotti
Manager.- Alameda County Planning
BART
212 eld' Street -MSQ3
Oakland, California 94709
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Val Menotti
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, Alameda County

Letter Al2
Response to Comments

Al2-1

Appendix C of the Draft ElR includes the analysis of the transit ridership increases
associated with the proposed project. The methodology used in the analysis of impacts on
the transportation systems was specified by the CMA. This is a commonly accepted
methodology and level of detail for this type of program-level DR.

Al2-2

The City is aware of BART's concerns with regard to transit ridership and cumulative
growth, and providing reliable, safe accessibility in and around the BART station. The City
is currently in the preliminary design phase of a project that would create a pedestrian-grade
separated connection between BART and the PG&E property. BART will participate in and
review the project. Improvements to address the pedestrian/transit patrons' experience with
art and special lighting are also being considered as part of this project.

Al2-3

BART is taking the lead to determine the long-range station expansion needs as a result of
the planned BART extension to San Jose. The City looks forward to continuing to work with
BART as an active partner to address required improvements as a result of any station
expansion.
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November 8, 2001

Joan Malloy. Planning Manager
City of Union City
Community Development Department
34009 Alvarado Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Dear Ms. Malloy:
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Union City General
Plan Update
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Union
City General Plan Update. As you know, Alameda County Water District (ACM) is a water retailer
responsible for providing water service in Union City. ACWD's service area also includes the cities
of Newark and Fremont.
ACWD has reviewed the DEIR and supporting documents and offers the following comments:

On Page 7-2 of the General Plan Background Report (November 2000) reference Is made
to a proposed ACWD salinity barrier project. Please be advised that this project was
reviewed as part of our Integrated Resources Planning Study (I RP), and because of costs
and other constraints, a salinity barrier project is no longer under active consideration by
ACWD.
•

Table 7-1 of the General Plan Background Report provides a summary ofACWD unit water
use data for residential, commercial and industrial land use. The unit water use data under
the headings "Service Area was provided by ACWD. However, this unit water use data
was incorrectly adjusted for Union City in Table 7-1 (under the headings *Union Cityl. The
water use data provided by ACWD reflects the average unit water use for a specific land
use type (e.g. gallons per day per residential unit) over the ACWD service area. For
planning purposes, this service area data should be adequate for demand projections in
Union City. Further adjustment of the service area unit water use data by relative size of
the City's population (as was done in Table 7-1) results In erroneous water use values.
Therefore, the information provided In Table 7-1 should be corrected, as provided In the
marked-up copy of the table (see attachment). Correspondingly, ACM Is also concerned
that the use of these adjusted unit water use values may have resulted In an erroneous
*estimate of additional water demands, as provided for on Page 7-10 of the DER (Impact
7.2.5).

A13-1

A13-2
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Joan Malloy, Planning Manager
Page 2
November 8, 2001
ACWD will be happy to work with you and your staff to ensure that the concerns expressed in this
letter can be addressed in the Final EIR. Please contact Eric Cartwright (Ext. 217). Senior Water
Resources Planner at ACWD, to further discuss these comments.

Paul Piraino
General Manager
ec
attachment
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Chapter 7: Nish° Pei:Mite and Services

City of Union City

TABLE.7-1

-ACM WATER CONSUMPTION DATA
Water Use Type

Current Conditions (1599)
Service Area

Per capita

'

Projected Conditions (2020)

,...)
26 gcpd

130 F,alions per
capita per day

Service Area

man Ci

129 gcpd

25.8 gcpd

296 gpdf unit

59.2 :-• - /ordt

iScP4)
Single-farruly
resiripritiffi ure—
Multifamily

residential unit"
Conunercial unit
Industiel =at

315 sailors per day
(ed) per unit

262 gPd/unit
0.364 gpdfscgt.
" 0.1035 gpd/s4.ft.

/

1
63

/••t

'

. 253 gpd /u

52.4 _ • • 1.
.0 i

gpd/sq.ft.

_ J.0207 gpel/sq.ft.

1

1364 gpd/sq.ft
0.1035 gpd/sq.ft.

50.. gpd %
d :,,\,
I

•"

gpd/sq.

4 0207 gpd/sci_ft.

• -- - . tions of cite* in the ACWD service area
Union City date are cad=
- g
-...... roa..),........- ,• t: a •• "I' 4.1 .... P.. ...
. • • •• . -telv
Projected change intuit wet= usebetweert current and future conditions is a result of retrofit of pre-1993
homes with low-flow plumbing fixtures (i.e., toilets, showertgads).
:
Sour= ACWD Water Demand Forecast Update Report (May1999), as provided in Piraino pers. comm.

PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS
Long-range planning for the ACWD service area is provided in the distdct's Integrated Resources
Plan (LR), which was adopted In 1995. The LRF assumes MI bufidcrut of Union City based on the
1986 General Plan. Itt. addition to planning to maintain reliable war supply in its service area, the
"RP includes conservation as a significant componen. ACWD's goal is to ensure that shortages
luring a dry year will reach no more than 10 p=ent through neiv war supply alternatives and
conservation measures.
.
A new water delivery project is planned for the Union Qty area. ACWD plans to construct Phase
2 of the 24-inch Niles-Decoto pipeline, which would extend from the Moritz Freeway along
Alvarado-Niles Boulevard beyond the Union City dty limits to Mission Boulevard.

The district has proposed installing several salinity barriers along the western boundary of Union
City and farther southward. Any property outside the current city limits would need to be
annexed to the ACWD service area before service could life provided.

72 WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
The Union Sanitary District (USID). provides wastewater colledion and treatment servioes for Union
Qty. The district also serves Fremont and Newark. The total service area is 602 sort= miles, with
Union City making up 9.9 square miles. Average wastewater generationrates by Lana use in Union
City are as follows:

J
Public Review Draft Background Report

7-2

November 2000

Paul Piraino
Alameda County Water District

Letter A13
Response to Comments

A13-1

Comment noted.

A13-2

The City acknowledges that the adjustments to the service area unit water use factors done in
Table 7-1 of the Background Report have resulted in incorrect City water use values. The
City will therefore eliminate these incorrect adjustments from Table 1. Additionally, Page 710 of the Draft ElR is hereby revised as follows:

No new water use projections will be calculated for the purposes of the EIR, however, as
there are no substantial land-use redesignations proposed by the General Plan Update that
would substantially increase ACWD consumption estimates of service area water
consumption. Furthermore, population growth anticipated by the General Plan is generally
consistent with current Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) projections. Any
future land-use changes proposed would require subsequent environmental review, including
an assessment of whether water consumption rates need to be revised.
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John Sutter
President
Ward 2

Ayn Wieskamp
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Vice-President
Ward 5

Ted Radke

Ms. Joan Malloy
Planning Manager
City of Union City, Community Development
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Doug Siden
Secretary
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Beverly Lane
Ward 6

Carol Severin
Ward 3

RE: Union City General Plan

Jean Siri
Ward 1

Dear Ms. Malloy:

Pat O'Brien
General Manager

The East Bay Regional Park District appreciates the opportunity to review the Union City
General Plan and HR.. We are pleased to see the General Plan's policies supporting infill
development, resource protection and a comprehensive bike path and trail system, and would like
to offer the following comments:
Land Use
Land Use Diagram should be corrected to show the parcel to the northeast of May Road,
formerly part of the Meyers Estate, as open space rather than agriculture. This parcel (identified
as APN 087 0040 015 01) is owned by the Park District as part of Dry Creek Pioneer Regional
Park. I have attached copies of maps indicating its location.
Transportation / Trails
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities diagram (GP figure TR-5, EIR figure 5-5) is confusing
because it does not distinguish between planned and existing trails and bicycle routes. The
Alameda Creek Trail should be shown (on the Union City side of Alameda Creek) as existing, as
well as the Bay Trail bike lanes on Union City Boulevard. It would be helpful if the text also
offered more specifics on the implementation of certain trail segments: for example, Union City
has received funding from Caltrans to study the feasibility of a potential Bay Trail shoreline
segment along the Alameda County Flood Control levee between Alameda and Old Alameda _
Creeks; and the existing service road along Dry Creek connecting the Dry Creek Pioneer
Regional Park with the Alameda Creek trail.

Lastly; it would be useful to insert a policy either in the Transportation or Youth, Families and
Community Services (Parks) section on providing safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian
access to the Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation Area for Union City residents, specifically
through the addition of bike lanes and sidewalks on Quarry Lakes Drive. Also in this regard,
both the General Plan and EIR should identify effects of the planned SR 84 extension on local
access to Quarry Lakes. Potential impacts of this project on the existing Alameda Creek Trail
should be identified and mitigated.
2950 Peralta Oaks Court
TEL 510 635-0135

P.O. Box 5381

Fax 510 569-4319

Oakland, CA 94605-0381

TOO 510 633-0460

www.ebparks.org

A14-1

A14-2

A14-3

A14-4

Joan Malloy
Union City General Plan
Union City, Community Development

2

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the general plan update. Please feel free to
call me at 544-2623 if you have any questions on these comments.
Sincerely yours,

Brian Wiese
Interagency Planning

'11

a Commercial

-nent Campus

Union City General Plan
cre)
vacre)
(lu/acre)
du/acre)
dulacre)

Land Use Diagram

Mr'

,.........___.v

--7
1
-----\1;11L
1/41E
-'.- .:\7_
7
U.
.:---:
---- - -----c--L9:-.7---.7.,..3.7,:;pi'll",,Z=1,- 1E
.--_- -.ffsrII ------;.
.
...._-..:
/Am 0 t'
/V14• ' ` ' V,1,7*-nol.•
7. SS\
^le •
‘,,, 64RIN
, Q/15/ tts .

tJP3

"

< 1Z"

rill.9t?
.. N.;:I lVAla4Lv.:..,...../
p

',.'oo•o:
t
:', '‘"

. MY CREEK
i--,.-;,+•:', ,‘'

PiONEER REGIONAr.

4 sr;s4/
,, ‘,,,,.,..,
S, ,i

'4f
•

' • PARK ••

's:

1 \
-4N
----b
'
e. ,. ..,f -..444
,,... 's
4 tur io-7'V.
•,,,....7

I
I

ISikk

, 6,11:k r

!A01.0

i,'Aiir

I .(91.1.,9.,.
"

WI I PP/i
111
7641t
J.1.1 It

AS

wok 719.49(9 11
101t4 S9.,
I14 VI
64043 II

SEE

01

•

I J1C7JU
Cr
r-49.41.17 (AL II
1.4■1 19901.117111 SI
4 LAll VIII SI
I 1.90 GUAM" 3,
( 94444 %Air LOX (IA

Sri
294 .i•114"
3
1(4 CI
1.19 (S7(4

(94

-

--I- ---- ---, --

-

\

10.34,

\

'

..;SESSOR'S MAP 87

Code Area No.15-015 15-04715-059 5-083 15-06215-065 15-066 15-068 25-031 25-039
MAP OF A PART OF THE RANCHO ARROYO DE LA ALAMEDA (J.G.CLARK)ai..7P9 rc)

Page 1
faITIVJr

r...a•

1/ .

... . .1 .:..
NI P.

T.' -,'

• .."

/
'

58-008

*

,/.. •
PA' P!

Pfr'

;

56-00i

Z

T'''...'
- ...11
,
'...1C

5 1 • , ,,,/
` 7.
,
ci 2-,
,e7

r,

.."...."....1.
1r.....O.C.•
..ro T o

,.'1../t"...
a‘ .

..1'''',..■'',
:.:1.
.4 OP _ P•
,h*

SCD1P• 1"P BOO.

•D CD ,I1 .
AS
..•
-T.<

Tr

••:.'•5 •

."!•

:•7

I
'''", ,,a, yx -....›,-,7•., k

.stc

00.1.1•1 WA,. .

.„,

,..
:
„....
•. :
...r•J7r-rtr • f2.G.
tí(

4

CI)

1".

:
41
I.;
7
1'.
„ 5 ......'

C":

. ,..,
,o;.,..-

12 V -".

..,-.
_
(..),
La
•.T■
-1.

...,

11 i li ,,„,,,,
. il ,.....L.„) ,d,",,v,7
, 'T.
\ ,..';'4' :41:.• .

ji ..,

-;
c..'.9..
.,-

55(1
oi

•"*".:1

a.,

(-)

(11.3 TPCDP1

r•

--•, 2
I !..
•-\-7
-. ,
-"
...,.:
r■ . -,JI 7.3"'
--, •-, :: cp
:17tr P;i'
(2;
) ,, P,L• --,,....;
P1.11•LT•1 1
, _j4

r't

•

•;:f"
I
Tli.73JC.DT/

522 PXCE

LO

co,
013 PC.
PILDOPCAPI

02

CT.
"re PLOP 11

;

91

.7.00.4 .,

..

P

...7.•

LDT 1 K!::././.......,
SAZ7,3at(P2

....1,;

1 .T.PY'
'''
s.'. .
•••••• ■••,...}......,,Y
,..-g•
,,.•

_:_iy.•'
.6--N
:-z,7,.,,1 i•--- 7,..";7•7J-7,1Z,;--f:-5
1:-.
Pl. P'..CT 10
.4 IT.1■TeT.,,,,, __I

:
; .„ .

4 •10,........, salt ''''
',...''''' ..0.5. ,l,

....--...

JOS MAT

1G'

.,.., . , I
A Jell,•-il oF.J• 1

Jot.••■■••••• lAI,-...

1

'''...•-•-•."

'''

)%

,..:".‘„,,'`,..0.°

4,

3 '. 0.
1.
J .° ...

li815431 ../....'X. ,

,,,.' ; 0-JO'''. '

,,,

‘,...

.,1' '

, '

30

, ,•.*

' ''''.., rr,
..■■•■•47.
....."■
.
,- r: .

H.10 At
1 '2
•1

,.. 1

1:' 1.0.:'"••''.5 '''
- - '" ' ' :'' '1 '.• ,'' .....;,''

.
o!;;',::''
".
.'":;.,t;'.',.•*;,,',•
31
• ' .../„.•

far &weary Caer.ctIon awe,'
0.7:0eto' 70-62585

..--ara..
7

.•alt

V. iViP-V

'

:•1

1

..,.,,,,,,, ‘ - 015

•••.,

:i, '"'"•PL.,.,
..,...
/'

Pr,
e: F.F.
•Y. i'
9'„
' '1
•.'er,

41. : l'';',:

ob

•-...„ c-N.
c.)
f.

7..-...4

.
ia,

I

i 1-5

arg,
=•.7;M•"•,..1.. •....• i

•••••,
..,"..
-.•7••••:', '
t'..

4'
.1

•

6..5/4,..vpi

''. "‘ ''''. "' ''''

•

&
I

0.6-44e.r(P) .

-1

'y

x

4.;

,,, 41:.s.i.-/,.—,
4„ , /..
fr..•, .
e
.....
..9

. j ,,,,g

I WALJ (n1 .
•

q '''':•,f:r..
,

/
1

Pat.

.!

PTAIL

C414 , 200'
,tf•

MA, O. .414.•

Brian Wiese
East Bay Regional Park District

Letter A14
Response to Comments

A14-1

This land-use change is not occurring as part of the General Plan Update. No response is
required.

A14-2

The Union City Boulevard bike lane is shown on Figure 5-5 of the Draft Ea as a designated
bike route. The Alameda Creek Trail is incorrectly drawn on the figure and should be shown
as existing and on the Union City side of Alameda Creek. The figure will be modified (see
chapter 4 for revised figure).
The program-level ER is used as a starting point for the assessment of future projects as they
arise within Union City. It is anticipated that when a specific trail is proposed, the
appropriate environmental review of the project will be addressed at that time.

A14-3

The General Plan includes a policy (LU-I.1.1) that addresses a connection to Quarry Lake
along the Alameda Creek Channel: "The City shall ensure that Arroyo Park is functionally
linked to Quarry Lakes (in the City of Fremont) by parkland open space along Alameda
Creek."

A14-4

SR 84 is a Caltrans-sponsored project. Potential impacts of the SR 84 extension project are
being addressed through a project-specific environmental review process, which is expected
to be completed in 2002.

Final Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Union City General Plan Update

Comments and Responses
January 2002

Letter A15

RecovEr3

COUNTY OF ALAMEDA

PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY

NOV 1 3 2001

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
951 Turner Court, Room 100
Hayward, CA 94545-2698
(510) 670-6601
FAX (510) 670-5269

UNION CITY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

November 7, 2001
Zone 5, Line M Series
Zone 3A, Dry Creek

Joan Malloy,
Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
Dear Ms. Malloy:
Subject:

Notice of Completion of Draft Environmental Impact Report for
General Plan Update of the City of Union City

Reference is made to your transmittal of September 21, 2001, of the draft report for the
above subject.
We have reviewed the submitted document and offer no comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for General Plan Update of the City of Union City.
Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft report for General Plan Update of the
City of Union City. If you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 670-5459.
Very truly yours,

John Nguyen
Development Services Department

TO SERVE AND PRESERVE OUR COMMUNITY

A15-1

John Nguyen
County of Alameda Public Works Agency

A15-1

Letter A15
Response to Comments

This comment offers no comment on the Draft E1R. No response is necessary.

