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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1.

Project Title:

31252 Veasy Street Religious Facility Project
2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Union City
Economic & Community Development Department
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587-4497
3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Adam Petersen, Contract Planner
(510) 675-5406
Adamp@unioncity.org
4.

Project Location:

31252 Veasy Street, Union City, California (Alameda County)
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 482-27-4-3
The rectangular-shaped site is generally bounded by Veasy Street and a single family residential home
immediately to the west, the Union Sanitary District facility Alvarado Wastewater Treatment Plant to the
south, a truck yard to the east, and a vacant lot and United Miscellaneous and Ornament Steel, a steel
fabricator, to the north. The project site is located in a developed area of the City and is surrounded by
light industrial and residential development. Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by
Interstate 880, located approximately 1.5 miles east of the project site.
5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Phone Number:

Shri Guru Ravidas Sabha Bay Area California
Contact: Vinod Kumar, Vice Chairman
(510) 219-5672
6.

General Plan Designation:

Light Industrial (ML)
7.

Zoning:

Light Industrial (ML)
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) evaluates the potential environmental
impacts anticipated to result from construction and operation of the 31252 Veasy Street Religious Facility
Project (proposed project) that is proposed by Shri Guru Ravidas Sabha Bay Area California (project
applicant). It is intended that this IS/MND will be used for the appropriate discretionary decisions and
approvals necessary to implement the proposed project. The City of Union City (City) is the Lead Agency
for environmental review.
This chapter includes a discussion of the proposed project’s location and existing characteristics, followed
by the details of the proposed project itself and a summary of required approvals and entitlements.

A.

PROJECT SITE

The following discussion describes the geographic context of the project site and provides a brief
overview of the existing land uses within and in the vicinity of the site.

1.

Location

The approximately 1.9-acre project site is located at 31252 Veasy Street in Union City, Alameda County.
The rectangular-shaped site is generally bounded by Veasy Street and a single family residential home
immediately to the west, the Union Sanitary District (USD) Alvarado Wastewater Treatment Plant
(Alvarado WWTP) to the south, a truck yard to the east, and a vacant lot and United Miscellaneous and
Ornament (UMO) Steel, a steel fabricator, to the north. Figure 1 depicts the project site’s local and
regional context.
Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by Interstate 880 (I-880), located approximately
1.5 miles east of the project site. The primary routes to and from the project site are: Whipple Road, to
Union City Boulevard, to Bettencourt Way, to Whipple Road, to Horner Street, to Veasy Street.
The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Union City station is located approximately 4 miles east of the
project site. Regional bus transit in the area is provided by the Alameda-Contra Costa County (AC)
Transit District and the nearest bus stop is located on Union City Boulevard, approximately 0.5 mile
northeast of the project site. Local bus transit is provided by Union City (UC) Transit along Union City
Boulevard; the nearest stop is located at Union City Boulevard and Smith Street, approximately 0.5 mile
northeast of the project site.

2.

Site Characteristics and Current Site Conditions

The generally level project site (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 482-27-4-3) is located within a
developed suburban area of the City and is currently developed with a vacant 5,600-square foot (sf) twostory metal building, a one-story 2,800-sf ancillary shed, and paved surface areas. The metal building was
built in 1960 and the ancillary shed was added to the property in the 1970s. Five former underground
storage tanks (USTs) were present on-site. Figure 2 depicts existing conditions at the project site. Figure 3
includes an aerial view of the site and surrounding land uses and Figures 4, 5, and 6 include photos of the
existing project site and surrounding land uses. Vehicular access to the project site is provided via Veasy
Street. A two-way driveway at Veasy Street provides access to the completely paved project site. There
are no landscaping features or existing designated vehicle parking spaces.
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Figure 1
Project Location and Regional Vicinity
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Figure 2
Existing Site Conditions
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Figure 3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site
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Photo 1. Existing metal building on the project site from Veasy Street

Photo 2. Existing metal building and ancillary shed on the project site from Horner Street

Figure 4
Existing Site Conditions
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Photo 3. Single family residence immediately west of the project site

Photo 4. Cagwin & Dorward storage yard west of the project site across Veasy Street

Figure 5
Surrounding Land Uses
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Photo 5. Union Sanitary District property south of the project site

Photo 6. Lally Truck and Trailer Repair truck storage yard east of the project site

Figure 6
Surrounding Land Uses
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Existing General Plan and Zoning

As shown in Figure 7, the project site is currently designated Light Industrial (ML) in the City of Union
City General Plan Land Use Diagram. The project site is also zoned ML.

4.

Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is located in a developed area of the City and is surrounded by light industrial and
residential development. Figures 5 and 6 include photos of surrounding land uses; viewpoint locations are
depicted in Figure 3.
A variety of warehouse buildings, light industrial buildings, and residential development are located in the
area surrounding the project site. Immediately west of the project site, there is a single-story single family
residence. Cagwin & Dorward, a landscape contractor, has a storage yard that is located farther west from
the site across Veasy Street. The storage yard includes trailers, trucks, single-story sheds, and other
equipment. A vacant lot and UMO Steel buildings border the project site to the north. The UMO Steel
buildings are one- to two-stories tall. A truck storage yard associated is located immediately east of the
project site. In addition, Diamond Mine Mini Storage and single-family residential development are
located east of the project site across Whipple Road. USD, an independent special district that provides
wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal services, borders the project site to the south. The USD
buildings are one- to two-stories tall.
Alameda Creek is located approximately 350 feet west of the project site. Eden Landing Ecological
Reserve, an approximately 6,400-acre nature reserve managed by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), is located approximately 700 feet west of the project site.

B.

PROPOSED PROJECT

This section provides a description of the proposed project as identified in the applicant’s application
materials dated May 15, 2017. The proposed project would involve the demolition of all existing
structures and associated pavements on the project site and construction of a new religious facility,
surface parking, and associated improvements (including off-site sewer improvements beneath Veasy
Street). The proposed project components are described in detail below.

1.

Religious Facility

As shown in Figure 8, the proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing 5,600-sf metal
building, ancillary shed, and associated surface pavement and construction and operation of a new 46-foot
tall, approximately 15,707-sf religious facility called a gurdwara.1 Two priests would reside at the
proposed religious facility. The proposed building would include a 4,683-sf main assembly room, a
library, a meeting room, a dining room, two classrooms, and two rooms for the priests. The proposed
religious facility would be run by volunteers and would not generate any jobs other than the two priests
who would reside at the project site.
Exterior materials would include stucco, precast architectural foam profiles for window trims and
columns, tile cladding, and perforated metal panels. As shown in Figure 9, the proposed building style
would reflect a blend of contemporary and Indian architecture with typical gurdwara elements (e.g.,
shikhars, rising towers in the Hindu temple architecture of North India, and ornamental screens).

1

A gurdwara is a place of worship for Sikhs.
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Existing General Plan and Zoning Designations
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Proposed Building Elevations
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The project is meeting the required setbacks listed in the Union City’s Municipal Code. The proposed
project would have a total floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.18 and a lot coverage of 18.6 percent where 50
percent is allowed.

2.

Access and Parking

Vehicular access to the project site would be provided from the existing reconstructed driveway on Veasy
Street. Surface parking would be provided along the northern, eastern, and southern perimeter of the
project site, with some parking lining the proposed building. An additional two parking spaces will likely
be removed from the project scope due to the required expansion of the trash enclosure resulting in the
proposed project providing a total of 105 surface parking spaces and 12 bicycle parking spaces.

3.

Landscaping

As shown in Figure 10, trees and other landscaping would be planted on the project site throughout the
parking area and around the boundary of the project site. A total of 50 trees would be planted at the
project site, including 24 African sumac trees, 12 Arbutus “Marina” (strawberry) trees, 11 New Zealand
Christmas trees, and 3 fruitless olive trees. Additional landscaping would include shrubs and ground
cover.

4.

Lighting

The proposed project would include outdoor security and wayfinding lighting on the project site, along
walkways, and in the surface parking lot.

5.

Stormwater Control

Eight bio-retention areas would be located throughout the project site, primarily along the site perimeters,
to capture and naturally filter urban contaminants from the site’s stormwater runoff. All bioretention areas
would be underlain by 18 inches of biotreatment soil mix, which would be underlain by at least 12 inches
of Class II base rock. Perforated pipes would be positioned within the rock layers to collect the treated
stormwater and convey it to the on-site storm drainage system.
Stormwater runoff would be collected from the roof of the proposed building and from all paved areas
and ultimately directed into the bio-retention planters, which would provide biological treatment of the
stormwater and retard its discharge from the site. The proposed project is exempt from hydromodification
management requirements of the Alameda County Clean Water Program, which require the stormwater
discharge from the site to be controlled such that peak discharge rates and volumes do not exceed preproject conditions. A gravity system would collect stormwater and connect to the existing drainage
system to the east of the project site. The proposed bio-retention planters would be connected by 6-inch or
8-inch lines to a central 15-inch gravity storm system that connects to the existing 21-inch line to the east
of the project site.
With implementation of the proposed project, approximately 73 percent of the project site would be
covered with impervious surfaces (approximately 62,000 sf) and approximately 27 percent
(approximately 22,500 sf) would be covered with pervious area. The proposed project would provide an
estimated 1,855 sf of biotreatment area, which is consistent with applicable requirements.2

2

City of Union City. n.d. DRAFT Worksheet for Calculating the Combination Flow and Volume Method.
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Visitors

Typically, there would be approximately 20 to 30 visitors on weekdays and approximately 200 visitors on
Saturdays and Sundays. On an annual special holiday, which occurs on one Sunday during February,
there would be approximately 250 visitors. As previously discussed, two rooms in the proposed building
would be for the priests (one room would be for the priest who would live on-site full-time and one room
would be for visiting priests, who would stay for approximately three days every six months).

7.

Utilities and Infrastructure

The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City and is currently served by existing
utilities, including water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and electricity. Existing and proposed utility
connections are discussed below.
a.
Water. Water in Union City is provided by the Alameda County Water District (ACWD). An
existing 6-inch water line is located beneath Veasy Street. The proposed project would include the
construction of three water laterals beneath the project site that would connect to the existing water line,
including a 2-inch potable water line, 1.5-inch irrigation water line, and a 6-inch fire water line.
b. Wastewater. USD provides wastewater collection and treatment services within Union City. There
are no sewer lines beneath Veasy Street. The closest existing sanitary sewer line is the 6-inch sewer line
beneath Horner Street. The proposed project would include installation of 476 lineal feet of 8-inch sewer
line in a 30-inch wide trench beneath Veasy Street, as shown in Figure 11. The proposed 8-inch line
would connect to the existing 6-inch line beneath Horner Street. The proposed project would also include
the abandonment and removal of the existing on-site septic system and leach field. The two water wells
within the project site (Water Well Numbers: 4S/2W-0P031 and 4s/2W-09P032) would be properly
destroyed prior to grading and/or construction activities in accordance with ACWD Ordinance No. 201001. ACWD drilling permits are required prior to the start of any subsurface drilling activities for wells,
exploratory holes, and other excavations. All permitted work requires scheduling for inspection;
therefore, all drilling activities would be coordinated with ACWD prior to the start of any field work.
c.
Stormwater. The project site drains to the east along the north and south side of the site through
shallow drain pipes. The existing shallow system connects to the existing 21-inch storm drain on the
adjacent property to the east and connects to an inlet along the north side of Benson Road. As previously
discussed, eight bio-retention areas would be located throughout the project site, primarily along the site
perimeters, to capture and naturally filter urban contaminants from the site’s stormwater runoff.
d. Electricity and Natural Gas. Electricity and natural gas services to the project site are provided by
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). Existing aboveground electricity connections and
underground gas mains provide electricity and gas to the project site. The proposed project would connect
to these existing lines.

8.

Security

A wall currently exists along the southern boundary of the project site. The proposed project would
include a masonry wall around the perimeter of the project site. The proposed project would also include
outdoor security and wayfinding lighting on the project site, along walkways, and within the surface
parking lot. In addition, the proposed project would be designed with the intent of using security cameras.
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Figure 11
Preliminary Grading, Drainage, and Utility Plan
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Demolition, Grading and Construction

The proposed project would involve the demolition of all existing structures and associated pavements on
the project site and construction of a new religious facility, surface parking, and associated improvements
(including off-site sewer improvements beneath Veasy Street). If necessary, any remaining on-site USTs
would be removed prior to construction of the proposed project. Project construction would occur in six
phases: 1) demolition (5 work days); 2) site preparation (8 work days); 3) grading (8 work days); 4)
building construction (262 work days); 5) architectural coating (15 work days); and 6) paving (4 work
days). The off-site sewer improvements would occur in 3 phases: 1) surface preparation (1 work day); 2)
trench excavation/shoring (7 work days); and 3) surface restoration (2 work days). The analysis in this
Initial Study conservatively assumes that construction activities associated with the off-site sewer
improvements would begin during the overlap of building construction and paving phases. In total,
construction would be expected to take approximately one year starting in mid-2018 and buildout is
expected to occur in 2019. The proposed project does not include subterranean construction, and as such
would not require major excavation. Ground-disturbing activities would include on-site surface grading
and trenching for utilities, which would result in the removal of approximately 1,637 cubic yards of soil
from the project site. After accounting for soil to be reused on-site, approximately 51 cubic yards of soil
would need to be imported. The off-site sewer improvements would result in the removal of
approximately 60 cubic yards of soil from beneath Veasy Street and approximately 60 cubic yards of
pavement would need to be imported.
Construction would occur 8 hours per day, Monday through Friday, with no construction occurring on the
weekend or on holidays. A total of 38 construction-related truck trips would occur during the demolition
phase, and a total of 6 construction-related truck trips would occur during the grading phase. A truck
hauling distance of 20 miles was assumed for the analysis in this Initial Study based on default distances
in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). The final truck haul route would be subject to
review and approval by the Department of Public Works. The total number of construction worker trips
would range from 5 to 25 worker trips per day, and the maximum number of vendor trips would be 10
trips during the building construction phase.
Existing concrete and asphalt pavements would be demolished and crushed on site to create aggregate
base and/or aggregate subbase for the new pavement areas. The proposed project would comply with
Union City’s Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris Recycling Ordinance which requires new
construction projects to recycle or reuse of 100 percent of Portland cement, all asphalt, concrete,
uncontaminated soil, land-clearing debris, and plant debris. It also requires recycling or reuse of 65
percent of all other C&D debris generated by the proposed project.

10.

Sustainability and Energy Efficiency

The proposed project would comply with all applicable City and state green building measures, including
Title 24, Part 6, California Energy Code baseline standard requirements for energy efficiency, based on
the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards requirements, and the 2016 California Green Building
Standards Code, commonly referred to as CALGreen (California Code of Regulations, Part 11). Some of
the elements the proposed project would include to improve sustainability and reduce energy usage
include:


Cool site and cool roof techniques;



Water efficient plumbing fixtures;



Energy Efficient HVAC and appliances;
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Low-emitting building materials (e.g., flooring, paint, carpeting, and adhesives); and



Collection of recyclables.

11.

Off-Site Improvements

As discussed above, the proposed project would include the construction of a new sewer line beneath
Veasy Street.

12.

Discretionary Actions

The proposed project would include an amendment of the General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map
from Light Industrial to Private Institutional, approval of a Use Permit, and approval of a Site
Development Review. This environmental document will inform the City in making these decisions.
a.
General Plan Amendment [AG-17-001]. The proposed project would require a General Plan
Amendment to change the land use designation on the project site from Light Industrial (ML) to Private
Institutional (PI). The final General Plan designation is depicted in Figure 12.
b. Zoning Map Amendment [A-17-001]. The proposed project would require a Zoning Map
Amendment to rezone the project site from ML to PI. The final zoning is depicted in Figure 12.
c.
Use Permit [UP-17-003]. The proposed project would require a Use Permit to allow the religious
use. Chapter 18.51, Private Institutional (PI) District, of the Union City Municipal Code requires a Use
Permit for faith-based facilities, such as churches, temples and mosques and ancillary uses such as
educational facilities associated with the primary use. The proposed project would also require a Use
Permit to increase the maximum allowable height to 46 feet, the height of the proposed building.
d. Site Development Review [SD-17-001]. Site development review is required to review the design
of the proposed buildings and on-site improvements and to ensure consistency with applicable Zoning
and General Plan requirements.
e.
Alameda County Water District Permit. The proposed project would require a permit prior to any
work beginning on either on-site well.
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Figure 12
New General Plan and Zoning Designations
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials
Mineral Resources

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Noise

DETERMINATION
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental
documentation is required.

___________________________________________________
Signature

______________________
Date

___________________________________________________
Printed name

______________________
For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

c)

☐

☐

☒

☐

☐

☐

☒

☐

AESTHETICS
Would the Project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

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

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

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
As discussed in the Community Design Element of the City of Union City General Plan, the City’s built
environment is bounded by natural features, including hillside areas to the east and salt marshes to the
west. The City’s General Plan includes several policies (e.g., Policy CD-A-1, Policy CD-E.1.1, Policy
CD-E.2.1, and Policy CD-E.2.3) that guide the pattern of development immediately adjacent to these
areas with the intention of preserving scenic views and landscapes. In general, visual access to these
natural features should be preserved and protected from intrusion by new development.
The project site is located in a generally level area near the western edge of the City. The City’s Hillside
Area, which includes the approximately 6,100 acres to the north and east of Mission Boulevard in the
City, is located approximately 4.5 miles east of the project site. Views of the distant hillsides are available
from the project site and from public areas within the immediate vicinity of the project site, including
east-west routes such as Horner Street north of the project site. However, views of the hillsides from the
vicinity of the project site and from the project site make up a small portion of the total viewshed. A
variety of warehouse buildings, light industrial buildings, and residential development are located in the
area surrounding the project site. The project area has few street trees and minimal landscaping along
street frontages. Thus, the remainder of the viewshed consists of small residences, large industrial
buildings, and pavement for parking and storage of large trucks and machinery. For the purposes of this
analysis, the existing conditions in the vicinity of the project site are not considered scenic vistas.
Eden Landing Ecological Reserve, an approximately 6,400-acre nature reserve managed by the CDFW
that includes salt marsh areas, is located approximately 700 feet west of the project site. Due to the
generally level topography of the project area and the levees located between the project site and the salt
marsh areas, no views of the salt marsh areas are available from within or near the project site. In
addition, the trailers, trucks, sheds, and other equipment in the storage yard located across Veasy Street
from the project site block views of the salt marsh areas. The marsh areas and the project site are
generally not within the same viewshed as seen from other areas of the City due to the City’s generally
flat topography and intervening development.
The project site is currently developed with a vacant two-story metal building, a one-story ancillary shed,
and paved surface areas. There are no existing landscaping features within the project site. The proposed
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project would involve the demolition of all existing structures and associated pavements on the project
site and construction of a new 46-foot-tall religious facility, surface parking, and associated
improvements (including off-site sewer improvements beneath Veasy Street). Trees and other landscaping
would be planted on the project site throughout the parking area and around the boundary of the project
site. After the sewer line is installed beneath Veasy Street, the roadway would be repaved. With the
exception of the off-site sewer improvements beneath Veasy Street, the proposed project would be
developed entirely within the boundaries of the project site. The proposed project, including the off-site
sewer improvements, would neither interfere with nor substantially alter the views of the distant hillsides
from surrounding streets and sidewalks. In addition, the proposed project would not have an adverse
effect on viewsheds as seen from other areas of the City because it would replace the existing utilitarian
buildings with one new building that would likely be more visually pleasing to viewers than the existing
buildings and would not block important views. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a lessthan-significant impact on a scenic vista.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (No Impact)
In Alameda County, segments of Interstate 580 (I-580), I-680, and State Route 84 (SR-84) are designated
by the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as California Scenic Highways.3 There are no state
scenic highways within the vicinity of the project site. The project site is located approximately 4 miles
north of the nearest state-designated scenic highway (SR-84) and the project site is not visible from SR-84
or any other scenic highway. In addition, the City’s General Plan does not designate any scenic roadways.
Therefore, the proposed project would not affect scenic resources within a state or local scenic highway
and there would be no impact.
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? (LessThan-Significant Impact)
The project site is currently developed with a vacant two-story metal building, a one-story ancillary shed,
and paved surface areas. The project site and project area are utilitarian in nature and would be considered
by most viewers to have a low visual character and quality. The proposed project would change the visual
character of the project site through the demolition of all existing structures and associated pavements on
the project site and construction of a new 46-foot-tall religious facility, surface parking, and associated
improvements. Exterior materials would include stucco, precast architectural foam profiles for window
trims and columns, tile cladding, and perforated metal panels. As shown in Figure 10, the proposed
building style would reflect a blend of contemporary and Indian architecture with typical gurdwara
elements (e.g., shikharas, rising towers in the Hindu temple architecture of North India, and ornamental
screens or jhalis). Thus, the proposed project would replace the existing utilitarian buildings with one new
building that would likely be more visually pleasing to more viewers than the existing buildings. There
are no existing trees on the project site. As shown in Figure 9, a total of 50 trees and other landscaping
would be planted on the project site throughout the parking area and around the boundary of the project
site. In addition, the proposed building would be partially screened from view from Veasy Street by the
single family residence located immediately west of the project site. Compared to other development in
the project area, the proposed project, through implementation of the proposed landscaping plan, would
be better screened from the street and the existing residence located immediately west of the project site.
In addition, the proposed building would display a higher degree of articulation than other buildings in the
project area, creating additional visual interest for those parts of the project site that are visible through
landscaping. The proposed building would be set back from Veasy Street by approximately 90 feet and
3