Final Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Union City General Plan Update

Comments and Responses
January 2002

Letter 01
AIR
<
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`-/
TRANSPORT
SYSTEMS

City of Union City
Community Development Department
Planning Commission, and City Council
Attn.: Joan Malloy, Planning Manager, and
Mark Leonard, Community Dev't Director
Delivered on
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, California 94587-4497
November 8, 2001

Re: EIR, General Plan & Amendment to Community Redevelopment Plan
To the Above:
The undersigned, responds timely to your request for comments on the
above-identified documents as follows:
Self-imposed constraints and deficit of factual exploration and analysis in the
EIRs above identified, impair deciders' ability to avoid significant adverse
environmental impacts by. alternatives—yet to be imagined by the drafters which
would significantly improve choice for and achievement of environmental and
community goals generally. Stated another way, some things the drafters may
recognize as degrading the environment: noise, air quality, vehicle traffic congestion,
unavailability of housing at prices compatible with rewards for labor, but
nevertheless in the draft EIRs say are unavoidable or give only speculative and
wish-based mitigations for, are consequences of unnecessary constraints– all in the
head.
The initial reactiori of the drafters to what is pointed out here will be to want to
dismiss what iš pointed out here, and to cite similar reactions from their working
colleagues to justify the dismissal. But that is "the point". What is outside
Einstein'6 universe? Nothing. –Because the universe is defined to include
everything of which Einstein is aware, and that includes what one's colleagues and
those to which one is teacher or consultant have brought to bear on the jointly- •
pursued salient documents. But try putting some energy into pursuing what some
one outside one's usual consulting circle, here, for instance, and you will find a
more adequate theory and capability to the substantial scientific and social goals,
distinguishably from the merely conventional excuses for non-achievements of the
optimum!
In the following I proceed seriatim starting with the EIR for the General Plan,
and in Order to avoid unnebessary repetition,.ask the reader hereof to apply the
comments where appropriate to the EIR for the Community Redevelopment Plan.

Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross (510) 792-8523 :1327 Kruger Av, Fremont, CA 94536-4140
A C TRANSIT Southern Alameda County. Director, and Chief Executive Officer,
CLEAN AIR TRANSPORT SYSTEMS – Regional & Interregional Developers

RECEIVED
NOV -8Z001

Letter to City of Union City, et al. from Nancy Jewell Cross, page 2.
1. Executive Summary, ES-2, top. Law does not constrain the planning area to
the city limits, and some of the otherwise conceived unmitigateable adverse
impacts are not so intransigent if you get out of this self-imposed box! Maybe all
that's needed is for somebody or some agency to plan intelligently, and things will
fall into place. Territorial limits are not the measure of capability to plan to general
satisfaction if inquired, and any action, including planning, that which is within the
authority of Union City to do to avoid adverse environmental impacts within or
without the City of Union City is properly within ambit for the general plan. s
2. ES-3, top. There would be significant land use incompatibilities between a
realigned SR #84 and residential uses adjacent, With severely adverse impacts on
the residential environment and which could not be mitigated. Just because the
drafters describe SR#84 freeway segment a goal or a policy rather than
construction change in environment proposed does not exempt it from report of.
impacts and compatibility and development of alternatives for transportation. Nor
does the absence of the EIR drafters from the City Council and Planning
Commission forums exempt them from reporting existence of SR#84 realignment
as being in community controversy to be reported. in the EIRs! Many people, to
knowledge of the Union City Council by petition have declared and attested that
the SR#84 realignment and associated mass vehicle parking garages at Union City
Train Station "would severely adversely impact the environment without possible •
mitigation" and asked the City Council of Union City and others Immediately to
explore comprehensively intelligent' planning scenarios, including the humansand-environment-friendly alternatives (proposed in the Petition). Please see
Appendix A, a copy of the Petition and typed list following. The
original Petition was presented and passed among Union City, City Council
Members at a regular meeting and is available for presentation to the Planning
Commission given 10-15 minutes for presentation with overhead projector, and
with a video if desired, at a mutually agreeable time, on request.
•
The
presumption
of
expansion
of
roads
and
vehicle
parking
provided,
or
3.
required by the City of Union City or public agencies subject to land use control of
City of Union City, including eminent domain needs to be considered for its impact
on availability or non-availability of housing available and desired in Union City.
See Appendix B, "Parking Requirement Impact's on Housing Affordability", by
Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, www.vtol.oro.
4. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires identification of
the environmentally superior alternative among the build alternatives, and
that includes the alternative to construction of a new freeway segment in Union
City! I will present particulars of the proposed .alternative(s) in the. Petition. The
significant adverse impact acknowledged under the proposed program on page
ES-10 is avoidable. It only awaits deciders d EIR drafters open to the idea!
Sincerely yours,
Appendices A and B follow.
Nan
11 Cross
A C Transit, Southe Alameda County Director, and
Chief Executive Officer, CLEAN AIR TRANSPORT SYSTEMS
Regional & Interregional Developers

01-1

01-2

01-3

01-4

A1R

z Krzt=r7
<
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TRANSPORT
SYSTEMS

PETITION

FOR SOUTHBAY TROLLEY ELECTRIC,
CLEAN FUEL AND QUIET BUSES, AUTOMATED BICYCLE
GARAGE, A REFRESHMENT BUILDING, AND CAR-FREE TOTAL
TRIP- FRIENDLY AMENITIES AT UNION CITY RAIL HUB1

AND AS AN ALAMEDA COUNTY & DUMBARTON CORRIDOR 2002 STIP PROJECT
AS ALTERNATIVE TO PROGRAMMED BUT ENVIRONMENTALLY
UNAPPROVED, VEHICLE PARKING STRUCTURES AT UNION
CITY TRAIN STATION AND ROUTE 84 FREEWAY SEGMENT IN
ACTA 1986 & 2000 MEASURES B, AND DEMAND FOR MAJOR
INVESTMENT STUDY/UPDATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT WITH INTEGRATED SUBREGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLAN FOR ALL MEASURE B PROJECTS HERE BEFORE
IMPLEMENTATION.
To: Alameda County Transportation (Improvement) Authority, .Federal Transit
Administration, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, California Transportation
Commission, City Councils of Union City, Fremont, Newark, and Hayward; Alameda
County Board of Supervisors, City and County Planning and Transportation Commissions,
and Others Interested:

Whereas,
1. Caltrans in the 1950s sought to build a freeway segment (StaieRoute #84
Realignment from Peralta Boulevard) between Mission Boulevard (also known as State.
Route #238) in Union City to 14880 at Decoto Road/#84 via City of Fremont ("Historic
Alignment"). Land was purchased therefor, and some $115,000,000 was included in 1986
ACTA Measure B expiring in 15 years for the construction. Despite a draft environmental
report which represented, falsely, study of light rail and buses alternatives across the
Dumbarton Bridge, the proposal for the approximately three miles long freeway has in 14
years since not passed environmental muster. However; the Mayor of Union City

conceives that its construction would relieve traffic congestion LOS (vehicle level of
service) D at Decoto Road-Alvarado Niles Road intersection by diverting traffic from
Decoto Road substantially through Fremont residential area. This is unacceptable to
the Mayor of Fremont and the Mayor of Union City anticipates also federal and state
reviewing officials would likely object to piecemeal road building. Also proponents of the
freeway "solution" have failed to conider less costly, environmentally-friendly train and
car-free alternatives,.
2. Measure B 2000 includes $14,700,000 for "Dumbarton Corridor Improvements'
and $9,200,000 for "Union City Multimodal Station"—euphemism for Bart Ward 6 Director's
theretofore-concepted five office buildings and sales tax-funded, user-free 4- story vehicle
parking structure(s) at the front of the Bart station, with buses' circulation and people using
buses from and to trains squeezed to minimal space in least attractive locations on the
site. This scenario impacts land prices escalation and unaffordability of housing in
Alameda County, and ever more vehicle traffic on Alvarado-Niles and Decoto Roads!
Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross (510) 792-8523: 1327 Kruger Av, Fremont, California 94536-4140

Petition, page 2.
3. H owe v e r, traffic calamity from the new office buildings and parking structures
at the Bart station could be the one thing which would blast objections to the also
environmentally-disastrous Route 84 "Realignment" :three miles long freeway segment!
The strategy to succeed would -require piece-meal planning, first to invite public decision
favoring the megalith at the Bart station without examining the impacts off site, and,
then intentionally-belatedly, after everybody is mindset on elements on the Bart site, they
become aware that road capacity has to be expanded off site—by the proposed Route 84
three-miles freeway segment! Meanwhile, the Mayor of Union City would push the freeway
segment using excuse of simply fulfilling public wishes for land choices at the Bart site!
4. A C Transit recently on request of Union City Community Development
Department put up $30,000 for planning at the Bart site and vicinity. Bus bays and userfriendly and safe circulation and Refreshment Building needed for buses and their patrons
require an acre at the front of the Train Station Area. A C Transit has ;2,000,000 at the
ready for construction of car-free access friendly bus bays and amenities. Bus patrons at
the Union City Bart Station currently are obliged to sit on the pavement or stand at the
places buses board and with no ready access to rest rooms and snacks. Bart has
maintained this for over 25 years since the opening of the station. Why? —To encourage
people as much as possible to use cars and create demand for user-free parking garage at
the expense of other train and bus riders and sales/bonds taxpayers! With the scenario in
mind, Union City in 2000 employed a consultant instructed to game plan the public at
workshops into arranging office buildings, parking structures for 2370+ cars; force buses in
minimal space, housing in a variety of arrangements, and trains on three parallel tracks—

without a thought to the environmental and traffic consequences off site!
5. Constructions of this extent require a reasonable analysis of cumulative impact of
all impacts including of the traffic associated with cara housed on site and future
anticipated projects on and off site. Piecemeal highway segment construction is
inadequately supported in this air quality standards-non--attainment area if there is, in fact,
feasible and cost effective transit alternative. And there is!
6. Southbay Trolley Electric from Mission Boulevard and down Decoto Road and
across the Dumbarton Bridge to East Palo Alio, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Caltrain, and
Stanford University and Industrial Park is the Preferred Alternative for transportation in
the area here involved, for economy, transportation efficiency, and environmental
friendliness. Its 30-mile route is 10 miles in each of three counties, and the cost
estimated $15,000,000 a mile, is reasonably $150,000,000 for each county. Construction
time is estimated five years. It would connect with ACE, Bart, the Capitols, and multiple
bus lines at Union City Train Station.

Wherefore, .
We, the undersigned, Civic Shareholder Investors associated in CLEAN AIR
TRANSPORT SYSTEMS and A Mile Around, petition and declare that the 1986 and 2000
Alameda County Measure B programmed constructions here involved are inappropriate
and would severely adversely impact the environment without possible mitigation. We ask
the agencies addressed and persons thereof and all others immediately to explore
comprehensively intelligent planning scenarios, including the humans-and
environment-friendly alternatives here, and to reprogram by whatever means possible.
In so far as we do not speak for ourselves otherwise, we designate Dr. Nancy
Jewell Cross to be our spokesperson on transportation matters related..

A partial list, as of the date of this presentation, of Civic Shareholder Investors in
CLEAN AIR TRAMSPORT SYSTEMS .
Regional & Interregional Developers
and its project, A Mile Around, who besides herself, are
represented on matters of the presentation by
Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, Chief Executive.Officerof CATS.
Residents of Union City
1. Michael Davis, Begonia Street
2. Wilde Legard
3. Julie E. Ramirez
4. Judy Poe
5. Mark Hudnall
6. Suzanne Hudnall
7. Dong J. Shin
8. Ann Allison-Marsh, Clover Street
9. Gary W. Marsh
10. Peggy A. McGregory,
11. Evelyn Riddle
12. Stephanie Baillie; Rose Bud Court
13. Donald R. Baillie
14. Todd Perez
15. Lizeth Torres
16. Kathleen J. Daniell°, Daisy Street
17. Michael E. Daniell°
18. Lilia Villaluz, Wren.Court
19. Victoria Britton
20. Maurice Britton
21. Lachi Aqyubim, Skylark Drive
22. Rico Aquino
23. Jooik Yoon
24. Rosalinda Somosot
25. Jaswinder Toor
26. Jimmy Cheung, Grouse Way
27. Jenovevo G. Arciniaga, Godwit Court
28. Kimberly K. Warren
29. Keith S. Doser, Royal Ann Drive

33. Adriane Calles, Cherrywood Drive
34. Everett Macaya
35. Jasmine Macaya
36. Watt Millintangkur, Tartarian Way
37. Ernest Walters
38. Keith Zimmerman
39. Rita Zimmerman
40. Deborah Oliveira
41. Gary Oliveira
42. Norberto Payad, Osprey Drive
43. Delta B. Payad
44. Patti Short, Darlene Way
45. Jacqueline G. Hudson
46. James Labrador, Louise Lane

47. Victoria Timario, Famoso Plaza
48: Alma Cruz
49. Aydogan Akinci, Jr.
50. Neerata Silvaramayya,
Herringbone Court
51. Carla Chambers, Flagstone Drive
52. Charles Chambers

53. Angel Mariveles, Slate Court
54. Rachel Chang, Eastin Drive
55. Wen Wen Husueh, Sloan Way
56. Arfan Rafique •
57. Xiao-Yan Zhao, Anaheim Street
58. Cindy Ryll, Calistoga Street.

30. Lekh Dhiman, Corum Court
31. Marion Williams

32: Marie Bragazzi, Decoto Road
Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross (510) 792-8523: 1327 Kruger Av, Fremont, California 94536-4140

A partial list, as of the date of this presentation, of Civic Shareholder Investors in
CLEAN AIR TRANSPORT SYSTEMS
Regional & Interregional Developers
and its project, A Mile Around, who besides herself, are
represented on matters of the presentation by
Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, Chief Executive Officer of CATS.
Residents of Newark
1. Pam Stirling, Lundy Drive
2. Gloria Bryant
3. Cathy Davis, Orkney Court
4. Frances Marzella, Cardiff Street
5..Jose Medoza
6. Cathy Villarama, Buckingham Court
7. Rafael Villarama
8. Rev. David R. Brown
9. Jeanette L Brown
10. Debra Aube
11. Jan P. Wright
12.
13.
14.
15.

Sandra Abbott, Jarvis Avenue •
Randy Tillett
John Fuller
Bernardette Guerrero

16. Alarc Quan, Cheviot Court
17. Arie Ravid, Chapman Drive
181 Nap Ramirez
19. Nanette Kautz, Tudor Place
20. Tim Kautz
21. Jeannie Lafarge, Falmouth Place

29. Benjamin Beveridge,
Charmwood Court
30 Pat Nahrnberg
31. Beverley Stacy, Blackburn Drive
32.
33.
34:
35..
36.
37.
38.

Thomas J. James, Lake Boulevard
Dorothy James
Barbara Miller .
Brent Parsons
Leif Pedersen
Pan Varghese
Anna Varghese

39. Grace Huerta, Falmouth Place
40. Frances La Russa
41. Stan Hembey, Cornwall Place
42. Joyce Hembey
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.

Ruth Birman, Joaquin Murieta Av
Angela Shaw
Chris M. Melgoza
M. Lee Thomas
Bryan McDonald
Alex Alexandrian

22. Michael Bryant, Portsmouth Avenue,
23. Emelia ("Millie") Bryant
24. John Giovannis
25. Tieresa I. Scully

49. Harry J. Reed, Cherry Street
50. Martha A. Reed

26. Joseph A. Prabhakar, Ramgate Drive

City of Newark. See letter dated
August 31, 1982, by David W. •
Smith, Mayor, to Metropolitan
Transportation Commission.

27. E. Russell Hardy, Rutland Court
28. Max Goodwin, Reymouth Drive

5-1; Ruth McNair, Farnham Drive

Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross (510) 792-8523 : 1327 Kruger Av, Fremont, California 94536-4140

To Joan Malloy:
Please include the whole of.my response,
including the x'ppendice s completely, not
merely reference them; in all ublications
and transmissions.
Thank you:
Na
well Cross

RECEIVED
NOV - 8 2001
UNION CITY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

0,23
Victoria Transport Policy Institute
Website: www.vtpi.org
Email: infoQvtplorg
1250 Rucilin Street, Victoria, BC. V8V 3R7, CANADA
Phone & Fax 250-360-1560

'Efficiency - Equity - Clarity'

Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing
Affordability
Todd Litman
Victoria Transport Policy Institute
27 April, 2000

Abstract
Current zoning laws require residents to pay for a generous amount of parking whether
they need it or not. This is unfair to households that own fewer than average cars, and a
burden to those with low incomes. Parking requirements raise housing costs, decrease
maximum potential densities, and reduce developers' incentive to build affordable
housing. Based on typical affordable housing development costs, one parking space per
unit increases costs by about 12.5% and two parking spaces increase costs by more than
25%, compared with no off-street parking. Since parking costs increase as a percentage of
rent for lower priced housing, and housing represents a larger portion of household
expenditures for poorer households, parking costs are highly regressive.
Paving land for parking also imposes indirect environmental and social costs on society.
Generous parking requirements encourage automobile dependency and urban sprawl by
increasing the amount of land needed per unit, thus making lower priced urban periphery
land relatively more attractive than higher priced but more accessible urban locations.
Current parking requirements are a clumsy mechanism for matching parking supply with
parking demand because the number of automobiles per housing unit varies significantly
between households and over time. Automobile parking requirements should be assigned
to vehicle owners rather than building owners and renters. This requires moderate
changes in housing policies, and increased enforceMent of parking regulations, but
significantly increases economic efficiency and equity.