California Department of Transportation, Alameda County. Available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
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the proposed setbacks around the remainder of the site would be consistent with the setbacks required by
the City’s Municipal Code. The proposed building would be 46 feet tall, with the majority of the building
ranging in height from 20 to 30 feet, which is generally consistent with existing buildings in the vicinity
of the project site. The building also includes three smaller spires that increase the height to
approximately 37 feet and one larger spire that brings the building height to 46 feet, which is similar in
height to the existing metal building on the project site. Thus, because the project would result in a
modernized development at the site, would increase landscaping, and be adequately screened from
adjacent uses, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual quality or character
of the site or its surroundings.
The City will consider specific design aspects of the proposed project (e.g., height, massing, and setbacks)
during the site development review process. Based on the analysis above, the proposed project would not
substantially degrade the existing visual quality or character of the site and its surroundings. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City with minimal existing nighttime
lighting. Exterior lighting in the project area consists of on-site security lighting, as well as lighting
generated by the light industrial, residential, and vehicles on streets in the project area in the form of
mounted lighting and headlights.
The proposed project would introduce new sources of light to the project area in the form of outdoor
security and wayfinding lighting on the project site, along walkways, and within the surface parking lot.
The lighting has been designed to provide adequate illumination of the site while containing the artificial
light within the project site. The nighttime lighting would be consistent with existing lighting in the
project area and would prevent upward migration of light pollution. In addition, the proposed landscaping
and trees would reduce the effects of nighttime lighting. Therefore, the proposed project would have a
less-than-significant impact related to nighttime lighting.
In addition, the proposed project would introduce new sources of glare to the project area in the form of
the windows within the proposed building and windows on cars driven by the priests and visitors to the
project site. Daytime glare generated by the windows in the proposed building would not be substantial
because the proposed windows would be required to have low-reflectivity glass. Daytime sunlight
reflecting off of car windshields would create some glare. The amount of glare produced even on a sunny
day would be limited by factors such as viewing angles, shielding by project buildings, landscaping,
fencing, and trees. However, there are very few windows in nearby buildings with a view of the project
site, so few (if any) neighboring workers or residents would be exposed to any stray glare from the site.
Due to the location of the proposed building and the landscaping that surrounds the single family
residence located immediately west of the project site, residents would not be exposed to any stray glare
from the site. None of the proposed building materials would consist of highly reflective materials.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to glare.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

c)

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

e)

☐

☐

☐

☒

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use?

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

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

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use? (No Impact)
The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City. There are no agricultural uses
located within or adjacent to the project site. Additionally, the project site and all surrounding land uses
are designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the Department of Conservation (DOC).4 Therefore, the
proposed project would not convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. The DOC’s Farmland
4

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resources Protection, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program. Available at: http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/ciff/ciff.html. Accessed: June 12, 2017.

30

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

Mapping and Monitoring Program’s (FMMP) most recent map was prepared and published in 2014.
There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance on or in proximity
to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use and there would be no
impact.
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? (No Impact)
The project site is zoned Light Industrial (ML) and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.5 The
proposed project would require a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the project site from ML to Private
Institutional. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use
or a Williamson Act contract and there would be no impact.
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? (No
Impact)
The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City. As discussed above, the project
site is zoned ML. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses.
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (No Impact)
There is no forest land on the project site as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g).
Therefore, the project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use and there
would be no impact.
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (No
Impact)
The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City. There are no agricultural uses
located within or adjacent to the project site. Although the proposed project would include the
construction of a new sewer line beneath Veasy Street, the project site is located within a developed
suburban area and, thus, the proposed sewer line would not extend infrastructure into an undeveloped
area. In addition, the proposed project would not result in the development of urban uses on a previously
undeveloped greenfield site or other physical changes that would result in the conversion of farmland to
non-agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not
adversely affect agricultural or forestry resources and there would be no impact.

5

California Department of Conservation, Alameda County Williamson Act, Fiscal Year 2014-2015. Available:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/Alameda_14_15_WA.pdf. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

c)

☐

☒

☐

☐

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

☐

☒

☐

☐

e)

☐

☐

☒

☐

AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

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

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

The project site is located in the City of Union City in southern Alameda County, which is within the San
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). Concentrations of ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) are commonly
used as indicators of ambient air quality conditions. These pollutants are known as criteria pollutants and
are regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air Resources Board
(ARB) through national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and California ambient air quality
standards (CAAQS), respectively. NAAQS and CAAQS limit criteria pollutant concentrations to protect
human health and prevent environmental and property damage. Other pollutants of concern in the project
area are nitrogen oxides (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG), which are precursors to ozone, and
toxic air contaminants (TACs), which can cause cancer and other human health ailments.
Criteria pollutant concentrations in Alameda County and the SFBAAB are measured at several
monitoring stations. The nearest station to the project site is the Hayward–La Mesa station, which is
approximately 5 miles northeast of the project site. However, PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NO2 are not
measured at the Hayward–La Mesa Station, so data from the nearest stations that monitor for these
pollutants have been collected as well. Monitoring data collected at the stations near the project site are
shown in Table 1. The data in Table 1 show that the monitoring stations near the project site have
experienced no violations of CO, NO2, or PM10 between 2014 and 2016. There have been violations of
the state’s 1- and 8-hour ozone standards, the national 8-hour ozone standard, and the national PM2.5
standard, but none in 2016.6 Alameda County is currently classified nonattainment for the federal and
state ozone and PM2.5 standards, and nonattainment for the state PM10 standard.7
6

California Air Resources Board. 2017. iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics. Top 4 Summary. Available:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php. Accessed: July 21, 2017.
7
California Air Resources Board. 2016. Area Designation Maps/State and National. Available:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. Accessed July 21, 2017.
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Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data

Pollutant and Standard

2014

2015

2016

Ozone (O3) – Hayward–La Mesa Station
Maximum concentration 1-hour period

0.096

0.103

0.083

Maximum concentration 8-hour period

0.076

0.085

0.065

0.073

0.065

0.063

1

2

0

4

2

0

4

2

0

Suspended Particulates (PM10) – San Jose Jackson Street Station
Maximum state 24-hour concentration
54.7

58.0

41.0

Maximum national 24-hour concentration

56.4

58.8

40.0

Annual average concentration

20.0

21.9

18.3

Days national standard exceeded (expected) (35 µg/m )

0.0

0.0

0.0

Carbon Monoxide – Oakland 9925 International Blvd Station
Maximum 8-hour concentration

1.7

1.4

1.0

Maximum 1-hour concentration

2.8

2.4

2.6

NAAQS 8-hour (>9 ppm)

0

0

0

CAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm)

0

0

0

NAAQS 1-hour (>35 ppm)

0

0

0

44.7

15.5

37.6

44.7

15.5

8.5

8.4

6.1

1

1

0

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) – Oakland 9925 International Blvd Station
Maximum 1-hour Concentration
0.082

0.048

0.059

Annual Average Concentration

0.012

0.011

0.010

0

0

0

0

0

0

th

4 highest concentration 8-hour period
Days state 1-hour standard exceeded (0.09 ppm)

a

Days state 8-hour standard exceeded (0.070 ppm)

a

Days national 8-hour standard exceeded (0.070 ppm) a

3 a

Number of days standard exceeded

a

Suspended Particulates (PM2.5) – Oakland 9925 International Blvd Station
Maximum state 24-hour concentrationb
37.6
Maximum national 24-hour concentration

c

Annual average concentrationd
3 a

Days national standard exceeded (35 µg/m )

Days exceeding state standard (0.18 ppm)

a

Days exceeding national standard (0.100 ppm)

a ,e

Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards; NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards; ppm = parts per
million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a An exceedance is not necessarily a violation.
b State statistics are based on local conditions data. In addition, state statistics are based on California-approved samplers.
c National statistics are based on standard conditions data. In addition, national statistics are based on samplers using federal
reference or equivalent methods.
d State criteria for ensuring that data are sufficiently complete for calculating valid annual averages are more stringent than the
national criteria.
e Mathematical estimate of how many days’ concentrations would have been measured as higher than the level of the standard
had each day been monitored. Values have been truncated.
Source: California Air Resources Board. 2017. iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics. Top 4 Summary. Available:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php. Accessed: July 21, 2017. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2017.
Monitor Values Report. Available: https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/monitor-values-report. Accessed: July 21,
2017.