1995-1999
Todd Alexander Litman
All Rights Reserved
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Preface
I Hey, I've got a terrific idea! Let's pass a law requiring that all residential buildings have motor

vehicle fuel pumps that can be usedfor free by inhabitants and their guests. Fuel costs would be
incorporated into residential rents. Think of the benefits! No more worry about money to pay for
gas. No delays at gas stations. Everybody would be better off especially poor folks. Great idea,
right?
Wrong. It's a stupid idea. Somebody would have to pay for the pump and gasoline. It would
increase everybody's housing costs. It would be unfair to anybody who drives less than average,
since they would subsidize other peoples' gasoline consumption. It would be especially unfair to
residents who don't drive because they are poor or handicapped, forcing them to pay this
expense without gaining direct benefits.

Free gasoline would also encourage wasteful habits. It would increase motor vehicle use, leading
to more congestion, pollution, accidents, and sprawl, and it would continue the decline in nonautomotive transportation choices, leaving non-drivers worse off. The gasoline tanks would take
up space. Gasoline spilled from the pumps would degrade the environment.
Although requiring free gasoline is obviously unfair, wasteful and stupid, it is economically little
different from current residential parking requirements. Both residential parking and gasoline
typically cost about $50 per Month per automobile. Current practices of requiring generous free
residential parking contradict society's goals to provide affordable housing, reduce
environmental impacts, conserve resources and develop a more efficient and diverse
transportation system.

Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability

Introduction
Adequate housing is essential for individual and community welfare. There are few
trends more tragic than the growing housing problems facing many families. Not only are
an unacceptable number of people homeless, but rents require an excessive share of many
households' income. Between 1973 and 1993 the percentage of total income spent on
housing by middle income households increased from 23.4% to 31.6%.1 Something is
preventing commercial markets from providing sufficient affordable housing.
This report examines the impacts of residential parking requirements on housing
affordability. Increasing off-street parking requirements over the last forty years appear to
have reduced the potential for private developers to build inexpensive housing. This has
reduced the supply of lower priced housing and raising minimal rents. Generous parking
requirements by governments and lending agencies impose a number of costs on society
in genera1.2 This report does not question the need for some off-street parking. The
question issue is how to determine the optimal amount of required off-street parking, and
how it should be regulated. It describes strategies that are more efficient and equitable
than current practices, and which support overall social and environmental goals.

Current Residential Parking Standards
Automobiles typically spend 95% of their existence parked, using either on-street parking
supplied free by the community or privately supplied off-street parking. Since on-street
parking is an expensive and limited public resource it seems fair to mandate off-street
parking. Local governments require building owners to provide parking on the
assumption that buildings create parking demand. Building owners are forced to include
parking costs when selling or renting housing.
Table 1

Recommended Off-Street Parking Design Values3
Spaces Per Unit
Housing Type
.

Single family
"Efficiency" apartments
1 to 2 bedroom apartments
3+ bedroom apartments
Condominiums

2.0
1.0
1.5
2.0
1.4

.

These standards are considered sufficient to meet typical residential parking

I

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Surveys, 1993.

2 Donald, Shoup "Cashing Out Employer-Paid Parking," in Curbing Gridlock, Transportation Research

Board (Washington DC), #242, 1994, pp. 152-199; Richard Wilson, "Suburban Parking Requirements,"
Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 61, Ro. 1, Winter 1995, pp. 29-42; Patrick H. Hare,
Planning, Transportation, and the Home Economics of Reduced Car Ownership; Planning as if Household
Budgets Mattered, Patrick Hare Planning and Design (Washington DC), April, 1995.
3 Robert Weant and Herbert Levinson, Parking, Eno Foundation (www.enotrans.com), 1991, p. 121.
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Parking requirements tend to be excessive in some circumstances, particularly in areas
where per capita vehicle ownership and use tends to be low.4 Table 1 shows typical
recommended off-street parking requirements. Municipal parking requirements are often
even higher than these recommended standards, as illustrated in Table 2. Such standards
err on the side of oversupply. Oversupply is attractive from government officials'
perspective, since it avoids conflicts, incurs no tax costs, and meets middle class
expectations.
Table 2

Typical Residential Off-Street Parking Requirements5
Manufactured Housing
"One space per unit." (Fairbanks, AK)
"1.25 spaces per mobile home site."(Durham, NC)
"1.5 spaces per unit." (Albemarle Co. VA)
"Two spaces per unit, plus one per five units for guest
parking." (Prescott, AZ)

Multifamily, Studio
"One space per dwelling unit." (Orange Co., CA)
"1.2 spaces per unit." (Bellevue, WA)
."1.25 per dwelling unit" (Savannah, GA)
Multifamily, One Bedroom
"One space for each dwelling." (Bay City, MI)
"1.5 spaces for efficiency units." (Schaumburg, IL)

Townhouse
"1.5 spaces per dwelling unit." (Clifton Forge, VA)
"Two spaces per dwelling unit." (Lexington Co. SC)
"2.25 spaces for each dwelling unit." (Plano, TX)

Multifamilj;, Two Bedrooms
"1.6 spaces per unit." (Bellevue, WA)
"1.75 spaces per dwelling unit" (Savannah, GA)
"Two spaces per dwelling unit." (Hillsborough, FL)

Single Family
Nearly all codes require two off-street spaces per unit.

Multifamily, Three Bedrooms
"1.8 spaces per unit." (Bellevue, WA)
"2.33 spaces per unit." (Lake Forest, IL)

"Detached two spaces per dwelling if access to the lot is
on a public street; 2.5 spaces per dwelling if access to
the lot is from a private street, common drive, or
common parking court" (Leesburg, VA)

Multifamily, Four Bedrooms
"Two spaces per unit." (Albany, OR)

4 Donald Shoup, "The Trouble With Minimum Parking Requirements," Transportation Research A, Vol.
33, No..7/8, Sept/Nov. 1999, pp. 549-574, also available at VTPI (www.vtpl.org).
5 David Bergman, Off-Street Parking Requirements, American Planning Association (Chicago;
www.planning.org), 1991; Local Government Parking Policy and Commute Trip Reduction; 1999 Review,
Commute Trip Reduction Office, WSDOT (Olympia, www.wsdotwa.gov/pubtran/ctr), 1999.
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Parking Demand by Households
Automobile ownership varies significantly between households. Twelve percent of U.S.
households do not own a motor vehicle at al1.6 Motor vehicle ownership rates tend to
increase with income and household size, and decrease with density, as indicated in
figures 1, 2 and 3. Automobile ownership is also affected by local land use patterns and
transit service quality.7 Applying rigid residential parking requirements means that some
households must pay for parking they don't need, while others use parking spaces that
they don't pay for. A single parking standard is ineffective at matching supply to demand.
Vehicle Ownership by Household Income
Vehicle Ownership

Figure 1

Vehicles per Household
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Lower income households own fewer automobiles than wealthier households.
Figure 2

Vehicle Ownership by Household Size9

80%

No Vehicles
M One Vehicle
11 Two Vehicles
1:IThree + Vehicles

60%

40%
20%
0%
2

3
4
Number of Members in Household

Overall
Average

Smaller households tend to own fewer vehicles than larger households.

6 Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1997, Bureau of Labor Statistics (www.stats.b1s.gov).
7 John Holtzclaw, Using Residential Patterns and Transit to Decrease Auto Dependency and Costs, NRDC

(San Francisco), 1994; Model Modifications; LUTRAQ Vol 1V., 1000 Friends of Oregon (Portland), 1992.
8 Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1997, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1,vww.stats.b1s.gov).
9 Hu and Young, 1990 NP7S Databook, FHWA (Washington DC), Nov. 1993, Table 3.17.
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Vehicles Per Household by Population Densitylo
Vehicles Per Household

Figure 3
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Households in higher density areas tend to own fewer vehicles than households in lowerdensity areas.

10 1995 National Personal Transportation Survey, (www-cta.orni.gov).
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Parking Facility Costs
If a municipal government doubled residential property taxes to finance free public
parking there would surely be considerable debate about the efficiency and equity of such
a tax. At least some critics would probably suggest that users be charged directly for at
least a portion of the costs, and there would surely be arguments over the facilities'
aesthetic and environmental design features. A 2-space per residence parking requirement
imposes similar costs yet there is often little discussion when city officials set such
standards. Parking requirements are a large but nearly invisible cost that is seldom
evaluated as a separate expense. The total cost of parking consists of several components.

I. Land
Each off-street parking space requires about 300 square feet' of surface area (including
access lanes). One acre of land can hold about 125 spaces, fewer if major landscaping
and screening are provided.0 Land costs are about $4,200 per space, assuming 120
parking spaces and $500,000 per acre.12 Parking consumes a major portion of
developed land, typically equal to or exceeding the land devoted to the buildings it
serves.
Commercial parking standards are based on building area (square feet or meters), but
residential standards are assigned per unit, so parking land costs are a greater
percentage of total costs for smaller units. For example, increasing itking from one to
two spaces per unit increases land requirements for a small 1,000 square foot, twostory apartment or condominium from 800 to 1,100 square feet per unit, a 37%
increase, resulting in more land devoted to parking than to housing. The same
doubling of parking requirements only increases the land requirement for a 2,400
square foot one story house by 12.5%.
2. Construction and maintenance.
Paving costs average about $1,600 per parking space in 1994 dollars, excluding land
costs.13 Parking structure costs average approximately $10,000 per space, and
underground parking $15,000 to $20,000 per space, which makes these options
uneconomic except where land prices are very high. Annual maintenance costs range
from about $20 to $100 per year.14

Hunnicutt, "Parking, Loading, and Terminal Facilities," in Transportation and Trek
Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineering/Prentice Hall, 1982, p. 651.
12 Land costs should be assessed at its full opportunity cost. Land is sometimes purchased at a low price,
but its value increases substantially after improvements are made during the development process. Parking
costs impact this final, higher value.
13 James Hunnicutt, "Parking, Loading, and Terminal Facilities," in Transportation and Traffic
Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineering/Prentice Hall, 1982, p. 651.
14 Wegmann, Cost-Effectiveness of Private Employer Ridesharing
Programs, An Employer's Assessment,
Transportation Center, University of Tennessee, 1985.
11 James
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Reduced maximum development density.
3.
By increasing the land needed per residential unit, increased surface parking reduces.
the maximum potential development density (units per acre). In other words, parking
squeezes out housing. This impact is proportionally greatest for smaller units. For
example, increasing parking requirements from one to two spaces per unit reduces the
maximum potential density for two story, 500 square foot bachelor apartments from
88 to 64 units per acre, representing a 37% decline, but only causes a l3%.reduction in
maximum density for 2,000 square foot townhouses. Figure 4 illustrates this impact.

Units Per Acre
Maximum Potential

Figure 4

Maximum Units Per Acre With Different Parking Requirements's
160 —
500 sq. ft.
750 sq. ft.
1,000 sq. ft.
11500 sq. ft. .
—X- 2000 sq. ft.

140
120 —
100 —
80
60 —
40 —
x-- —
20 —

0
0 Spaces

•••■•■

10. 1111•1111■F

1 Space

1•■•■■■••

1
2 Spaces

Parking Spaces Per Residential Unit

Maximum potential density declines as the number of surface parking spaces increases.
This impact is proportionally largest for smaller units.

4. Higher retail price targets.
Construction financing agencies often require that new building retail prices be at least
3 times original land costs. Each additional dollar of land costs for parking therefore
increases housing prices by three dollars. Developers cannot afford to build a simple,
lower priced housing when their land costs increase, so they target higher end markets.
Financing costs'.
5.
Expenses that occur early during project development, such as increased land
acquisition and preparation costs add construction financing costs.16 In other words,
money to pay for parking facility land is more expensive than money to pay for
expenses incurred later during the development process, adding an indirect cost.
Is Assumes 300 sq. ft. per parking space, 90% land coverage, 10% common areas, 2 story buildings.
financing is typically prime rate plus 3%

16 Construction
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6. Envi7onmental and aesthetic costs.
Undeveloped land, farmland and urban landscaping (greenspace) provide a variety of
environmental and aesthetic benefits, both to the land's owners and to society in
general." Paved land, biologically barren and unattractive, tends to reduce adjacent
property values, increases water pollution and stormwater flooding, reduces visual and
acoustic privacy, and causes urban heat island (increased local temperatures).'s
7. Urban sprawl and incrased automobile dependency.
Increased parking requirements increases land costs per area of developed floor space,
making development at the urban periphery relatively more attractive due to lower
land costs.19 Increased parking also creates lower•density urban and suburban land use
patters that are unsuitable for walking, bicycling and transit.20 Development densities
under about 12 units per acre cannot effectively support public transit service and
neighborhood amenities such as small shops within walking distance that substitute for
driving?' Since off-street parking is a fixed cost (households must pay it whether or
not they own a car), fixed parking requirements encourage automobile ownership and
use. Each of these impacts contributes to urban sprawl and automobile dependency
(defined as increased automobile ownership and use, reducing travel choices, and
increasing disadvantage of non-drivers compared with drivers).22 These exacerbate
problems such as congestion, accidents, and pollution. Automobile dependency is
highly inequitable to non-drivers.
8. Increased Curb Cuts
Offstreet parking requires curb cuts. This imposes at least two specific costs. It
degrades the pedestrian environment (and therefore the retail environment in
commercial areas) by causing vehicles to cross sidewalks, and it reduces capacity for
on-street parking. A typical curb cut uses almost the same amount of curb space as a
parked car, so a single-vehicle off-street parking space provides no net increase in
parking capacity if it eliminates an on-street parking space. A double off-street parking
space provides a net gain of one space.
These seven costs are summarized in Table 3. Figure 5 summarizes the direct finaneial
costs per parking space under various land use conditions.

17 Todd Litman, Transportation Land Use Impacts, 'VTPI (www.vtpi.orz), 1997.
18 These environmental impacts can be reduced by using paving materials that allow water to percolate and
grass to grow on parking surfaces. These products are widely advertised in Landscape Architecture and
similar magazines. They are currently seldom used.
19 Richard Willson, "Suburban Parking Requirements," Journal of the American Planning Association,
Vol. 61, No.'1, Winter 1995, pp. 29-42.
20 Sam Suskin, The LUTRAQ Project: Travel Behavior, Lincoln Institute, 1994.
21 Back to the Future, Urban Development Institute (Vancouver), 1993.
22 See Peter Newman and Jeff Kenworthy, Cities'and Automobile Dependency, Gower (Aldershot), 1989.
Their research further indicates that increased parking provision contributes to automobile dependency.
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Table 3

Automobile Parking Facility Cost Summary
Economic Impact
Cost
Equity Impact
. Costs several thousand dollars per space, Regressive. Lower income
•

.
Facility construction

although not usually treated as a separate
expense.
One to two thousand dollars per surface
parking space, and $10,000+ for parking
structures.

Reduced minimum density

Increases minimum land costs per unit,

Higher retail price targets

•
Increases minimum housing retail prices,

Construction finanCing

An additional cost on any increase in
development expenses.

Land

Environmental and aesthetic
Sprawl and automobile
dependency

Curb Cuts

Figure 5

.

.

households must spend a larger
portion of income to pay this cost.
Regressive. Lower income
households must spend a larger
portion of income to pay this cost.
Pegressive. Lower income
households are more likely to
choose higher density housing.
Regressive. Prevents developers
from building lower cost housing.
Regressive. Wealthier families
usually choose the same amount of
parking Whether required or not.
Disbenefits are widely distributed
and probably apply approximately
equally to all population groups.
Regressive. Reduced travel choice
imposes costs on low-income
households and non-drivers.

Loss of environmental amenities.
- Increased per capita land development,
reduced greenspace, increased per capita
driving, and fewer transport choices.
Increased curb cuts degrade the sidewalk
. Regressive to the degree that it
environment and reduce the capacity of
• reduces thesafety of pedestrians.
on-street parking.