33

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is responsible for ensuring the NAAQS and
CAAQS are met within the SFBAAB. BAAQMD manages air quality through a comprehensive program
that includes long-term planning, regulations, incentives for technical innovation, education, and
community outreach. The 2017 Clean Air Plan, approved by BAAQMD on April 19, 2017, provides an
integrated strategy to reduce ozone, PM, TACs, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in a manner that is
consistent with federal and state air quality programs and regulations.
BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines provide guidance for evaluating project-level air quality impacts. The
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines also contain thresholds of significance for ozone, CO, PM2.5, PM10,
TACs, and odors.8 As stated in Appendix G of the state CEQA Guidelines, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the checklist determinations.
In March 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court concluded in the CBIA v. BAAQMD decision that
BAAQMD needed to comply with CEQA prior to adopting their 2010 CEQA Guidelines, which included
significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and GHGs. The Superior Court did not determine
whether the thresholds were valid on the merits, but found that the adoption of the thresholds was a
project under CEQA. The court ordered a writ of mandate ordering BAAQMD to set aside the thresholds
and cease dissemination of them until BAAQMD complied with CEQA. In May 2012, BAAQMD filed
an appeal with the Court of Appeal, First Appellate District; and the plaintiff filed a cross-appeal shortly
thereafter. In August 2013, the Court of Appeal reversed the trial court's decision and ruled that adoption
of guidelines and thresholds is not considered a project subject to CEQA review, and adoption of the
significance thresholds was not arbitrary and capricious. The Court of Appeal's decision was subsequently
appealed to the California Supreme Court, which granted limited review to the issue of whether CEQA
requires “an analysis of how existing environmental conditions will impact future residents or users
(receptors) of a proposed project.” In December 2015, the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the plaintiff,
finding that “CEQA generally does not require an analysis of how existing environmental conditions will
impact a project’s future users or residents.” The Supreme Court identified several exceptions in which
CEQA could apply to impacts of the environment on the project, all of which are statutory provisions in
CEQA that specifically require consideration of impacts of the environment, such as consideration of
projects near airports, school construction projects, and statutory exemptions for housing and transit
priority projects, or if a project would generate emissions that exacerbate an existing environmental
hazard.
Although BAAQMD does not recommend its significance thresholds for use by local agencies,
BAAQMD’s proposed thresholds are supported by substantial evidence and are well grounded in air
quality regulations, scientific evidence, and scientific reasoning concerning air quality and GHG
emissions. BAAQMD’s Justification Report, found in Appendix D of BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA
Guidelines, explains the agency’s reasoning and provides substantial evidence for developing and
adopting their thresholds.9 Accordingly, BAAQMD’s thresholds, as outlined in the CEQA Guidelines and
summarized in Table 2, are supported by substantial evidence and are used to evaluate the significance of
air quality impacts associated with the project.

8

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.
May. San Francisco, CA.
9
Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.
May. San Francisco, CA.
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District Threshold of Significance

Pollutant
ROG

Construction
54 pounds/day

Operations
54 pounds/day or 10 tons/year

NOX

54 pounds/day

54 pounds/day or 10 tons/year

CO

-

Violation of CAAQS

PM10 (exhaust)

82 pounds/day

82 pounds/day or 15 tons/year

PM2.5 (exhaust)

54 pounds/day

54 pounds/day or 10 tons/year

PM10/PM2.5 (dust)

Best management practices

-

TACs (project-level)

Increased cancer risk of 10 in 1
million; increased non-cancer risk
of greater than 1.0 (hazard index);
PM2.5 increase of greater than 0.3
micrograms per cubic meter

Same as construction

TACs (cumulative)

Increased cancer risk of 100 in 1
million; increased non-cancer risk
of greater than 10.0; PM2.5
increase of greater than 0.8
microgram per cubic meter at
receptors within 1,000 feet

Same as construction

Odors

-

Five complaints per year averaged over 3
years

Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards; CO = carbon monoxide; NOX = nitrogen oxide; PM 2.5 =
particulate matter no more than 2.5 microns in diameter; PM10 = particulate matter no more than 10 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; TACs = toxic air contaminants
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017.

Criteria Air Pollutants
The significance thresholds, as shown in Table 2, for criteria pollutants (ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5)
are based on the stationary source emission limits of the federal Clean Air Act and the BAAQMD
Regulation 2, Rule 2. The federal New Source Review program, created by the federal Clean Air Act, set
the emissions limits to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is
consistent with attainment of NAAQS. Similarly, to ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or
contribute to a violation of an NAAQS, BAAQMD Regulation 2 Rule 2 requires any new source that
emits criteria air pollutants above specified emissions limits to offset those emissions. Although the
emission limits are adopted in the regulation to control stationary source emissions, the amount of
emissions is the key determining factor, regardless of source, when addressing public health impacts of
regional criteria pollutants. Thus, the emission limits are appropriate for the evaluation of land use
development and construction activities as well as for stationary sources. Those projects that result in
emissions below the thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria pollutant emissions. The federal New
Source Review emission limits and BAAQMD’s offset limits are identified in the regulation on an annual
basis (in tons per year). For construction activities, the limits are converted to average daily emissions (in
pounds per day), as shown in Table 2, because of the short-term intermittent nature of construction
activities. If emissions would not exceed the average daily emission limits, the project would also not
exceed the annual levels.
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Toxic Air Contaminants
Similar to the criteria pollutant thresholds, the health risk impact thresholds are developed based on the
cancer and non-cancer risk limits for new and modified sources adopted in BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule
5 and the EPA Significant Impact Level for PM2.5 emissions. The EPA Significant Impact Level is a
measure of whether a source may cause or contribute to a violation of NAAQS. Health risks due to toxic
emissions from construction, though temporary, can still result in substantial public health impacts due to
increased cancer and non-cancer risks. Applying quantitative thresholds allows a rigorous standardized
method of determining when a construction project will cause a significant increase in cancer and noncancer risks. The cumulative health risk thresholds are based on EPA guidance for conducting air toxics
analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community level. The cumulative
health risk thresholds are also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the
Bay Area which are based on BAAQMD‘s recent regional modeling analysis and the non-cancer Air
Toxics Hot Spots mandatory risk reduction levels.

Odors
The odor threshold is consistent with BAAQMD Regulation 7 for Odorous Substances and reflects the
most stringent standards derived from the Air District rule.

Sensitive Receptors
Sensitive receptors are typically defined as facilities that attract children, the elderly, people with
illnesses, or others sensitive to the effects of air pollution. Examples of sensitive receptors include
residences, hospitals, schools, parks, and places of worship.
Sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project site are limited to single-family residences. There are
residences approximately 400 feet north of the project site on Horner Street and residences approximately
500 feet southwest of the project site on Shorebird Drive. In addition, there is one single-family residence
directly adjacent to the northern border of the project site on Veasy Street.
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)
The air quality plan applicable to the proposed project is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 Clean Air
Plan focuses on two closely-related goals: protecting public health and protecting the climate. The 2017
Clean Air Plan defines an integrated, multipollutant control strategy to reduce emissions of particulate
matter, TACs, ozone precursors and greenhouse gases. The control strategy encompasses 85 individual
control measures that describe specific actions to reduce emissions of air and climate pollutants from the
full range of emission sources. To fulfill state ozone planning requirements, the 2017 control strategy
includes all feasible measures to reduce emissions of ozone precursors—reactive organic gases (ROG)
and nitrogen oxides (NOx)—and reduce transport of ozone and its precursors to neighboring air basins. In
addition, the 2017 Clean Air Plan builds upon and enhances the Air District’s efforts to reduce emissions
of fine particulate matter and toxic air contaminants.
Consistency with the Clean Air Plan can be determined if the project: 1) supports the goals of the Clean
Air Plan; 2) includes applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan; and 3) would not disrupt or
hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan.
The proposed project would not conflict with the adopted 2017 Clean Air Plan or measures to safeguard
public health by reducing particulate matter, TACs, ozone precursors and greenhouse gases. The 2017
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Clean Air Plan includes in Chapter 4 a list of control measures included in the 2010 Clean Air Plan.
These measures are not applicable to the proposed project.
The proposed project would involve the operation of a new, approximately 15,707-sf religious facility. In
the future, if any occupant would operate equipment or in a manner that is regulated, the occupant would
have to apply for review and permitting by the BAAQMD. Certain other nonregulated uses may be
subject to review and /or require Use Permit approval by the City. Based on the above, the proposed
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan and this impact
would be less than significant.
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
Methodology
Criteria pollutant emissions generated by the sources of emissions during construction and operation of
the proposed project, including associated sewer improvements, were quantified using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.1. CalEEMod was primarily run with model
default values for most construction parameters (e.g., type and amount of construction equipment and
activity, number of haul trucks, number of construction employees). Construction scheduling information
(e.g., construction phase start and end dates), the amount of material imported and exported, and the
number of acres to be graded and paved at the project site were provided by the project applicant.
Estimated construction emissions would also be short-term and occur for just over 1 year (June 2018
through June 2019). For operational emissions, CalEEMod was primarily run with model default values
for most operation parameters (e.g., energy uses, water and wastewater, and solid waste). Details such as
building square footage and vehicle trips were provided by the project applicant. Refer to Appendix A for
model outputs and detailed assumptions.

Construction
Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts through the use of
heavy-duty construction equipment, construction worker vehicle trips, and truck hauling trips. In addition,
fugitive dust emissions would result from site preparation and grading. Construction emissions for the
proposed project were estimated and are summarized in Table 3.10 As shown in Table 3, construction of
the proposed project would not generate ROG, NOX, or PM in excess of BAAQMD’s numeric thresholds.
This impact would be less than significant. In addition, BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines consider dust
impacts to be less than significant through the application of best management practices (BMPs), which
the City of Union City or its contractor would implement as part of the proposed project. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would ensure construction-related fugitive dust emissions are less than
significant.

The proposed project would satisfy the BAAQMD’s screening level for a place of worship, because its size
(15,707 square feet) would be well below the construction screening level size for ROG emissions for a place of
worship (277,000 square feet). However, quantification of emissions was necessary due to the utility work that is
part of the project (for which BAAQMD does not have screening criteria). Thus, all emissions were quantified.
10
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Estimated Criteria Pollutant Emission from Proposed Project Construction (pounds per
day)

Construction Phase
2018
2019
BAAQMD Threshold
Exceed Threshold?

ROG
2.3
14.4
54
No

NOX
20.8
33.2
54
No

CO
12.7
27.2
-

PM10
Dust
Exhaust
4.8
1.1
1.3
1.6
BMPs
82
No

PM2.5
Dust
Exhaust
2.5
1.0
0.3
1.6
BMPs
54
No

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BMPs = best management practices; CO = carbon monoxide; NOX =
nitrogen oxide; PM 2.5 = particulate matter no more than 2.5 microns in diameter; PM10 = particulate matter no more than 10
microns in diameter; ROG= reactive organic gases.