Average Parking Costs23

Average Daily Parking Cos

$14.00
$12.00
$10.00

CBD
-.city
Suburbs
Exurban (Rural)

$8.00
$6.00
$4.00
$2.00

$0.00
<1 nifion •

1-3 mirlon
Urban Area Population

>3 trillion

Parking costs vary significantly depending on location. This only illustrates direct
financial costs, excluding non-market and indirect costs described below.

23 Don Pickrell, "Eliminating Employer-Subsidized Parking" in Climate Change Mitigation:

Transportation Options, National Transportation Research Center (Cambridge), for USEPA, 1993.
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• Development Cost Example
Each increment of increased parking increases all of the costs described above as
demonstrated by the following example: A developer wishes to construct 2 bedroom,
1,250 square foot, two-story, wood frame multi-:family housing with $100,000 per unit
construction costs24 on a $500,000, 1 acre parcel. Her costs are summarized in Table 4.
Table 4

Parking Impacts on Development Costs

(Assuming Two-Story, 1,200 Square Foot, Multi-Family Housing)

Parking Spaces Per Unit:
Units/Acre
Land Cost / Unit
Paving costs.
Housing construction costs / Unit.
Land, parking & construction costs.
i.
Construction financing (12%).
Total construction costs.
Developer's profit (10%).
Retail price per unit.
Parking as percentage of retail price.
Developers' profit per acre.

0
20
$25,000
$0
$100,000
$125,000
$15,000
$140,000
$14,000
$154,000
0%
$280,000

1

2

16
12
$31,250
$41,667
$1,600 - $3,200
$100,000 - $100,000
$132,850
$144,867
$15,942
$17,384
$162,251
$148,792
$14,879
$16,225
$163,671
$178,476
6.3%
15.9%
$238,067
$194,701

3
8
$62,500
$4,800
$100,000
$167,300
$20,076
$187,376
$18,738
$206,114
33.8%
$149,901

Requiring one off-street parking space adds costs of $9,671, about 6% of the unit price;
two spaces add $24,476, about 16%; and 3 spaces add $52,144, about 34% compared
with no parking costs. These percentages vary depending on construction and land costs.
Figure 6 illustrates incremental costs of parking for standard and affordable housing
($100,000 and $50,000 per unit construction costs respectively), with urban and suburban
land costs ($500,000 and $250,000 per acre respectively). This shows that parking
requirements significantly increases housing costs, especially when land prices are high
and housing construction costs are relatively low, such as affordable, urban infill housing.

24 Including

site preparation costs.
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Figure 6

Increased Per Unit Housing Price Due to Parking Costs
60%
Urban, Higher Price
Urban, Lower Price
Exurban, Higher Price
Exurban, Lower Price

0%
2

3

Parking Spaces Per Unit

This shows parking costs as a percentage of housing costs for different construction and
land costs. The percentage is greatest for lower price urban housing. This does not
include additional indirect costs and non-market, such as reduced greenspace.

Parking requirements reduce developers' profits per acre, as illustrated in Figure 7.1n this
case, a developer is equally rewarded for producing 10 high priced housing units with 3
parking spaces per unit or 20 affordable housing units with no parking spaces, but has
30% less profit for lower priced housing with 3 parking spaces. Parking requirements
reduce developers' incentive to produce affordable housing.
Effect of Parking Costs on Developer Profits Per Acre
$300,000

Developer Profits Per Acre

Figure 7

"Urban, Higher Price
Urban, Lower Price
Exurban, Higher Price
— — Exurban, Lower Price

$200,000

••••••

$100,000

•11•■•
••••••
••••

$0

0

1
2
Parking Spaces Per Unit
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Developer profits per acre decline with increasing parking due to increased costs and
reduced units. This reduces developers' incentive to build affordable housing.
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Developers' most common response !-o the high incremental costs of increased parking is
to stop building affordable urban housing. One case study from the early 1960's found
that requiring one off-street parking space per unit reduced dwelling units per acre in new
multi-family developments by 30%, and increased construction costs by 18%.25 This
significantly reduced the amount of urban land available for infill housing and gave
developers an incentive to develop fewer, larger and lower quality units. The resulting
reduction in affordable housing construction caused an overall increase in local rents.
Parking imposes similar costs for non-profit developments. To provide housing that can
be purchased at $80,000 per unit (for a monthly mortgage of about $700, representing the
maximum recommended house payment for a family earning $30,000 per year), a subsidy
of only $4,000 would be needed if no parking is required, a $12,792 subsidy would be
required for one parking space per unit, $26,251 for two parking spaces, and $51,376 for
three.26 In this case a given housing budget could benefit about 6.5 times as many
households that don't have parking spaces compared with 2 spaces per unit.
A recent study found that San Francisco housing prices increased significantly (an
average of $39,000 or 13% for condominiums, and $46,000, or 12% for single-family
units) if they include off-street parlcing.27 Only unit size and the number of bathrooms
have a greater effect on sales price. Based on standard 'Mortgage requirements, a typical
household would need to earn $76,000 annually to purcha.se a single-family home with
off-street parking, compared with $67,000 for the same housing without parking.

Impacts on Lower Income Households
Who is disadvantaged most by generous parking requirements? Primarily low-income.
households, including young adults, single parents, first time home buyers, and special
needs populations. Since parking standards are based on overall average parking
requirements they represent approximately what middle income, able-bodied households
would choose anyway. It is low-income households that own fewer than average cars,
live in smaller housing units developed at maxinium potential density, and desire cost
savings.
As illustrated in Figure 1, households with annual incomes under $30,000 (representing
37% of all households) have automobile ownership and per driver automobile use rates
lower than the national average. These households are directly harmed by generous offstreet parking requirements. This harm appears to increase substantially at the lowest
25 Wallace Smith, The Low-Rise Speculative Apartment, Research Report 25, University of California
Center for Real Estate and Urban Economics (Berkeley), 1964.
26 Based on Table 4, assuming $500,000 per acre land prices, $50,000 per unit construction costs and no
developers profit.
27 Wenya Jia and Martin Wachs, "Parking and Affordable Housing," Access, Vol. 13, Fall 1998
(http://socrates.berkeley.edu/.--uctc/access.htmI), pp. 22-25; Wenya Jia and Martin Wachs, Parking
Requirements and Housing Affordability, TRB Annual Meeting (www.nas.edu/trb), 1999.
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income levels. Parking costs as a percentage of housing costs are greatest for lower price.
housing. For example, the $100 per month direct cost of two parking spaces represents
only 5% of a $2,000 per month luxury condominium rent, but 20% of the $500 per month
rent of a basic apartment. Poor households also spend a greater share of their income on
housing than wealthier households, as shown in Figure 8.

Figure 8

Housing as a Portion of Total Household Expenditures28
40%
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Household Income Class

Poor households spend a greater share of their wealth on housing.
Since parking is a relatively fixed expense, it represents a proportionally greater burden
for lower income households. Figure 9 illustrates parking costs as a percentage of
household expenditures, showing a much greater impact on poor families.

Figure 9

Residential Parking Costs as a Percentage of Household Income

28 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Surveys, 1993; Statistics Canada, Family

Expenditure in Canada, 1992, Table 13.
29 Based on $50 per month per parking space.
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Parking costs typically constitute a greater portion of poor household expenditures than
for wealthier households, indicating that they are regressive.
Dense development has a bad reputation, so some people argue that reductions in density
caused by increased parking requirements is an environmental benefit and an amenity to
poor households. But an amenity that consumers only buy due to an external requirement
is seldom a true benefit. In practice, paved surfaces, such as parking lots, provide few of
the amenities that make lower densities desirable, such as privacy, noise reduction,
aesthetics and access to greenspace. Thus, increased parking results in the worst of all
worlds: lower density, automobile oriented communities with degraded environments.
Some communities use restrictive zoning laws to exclude lower income households
because they are considered "undesirable" residents. This is inequitable. As researcher
Jonathan Levine concludes, "Land use controls enforcing low-density, large-lot,
•
automobile dependent development styles are a subsidy for those who choose to and can
afford to live in the housing produced; by reducing the prevalence of other forms of
residential development, they increase the supply of the standardized product. Those who
pay the cost of this subsidy are those who would have chosen to — and might have
afforded to — reside in those locales if more alternative housing forms had been allowed
there."3°

Impacts on Automobile Ownership and Use
Fixed residential parking requirements constitutes a major incentive for owning and using
motor vehicles by forcing hoUseholds to pay a major expense of vehicle ownership
whether they want it Or not. Low-income households spend about $2,000 per year directly
on automobiles.31 Assuming that residential parking spaces cost $600 per year, the family
is actually spending $2,600 per year if they have one space, or $3,200 for two. On
3° Jonathan Levine, "Rethining Accessibility and Jobs-Housing Balance," Journal of the American
Planning Association, Vol. 64, No. 2, Spring 1998, p. 147.
31 U.S.

Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Surveys, 1993.
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average then, over a third of motor vehicle costs are "sunk" from the user's perspective
by parking requirements, constituting an incentive to own more automobiles. From
society's perspective, parking requirements constitute an incentive for increased
automobile ownership and use, resulting in increased automobile dependency and
external costs (congestion, accidents, pollution, etc.).
Some people might conclude that poor households are better off owning these cars. This
is a misreading of the analysis. The additional automobiles owned as a result of parking
requirements are marginal vehicles that the owners would give up if they had a choice. It
is as if a new law forbade the sale hamburger, forcing poor families to eat more steak.
Sure steak tastes better than hamburger, but the additional cost means that households
must forego some other good that it values more. If poor families really valued steak that
much they would not have bought hamburger in the first place and no law would have
been needed. Similarly, requiring households to pay for residential parking means $600
to $1,200 less to spend on more desirable goods if they can manage with fewer cars.
From a. household's perspective then, residential parking requirements remove flexibility
and choices that can make the family overall better off. This constraint is experienced
most by lower income households that tend to own fewer than average automobiles, and
value highly potential savings in housing and transportation costs. From society's
perspective, residential parking requirements constitute an incentive for increased
automobile use, increased automobile dependency, reduced travel alternatives (due to
reduced economies of scale in transit, bicycling and walking facilities), urban sprawl, and
increased external costs of driving (congestion, accidents, pollution, etc.).
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Case 3tudy32
Mississauga, Ontario is a major suburb of Toronto, with a population of approximately
465,000 residents. Since 1979 the city zoning code required 2.0 parking spaces per
condominium unit, Of which 1.75 were for residents and 0.25 were for visitors. This was
estimated to add between $10,000 and $24,000 (Canadian) to the cost of each unit.
Condominium prices range from about $140,000 to $340,000 (Canadian) per unit.
A parking demand study was conducted in 1990 of 34 condominium apartment buildings
which were considered representative of such buildings throughout the city. The survey
tracked the type of parking (surface orunderground), number and size of housing units,
proximity to public transit, surrounding land Uses, residents' and managers' concerns
about parking, and building vacancy rates. Questionnaires wefe mailed to all 5,600
residents, of which 800 were returned, and all building managers, of which 16 were
returned. Resident and visitor parking demand were surveyed.
This study found that condominium residents had lower than average vehicle ownership.
Residents owned an average of 1.28 vehicles per unit. Current parking supply was 20%
higher than residents' vehicle ownership, and the mdsting standard was 35% higher than
residents' vehicle ownership. This lower automobile ownership rate resulted, in part,
because the relatively small size of condominiums, the high average age of residents, and
the relatively good access to public transit of condominium buildings, compared with the
city average.
The study recommended revised parking requirements for condominiums as illustrated in
Table 5. Revised standards were adopted by the city in 1994.
Table 5
Recommended Parking Requirements
Resident Spaces Visitor Spaces
Unit Type
Studio
Bachelor
One Bedroom
One Bedroom Plus Den
Two Bedroom
Two Bedroom Plus Den
Three Bedroom

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
. 0.25
0.25

1.0
1.0
1.16
• • 1.3
1.5
1.70
1.75

Total Spaces
1.25
1.25
1.41
1.55
1.75
1.9$
2.0

32 Energy Pathways, Inc., Condominium Apartment Parking Standards in 14 ississauga, Canadian Mortgage

and Housing Association (Ottawa; www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca), 1994.
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Mitigating Factors
The analysis presented here sounds so bad that some readers may be skeptical. After all,
most low-income families do find housing. Are there mitigating factors that reduce the
impacts described here? Yes, but they create their own set of problems.
1. Even poor families, can afford $500 to $1,500 per year to pay for residential parking, but it
significantly reduces their wealth and options.
2. Urban decay reduces land values in some locations. Low hand values and rents in undesirable
neighborhoods create virtually no-cost parking. Poor households can therefore afford to meet
generous parking requirements if they live in degraded neighborhoods. But such "throwaway" land use patterns impose tremendous costs. They mean that poor households can only
afford to live in extremely undesirable, hopeless neighborhoods. It prevents mixed
neighborhoods where people of various backgrounds and income classes live together. It
creates class and racial segregation.
3. Public agencies subsidize kme housing to maintain affordability. But this creates significant
financial and social costs. Few communities can afford to provide good housing to all lowincome households. Subsidized housing often becomes racially segregated, undesirable
neighborhoods with extreme social problems of their own.
4. An abundance of used automobiles and low fuel prices in North America allow even lowincome families to buy an "old beater" and live in the suburbs where land values (and
therefore parking costs as an increment of housing expenses) remain low. This, however,
exacerbates various problems, including increased environmental impacts, a lack of travel
options for non-drivers, and household dependency on unreliable private transportation. Poor
drivers often have no insurance, imposing financial and legal costs on other road users.

Although these mitigating factors reduce some impacts of parking requirements on
housing costs, they are economically inefficient and inequitable. They fail to actually
reduce the cost and increase the productivity with which housing is provided, and they
exacerbate social and environmental problems.
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Solutions
Most households, including those with low incomes, own a vehicle and therefore need
residential parking. Even non-drivers need visitor parking. It is therefore important that
changes in parking standards be realistic and avoid creating new conflicts and inequities.
Inflexible parking requirements are inefficient and inequitable since they fail to provide a
resource (parking) in proportion to need (vehicle ownership). Parking demand varies
between households, between neighborhoods, and over time for individual households. A
typical house or apartment unit may at various times house residents with zero, one, two
or three vehicles. Smaller, lower income households located in accessible areas tend to
own fewer cars. It is more fair and efficient to provide flexibility in parking requirements
rather than imposing "one-size-fits-all" standards.
Rather than assign parking requirements to building owners, parking policies should
place the requirement on vehicle owners. Parking in multi-family housing should be
rented on a monthly basis rather than assigned with each unit.33 Visitor parking can be
metered to control its use, either by coin or by billing the unit that "sponsors" the visitor.
Current lending policies mistakenly treat automobiles owned by a household as financial
assets rather than liabilities, which encourages home. buyers to choose automobiledependent suburban location oveturban locations. Owning one less vehicle saves a
household an estimated $3,000 annually in vehicle costs and $50 per month in parking
costs.34 "Location Efficient Mortgages" recognize these saving in housing loans,
eliminating a bias that makes suburban housing appear more affordable than urban
housing, despite greater total (transport and housing) expenses.35
Robert Cevero finds that there is unmet market demand for such housing, particularly
near transit stations.36 Some planners are experimenting with "car free" housing
developments specifically designed to accommodate households that do not own a motor
vehicle and take advantage of community benefits of reduced vehicle traffic (such as
using land that would be needed for parking in an automobile-dependent area for
common greenspace).37

33 Reducing Housing Costs by Rethinking Parking Requirements, The San Francisco Planning and Urban

Research Association (www.sour.org), 1998.
34 Patrick H. Hare, Making Housing Affordable by Reducing Second Car Ownership, Patrick Hare

Planning and Design (Washington DC), April, 1993.

..'

35 Kim Hoeveler, "Accessibility vs. Mobility: The Location Efficient Mortgage," Milk

Investment,
American Planning Asso. (Chicago; www.planning.org) and Center for Neighborhood Technology
(www.cnt.orgflem), 1997; David B. Goldstein, Making Housing More Affordable Correcting Misplaced
Incentives in the Lending System, NRDC (www.nrdc.org), 1996.
36 Robert Cevero, "Transit-Based Housing in the San Francisco Bay Area: Market Profiles and Rent
Premiums," Transportation Quarterly, Vol. 50, No. 3, Summer 1996, pp. 33-49.
37 Jan Scheurer, Car-Free Housing in European Cilies, ISTP (http://wwwistp.murdoch.edu.au), undated.
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Local governements can allow developers to pity "in lieu" fees, which help fund off-site
municipal parking facilities, as an alternative to providing on-site parking.38 This gives
developers more flexibility .(allowing better site design and preservation of unique and
historic resources that cannot otherwise accommodate on-site parking), allows parking
facilities tci be located where they most optimal for the sake of urban design, and results
in more efficient and cost effective shared parking facilities.
Of course, these approaches require measures to prevent spillover impacts that parking
requirements are intended to avoid, such as better enforcement of parking regulations.
This can be achieved with local support if revenues are used to benefit communities.39

C. Shoup, "In Lieu of Required Parking," Journal of Planning Education and Research, Vol. 18,
1999, pp. 307-320.
39 Donald Shoup, "An Opportunity to Reduce Minimum Parking Requirements," Journal of the American
Planning Association, Winter 199$, pp. 14-28.

38 Donald
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Conclusions
The question examined in this report is how to determine optimal parking requirements.
In order to answer this we must determine the full costs of parking. Residential parking
imposes several types of costs, including direct financial costs (land, paving, and
financing), reduced maximum density, and indirect costs resulting from sprawl,
automobile dependency and increased driving. Middle and upper income families seldom
perceive these costs since they usually select two or more parking spaces per housing unit
whether or not it is required by law. For lower income families parking: requirements
impose significant costs. These are a regressive because:
1.

They substantially increase housing cost. The cost per 'parking space as a portion of
housing costs is greatest for lower income households.

2.

Parking requirements reduce the market incentive to lower priced units, which results in a
smaller supply of affordable housing.

3.

Lower income households tend to own fewer cars and so are more likely to pay for parking
capacity they don't need and cannot afford.

Parking requirements impose costs on society in general. A large portion of moderate

priced housing is now built in suburban and exurban areas where land prices are low but
transport and public service costs are high., in part because parking requirements increase
land costs. Lower income families must either accept cast-off urban. housing that is
undesirable and therefore underpriced, or live in automobile dependent suburban areas
where housing costs are lower. Public agencies that try to address these problems by
subsidizing housing or transportation are overwhelmed by the sheer magnitude of need.
Local transportation officials have an incentive to select the highest possible off-street
parking standards. This appears fair, requires no taxes, and "solves" a problem associated
with car use. But, such standards reduce affordable housing, increased urban sprawl and
increased motor vehicle traffic. Considering all costs, more flexible, better targeted, and
overall lower parking standards are justified in most communities. Alternatives that
assign parking requirements to cars rather than buildings reduce many of these problems.
Appropriate parking enforcement, flexible parking rental arrangements and other
management strategies minimize spillover problems.
'-Acknowledgments: The author is indebted to Pro. Donald Shoup, Pro. Richard Willson, and
Patrick Hare, each of whom contributed essential ideas and support for this paper.
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Resources
Dan Burden, Street Design Guidelines for Healthy Neighborhoods, Center for Livable
Communities (Sacramento; www.lgc.org/c1c), 1998.
Stephen Burrington 8c Veronika Thiebach, Take Back Your Streets; How to. Protect Communities
from Asphalt and Traffic, Conservation Law Foundation (Boston; www.clforg), 1995.
Center for Neighborhood Technology (www.cnt.org/lem).
Center for Urban Transportation Research, USF (Tampa; htto://cutr.eng.usf.edu) provides TDM
materials and classes, and publishes TM4 Clearinghouse Quarterly.
Mark Childs, Parking Spaces; A Design, Implementation, and Use Manual for Architects,
Planners, and Engineers, McGraw Hill (www.booksite.com), 1998.
Congress for the New Urbanism's Narrow Streets database (www.sonic.net/abcaia/narrow.htm).
Patrick H. Hare, Planning, Transportation, and the Home Economics of Reduced Car
Ownership, Patrick Hare Planning and Design (Washington DC), April, 1995.
John Holtzclaw, Using Residential Patterns and Transit to Decrease Auto Dependency and
Costs, NRDC (San Francisco), 1994.
K.T. Analytics, Inc., Parking Management Strategies: A Handbook For Implementation,
Regional Transportation Authority (Chicago), 1995.
LMN Architects, Model Code Provisions; Urban Streets and Subdivisions', Washington State
Community, Trade & Economic Development (Olympia; www.wsdotwa.gov/hldr/pdf/cted.pdf)
Todd Litman, Pavement Busters Guide, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (Victoria;
wwvv.vtoi.org), 1998.

Local Government Parking Policy and Commute Trip Reduction; 1999 Review, Commute Trip
Reduction Office, WSDOT (Olympia, www.wsdotwa.gov/pubtranktr), 1999.
NEMO Project (www.canr.uconn.edu/ces/nemo), addresses impervious surface impacts.
SPUR, Reducing Housing Costs by Rethinking Parking Requirements, The San Francisco
Planning and Urban Research Association (www.spur.orv„), 1998:
John Shaw, Planning for Parking, Public Policy Center, University of Iowa (Iowa City), 1997.
Donald Shoup, "An Opportunity to Reduce Minimum parking Requirements," Journal of the
American Planning Association, Winter 1995, pp. 14-28.
Donald Shoup, "The Trouble With Minimum Parking Requirements," Transportation Research
A, Vol. 33, No. 7/8; Sept./Nov. 1999, pp. 549-574, also available at VTPI (www.vtoi.org).
Wallace Smith, The Low-Rise Speculative Apartment, Research Report 25, University of
California Center for Real Estate and Urban Economics (Berkeley), 1964.
Robert Wea.nt and Herbert Levinson, Parking, Eno Foundation (Lansdowne), 1991.
Federick Wegmann, Cost-Effectiveness of Private Employer Ridesharing Programs, An
Employer's Assessment, Transportation Center, University of Tennessee, 1985.
Richard Willson, "Suburban Parking Requirements," Journal of the American Planning
Association, Vol. 61, No. 1, Winter 1995, pp. 29-42.
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Here are related reports available from VTPI:

The Costs of Automobile Dependency
Evaluating Transportation Equity
Pavement Buster's Guide
Transportation Cost Analysis for Sustainability
Transportation Land Use Impact Costs
Win-Win Transportation Solutions

Feedback
The Victoria Transport Policy institute appreciates feedback, particularly
suggestions for improving our products. After you have finished reading this
report please let us know of any:
•

Typographical errors or confusing wording.

•

Concepts that were not well explained.

•

Analysis that is inappropriate or incorrect.

•

Additional information, ideas or references that could be added to improve
the report.

Thank you very much for Y our help.

Victoria Transport Policy Institute
Website: www.vtplorg
info@vtplorg
1250 Rudlin Street, Victoria, BC, V8V 3R7, CANADA
Phone & Fax 250-360-1560
'Efficiency - Equity - Clarity"
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CITY OF NEWARK. CALIFORNIA

Office of the Mayor

37101 Newark Boulevard - Newark. California 94560 415/793-1400

August 31, 1982

MetropOlitan Transp9rtation Commission
Hotel Claremont
Berkeley, CA 947(6
Dear Commissioners:
The Newark City Council requests that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
. make a determination on the feasibility of a light call public. transportation
system for connecting the cities of Newark and Fremont with the cities of Palo
Alto and Menlo Park across the Dumbarton Bridge corridor. We believe that a
viable public transportation system should be Investigated for this corridor.
Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, Committee for Safe and Sensible San Francisquito Creek
Area Routing, has requested the'determination of a light rall. system and indicates
her group on the Peninsula supports this transportation alternative.

DAVID W. SMITH
Mayor
DVS:ew

A partial list, as of the date of this presentation, of Civic Shareholder Investors in
CLEAN AIR TRANSPORT SYSTEMS
Regional & interregional Developers
and its project, A Mile Around, who besides herself, are

represented on matters of the presentation by
Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, Chief Executive Officer of CATS.
Residents of Fremont
1.
2.
3.
4.

Tamara Stuffier, Cutler Avenue
Mark A. Stiffler
Manish Chandra
Lily Zuniga-Potts

5. Susan Everett, Conovan Lane
6. John Everett
7. Nida Bortolo
8. John E. Sappingfield, Dominic' Drive
9. Shauna L. Sappingfield
10.Pamela A. Sappingfield
11.Yuri Karlsbrun, Cutler Av
12. Irma Budovsky
13. Valentina Budovsky, Bronson Avenue
14. Antone ("Tony") Mederos,
Paseo Padre Parkway
15. Charles Torres, Waugh Place
16. Anthony Deszily
17. Susan C. Fritz
18. David W. Fritz
19. Nora Van Dom
20. Sh.u-Nu Huang
21. Roger W. Tobeck
22. Janice L. Tobeck
23. Kristy K. Switzer, Ameca Court
24. Sally Neves, Harrisburg Avenue
25. Richard Valdez, Meyer Court
26. Carol Elwood
27. Darryl Eng
28. Stephen J. Arao, Dominic' Drive
29. Katherine Arao
30. Derek Owens
31. John Brackett
32. Wesley Hsu, Mt. Palomar Court

33. Najia Karimi, Ramblewood Court
34. Monsy Angleham
35. Werner Disch, Harrisburg Avenue
36. Alfansa Disch
37. Kashinira Patel
38. Georgina Schermerhorn
39. Michael Che, Goldsmith Drive
40. Diane Che '
41. Melodye Khaftak, Barnard Drive
42. Francis Dung
43. Rekha Krishnamurthy
.
44. Peggy A. Francis
45. Harold James Francis
46. Fu-lseng Chen
47. Luis Yichoy
48. Arsenio Sablad
49. Novdeep S. Grewal
50. Gurinder K. Grewal
51. Shabnam Barati
52. Sharon L. Siau, Bridges Court
53. Michael Scheel
54. Dawn Eleazarraraz, Peralta Boulevard
55. John Miller, Gilbert Av
56. Judy Miller
57. Colonel K. Lambert Kirk, Hardy Place
58. Diane Espinosa, Bennett Court
59. Fernando Espinosa
60. Dirk Jonasson, Greenwich Circle
61. Sandra Smith, Birchwood Terrace
62. Leon Browne, Santee Road
63. Sandra Smith, Birchwood Terrace
[64. Nancy Jewell Cross, Kruger Avenue]

Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross (510) 792-8523 :1327 Kruger Av; Fremont, California 94536-4140

Residents of Fremont-continued, page 2.
65. Jeanine Bickett, Sully Street
66. Kurt DeStigter
67. Linda DeStigter
68. Claire MacFadyen
.69. Hasan Gadjali
70. Sheila Wesley
71. Judy Cooper .
72. Jhn Wagenbach

101. Matthew R. Titus, I Street
102. Rieko Titus
103. Alyce Ranne Martinez, Second Street
104. John Monaly
105. Michael F. Doren
106. Betty.A. Doren
107. Nichole Doren *
108. Jana Welschmeyer
109. Robert J. Diehl, Jr., Skelton Avenue

73. Mike Wright, Regan Way
74. Larry Gay
75. Rick Joplin

110. Roche George, Milton Street
. 111. Maria Madrigal

76. J B Kim, Nina Way

112. Carey W: Jackson, Ferry Lane
113. Joseph Tseng, Willow Wren Place

77. Sheng Sun, Lerwick Street
78. Eleanor Chesterman, Emerson Court

114. John Marshall, Acacia Court
115. Steve Y. Lin, Bittern Place

79. Titus Wong, Skelton Court
80. James Chiu
•
81. Ken Newman, Third Street
82. Rene S. Aguillar
83. Matt Isola
84. Alice Lawhom

116. Ajit Gupta, Quail Run Road
117. Geetika J. Singh
118. John S. Warren
119. Elizabeth Warren
120. Hamid Bakhtiari
121. Parichehr Gina Bakhtiari
122. Ron Nakamoto

85. .Bruce Kaphan, G. Street

123. Sabeeha Shaheen, Anchor brive
124. Zulfiqar All

86. George Mast, Larch Way

•

87. Marilyn J. Mull, Paloma Terrace

125. Seema iyer,
Hummingbird Terrace

88. Paul Burchfield, Sereno Common

126.David Allen, Acacia Court
127.Alfonso Ip, Quail Run Road
'Residents of Other Cities
Menlo Park
1. Margaret Petitjean,

89. Eileen Clifford, Montalban Drive
90. Mark Welch
91. Cathy MacDougall
92. Donita Majors, Bonner Avenue
93. Carol M. Powell
94. Dorothy Anderson
95. Gene E. Anderson
96. George Buzsaki, Easterday Way
97. Valerie Heath-Benjamin, Tyson Lane
98. Brian Dowdy
99. Dirk Vehoeven
100. Bhuvan Nair, Pepys Way

Waverley Street*
Milpitas
1. Rajiv Makadia,
N. Park Victoria Drive*
San Leandro
1. Jennifer Andersen,
W. Joaquin Avenue
Hayward
1. Charlie Cameron,
Warner Avenue

Dr. Nancy Jewell CroSs (510) 792-8523: 1327 Kruger Av, Fremont, California 94536-4140

Nancy Jewell Cross
AC Transit, Southern Alameda County

Letter 01
Response to Comments

01-1

Comment noted.

01-2

The proposed SR 84 extension is fully funded and has had a project study report conducted
by Caltrans. SR 84 is also included in the CMA countywide travel demand model. The
City has planned for and provided right-of-way for SR 84. As planned, the roadway would
be a landscaped parkway with at-grade intersections, rather than a freeway. As part of the
City's approval of the project, the City will require mitigation of impacts. Any requests for
additional alternatives should be directed to the Alameda County Transportation Agency
and Caltrans, the sponsors of the project.

01-3

No mitigations have been assumed that would require roadway expansion in any areas
where the right-of way is not already available. In addition, no presumptions have been
made about roadway expansions or parking construction that could affect the conclusions of
this EIR. There are no roadway or parking projects that have been identified as being
specifically required to meet the City's housing goals.

01-4

As required by CEQA, where the environmentally superior alternative is the no project
alternative, another environmentally superior alternative, in this case Alternative 2, is
identified. Alternative 2 (Reduced Density Alternative) represents a build alternative to the
proposed program. The discretion to select which alternatives are evaluated in an EIR lies
with the lead agency. In accordance with Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this
EIR presents a good faith effort at full disclosure of the environmental impacts. Further,
this EIR has been prepared with a degree of analysis sufficient to provide decision makers
and the public with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes
into account the project's environmental impacts. The methods of data gathering and the
analysis are reasonable and well established in the planning profession. Furthermore, the
conclusions regarding the significance of the impacts are clearly. supported by the substantial
evidence presented.

Final Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Union City General Plan Update

Comments and Responses
January 2002

Letter P1
Joan NtAlloy
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

joann.lew@gsa.gov
Wednesday, October 31, 2001 3:02 PM
Joan Malloy
Comments on EIR

The following are my comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report
associated with the City's General Plan Update. I am very pleased with
the
Report overall and specifically with the few mitigation measures that
were
recommended by the Preparers. My comments cover mostly errors in
grammar,
usage, and punctuation,
1, Pg. ES-7, 2nd Impact, "if" should be "of."
•
2. Pg. ES-.9, last Impact, last paragraph regarding Policy NHR-A.1.4,
first
sentence is awkward; "be" should be inserted before "prepared."
3. Pg. ES-9, last Impact, 2nd paragraph regarding Policy NGR-A.1.3,
first
sentence is awkward; "to" should be deleted in the 3rd line.
4. Pg. 4-3, Section 4.2.3, last line, "approved by Union City voters"
should be "approval by Union City voters."

P1-4

5. Pg. 4-5, last paragraph, 2nd line, "west side of the city" should be
changed to "east side of the city."

P1-5

6. pg. 6-1, 4th bullet after first paragraph, "urban" is dangling;
better
to replace "urban and wildfires" with "urban and wildland fires" as seen
on
pg. 6-16.

PI-6

7. The Gregg Reference Manual, a writing guide, states numbers from 1
through 10 should be spelled out. I direct your attention to the
following:
a)Pg. 6-1, last paragraph under Geology, first line, "2" should be
"two,"
b) Pg. 6-2, second paragraph, first line, "3" should be "three."
C) Pg. 6-3, second paragraph (under Agriculture), seventh line, "2"
should be "two."
d)Pg. 6-7, second Impact, first paragraph, second line, "2" should
be
"two" and eighth 'line, "4" should be "four."
e)Pg. 6-10, first line, "4" should be "four."
f)Pg. 6-16, second paragraph under Flooding Hazards, fourth line,
.
should be "three."
• g) Pg. 8-1, last paragraph, spell out all numbers.
h)Pg. 8-6, first sentence, "3" should be "three."
i)Pg. 8-8, last paragraph, second line, "1" should be "one."
j) Pg. 9-1, second paragraph, "chapter" should be "Chapter."

P1-7

tt 3

8. Pg. 6-10, HS-C.1.7, recommend sentence be rewritten to say "To
minimize
the impacts of stationary noise, the City shall limit construction
activities during the hours between 8 a.m. and 8 p.m. on Monday through
Friday, 9 a.m. and 8 p.m. on Saturdays, and 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. on
Sundays
1

P1-8

and holidays."

P1-8
cont'd

9.Pg. 6-16, 6.5.1, second paragraph, last sentence contains the
comparative "greater".; however, the comparison is not complete?greater
than
what?

P1-9

10.Pg. 6-17, 6.5.2, first line, "urban and wildfire" should be
rewritten
as "urban and wildland fires."

P1-10

11.Pg. 6-20, first Impact, "Exposure if People?" should be "Exposure of
People?."