Operation
Long-term emissions would be caused by operational mobile transportation emissions from visitors,
employees, and maintenance equipment. Area source emissions would be caused by incidental activities
related to services for the proposed project such as cleaning and landscaping. Energy source emissions are
the result of electricity and water utility use. These types of sources was taken into account in calculating
the project’s long-term operational emissions, which were quantified using CalEEMod. Refer to
Appendix A of this Initial Study for model outputs and detailed assumptions.
Operational emissions for the proposed project were estimated and are summarized in Table 4.11 As
shown in Table 4, operation of the proposed project would not generate ROG and NOX in excess of
BAAQMD’s numeric thresholds. This impact would be less than significant.
Table 4:

Estimated Criteria Pollutant Emission from Proposed Project Operation (pounds per
day)

Operation
BAAQMD Threshold
Exceed Threshold?

ROG
1.7
54
No

NOX
7.7
54
No

CO
13.6
-

PM10
Dust
Exhaust
2.8
0.06
-

PM2.5
Dust
Exhaust
0.7
0.06
-

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BMPs = best management practices; CO = carbon monoxide; NOX =
nitrogen oxide; PM 2.5 = particulate matter no more than 2.5 microns in diameter; PM10 = particulate matter no more than 10
microns in diameter; ROG= reactive organic gases.

Because the proposed project would not exceed BAAQMD’s construction and operational thresholds,
criteria pollutant emission impacts would be less than significant. The implementation of BAAQMD’s
basic construction mitigation measures would ensure impacts remain less than significant.
Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Implement BAAQMD basic construction mitigation measures. The project
applicant shall require all construction contractors to implement the basic construction mitigation
The proposed project would satisfy the BAAQMD’s screening level because its building size (15,707 square feet)
would be well below the operational screening level size for NOX emissions for a place of worship (439,000 square
feet). However, quantification of emissions was necessary due to the utility work that is part of the project (for
which BAAQMD does not have screening criteria). Thus, all emissions were quantified.
11
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measures recommended by BAAQMD. The emission reduction measures shall include the following,
at a minimum. Additional measures may be identified by BAAQMD or the contractor as appropriate.











All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved
access roads) shall be watered two times per day.
All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site shall be covered.
All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
All vehicle speeds shall be limited to 15 miles per hour on unpaved roads.
All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be paved as soon as possible. Building
pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.
All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturers’ specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible-emissions
evaluator.
Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control
measure).
Publicly visible signs shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead
agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48
hours. BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact with Mitigation)
BAAQMD has identified project-level thresholds to evaluate criteria pollutant impacts (see Table 2). In
developing these thresholds, BAAQMD considered levels at which project emissions would be
cumulatively considerable. As noted in BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines:
In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission
levels for which a project‘s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project
exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable,
resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions.
Therefore, additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts is unnecessary.
Consequently, exceedances of the project-level thresholds would be cumulatively considerable. Criteria
pollutant emissions associated with implementation of the proposed project during construction and
operation would not exceed BAAQMD’s thresholds for construction or operation (see Table 3 and Table
4, respectively). Pursuant to BAAQMD regulations, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would
ensure construction-related fugitive dust emissions would be less than significant.
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Less-Than-Significant Impact
with Mitigation)
Sensitive receptors are typically defined as facilities that attract children, the elderly, people with
illnesses, or others sensitive to the effects of air pollution. Examples of sensitive receptors include
residences, hospitals, schools, parks, and places of worship. There are primarily industrial that uses

39

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

surround the project site, although there are single-family residences to the north and southwest of the
project site. In addition, there is a single-family residence directly adjacent to the northern border of the
project site.

Construction Fugitive Dust
During grading and excavations activities, dust would be generated. The amount of dust generated would
be highly variable and dependent on the size of the disturbed area at any given time, the amount of
activity, soil conditions, and meteorological conditions. BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines consider the dust
impacts to be less than significant if BMPs are employed to reduce these emissions. As described above,
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would ensure that construction-related fugitive dust
emissions would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants and Exhaust Dust from Construction Activity
Diesel particulate matter (DPM) (which is classified as a human carcinogenic TAC by ARB) and PM2.5
are BAAQMD’s primary pollutants of concern with regard to health risks to sensitive receptors. During
construction activities, DPM and exhaust dust would be generated. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ‐1 would also reduce DPM and PM2.5 exhaust emissions by limiting vehicle idling times
and requiring regular maintenance of construction equipment. Because of DPM and PM2.5 exhaust
emissions and nearby sensitive receptor exposure, a health risk assessment (HRA) was subsequently
conducted for the project using the construction emissions modeled with CalEEMod.

Health Risk Assessment
Methodology
Cancer health risks associated with exposure to diesel exhaust are typically related to chronic exposure
(30-year exposure period). In addition, DPM and PM2.5 concentrations, and thus cancer health risks,
dissipate as a function of distance from the emissions source. BAAQMD has determined that construction
activities occurring at distances of greater than 1,000 feet from a sensitive receptor most likely do not
pose a significant health risk, but because there are sensitive land uses (residences) located within 1,000
feet of the project site, a HRA from exposure to construction DPM emissions and PM2.5 exhaust was
undertaken to assess the health risks for inhalation cancer risk, non-cancer hazard impacts, and elevated
PM2.5 concentrations as recommended in BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines. Refer to Appendix A of this
Initial Study for model outputs and detailed assumptions.
The assessment and dispersion modeling methodologies used in preparation of the HRA consisted of
methodologies and assumptions from EPA, the California Environmental Protection Agency, California
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and BAAQMD. More specifically, this
HRA relied on EPA’s most recent dispersion model, AERMOD (version 16216r). Calculations regarding
acute and chronic cancer risks relied on the assessment values presented by OEHHA and ARB in Air
Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Risk Assessments,12 BAAQMD’s
Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards,13 and BAAQMD’s Health
12

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program. Risk Analysis
Guidelines. Guidelines for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. Available:
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed: July 21, 2017.
13
Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local
Risks and Hazards. Available: http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/risk-modelingapproach-may-2012.pdf?la=en. Accessed: July 21, 2017.
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Risk Assessment Guidelines.14 The HRA consists of three parts: a DPM emission inventory, air dispersion
modeling, and risk calculations. A discussion of the methods and modeling procedures is provided
below.
The AERMOD model is a steady-state Gaussian plume model that was developed by EPA for estimating
ground-level impacts from point, area, and fugitive sources in simple and complex terrain. Dispersion
models such as AERMOD require local meteorological parameters such as wind speed, stability class,
mixing height, and temperature. Hourly meteorological data previously developed in another project from
Hayward Airport covering a 5-year period from 2011 through 2015 were used in the analysis.
Construction activities were modeled to occur Monday through Friday between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m. during
the construction period.
OEHHA recommends adjusting the receptor height (i.e., flagpole height) to represent the typical
breathing zone of a person when the source receptor distance is less than a few hundred meters. The
OEHHA-recommended range for analyzing the inhalation pathway is 0 to 1.8 meters. For the proposed
project, all receptors were conservatively modeled at 1.2 meters (3.9 feet) to represent the breathing
height of a typical child. Receptors were placed at the nearest residence (adjacent to the property) and at
residential locations to the east of the proposed project within 1,000 feet. Construction emissions for the
facility were characterized as area source (AREAPOLY) with a release height of 5 meters (16.4 feet).
Construction of the sewer line was characterized as a line area source. The urban dispersion option was
used for this location. All other AERMOD inputs are considered regulatory defaults.
The risk calculations incorporate OEHHA’s recent guidance update, which now includes age-specific
factors that take into account increased sensitivity to carcinogens during early-in-life exposure. The
approach to estimating cancer risk from long-term inhalation, with exposure to carcinogens, requires
calculating a range of potential doses and multiplying by cancer potency factors in units corresponding to
the inverse dose to obtain a range of cancer risks. For cancer risk, the risk for each age group is calculated
using the appropriate daily breathing rates, age sensitivity factors, and exposure duration. The cancer risks
calculated for individual age groups are summed to estimate the cancer risk for each receptor. The expected
construction duration was a little more than 1 year. Because of this short construction period, the
BAAQMD HRA Guidelines15 recommends an extremely conservative assumption that the cancer risk be
evaluated assuming the average daily dose be extended as though the construction emissions would
continue for three years. This highly conservative assumption was included in the risk calculation;
however, it was confirmed that the nearest residence adjacent to the proposed project does not have any
residents under 2 years old or in the third trimester of pregnancy, so the risk calculation began at age 2+ at
this location only. For all other residential locations, a full age-specific factor for maximally exposed
individual resident was assumed, consistent with OEHHA and BAAQMD recommendations.

Health Risk Assessment Results
The results of the HRA are summarized in Table 5 and compared to the relevant risk thresholds. Table 5
presents the maximum construction-related health risks for the adjacent resident and next highest resident.
As shown in Table 5, the effect of project construction would result in a significant increase in cancer risk
at nearby residences if the projected construction emissions were to continue for a full 3 years per
BAAQMD’s guidance. Chronic hazard index and annual PM2.5 concentrations would be below
BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2,

14
15

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2016. Health Risk Assessment Guidelines. January 2016.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2016. Health Risk Assessment Guidelines. January 2016.
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the cancer risk would be below BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation.
Table 5:

Unmitigated and Mitigated Project-level Cancer and Chronic Hazard Risks during
Construction
Cancer Risk
(cases per million)
(Unmitigated/Mitigated)

Chronic
Hazard Index
(Unmitigated/Mitigated)

Annual PM2.5
(µg/m3)
(Unmitigated/Mitigated)

Adjacent Offsite
Resident (no children
under 2 years of age)

9.9/6.1

0.12/0.072

0.12/0.072

Next Highest
Resident

13.6/7.9

0.044/0.025

0.044/0.025

Significance
Threshold

10

1

0.3

Yes/No

No

No

Exceed Threshold?

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM 2.5 = particulate matter no more than 2.5 microns in diameter
Note: The mitigated project-level cancer and chronic hazard risks assumed Tier 4 equipment for cranes, forklifts, graders, and
tractors/loaders/backhoes. The implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, requiring all Tier 4 equipment, would further
reduce these risks.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: The project applicant shall require the usage of EPA rated Tier 4 (or Tier 4
equivalent) construction equipment, for all construction activities to reduce construction-related
PM2.5 emissions to reduce construction-related cancer risk. Alternatively, if EPA rated Tier 4 (or
Tier 4 equivalent) construction equipment is not utilized during construction activities, the project
applicant shall prepare a detailed pre-construction inventory of construction assumptions and quantify
emissions to ensure that daily PM2.5 emissions estimated for onsite construction activity is at or
below 0.0304 tons per year in in 2018 and 0.0266 tons per year in 2019, which are the emissions used
to calculate cancer health risks in the IS/MND (refer to Table 3.5 in Appendix A). Specifically:


A pre-construction inventory of construction equipment (type of equipment, quantity, hours of
operation, horsepower, etc.) shall be prepared by the construction contractor for the proposed
project.