P1-11

12.Pg. 6-20, the ITS under the first Impact omitted a reference to
urban
fires. Should "wildfire impacts" be rewritten as "urban and wildland
fire
impacts"?

P1-12

13.Pg. 8-9, first paragraph, sixth line, "quality" should be "qualify."

P1-13

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the EIR.
Sincerely,
JO ANN LEW
4849 Cheryl Court
Union City, CA 94587
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Letter P1
Response to Comments

Jo Ann Lew

P1-1

The Executive Summ
. ary (ES-1) of the Draft EIR. is hereby revised as follows:
Impact: Exposure if- of People and Property to Risk of Urban and Wildland Fire
Hazards

P1-2

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.4 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as
follows:

On sites with the potential to contain wetland resources, the City shall require that a
wetland delineation be prepared using the protocol defined by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. The applicant shall submit a report on the findings of this survey to the
City as part of the application process. Appropriate mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the project as necessary to protect the resources.

P1-3

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.3 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as
follows:
On sites that have the potential to contain critical or sensitive habitats, or special-species, or
are within 100 feet of such areas, the City shall require the project applicant to have
surveyed the site by a qualified biologist at the proper time of year. A report of the findings
of this survey shall be submitted to the city as part of the application process. Appropriate
mitigation measures will be incorporated into the project as necessary to protect the
resources.

P1-4

Draft EIR section 4.2.3, first paragraph, last sentence is hereby revised as follows:
...any substantial development east of Mission Boulevard would require an
amendment of the Hillside Area Plan and approved approval by Union City voters.

P1-5

Comment noted. In Draft EIR section 4.2.4, under El Mercado and Marketplace Centers, the
first sentence is hereby revised as follows:
The El Mercado and Marketplace centers, located at the corner of Alvarado—Niles
Road and Decoto Road, provide community commercial services for the west east
side of the city.

P1-6

Draft EIR. section 6.1, first paragraph, fourth bullet is hereby revised as follows:
•

P1-7

Public safety (i.e., urban and wildfires wildland fires, flooding, and hazardous
materials) (section 6.5).

Comment noted. Jones & Stokes, the consultant that prepared the Draft EIR, uses an internal
company style guide supported by The Chicago Manual of Style (14th edition) and MerriamWebster's Collegiate Dictionary (10th edition). The use of numerals for numbers 1-10 in all
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Letter P1
Response to Comments

Jo Ann Lew

cases is an internal style preference. The use of lowercase letters with nouns designated by a
number (e.g., chapter 1) is also an internal style preference. Instances that contradict these
preferences in the Draft ER are typographical errors unless they are contained within city
policies.
P1-8

Draft DR section 6.3.2, General Plan Policy HS-C.1.7 is hereby revised as follows:

To minimize the impacts of stationary noise, the City shall limit construction activities
during the hours laetweeri4he-heiffs of eight a.m. and eight p.m. on Monday through
Friday, nine a.m. and eight p.m. on Saturdays, and ten a.m. and six p.m. on Sundays
and holidays between ten am.m. and six p.m..
P1-9

Draft ER section 6.5.1, second paragraph, last sentence is hereby revised as follows:
The There is potential for wildland fires is greater in the open hillside areas in of the
eastern portion of the planning area.

P1-10

The title of Draft ER section 6.5 is hereby revised as follows:
6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY (URBAN AND WILDFIRES WILDLAND FIRES,
FLOODING, AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS)

P1-li

The top of page 6-20 in Draft ER section 6.5.5 is hereby revised as follows:
Impact: Exposure if of People and Property to Risk of Urban and Wildland Fire
Hazards

P1-12

Draft ER section 6.5.5, second paragraph is hereby revised as follows:
Based on these provisions, wildfire urban and wildland fire impacts associated with
development under the proposed program are considered less than significant.

P1-13

Draft DR section 8.3.1, third paragraph, fifth sentence is hereby revised as follows:
Many of the sites are potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
and could quality qualify for protection under the Union City Landmark and Historic
Preservation Overlay Zone.
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Letter P2
RECEIVED
NOV - 5 2001

To: Joan Malloy
City Of Union City

UNION CITY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Dear Joan,
I am pleased with the detail and overall thoroughness of the Draft ElR for the General
Plan Update. I have a few questions, comments, and suggestions for the final version.
These fall into two broad categories, global or overall observations and narrow or specific
items. I did not review the Draft General Plan to see whether all applicable policies were
cited.
First the larger issues:
1.
As I understand the update process, we are not updating the housing element at this
time. I did not see that fact noted or explained anywhere in the Draft EIR. Inclusion of the
housing element in this updated General Plan is implied in the project description (table 2-2
lists the housing element as part of the proposed program). There is nothing about the
delayed update of the housing element in the land use, population, and housing chapter. If
changes to the housing element are not addressed in this document, table 2-2 should be
corrected or annotated in some way. A note that the housing element is not being updated at
this time _should be included in the basic program description and any sections that discuss
housing.

P2-I

2.
Perhaps related to the delay in updating the housing element, why is there such a big
difference between the 'Housing Element Timeframe 1999 — 2006' and the planning horizon
for the entire General Plan (2020)? The impact for failure to meet the ABAG regional housing
needs is less than significant for the "housing element timeframe" but is an unavoidable
significant impact by 2020. I could not find an explanation of the difference in these
timeframes..

P2-2

3.
When the housing element is updated, will a supplemental program EIR be required?
If so, should that be specified in this document?

P2-3

4.
The entire analysis of the impacts on the street and roadway system is questionable
without further explanation of an Apparent discrepancy with the rest of the Draft EIR. The
methodology (table 5-2 on pg 5-8) shows that the, assessment is based on a net loss of new
dwelling units (-5) when other data in the draft ER indicates approximately 1,760 new
dwelling units by 2020. Either table 2-2 needs to be corrected or the methodology section
needs to be revisited and the negative housing figure should be explained in detail.

P2-4

5.
The inclusion of the proposed private golf course acreage as part of the City's park
acreage is outrageous. If the private golf course is counted; perhaps EBRPD lands and
NHUSD sports facilities should also be counted, in which case the City more than exceeds
the standard already. Should the golf course become a City owned facility, that acreage
could legitimately be included.

P2-5

C. Sweeney
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Next a slightly longer list of specific items:
6.
Section 2.3.4 (pg 2-7) begins by stating, "Overall, a majority of the land that composes
the planning area is currently built out." Considering that table 3-1 shows 51% as
agricultural, perhaps that introductory statement could be reworded to say, "... majority of
developable land ..." or "... majOrity of land available for development within the planning
area..."

P2-6

7.
The data in table 3-4 (pg 3-11) yields a 'net' balance of regional housing need that is
misleading. The inclusion of a negative number of Above Moderate units understates the
City's obligation for total housing units. Whether we build 100 or 1,000 'extra' Above
Moderate units, the City will still be short 1,002 affordable units.- The table & analysis should
reflect that obligation.

P2-7

8.
On the same page (3-11) there is reference to a tuildout total.' I couldn't find the basis
(the current number of dwelling units) in any of materials prior to this point in the E1R. The
only place I found it was on page 10-3 in the discussion of cumulative impacts. That
underlying data should be included in one of the basic environmental setting sections.

P2-8

9.
On page 4-5 there is a minor error in the description of El Mercado & Marketplace
Centers showing them serving the west, rather than the east, side of the City.

.P2-9

10. In the description of Arterial Streets (pg. 5-2) Smith Street is indicated as the only
arterial that is 'one lane in each direction.' Whipple Rd. and H St: are listed as main arterials
in the second paragraph and they also are either entirely or partly two lane roads. Perhaps
the Smith St. sentence could be changed to say, "For Union City, most arterials are at least 4
lanes."

P2-10

11. The Biological Resources section on page 8-1 lists "3 regional parks" in the first
sentence, but details two in the body of the paragraph. A description of Garin/Dry Creek with
its non-native annual grassland habitat was omitted.

P2-11

12. Also in this section, isn't part of the Hillside Area included in the DFG designated
habitat for the red-legged frog? If so, that should be included in the -Environmental Setting
discussion.

P2-12

13. On page 8-6 the discussion of species supported on non-native annual grassland
should include the red-legged frog & Alameda whipsnake as was done in section 8-1.

P2-13

14. Revised policy NHR-A.1.4 (pg. 8-7) needs to be edited for clarity. Perhaps removing
the word 'that' in the first sentence or adding the word 'be' before 'prepared' Would help.

P2-I4

15.

Section 9.2.1 (pg 9-2) second sentence, correct 'that' to 'then.'

C. Sweeney
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16. Section 9.3 (misnumbered in the text as 9.2) (pg 9-2) discusses the environmentally
superior alternative. I have a couple of observations about this section.
First, there is no explanation of why the `no project' alternative cannot even be
considered in the selection process. It is rejected out of hand.
Second, Alternative 2 would meet the City's objectives in a reduced manner rather than
failing to meet the objectives. The final sentence is incorrect. Feasibility of Alternative 2 is
not the issue. It is feasible to reduce densities, but it is less successful at achieving the
stated goals. The real point is that the proposed program, while not environmentally superior,
is environmentally acceptable. Perhaps that's a no-no in EIR writing, but it's both a more
accurate and a more honest assessment of the alternatives.
I did not understand the evaluation of growth inducing impacts in section 10.3.2.
The, sentence beginning at the top of page 10-3, end of line 3 (To an extent,....) is
rather hard to comprehend. Perhaps it was rewritten and not all of the original phrasing was
removed? I'm not convinced that the concept of infill growth relieving development pressure
from those properties is valid. On the contrary, it increases development pressure on the
available parcels. Was it meant to say on areas not identified for development?
The sentence following is even more mystifying. What does 'relative to the city's
exiSting physical conditions' mean? Perhaps this could be broken at the semi-colon and
rewritten as two sentences.

P2-16

17.

18. I did not see responses in the Draft EIR to some of the comments from the NOP.
Specifically:
The CMA detailed its request for financial program/funding documentation and timeline
information for mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR. I did not see thisinforrnation or
an explanation of why it was not included.
The Native American Heritage Commission asked for records searches that are not
shown in the references on page 11-1.
The VIA suggested several alternate methods for evaluating the impact on
transportation systems that make sense in a General Plan review. None were used and
there is no mention of them in the Draft EIR. Their concept of Cumulative Person Delay
could be especially revealing in evaluating the General Plan as it envisions the Station Area
and surrounding travel routes..
Thank you for your work and our excellent consultant team's work preparing this Draft
EIR.
Cathi Sweeney

C. Sweeney
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P2-17

P2-18

Cathi Sweeney

P2-1

Letter P2
Response to Comments

A. The Union City Housing Element Update is currently being developed and is
following/has followed the schedule described below.
8/23/01 Public Workshop — City staff and the consultants for the housing element update
made a presentation to the public that included an overview of the update process,
an outline of State housing law, and a description of the required components of the
Housing Element Background Report and Policy Document. After the
presentation, the public had an opportunity to identify key housing issues in Union
City.
10/18/01 and 11/1/01 Planning Commission Workshops (2) -- The Planning Commission
reviewed the Public Review Draft Housing Element to give direction to City staff
and the consultants for the housing element update before submitting the draft to
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for its 60day review.
11/13/01 City Council Workshop — The City Council reviewed the Public Review Draft
Housing Element to give direction to City staff and the consultants before
submitting the draft to HCD for its 60-day review.
11/16/01 HCD Review — HCD reviewed the Draft Housing Element, as required by State
law.
02/7/02 Planning Commission Public Hearing — Public will review HCD comments on the
Draft Housing Element, with recommendations from the City Council.
02/26/02 City Council Public Hearing and Adoption — City Council will review HCD
comments and Planning Commission recommendations on the Draft Housing
Element and discussion of necessary revisions. Housing Element will be adopted.
B. Although the City prepared the Housing Element in conjunction with the General Plan,
the Housing Element will be adopted 1 to 2 months after the adoption of the General Plan.
The Housing Element does not contain any recommendations that would create additional
impacts that haven't already been assessed in the General Plan EIR. Once the Housing
Element is adopted, the General Plan EIR. will need to be recertified to satisfy CEQA
requirements.

P2-2

State law requires that the general plan take a "long-term" perspective. Most communities
select 15 to 20 years as the long-term horizon for the general plan. However, the
jurisdiction may choose a time horizon that serves its particular needs. Unlike other
elements in the General Plan, State law explicitly requires that the housing element be
comprehensively revised at least every 5 years.

P2-3

See the response to comment P2-1.
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Response to Comments

Cathi Sweeney

P2-4

The second paragraph on page 5-8 of the Draft E1R is hereby revised as follows: '
To develop travel forecasts using the Alameda County CMA model, trips are
estimated based on trip generation rates for planned uses. The land use data for
remaining development potential within each of the 21 development areas under the
proposed program was generated. The land use projections were translated into
households and jobs by development area for input into each of the model's traffic
analysis zones. Table 5-2 summarizes the household and employment estimates
under the proposed program. Please note that the estimates shown for new
households in Table 5-2 are the net change that will result if the proposed update is
approved. The ultimate buildout of either the existing or updated General Plan will
result in the construction of about 1,760 new dwelling units.

P2-5

Comment noted.

P2-6

Comment noted. The first sentence on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as
follows:
Overall, a majority of the developable land that composes that planning area is
currently built out.

P2-7

Comment noted. The total "Balance of Existing Regional Housing Needs," as indicated in
Table 3-4 of the Draft EIR., is hereby changed from "901" to "1002."

P2-8

The buildout total refers to the number of housing units that would be available under the
proposed program. The buildout total was determined based on the amount of land
available for residential development and the density of residential development permitted
on available lands, rather than on the current number of dwelling units.

P2-9

Comment noted. In Draft E1R section 4.2.4, under El Mercado and Marketplace Centers,
the first sentence is hereby changed as follows:
The El Mercado and Marketplace centers, located at the corner of Alvarado—Niles
Road and Decoto Road, provide community commercial services for the west east
side of the city.

P2-10

Comment noted. In Draft E1R section 5.2.1, under Arterial Streets, the last sentence in the
first paragraph is hereby revised as follows:

For Union City, Smith Street is the only exception, with 1 land I each direction most
arterial streets are at least 4 lanes.
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Letter P2
Response to Comments

In Draft EIR section 8.2.1, the following text is hereby added to the first paragraph under
Biological Resources:

Garin and Dry Creek Pioneer Regional Parks are located northeast of Union City.
They include non-native annual grassland, coastal scrub, and pond habitat, which
may support Alameda Whipsnake, western pond turtle, and red-legged frog.

P2-12

To provide more information regarding the occurrence of special-status species in or near
the City, 2 additional tables (Table 8-1, Special-Status Plants Potentially Occurring in/near
Union City, and Table 8-2, Special-Status Wildlife Potentially Occurring in/near Union
City) will be added to the EIR. (See chapter 4 of the Final EIR for the new tables.) In
reference to this additional information, the fifth paragraph on page 8-2 of the Draft EIR is
hereby revised as follows:

...Nonnative grasslands can provide habitat for special-status species, such as
burrowing owl, red-legged frog, and Alameda whipsnake. Lists of special-status
plants and wildlife potentially occurring in or near the_planning area are provided in
Tables 8-1 and 8-2, respectively,

P2-13

The following sentence of Draft EIR section 8.2.5, near the end of the first paragraph under
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, is hereby revised as follows:

Non-native annual grassland may support burrowing owl, a species of special
concern; and Alameda whipsnake; and red-legged frog, both listed as threatened.

P2-14

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.4 on page 8-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby changed as follows:

On sites with the potential to contain wetland resources, the City shall require that a
wetland delineation be prepared using the protocol defined by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. The applicant shall submit a report on the findings of this survey to the
. Appropriate mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the project as necessary to protect the resources.

P2-15

Draft EIR section 9.2.1, first paragraph, second sentence is hereby revised as follows:

This alternative would result in less development potential that than the proposed
program because it would not include key economic-development strategies...
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Cathi Sweeney

P2-16

a. Draft EIR. section 9.2, "ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE," is
hereby revised.as follows to correct the numbering error:

94 93 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

b. Comment noted. The rejection of this alternative is explained in section 9.2.1 of the
Draft EIR.
c. Draft EIR section 9.3, first paragraph, second sentence is hereby revised as follows:
Alternative 2 would reduce identified impacts through reduced levels of
development, but the fundamental purpose of the proposed program is to set the
foundation for other city plans and programs (e.g., the redevelopment plan) designed
to maximize the City's potential economic opportunities; a reduction in the intensity
of development would fail to attain weaken the basic objectives of the proposed
program.

P2-17

a. Draft Ent. section 10.3.2, third paragraph, third sentence is hereby revised as follows:

To an extent, by encouraging this redevelopment or infill growth, development
pressures on certain lands (i.e., agricultural, open spaces) are removed for areas that
are identified for development.
b. Draft EIR section 10.3.2, third paragraph, fourth sentence is hereby revised as follows:

...the proposed program would still promote new development and growth in
currently undeveloped areas (e.g., east of Union City) relative to the City's existing
physieal-c-enditiens- within official city limits.