PM2.5 emissions based on the pre-construction inventory shall be quantified by a qualified
consultant to ensure on-site activity is below 0.0304 tons per year in in 2018 and 0.0266 tons per
year in 2019. If needed, the project applicant may apply Tier 4 (or Tier 4 equivalent) construction
equipment to specific pieces of equipment to ensure PM2.5 emissions remain at or below levels
modeled.



The construction contractor shall monitor and document all actual construction equipment and
activity data (type of equipment, quantity, hours of operation, horsepower, etc.) utilized during
construction to verify actual construction equipment and activities do not exceed those identified
in the pre-construction equipment inventory. This shall ensure that PM2.5 emissions estimated
during the pre-construction review is consistent with construction activities and would result in
cancer risks below BAAQMD thresholds.
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Operation and Maintenance
The proposed project is not expected to represent a significant source of operational DPM, because traffic
to and from the site would consist of primarily light-duty vehicles, which are not substantial emitters of
DPM. Additionally, no diesel emergency back-up generators or any other major diesel-fueled equipment
is anticipated to be used regularly. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any appreciable
increases in health risks during operation.

Localized CO Impacts
Continuous engine exhaust may elevate localized CO concentrations, resulting in “hot spots.” Receptors
exposed to these CO hot spots may have a greater likelihood of developing adverse health effects. CO hot
spots are typically observed at heavily congested intersections where a substantial number of gasolinepowered vehicles idle for prolonged durations throughout the day.
Average daily traffic data from 2014 on the roadways in the project vicinity show that traffic volumes are
below the BAAQMD screening criteria for peak-hour volumes. The average daily traffic volumes during
the PM peak hour on roadways in the project vicinity are approximately 14,977 vehicles on Union City
Boulevard north of Dyer Street and 13,365 vehicles on Smith Street west of Dyer Street.16 Given that
these volumes are well below the BAAQMD peak hour screening criteria of 44,000 vehicles and 24,000
vehicles, the vehicle trips added by the proposed project would not result in peak hour volumes anywhere
near the screening criteria values. This is true even on the special annual holiday at the project site when
250 visitors are expected. Thus, the project would not result in an exceedance of the BAAQMD screening
criteria, and CO concentrations would not exceed the CAAQS. This impact would be less than significant.

Asbestos
Asbestos is a naturally occurring mineral that was previously used in building construction due to its heat
resistance and strong insulating properties. Exposure to asbestos, however, has been shown to cause a
number of disabling and fatal diseases, including lung cancer, mesothelioma, and pleural plaques.
Demolition of the existing buildings on the project site may expose workers to asbestos if the material was
used during construction of the original buildings. Compliance with BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2,
Asbestos, Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing would ensure that asbestos exposure and
associated impacts remains at a less-than-significant level.
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)
While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can be unpleasant, leading to considerable
distress among the public and often generating citizen complaints to local governments and air districts.
Project-related odor emissions would be limited to construction activities when emissions from
equipment may be evident in the immediately surrounding area. These activities would be intermittent
and temporary in duration (approximately 1 year) and, therefore, would not result in nuisance odors.
Moreover, odors would dissipate as a function of distance and would be lower at the nearest sensitive
receptor.
In addition, according to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, odor impacts could result from siting a new
odor source near existing sensitive receptors or siting a new sensitive receptor near an existing odor
16

City of Union City. 2015. Union City General Plan Update (Transportation and Mobility). Public Review Draft
Background Report. Available: http://www.uc2040.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/07_PRD_UCGPU_BRCh7_Transportation_2015-06-29_reduced-size.pdf. Accessed: July 21, 2017.
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source. BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines presents screening distances for land uses that typically generate
odors. These screening distances are recommended by the air district to serve as a guideline to assess the
odor impacts that would result from locating sensitive receptors near each land use type. The screening
distance for wastewater treatment plants is 2 miles.
The Union Sanitary District wastewater treatment plant is located approximately 350 feet south of the
project site, with the nearest wastewater operations (i.e., wastewater storage tanks and aeration ponds)
located approximately 800 feet south of the project site. The project area is located within the
BAAQMD’s screening distance for requiring further evaluation of potential odor impacts on the proposed
project. The screening distance, however, is not intended to be used as thresholds for determining the
significance of an impact; that is, if a project with sensitive receptors is located closer to an odor-emitting
land use than the corresponding BAAQMD screening distance, there is not necessarily a significant odor
impact. Additional analysis would be required to determine the odor impacts of/to the proposed project.
This additional analysis includes assessing the landscape and topography between the project and the odor
source and analyzing the history of confirmed complaints filed for the existing odor source and the
location of the complaints relative to the odor source.
According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, an odor impact would occur if the proposed project is
located near an odor emitting facility that has more than 5 confirmed complaints per year averaged over
the past 3 years. Twelve complaints were received by the Union Sanitary District over the past 3 years.
The 3 year complaint history of the Union Sanitary District averages to 4 complaints per year, which is
not a substantial number of complaints per BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.17 In addition, data from the
Hayward Airport utilized in the health risk assessment indicate that winds in the project area are
predominately from the west and northwest. The prevailing wind direction is consistent with the location
of the complaints (generally from locations east or southeast of the wastewater treatment plant), which
indicates that the complaints are not applicable to address any odor impacts that could occur at the project
site. Based on the location of the project site (immediate north of the wastewater treatment plant), it is not
likely that odors from the wastewater treatment plant would be blown towards the new receptors as the
sensitive receptors would not be located downwind of the treatment plant, as is the case with the
complainants. Thus, odor impacts from the wastewater treatment plant on the proposed project’s sensitive
receptors are anticipated to be minimal. In addition, while visitors to the project site would be in relatively
close proximity to the wastewater treatment operations, the Union Sanitary District wastewater treatment
plant has extensive odor controls, which would reduce unpleasant odors visitors may experience while at
the project facility. Residents are also able to make odor complaints directly to the Union Sanitary
District. All odor complaints received are investigated, recorded, tracked and reported to our Board of
Directors at their bi-monthly meetings.18 Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in
new substantial or long-term odor and this impact would be less than significant.

17

Email from Rica Agbuya (Union Sanitary District) to Sandy Lin (ICF). July 31, 2017. Request for USD Odor
Complaints.
18
Union Sanitary District. 2016. Odor Control webpage. Available: https://www.unionsanitary.com/aboutus/alvarado-treatment-plant/odor-control. Accessed: July 31, 2017.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☒

☐

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

e)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

f)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City and the project site is currently
developed with a vacant metal building, an ancillary shed, and paved surface areas. There are small
discontinuous patches of ruderal vegetation growing through cracks in the hardscape on the project site,
as shown in Figure 4. However, trees and shrubs occur on the surrounding properties. Queries of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s California Natural Diversity
Database, and California Native Plant Society of species with potential to occur in the region that were
considered in this analysis are included in Appendix B of this Initial Study. The vacant structures on the
project site have potential to support nesting migratory birds [e.g., cliff swallow (Petrochelidon
pyrrhonota), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans)] and roosting bats [i.e., pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus),
Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii)] provided there is an access point (e.g., building
vent, opening in the roof or wall, or an open window) or suitable roosting habitat under the structures’
eaves. The trees and shrubs on the surrounding properties offer suitable nesting substrate for nesting
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migratory birds [e.g., white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), California fully protected; Lawrence’s
goldfinch (Spinus lawrencei)]. These bird species are regulated by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and
California Fish and Game Code 3503. The bat species mentioned above are both California species of
special concern. Impacts to roosting bats or nesting birds would be a potentially significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce impacts to
special-status wildlife species to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
preconstruction surveys and implement protective measures for pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat,
and other roosting bats. At least 2 months prior to the demolition of the existing building and shed, a
qualified biologist shall conduct an initial daytime survey to assess the building for potential bat
roosting habitat, and to look for bats and bat sign. Qualified biologists shall have knowledge of the
natural history of the species that could occur and sufficient experience determining bat occupancy in
buildings and bat survey techniques. The biologist shall examine both the inside and outside of the
building and shed for potential roosting habitat, as well as routes of entry to the building and shed.
Locations of any roosting bats, signs of bat use, and entry and exit points shall be noted and mapped
on a drawing of the building and shed. Roost sites shall also be photographed as feasible. Depending
on the results of the habitat assessment, the following steps will be taken as described below.
If the building and shed can be adequately assessed (i.e., all areas of the building can be examined)
and no habitat or limited habitat for roosting bats is present and no signs of bat use are present, a
preconstruction survey of the interior and exterior of the building and shed by a qualified biologist
shall be conducted within 24 hours of demolition.
If moderate or high potential habitat is present but there are no signs of bat use, the City shall
implement measures under the guidance of a qualified bat biologist to exclude bats from using the
building as a roost site, such as sealing off entry points. Prior to installing exclusion measures, a
qualified biologist shall re-survey the building and shed to ensure that no bats are present.
Additionally, a preconstruction survey of the interior and exterior of the building and shed shall be
conducted within 24 hours of demolition to confirm that no bats are present.
If moderate or high potential habitat is present and bats or bat sign are observed, or if exclusion
measures are not installed as described above, or the building provides suitable habitat but could not
be adequately assessed, the following protective measures shall be implemented.


Follow-up surveys shall be conducted to determine if bats are still present. If species
identification is required by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), surveys
using night vision goggles and active acoustic monitoring using full spectrum bat detectors shall
be used. A survey plan (number, timing, and type of surveys) shall be determined in coordination
with CDFW.



Based on the timing of demolition, the extent of bat sign or occupied habitat, and the species
present (if determined), the qualified biologists shall work with the City and CDFW to develop a
plan to discourage or exclude bat use prior to demolition. The plan may include installing
exclusion measures or using light or other means to deter bats from using the building and shed to
roost.



A preconstruction survey of the interior and exterior of the building and shed shall be conducted
within 24 hours of demolition.