P2-18

a. The only mitigation measure identified in the, Transportation section of the ER, chapter
5, is to implement the Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) to reduce congestion on arterial
roadways. The SRTP is funded through an FTA planning grant. The amount of the grant,
obtained by the City through a grant claim with Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC), has historically been about $30,000 per year. There is no required time line for any
of the improvements proposed under the SRTP. Generally, recommended improvements
are either categorized as "short term" (1-2 years or prior to preparation of the subsequent
SRTP) or "long term" (over the life of the 10-year plan). A mitigation monitoring program
is included in chapter 5 of this Final EIR.
A mitigation monitoring program is included in chapter 5 of this Final ER.
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Cathi Sweeney

b. The records at the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University were reviewed
prior to the preparation of the EIR. A citation for the cultural resources survey prepared by
Architectural Resources Group is hereby added to the references on page 11-1 of the Draft
EIR.

c. The methodology used in the analysis of impacts on the transportation systems was
specified by the Alameda County CMA. This is a commonly accepted methodology used
for this type of program-level EIR.
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Chapter 4

Proposed Revisions

Introduction
The following section is designed to present a summary of the changes proposed in
response to comments on the Draft EIR. The changes are shown by chapter beginning with
the Executive Summary. Where a change has been made to the Final EIR in response to a
comment, text to be deleted is shown in strikeout and text to be inserted is shown
underlined. Staff-initiated text changes to the Draft EIR are indicated by an "SI" in the
Comment column.

Changes to Draft EIR
Executive Summary
Comment
P1-1

Revision
The Executive Summary (ES-1) of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Impact: Exposure iP of People and Property to Risk of Urban and
Wildland Fire Hazards

P1-2

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.4 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR is
hereby revised as follows:
On sites with the potential to contain wetland resources, the City shall
require that a wetland delineation be prepared using the protocol
defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The
cubmit a report on the findings of this survey to thc City as part of the
application process. Appropriate mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the project as necessary to protect the resources.

P1-3

Revised Policy NFIR-A.1.3 in the Executive Summary of the Draft ER is
hereby revised as follows:
On sites that have the potential to contain critical or sensitive habitats,
or special-species, or are within 100 feet of such areas, the City shall
require the project applicant to have the site surveyed the site by a
qualified biologist at the proper time of year.-A-repert-ef-the-findings
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process. Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
project as necessary to protect the resources.

Chapter 1. Introduction
Comment
No changes.

Revision

Chapter 2. Project Description
Comment
P2-6

Revision
The first sentence on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Overall, a majority of the developable land that composes that
planning area is currently built out.

Chapter 3. Land Use, Population and Housing
Comment
P2-7

Revision
The total "Balance of Existing Regional Housing Needs," as indicated in
Table 3-4 of the Draft EIR, is hereby changed from "901" to "1002."

SI

On page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, the following policies are hereby revised:
LU-A.2.7
The City shall allow for permit recreational uses, educational
uses, faith organizations, daycare and congregate living
facilities in residentially-designated areas when they meet the
standards for development that protect neighborhood
character.
LU-A.3.3
The City should require that new residential development in
the Decoto and Old Alvarado neighborhoods be designed
consistent with the architectural scale and style of existing
homes in the immediate area of the development.

SI

On Page 3-5 of the Draft EIR, the following program is hereby deleted
LU A.1 The City shall prepare building bulk regulations for the Decoto

Z

SI

On page 3-7 of the Draft EIR, the following policies are hereby revised:
LU-A.2.7
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standards for development that protect neighborhood
character.
LU-A.3.3

SI

The City should require that new residential development in
the Decoto and Old Alvarado neighborhoods be designed
consistent with the architectural scale and style of existing
homes in the immediate area of the development.

Page 3-8, the following program is hereby deleted:
LU A.1 The City shall prepare building bulk regulations for thc Decoto

Chapter 4. Community Design
Comment
P1-4

Revision
Draft DR section 4.2.3, first paragraph, last sentence is hereby revised as
follows:
...any substantial development east of Mission Boulevard would
require an amendment of the Hillside Area Plan and approved
approval by Union City voters.

P1-5, P2-9

In Draft ER section 4.2.4, under El Mercado and Marketplace Centers, the
first sentence is hereby revised as follows:
The El Mercado and Marketplace centers, located at the corner of
Alvarado—Niles Road and Decoto Road, provide community
commercial services for the west east side of the city.

SI

On page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, the following policy is hereby revised:
CD-A.1.1
The City shall encourage development that is visually and
functionally compatible with the -surrounding neighborhoods
by:
(1) Maintaining a height and density of development
that is compatible with adjacent developed
neighborhoods;
(2) Accenting entrances to new neighborhoods with
varied landscaping, hardscaping, and signage
treatment; and
(3) Providing various points where residents can
enter the wetland/baylands and access the internal
bicycle and pedestrian circulation systemsand,
(4) Establishing bulk regulations for residential areas.

SI

On page 4-9 of the Draft DR, the following policy is hereby renumbered:
CD-C.1.154
The City shall extend Old Alvarado's architectural theme
along the retail commercial sections of Union City Boulevard.

Final Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Union City General Plan Update

4-3

Proposed Revisions
January 2002

J&S 09232

City of Union City

SI

On page 4-10 of the Draft EIR, the following policy is hereby revised:
LU-A.3.3
The City should require that new residential development in
the Decoto and Old Alvarado neighborhoods be designed
consistent with the architectural scale and style of existing
homes in the immediate area of the development.

SI

On page 4-12 of the Draft EIR, there is a typographical error near the top of
the page: "CD-B.2" is hereby revised to "CD-B.1."

SI

On page 4-13 of the Draft EIR, there is a typographical error: the reference to
policy "CD-C.1.15" is hereby revised to state "gD-C.1.14."

Chapter 5. Transportation
Comment
A8-1

Revision
The third paragraph on page 5-4 of the Draft ER is hereby revised as
follows:
The City's existing policy (1986 general plan) has been to maintain a
minimum LOS of D or better on arterial streets and C or better on
minor streets and local streets,
Getinty-GMA-peliey.
The third bullet on page 5-10 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
• exceed, either individually of cumulatively, an LOS standard
established by the Alametla-Geunty-GMA City for designated
roads or highways;...
The third paragraph on page 5-10 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as
follows:
In addition to the City standard, the Alameda County CMA has

. For those locations
where the future baseline condition is LOS F, impacts were
considered significant if the contribution of project traffic is at least
3% of total traffic. This criterion has been included to address
impacts along roadway segments currently operating under
acceptable levels. A change in the volume to capacity (v/v) ratio
(calculated by comparing the peak hour link volume to the peak-hour
capacity of the road link) of 3% has been found to be the threshold
for which a perceived change in congestion is observed. This change
is equivalent to about half of the change from one LOS to the next.
A8-2
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The list of arterials on page 5-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
• Alvar-ade-Niles-Read Alvarado Boulevard west of Dyer Street
• Alvefade-Niles-Read Alvarado Boulevard west of 1-880
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Table 5-3 on page 5-11 of the Draft ER is hereby revised as follows:
Al-vafade-Mles-Read Alvarado Boulevard west of Dyer Street
Alvarede-Mles-Read Alvarado Boulevard west of 1-880
A8-3, A3-4, A10-2

The first paragraph on page 5-11 of the Draft ER is hereby revised as
follows:
...exceedance of local LOS standards for segments of 1-880 would
occur regardless of whether the proposed program is implemented.
To mitigate the projected congestion on the 1-880 freeway, the City is
working on the implementation of the 1-880 Strategic Plan through
the 1-880 Corridor Steering Committee and the Alameda County
CMA Board.

A8-4

The first paragraph on page 5-15 of the Draft OR is hereby revised as
follows:
Bicycles represent a useful alternative to the automobile for shorter
trips by people who are physically able to use them. The City is
currently working with Alameda County on a county wide bicycle
plan that would serve to encourage bicycle usage in place of
automobiles, resulting in positive effects on congestion and air
quality. The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan identifies 4 crosscounty bicycle routes within Union City. These include Route 5
(Bay Trail), Route 25 (Highway 880), Route 35 (Highway 580MacArthur) and Route 80 (SR 84-Niles Canyon Road-Vallecitos).
The bicycle plan also includes several high-priority projects in Union
City, including work on Route 25 (Project 9) as part of the Southern
Alameda County/I-880 Corridor project and on Route 35 (Project 13)
as part of the Southern Alameda County/I-580/Foothills project.
Figure 5-5 illustrates the current Union City plan for bicycle
facilities.

A10-1

The fourth paragraph on page 5-8 of the Draft ER is hereby revised as
follows:
No modifications were assumed for the future roadway network
beyond planned and programmed transportation improvements. All
future transportation improvements are included in MTC's Regional
Transportation Plan. No projects have been included that cannot be
shown to be fully funded. Those already assumed in the Alameda
County CMA model, which would occur with or without the proposed
project, include the following:...

A14-2

Figure 5-5 is hereby revised. See the figure, which follows this chapter, for the
revisions.

P2-4

The second paragraph on page 5-8 of the Draft ER is hereby revised as
follows:
To develop travel forecasts using the Alameda County CMA model,
trips are estimated based on trip generation rates for planned uses. The
land use data for remaining development potential within each of the
21 development areas under the proposed program was generated.
The land use projections were translated into households and jobs by
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development area for input into each of the model's traffic analysis
zones. Table 5-2 summarizes the household and employment
estimates under the proposed program. Please note that the estimates
shown for new households in Table 5-2 are the net change that will
result if the proposed update is approved. The ultimate buildout of
either the existing or updated General Plan will result in the
construction of about 1,760 new dwelling units.

P2-10

In Draft EIR section 5.2.1, under Arterial Streets, the last sentence in the first
paragraph is hereby revised as follows:
For Union City, Smith Street is the only exception, with 1 land I each
direction most arterial streets are at least 4 lanes.

SI

On page 5-6 of the Draft ER, the following policies are hereby revised:
TR-A.1.4

TR-A.1.7

TR-A.1.12

SI

On page 5-7 of the Draft DR, the following policies are hereby revised:
TR-A.2.4
The City shall
• • ndeavor
Union Landing to improve Union Landing circulation for
pedestrians, autos and public transit.
TR-A.3.1 and 3.2 are hereby consolidated into a new TR-A.3.1 and a new TRA.3.2 is hereby created.
TR-A.3.1
The City shall perform neighborhood traffic studies where
needed to identify traffic calming measures for potential
implementation to improve pedestrian and traffic circulation
as needed. Traffic calming measures could include speed

TR-A.3.2

SI
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The City shall periodically review the need for rail-street
grade crossings, and shall construct grade separated crossings,
such as on Whipple Road, Dyer Street, Decoto Road and
Alvarado Boulevard as deemed necessary and financially
feasible.
The City shall identify ideal preferred routes for truck service
to businesses that are convenient and in conformance with
A.1.6 above.
The City shall petition railroad operators to consolidate all rail
traffic within one right-of-way and abandon the eastern
(former Southern Pacific) line to remove barriers that limit
circulation and flexibility in the Station District and Decoto.

The City shall prepare a strategy in cooperation with the
NHUSD that involves engineering, education and enforcement
to improve pedestrian and traffic safety.

On page 5-17 of the Draft ER, the following policy is hereby revised:
TR-C.1.11
The City shall pursue the possibility of acquiring abandoned
railroad spur and main line rights-of-ways to add to the City's
trail system.
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Chapter 6. Health and Safety
Comment
A1-3

Revision
The last bullet under section 6.5.4, "Standards of Significance," in the Draft ER
is hereby revised as follows:
•

Locate development on a site included on the state list of hazardous
materials sites an unmitigated hazardous substance release site.

A4-3

Figure 6-4 of the Draft ER is incorrect and is hereby replaced with Figure 6-4 of
the Background Report.

P1-6

Draft ER section 6.1, first paragraph, fourth bullet is hereby revised as follows:
• Public safety (i.e., urban and wildfires wildland fires, flooding, and
hazardous materials) (section 6.5).

P1-8

Draft ER section 6.3.2, General Plan Policy HS-C.1.7 is hereby revised as
follows:
To minimize the impacts of stationary noise, the City shall limit
construction activities during the hours between-the-heurs of eight a.m. and
eight p.m. on Monday through Friday, nine a.m. and eight p.m. on
Saturdays, and ten a.m. and six p.m. on Sundays and holidays between ten

P1-9

Draft ER section 6.5.1, second paragraph, last sentence is hereby revised as
follows:
The There is potential for wildland fires is greater in the open hillside
areas in of the eastern portion of the planning area.

P1-10

The title of Draft ER section 6.5 is hereby revised as follows:
6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY (URBAN AND WILDFIRES WILDLAND
FIRES, FLOODING, AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS)

P1-11

The top of page 6-20 in Draft DR section 6.5.5 is hereby revised as follows:
Impact: Exposure if of People and Property to Risk of Urban and
Wildland Fire Hazards

P1-12

Draft ER section 6.5.5, second paragraph is hereby revised as follows:
Based on these provisions, wildfire urban and wildland fire impacts
associated with development under the proposed program are considered
less than significant.

SI

On page 6-4 of the Draft DR, the following policy is hereby revised:
HS-A.1.10
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The City shall maintain an up-to-date Emergency Plan which is
consistent with the State and Federal disaster preparedness
requirements, participate in disaster response exercises, and
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provide for the training of personnel and elected officials after
every election in emergency response.

Chapter 7. Public Facilities and Services
Comment
A11-4

Revision
The third paragraph on page 7-2 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Based on 1997 land use projections, the Union Sanitary District
(USD) Wastewater Treatment Plant has sufficient capacity to meet
demand through 2020. No n New projects are identified in the 5-year
capital improvement program, but and the USD expects to plan for
projects in the next 20 years as Union City approaches buildout.
Regarding the Wastewater Collection System, the 1997 Alvarado
Basin Master Plan identified capacity deficiencies in the sewer system,
under existing and ultimate conditions, as well as future projects to
address these deficiencies. New development and redevelopment may
have impacts on local sewers, depending on the wastewater volume
generated. The 5-year capital improvement program includes
improvement projects to address identified capacity deficiencies.

A13-2

Page 7-10 of the Draft EIR. is hereby revised as follows:

No new water use projections will be calculated for the purposes of the EIR,
however, as there are no substantial land-use redesignations proposed by the
General Plan Update that would substantially increase ACWD consumption
estimates of service area water consumption. Furthermore, population growth
anticipated by the General Plan is generally consistent with current
Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) projections. Any future landuse changes proposed would require subsequent environmental review,
including an assessment of whether water consumption rates need to be
revised.
SI

On page 7-5 of the Draft EIR, the following policies are hereby revised:
PF-A.1.1

Final Environmental Impact Report br the
City of Union City General Plan Update

The City shall ensure through the development review process
that adequate public facilities and services are available to
serve new development when required. The City shall not
approve new development where existing facilities are
inadequate to support the project unless the applicant can
demonstrate that all necessary public facilities (including
water service, sewer service, storm drainage, transportation,
police and fire protection services) will be installed or
adequately financed and maintained (through fees, special
taxes, assessments, or other means).
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PF-A.1.3

When reviewing applications for land use designation changes
(i.e., zone change, General Plan amendment, specific plan
amendment), the City shall analyze the impact of the proposed
land use designation changes on all aspects of the
infrastructure system within the city and require mitigation as
legally appropriate. This shall include consultation with other
service providers, such as the Alameda County Water District
(ACWD) and the Union Sanitary District (USD), who have
infrastructure within the city.

PF-B.1.3

The City shall require, to the extent legally possible, that new
development pays the cost of providing new public facilities
and services and/or the cost for upgrading all existing facilities
that are used. Exceptions may be made when new
development generates significant public benefits (e.g., lowincome housing, significant primary wage earner employment)
and/or when alternative sources of funding can be identified to
offset foregone revenues.

On page 7-8 of the Draft EIR, the following policies are hereby revised:
PF-G.1.1

The City shall communicate its major development plans with
to utility companies and coordinate planning for the extension
of these facilities

PF-I.1.1

The City Police Department should strive to increase its
staffing ratio to be consistent with the 2001 current average of
cities within Alameda eCounty staffing levels of-1-9 2.1(1.4
sworn officers and 4 .7 non-sworn staff) per 1,000
population.

PF-I.1.2

The City Police Department shell should strive to achieve an
average response time of three (3) four (4) minutes or less for
Priority 1 calls, critical life threatening emergencies.

PF-I.1.3

The City shall should provide police facilities, equipment and
personnel sufficient to maintain the above service standards
and using new law enforcement technologies.