Depending on the species of bats present, size of the bat roost, and timing of the demolition,
additional protective measures may be necessary. Appropriate measures shall be determined in
coordination with the CDFW and may include measures listed below.
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To avoid impacts on maternity colonies or hibernating bats, the building and shed shall not be
demolished while bats are present, generally between April 1 and September 15 (maternity
season) and from October 30 to March 1 (hibernation).



Removal of roosting habitat shall only occur only following the maternity season and prior to
hibernation, generally between September 15 and October 30, unless exclusionary devices are
first installed (as described below). Other measures, such as using lights to deter bat roosting,
may be used if developed in coordination with and approved by CDFW.



Installation of exclusion devices shall occur before maternity colonies establish or after they
disperse, generally from March 1 –30 or September 15–October 30 to preclude bats from
occupying a roost site during demolition. Exclusionary devices shall only be installed by or under
the supervision of an experienced bat biologist.

CDFW may require compensatory mitigation for the loss of roosting habitat depending on the species
present and size of the bat roost. Compensation, if required, shall be determined in consultation with
the CDFW, and may include the construction, installation, and monitoring of suitable replacement
habitat onsite or near the project site to ensure it functions as intended.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: The project applicant shall conduct demolition outside nesting season
(September 1 to January 31) or retain a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction nesting bird
survey for demolition during nesting season (February 1 to August 31). To the extent practicable,
demolition and construction activities shall be performed from September 1 through January 31 to
avoid the general nesting period for birds. If demolition or construction cannot be performed during
this period, preconstruction surveys to locate any active nests shall be performed no more than 2 days
prior to demolition activities as follows.


The project applicant shall be responsible for the retention of a qualified biologist to conduct a
survey of the project site and surrounding 250 feet for active nests – with particular emphasis on
the nests of migratory birds – if demolition shall begin during the bird nesting season, from
February 1 through August 31.



If active nests are observed on either the project site or the surrounding area, the project applicant,
in coordination with the qualified biologist, shall establish no-disturbance buffer zones around the
nests, with the size based on the bird species’ requirements in consultation with the CDFW. The
no-disturbance buffer shall remain in place until the biologist determines the nest is no longer
active, the nesting season ends, or if a qualified biologist monitors the nest(s) during demolition
activities and determines the demolition activities are not affecting nesting bird behavior. If
demolition activities appear to affect nesting bird behavior as determined by the biologist, the
activities within the buffer zone shall cease immediately. If demolition activities do not affect
nesting bird behavior as determined by the biologist, then demolition activities can continue,
provided their distance to the nest or sound/vibration intensity does not increase. If demolition
ceases for 2 days or more and then resumes during the nesting season, an additional survey shall
be necessary to avoid impacts on active bird nests that may be present.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The nearest riparian habitat and/or other sensitive natural communities to the project site and Veasy
Street, where the off-site sewer improvements would be installed, are Alameda Creek and the Eden
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Landing Ecological Reserve. Alameda Creek supports tidal salt marsh, a sensitive natural community,19
and is located approximately 350 feet west of the project site. Eden Landing Ecological Reserve, an
approximately 6,400-acre nature reserve managed by the CDFW, also supports tidal salt marsh and is
located approximately 700 feet west of the project site. Due to the distance between each sensitive natural
community and the project site, the existing industrial development nearer to these sensitive natural
community locations, routine existing noise disturbance generated by industrial activities (from the
nearby Union Sanitary District facility, shipping truck yard, and United Miscellaneous facility) and
existing traffic on Veasy Street between the project site and the sensitive natural communities, the
proposed project would not significantly affect these areas. Therefore, the proposed project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community and this
impact would be less than significant.
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? (No Impact)
There are no federally protected wetlands present on the project site.20 Therefore, the proposed project
would have no effect on federally protected wetlands and there would be no impact.
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The project site is currently developed with a vacant metal building, an ancillary shed, and paved surface
areas. There are no significant landscape features on the project site, as shown in Figure 4. Use of the
project site by wildlife as travel corridors is highly unlikely because, as shown in Figures 5 and 6, the site
is mostly surrounded by extensive industrial and residential development (with the exception of the
vacant lot that borders the project site to the north). Furthermore, the project site is not located within any
known regional wildlife movement corridors or any other sensitive biological areas as indicated by the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Critical Habitat Portal or the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife Biogeographic Information and Observations System.21,22 The project site is not known to
contain a native wildlife nursery site. Refer to Impact IV(a) for a discussion of the proposed project’s
potentially significant impacts on roosting bats and nesting migratory birds. As previously discussed,
Alameda Creek is located approximately 350 feet west of the project site and Eden Landing Ecological
Reserve is located approximately 700 feet west of the project site. Alameda Creek is a known
anadromous fish migration corridor with the Bay Area Rapid Transit weir upstream of the Quarry Lakes
in Fremont blocking fish passage further upstream. The Eden Landing Ecological Reserve abuts the San
Francisco Bay and adjacent salt marshes, which provide habitat for several endemic salt marsh species
that do not migrate. Wildlife species associated with the habitats along Alameda Creek and the Eden
Landing Ecological Reserve would not occur at the project site because no suitable aquatic or salt marsh
habitat occurs on the site itself, numerous barriers (e.g., levees, chain-link fences and block walls, and
19

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2010. Natural Communities List. Available:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Natural-Communities/List. Accessed: June 13, 2017.
20
City of Union City. 2015. Union City 2040 General Plan Update- Public Review Draft Background Report.
Chapter 9- Natural and Cultural Resource. June. Available: http://www.uc2040.com/wpcontent/uploads/2015/06/09_PRD_UCGPU_BR-Ch9_Natural-and-Cultural-Resources_2015-06-11_reducedsize.pdf. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
21
United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service. 2017. Available:
http://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/report/table/critical-habitat.html. Accessed: June 13, 2017.
22
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2017. Available: https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/. Accessed: June 13,
2017.

48

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

industrial development) block wildlife movement to the project site, and the routine existing noise
disturbance generated by industrial activities (e.g., the nearby Union Sanitary District facility, shipping
truck yard, and United Miscellaneous facility) and existing traffic on Veasy Street that occurs between the
project site and Alameda Creek and the Reserve. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO2 would avoid and reduce the project’s impact on the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species, established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or the use of wildlife
nursery sites to a less-than-significant level.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (No Impact)
The intent of the City’s Tree Conservation Ordinance23 is to limit the removal of significant trees within
the City because the preservation of trees is necessary for the health and welfare of the citizens of the
City. The project site is currently developed with a vacant metal building, an ancillary shed, and paved
surface areas. There are small discontinuous patches of ruderal vegetation growing through cracks in the
hardscape, but no trees occur on the project site, as shown in Figure 4. In addition, there is no vegetation
within Veasy Street where the off-site sewer improvements would be installed. Thus, the proposed project
would not require the removal or trimming of any existing trees. As shown in Figure 10, trees and other
landscaping would be planted on the project site throughout the parking area and around the boundary of
the project site. A total of 50 trees would be planted at the project site, including 24 African sumac trees,
12 Arbutus “Marina” (strawberry) trees, 11 New Zealand Christmas trees, and 3 fruitless olive trees.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any local tree policies or ordinances and there
would be no impact. There are no other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources that
would apply to the proposed project or with which the proposed project could conflict and there would be
no impact.
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? (No
Impact)

The project site in not located within the boundaries of a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other adopted conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with the provisions of a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan and there would be no impact.

23

City Union City. 2014. Municipal Code Section 12.16.170. Available: http://qcode.us/codes/unioncity/. Accessed:
June 12, 2017.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

c)

☐

☒

☐

☐

☐

☒

☐

☐

CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

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

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

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5? (No Impact)
The project site is located in a developed suburban area and is currently developed with a vacant 5,600-sf
two-story metal building built in 1960, a one-story 2,800-sf ancillary shed added to the property in the
1970s, and paved surface areas. The existing warehouse on the project site was occupied by various
trucking and contractor companies until 2009 when the project site became unoccupied. The proposed
project would involve the demolition of the existing building, shed, and associated surface pavement and
construction and operation of a new 46-foot tall, approximately 15,707-sf religious facility. The proposed
project would also include the installation of a sewer line beneath Veasy Street.
Buildings over 50 years of age require evaluation under the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR), as these structures are considered to be cultural resources for the purposes of CEQA. According
to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, a historical resource is defined as “a resource listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources,” properties
included in a local register of historical resources, or properties deemed significant pursuant to criteria set
forth in the Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(g). In order to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, a
property must meet at least one of the following criteria: (1) be associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns for California’s history and cultural heritage; (2) be
associated with the lives of persons important in history; (3) embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of an important creative individual,
or possess high artistic values; or (4) have yielded, or be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.24
A record search conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical
Resources Information Center, Sonoma State University was performed on August 8, 2016, and no
recorded architectural resources or studies were identified within the project site. Two historic landscapes
and features associated with the Eden Valley Salt Works Historic Landscape (P-01-11437) and the Union
City/Alvarado Salt Ponds (P-01-10834) (both of which are discussed in detail below) were recorded
within a 0.25-mile radius. However, no features of either landscape are located within the project site.
The metal building on the project site is over 50 years of age. As part of this analysis, the project site was
recorded during a cultural resources survey performed on August 11, 2016, evaluated for listing in the
CRHR, and documented on a Department of Parks and Recreation 523 form. The form is included in
24

California Resources Agency. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(3). As amended October 23, 2009.
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Appendix C.1 of this Initial Study. The evaluation concluded that the project site does not meet the
criteria for listing in the CRHR under Criteria 1 (events), 2 (person), 3 (architecture) or 4 (information
potential), and thus it does not qualify as a CEQA historical resource. The cultural resources survey did
not identify any additional historical resources within the project site. In addition, the project site is not
within a Landmark and Historic Preservation Zone identified in the City of Union City’s (City’s) Zoning
Map.25 Refer to Appendix C.1 for a detailed recordation, historic context, and CRHR evaluation of the
project site.
Based on the above analysis, the project site is not a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.
Therefore, demolition of the existing structures on the project site and the construction of a facility would
not alter the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to historical resources.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The environmental context for evaluating impacts to archaeological resources includes an overview of the
known archaeological sites located within the project site as well as an understanding of the sensitivity of
the project site for the presence of previously unidentified archaeological sites. The prehistoric,
ethnographic, and historic settings described below provide an indication of the types of archaeological
resources that may be present in the project area or on the project site.26 This setting is followed by a
summary of the previously identified archaeological resources.