Chapter 8. Natural and Historical Resources
Comment

Revision

A2-3, A2-5, P2-12

2 additional tables (Table 8-1, Special-Status Plants Potentially Occurring
in/near Union City, and Table 8-2, Special-Status Wildlife Potentially
Occurring in/near Union City) are hereby added to chapter 8 the Draft ER.
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In reference to this additional information, the fifth paragraph on page 8-2 of
the Draft ER is hereby revised as follows:
...Nonnative grasslands can provide habitat for special-status species,
such as burrowing owl, red-legged frog, and Alameda whipsnake.
Lists of special-status plants and wildlife potentially occurring in or
near the planning area are provided in Tables 8-1 and 8-2,
respectively,
A2-4

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.3 of the Draft DR is hereby changed as follows:
On sites that have the potential to contain critical or sensitive habitats,
or special-species, or are within 100 feet of such areas, the City shall
require the project applicant to have the site surveyed the site by a
qualified biologist at the proper time of year. A report of the finding,.
process. Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
project as necessary to protect the resources.

A2-8

General Plan policy NHR-1.13, which states the following regarding
burrowing owl habitat, is hereby added to section 8.2.2 of the Draft DR:
The City shall continue to require a burrowing owl study on all
development projects that incorporate vacant, unpaved parcels, or
parcels adjacent to possible owl habitat.

P1-13

Draft ER section 8.3.1, third paragraph, fifth sentence is hereby revised as
follows:
Many of the sites are potentially eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places and could quality qualify for protection under the
Union City Landmark and Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.

P2-11

In Draft DR section 8.2.1, the following text is hereby added to the first
paragraph under Biological Resources:
Garin and Dry Creek Pioneer Regional Parks are located northeast of
Union City. They include non-native annual grassland, coastal scrub,
and pond habitat, which may support Alameda Whipsnake, western
pond turtle, and red-legged frog.

P2-13

The following sentence of Draft ER section 8.2.5, near the end of the first
paragraph under Impacts and Mitigation Measures, is hereby revised as
follows:
Non-native annual grassland may support burrowing owl, a species of
special concern; and Alameda whipsnake; and red-legged frog, both
listed as threatened.

P2-14

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.3 on page 8-3 of the Draft ER is hereby changed as
follows:
On sites that have the potential to contain critical or sensitive habitats,
or special-species, or are within 100 feet of such areas, the City shall
require the project applicant to have the site surveyed the site by a
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qualified biologist at the proper time of year. A report of the findings
of this survey shall be submitted to the city as part of the application
pfeeess-: Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
project as necessary to protect the resources.
SI

On page 8-3 of the Draft ElR, the following policies are hereby revised per
comments submitted on the Draft DR:
NHR-A.1.3

NHR-A.1.4

On sites that have the potential to contain critical or sensitive
habitats, or special-species, or are within 100 feet of such
areas, the City shall require the project applicant to have the
site surveyed the site by a qualified biologist at the proper
time of year. A report of the findings of this survey shall be
submitted to the city as part of the application process.
Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
project as necessary to protect the resources.
On sites with the potential to contain wetland resources, the
City shall require that a wetland delineation be prepared using
the protocol defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
project as necessary to protect the resources.

Chapter 9. Alternatives Analysis
Comment
P2-15

Revision
Draft DR section 9.2.1, first paragraph, second sentence is hereby revised as
follows:
This alternative would result in less development potential that than
the proposed program because it would not include key economicdevelopment strategies...

P2-16

Draft ER section 9.2, "ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR
ALTERNATIVE," is hereby revised as follows:
9.293 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Draft DR section 9.3, first paragraph, second sentence is hereby revised as
follows:

Alternative 2 would reduce identified impacts through reduced levels
of development, but the fundamental purpose of the proposed program
is to set the foundation for other city plans and programs (e.g., the
redevelopment plan) designed to maximize the City's potential
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economic opportunities; a reduction in the intensity of development
would fail to attain weaken the basic objectives of the proposed
program.

Chapter 10. Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA
Considerations
Comment
A4-5

Revision
The first bullet on page 10-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
The eastern half of the city is largely within the Hillside Area Plan,
and development is restricted as a result of public policy, including
voter-approved Measure B and voter approved Measure ii, which
created the Hillside Area Plan. These policies are intended to protect

the Hillside Area from environmentally destructive development and
guide the land use, circulation, municipal service provision, and
resource preservation in the Hillside Area,

P2-17

Draft EIR section 10.3.2, third paragraph, third sentence is hereby revised as
follows:
To an extent, by encouraging this redevelopment or infill growth,
development pressures on certain lands (i.e., agricultural, open spaces)
- :- are removed

Draft ER section 10.3.2, third paragraph, fourth sentence is hereby revised as
follows:
...the proposed program would still promote new development and
growth in currently undeveloped areas (e.g., east of Union City) relative
to the City's existing physical conditions within official city limits.

Chapter 11. References Cited
Comment
A4-2

Revision
The following reference is hereby added:
California Department of Conservation. Available at: www.consrv.ca.gov.
Last updated January 3, 2002.
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P2-18b

The following printed reference is hereby added:
Architectural Resources Group. 2000. City of Union City Cultural Resources
Survey. Prepared for City of Union City Community Development
Department. San Francisco, CA.

Chapter 12. List of Preparers
Comment
No changes.
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Table 8-1 Special-Status Plants Potentially Occurring In/Near Union City

Legal Status*

Common and Scientific Name

Federal/State/
CNPS

Geographic Distribution

Habitat Requirements

Blooming
Period

Alkali milk-vetch
Astragalus teller var. letter

Merced, Solano, and Yolo Counties; historically more
widespread

Grassy flats and vernal pool margins, on
alkali soils, below 200'

Mar-Jun

Heartscale

Western Central Valley and valleys of adjacent foothills

Alkali grassland, alkali meadow, alkali
scrub, below 660'

May-Oct

Western Central Valley and valleys of adjacent foothills on
west side of Central Valley

Alkali grassland, alkali meadow, alkali
scrub, chenopod scrub, playas, valley and
foothill grasslands on alkaline or clay soils
below 660'

May-Oct

West edge of Central Valley from Glenn County to Tulare
County

Alkali grassland, alkali scrub, alkali
meadows, saltbush scrub, below 1,000'

Apr-Sept

E/R/1B

San Francisco Bay region, Suisun Marsh, Contra Costa,
Marin*, Napa, Solano, Sacramento*, and Sonoma*
Counties

Tidal salt marsh

Jul-Sep

--/--/4

Alameda, Contra Costa, Monterey, Mann, Napa, Santa
Clara, San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano, and Sonoma
Counties

Coastal salt marshes and tidal areas

Aug-Oct

T/E/1B

San Diego County, Baja California

Coastal scrub, valley and foothill
grassland, clay

May-Jun

East San Francisco Bay Area, Salinas Valley, Los Osos
Valley
•

Annual grassland, on lower slopes, flats,
and swales, sometimes on alkaline or
saline soils, below 700'

Jun-Nov

El--/113

Scattered occurrences in Coast Range valleys and southwest
edge of Sacramento Valley, Alameda, Contra Costa,
Mendocino, Napa, Santa Barbara*, Santa Clara*, and
Solano Counites. Historically distributed through the north
coast, southern Sacramento Valley, San Francisco Bay
region and the south coast.

Alkaline or saline vernal pools and swales,
below 700'

Mar-Jun

SC/--/3

Central valley, San Francisco Bay region, southern outer
Coast Range, South Coast. Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa,
Colusa, Kern, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego,
Solano, and Stanislaus Counties

Alkaline vernal pools and marshes, below
5,000'

Mar-Jun

Atriplex cordulata
Brittlescale

Atriplex depressa

San Joaquin spearscale

SC/--/ I B

A triplex joaquiniana
Soft bird's-beak

Cordylanthus inollis ssp. morns
Marsh gumplant

Grindelia stricta var. angustifolia
Otay tarplant

Hentizonia conjugens
Congdon's tarplant
Hentizonia patlyi ssp. congdonii

Contra Costa goldfields

SCI--/IB

Lasthenia conjugens

Little mousetail

Myosurus ',animus ssp. apus

Legal Status*

Common and Scientific Name
Hairless"popcorn-flower

Blooming
Period

Federal/State/
CNPS

Geographic Distribution

--/--/I A

Coastal valleys from Marin County to San Benito Counties

Alkaline meadows, coastal salt marsh

Apr-May

E/--/IB

Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo County, historically found in
the south San Francisco Bay

Margins of tidal salt marsh

Jul-Oct

Habitat Requirements

Plagiobothrys glaber
California seablite

Suaeda cahfornica
Status explanations:
Federal
•
=
T
SC =
=

listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
species of concern; species for which existing information indicates it may warrant listing but for which substantial biological information to support a proposed rule is lacking.
no listing.

State
•
•

listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act. This category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants previously listed as rare retain this designation.
no listing.

California Native Plant Society
IA
1B
3
4

=
=
=
=
•

List IA species: presumed extinct in California.
List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
List 3 species: plants about which more information is needed to determine their status.
List 4 species: plants of limited distribution.
no listing.

Table 8-2 Special-Status Wildlife Potentially Occurring In/Near Union City

Species
California red-legged frog

Status*
Federal/State
T/SSC, P

—/FP

Low foothills or valley areas with
valley or live oaks, riparian areas,
and marches near open grasslands
for foraging

Loss of grassland and wetland
habitats to agriculture and urban
development

3

—/SSC

Grasslands, meadows, marshes and
seasonal wetlands providing tall
cover

Loss of habitat to agricultural and
urban development

3

SC/T

Tidal salt marshes associated with
heavy growth of pickleweed; also
occurs in brackish marshes or
freshwater marshes at low
elevations

Loss of wetland habitat

2

E/E

Restricted to salt marshes and tidal
sloughs; usually associates with
heavy growth of pickleweed; feeds
on mollusks removed from the mud
in sloughs

Loss of wetland habitat and
predation by non-native predators

4

E/E

Nests on sandy, upper ocean
beaches, and occasionally uses
mudflats; forages on adjacent surf
line, estuaries, or the open ocean

Disturbance or elimination of
shoreline nesting habitat, predation
by feral cats

2

SC/SSC

Rodent burrows in sparse grassland,
desert, and agricultural habitats

Loss of habitat, human disturbance
at nesting burrows

5

SC/SSC

Freshwater marshes in summer and
salt or brackish marshes in fall and
winter; requires tall grasses, tules,
and willow thickets for nesting and
cover

Loss of marsh breeding habitat

5

Circus cyaneus
Black rail

Lateral/us janzaicensis

California clapper rail

Rallus longirostris obsoletus

California least tern

Sterna antillarnin browni

Burrowing owl

Athene cunicularia hypugea
Saltmarsh common yellowthroat

Geothlypis trichas sinuosa

Known Extant Occurrences

Alteration of stream and wetland
habitats, overharvesting
(historically), habitat destruction,
competition and predation by fish
and bullfrogs

Elantis leucurus

Northern harrier

Reason for Decline or Concern

Permanent and semipermanent
aquatic habitats, such as creeks and
coldwater ponds, with emergent and
submergent vegetation and riparian
species along the edges; may
estivate in rodent burrows or cracks
during dry periods

Rana aurora draytoni

White-tailed kite

Habitats

T/SSC

Coastal beaches above the normal
high tife limit with wood or other
debris for cover

Human disturbance on nesting
beaches, feral animal and nonnative predator disturbance, loss of
habitat

—/T

Nests in bluffs or banks, usually
adjacent to water, where the soil
consists of sand or sandy loam to
allow digging

Loss of natural earthen banks to
bank protection and flood control,
erosion control related to stream
regulation by dams

SC/SSC

Nests in dense colonies in emergent
marsh vegetation, such as tules and
cattails, or upland sites with
blackberries, nettles, thistles, and
grainfields; nesting habitat must be
large enough to support 50 pairs;
probably requires water at or near
the nesting colony; requires large
foraging areas, including marshes,
pastures, agricultural wetlands,
dairies, and feedlots, where insect
prey is abundant

Loss of wetland and upland
breeding habitats from conversion
to agriculture and urban
development and to water
development projects, pesticides
contamination, human disturbance
of nesting colonies

SC/SSC

Mid eevation salt marsh habitats
with dense growths of pickleweed;
requires driftwood and other objects
for nesting cover

Loss of habitat, limited range and
restricted habitat

3

Salt marshes with a dense plant
cover of pickleweed ad fat hen;
adjacent to an upland site

Habitat loss to urban development
and salt production

ló

Western snowy plover

Charadrizts alexandrius nivosus

Bank swallow

Riparia riparia

Tricolored blackbird

Agelaius tricolor

Salt marsh wandering shrew

Sorex vagrans halicoetes

Salt marsh harvest mouse

Reiihrodontomys raviventris

E/E

2

*Status Explanations:
Federal Status:
SC = species of concern
PR = Federally protected under the golden eagle protection act
T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act
E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act
— = no designation
State Status:
SSC = species of special concern
T = listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act
= listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act
E
= no designation
—
Extant occurrences are from the California Department of Fish and Game's Natural Diversity Database. These occurrences reflect only the number of sightings reported to DFG and are not meant to represent definitive
population numbers or existence within the study area. These data should be used as a guide only.
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Chapter 5

Mitigation Monitoring Program

Introduction
Mitigation measures are conditions and controls placed on a project to reduce its impacts
on the environment.
When an agency approves a project and adopts mitigation measures for potentially
significant impacts disclosed by an environmental impact report, the project proponent is
required by California law (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6) to establish a
monitoring program to ensure that the mitigation measures are implemented. This
mitigation monitoring program (MMP) will be considered for adoption by the City Council
when the ElR is certified.
The MMP provided in Table 5-1 addresses the specific topic areas discussed in the EIR for
this project. The MMP identifies the:
•

mitigation measure that would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-thansignificant level,

•

party responsible for implementing the mitigation measure,

•

timing of implementation,

•

monitoring agency and action required, and

•

standards of success indicating that the impact's significance has been reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
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Table 5-1. Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for the City of Union City General Plan Update

Mitigation Measure

Party Responsible for
Implementation

Implementation
Timing

Monitoring
Agency/Action

Standards for
Success

During Project
Design

Planning Department

Less-than-significant
with implementation
of Mitigation
Measures

Community Design
CD-1: Add Policy CD-E.1.5: The City shall, whenever
feasible, require all public facilities and new development
(especially in the vicinity of Mission Boulevard and
Whipple Road) to use low-energy shielded lights so they
are directed downward for better efficiency and to minimize
nighttime glare that might impair views of the surrounding
hillside and become a nuisance for the Masonic Home.

Planning Department

Transportation and Circulation

TR-1: Implement Transit Improvements Recommended in
the Union City Short Range Transit Plan to Reduce
Congestion on Arterial Roadways.

As soon as
practicable

Planning Department

Planning Department Less-than-significant
with implementation
of Mitigation
Measures

Health and Safety

Mitigation NZ-1: Develop a Construction Noise
Abatement/Mitigation Plan. The City shall develop a
Construction Noise Abatement/Mitigation Plan to reduce
adverse noise effects from construction activity. Key
elements of the plan shall include but not be limited to the
following:
•

•

Construction contractors shall comply with all
relevant provisions of applicable local noise
policies and ordinances.
All construction equipment shall have soundcontrol devices no less effective than those
provided on the original equipment. No
equipment shall have an unmuffled exhaust.

Planning Department

Prior to/during
project construction

Planning Department

Less-than-significant
with implementation
of Mitigation
Measures

Page 2 of 2
Mitigation Measure

•

Party Responsible for
Implementation

Implementation
Timing

Planning Department

Ongoing

Monitoring
Agency/Action

Standards for
Success

As directed by the City, the contractor shall
implement appropriate additional noise mitigation
measures including, but not limited to, changing
the location of stationary construction equipment,
shutting off idling equipment, rescheduling
construction activity, notifying adjacent residents
in advance of construction work, re-routing heavy
truck traffic, or installing acoustic barriers around
stationary construction noise sources or
construction sites.

Policy HS-D.1.4: The City shall encourage a reduction in
vehicle-trips through TSM, BAAQMD TCMs, and the use
of non-polluting forms of transportation, including electric
hybrid buses, vans, and city vehicles, bicycles, and walking.

Planning Department Less-than-significant
with implementation
of Mitigation
Measures

Natural and Historical Resources

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.3: On sites that have the potential Planning Department
to contain critical or sensitive habitats, or special-species,
or are within 100 feet of such areas, the City shall require
the project applicant to survey the site by a qualified
biologist at the proper time of year. Appropriate mitigation
measures will be incorporated into the project as necessary
to protect the resources.

Prior to project
design and
construction

USACE, DFG

Less-than-significant
with implementation
of Mitigation
Measures

Planning Department

Prior to project
design and
construction

USACE

Less-than-significant
with implementation
of Mitigation
Measures

Revised Policy NHR-A.1.4: On sites with the potential to
contain wetland resources, the City shall require that a
wetland delineation be prepared using the protocol defined
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Appropriate
mitigation measures will be incorporated into the project as
necessary to protect the resources.