Prehistoric Setting
The project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area, whose prehistoric cultural chronology was
developed through more than a century of organized archaeological survey, beginning with N. C. Nelson
in 1906. Since the 1950s, archaeological work in the nine Bay Area counties, including Alameda County,
has led to further refinement of the cultural sequence, which consists of the Early Holocene [(Lower
Archaic), cal 8000–3500 B.C.], Early Period [(Middle Archaic), cal 3500–500 B.C.], Lower Middle
[(Initial Upper Archaic), cal 500 B.C.–cal A.D. 430], Upper Middle Period [(Late Upper Archaic), A.D.
cal 430–1050], Initial Late Period [(Lower Emergent), A.D. cal 1050–1550],27 and Terminal Late Period
(Protohistoric Ambiguities). A brief description of these periods is presented below.
The Early Holocene was characterized by a mobile forager pattern throughout the Bay Area, with the
milling slab and handstone as well as a variety of large, wide-stemmed and leaf-shaped projectile points
emerging during this period. Following the Early Holocene, the Early Period was marked by new
groundstone technology, increased sedentism, symbolic integration, and increased regional trade
beginning around cal 3500 B.C.28 Beginning with the Lower Middle Period and continuing through the
Upper Middle Period, new bone tools (including those suggesting coiled basketry manufacture) became
prevalent. After the Upper Middle Period, the Initial Late Period was marked by the appearance of a new
25

City of Union City. n.d. Union City Zoning Ordinance Zoning Map. Available: http://www.ci.unioncity.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=346. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
26
The prehistoric setting is not included since potential archaeological resources found in the project site are related
to the ethnographic and historic periods.
27
Fredrickson, D. A. 1994. Changes in Prehistoric Exchange Systems in the Alamo Locality, Contra Costa County,
California. Pages 57–64 in Toward a New Taxonomic Framework for Central California Archaeology: Essays by
James A. Bennyhoff and David A. Fredrickson, R. E. Hughes, editor. Contributions of the University of California
Archaeological Research Facility 52. Berkeley, CA.
28
Fredrickson, D. A. 1973. Early Cultures of the North Coast Ranges, California. Ph.D. dissertation. Department of
Anthropology, University of California, Davis.
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level of sedentism, status ascription, and ceremonial integration, inferred by the fact that burials contained
smaller quantities of shell beads, but of quality craftsmanship.29 The final period in this Bay Area
prehistoric sequence, the Terminal Late Period, showed changes in artifact types and mortuary objects,
such as desert side-notched points, toggle harpoons, hopper mortars, plain corner-notched arrow-sized
projectile points, clamshell disk beads, and magnesite tube beads.30
Ethnographic Setting
At the time of European contact, the Bay Area was occupied by the Ohlone, a linguistically defined group
composed of several autonomous tribelets that spoke eight different but related languages. The territory of
the Ohlone people extended along the coast from the Golden Gate to just below Carmel, and as far as 60
miles inland. Primarily hunter-gatherers who relied heavily on acorns and seafood, they also exploited a
wide range of other foods, such as land and sea mammals, waterfowl, and reptiles.31 The Ohlone
numbered approximately 10,000 individuals at the time of European contact, but, because of introduced
disease, harsh living conditions, and reduced birth rates32 during the Spanish mission system, that
population was reduced to less than 2,000 by 1832.
Historic Period
Alameda County was created in 1853 from portions of Contra Costa and Santa Clara Counties. The
project site is located in southern Alameda County and is within an area previously dominated by salt
production 33 Prior to the City’s incorporation in January 1959, the western area of the City was
commonly referred to as Alvarado.34, 35
The area on the eastern banks of the San Francisco Bay is historically linked to the solar salt industry. Salt
production began in the area in 1862 and continued to 2003. Salt was collected by the Ohlone, then
Spanish explorers, and then the padres of the Mission San Jose, who created the first levees to restrict and
control the flow of tidal bay water into the salt ponds. By 1862, the Quigley Salt Works at Warm Springs
and Bothsow & Rasmussen started the first of the salt businesses at the marshes of Alameda Creek by
installing salt ponds and levees covering approximately 230 acres each. The Union City Salt Works’
ponds covered much of west Alvarado, including the project site, by the 1880s. The salt industry during
the early twentieth century is characterized by growth followed by a period of consolidation when the
number of operators decreased from 28 to only 5 between 1910 and the early 1920s, and then again
during the early 1930s when Leslie Salt Company emerged as the only major operator. A final modern
29

Bennyhoff, J. A.1986.The Emeryville Site, Viewed 93 Years Later. Pages 65–75 in Symposium: A New Look at
Some Old Sites, G. S. Breschini and T. Haversat, editors. Archives of California Prehistory 6. Salinas, CA: Coyote
Press.
30
Bennyhoff, J. A. 1994. Central California Augustine: Implications for Northern California Archaeology. Pages
65–74 in Toward a New Taxonomic Framework for Central California Archaeology: Essays by James A. Bennyhoff
and David A. Fredrickson, R. E. Hughes, editor. Contributions of the University of California Archaeological
Research Facility 52. Berkeley, CA.
31
Levy, R. 1978. Costanoan. Pages 485–495 in Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, R. F.
Heizer, editor. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.
32
Levy, R. 1978. Costanoan. Pages 485–495 in Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, R. F.
Heizer, editor. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.
33
U.S. Geological Survey. 1899. Hayward, CA. 15 Minute Quadrangle Map. United States Department of the
Interior. Available: http://ngmdb.usgs.gov/maps/TopoView/. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
34
Holmes, Phil. n.d. A Brief History of Washington Township. Museum of Local History. Available:
http://museumoflocalhistory.org/resources/a-brief-history-of-washington-township/. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
35
Swenson, Timothy. 2005. Union City History Collection: A Collection of Articles on Union City History,
Museum of Local History. Available: http://museumoflocalhistory.org/wordpress2/wpcontent/uploads/2014/10/UCcollection.pdf. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
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period of the solar salt industry began in the mid-1950s with the reclamation of the tidal marshes. A
decrease in demand for salt coupled by a decrease in production led to the abandonment of many ponds
through the 1960s, setting up a period of restoration and reclamation.36, 37, 38, 39
The project site is located at the far eastern end of the bay marshes on the west bank of Alameda Creek
and appears to have been directly outside of the former Union City Salt Works operations. Union City
Salt Works went out of operation and the ponds were disused during the 1940s. The area immediately east
of the project site on the edge of the salt flats functioned primarily as farm land containing the small
center of Alvarado until its subdivision in the early 1960s, which coincided with the incorporation of
Union City in 1959. Thus began the drastic change of the landscape in the project area. The City created
the Union Sanitary District with an easement for a sewer line directly south of the project site on Veasy
Street (formerly 10th Street). The immediate area was subdivided in the late 1950s during a period of
national growth associated with the end of World War II and spanning the next three decades. To
accommodate the unprecedented growth and population increase, the primary trend in development
consisted of the subdivision of the former farm lands into tract developments of single-family housing.
The City remained largely rural until the development of large industrial properties to the north in the
mid-1960s, and the development of suburban tract divisions spreading to the south and east in the
1970s.40, 41, 42, 43
Record Search Results
Previously recorded resources on file at the NWIC and located nearest the project site relate to historicperiod salt production in the greater Union City vicinity. Although no cultural resources were identified
within the project site as a result of the records search, two resources (P-01-11437 and P-01-10834) were
identified within the 0.25-mile search radius, and both were associated with the mid-nineteenth to midtwentieth century salt industry in the City. Both of these resources cover wide landscapes relatively close
to the project site, but features and components of the resources do not appear to extend into the project
site.

36

U.S. Geological Survey. 1915 Hayward, CA. 15 Minute Quadrangle Map. United States Department of the
Interior. Available: http://ngmdb.usgs.gov/maps/TopoView/. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
37
Speulda-Drews, Lou Ann, and Valentine, Nicholas. 2007. P-01-11437, Eden Valley Salt Works Historic
Landscape, 2007. Site record (Department of Parks and Recreation District Form) available at the Northwest
Information Center, Rohnert Park, California.
38
Speulda-Drews, Lou Ann, and Valentine, Nicholas. 2009. Identification and Evaluation of the South San
Francisco Bay Solar Salt Industry Landscape. 2009. Report prepared for the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge and California Department of Fish and Game, Region 8, Sacramento, California.
Available: http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/permit-related/AppendixE.pdf. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
39
Bower, Brigitta. 2012. The History of Salt Production in the San Francisco Bay. Exhibit in the Fremont Library.
Available: https://patch.com/california/newark/bp--salt-part-2-the-history-of-salt-production-in-the-sf-bay.
Accessed: June 15, 2017.
40
Nationwide Environmental Title Research Online. n.d. Historic aerials of 31252 Veasy Street, Union City, CA,
for years 1946, 1958, 1966, 1968, and 1980. Available: historicaerials.com. Accessed June 15, 2017.
41
City of Union City Building Inspection. 1960-1986. Building Permits for 31252 Veasy Street. Available at City of
Union City.
42
City of Union City Building Inspection. 1960. Building Plans for 31252 Veasy Street. Available at City of Union
City.
43
Swenson, Timothy. 2005. Union City History Collection: A Collection of Articles on Union City History,
Museum of Local History. Available: http://museumoflocalhistory.org/wordpress2/wpcontent/uploads/2014/10/UCcollection.pdf. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
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Resource P-01-11437
Resource P-01-11437, the Eden Valley Salt Works Historic Landscape, is located approximately 0.1 mile
to the west and approximately 0.2 mile to the southwest of the project site. Commercial salt production in
the Eden Valley vicinity began in 1850s and continued through the 1950s. Landscape features include the
evaporation ponds and levee boundaries, interior levees, pilings, a pumphouse, remnant ponds, a boat
landing, and water control structures, as well as remnant Archimedes screw pumps and piers. This
resource was determined to meet National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility criteria A and D
as an historic landscape.44 Criterion A refers to properties that are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history while Criterion D refers to properties that have
yielded or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history. The following additional
nine resources are contained within or are associated with Resource P-01-11437:


P-01-0210/CA-ALA-494H – the Oliver Salt Works



P-01-0211/CA-ALA-495 – Former Rocky Point Saltworks



P-01-0212/CA-ALA-496H – remnants of the Union Pacific Salt Works



P-01-0214/CA-ALA-498H – unnamed salt works



P-01-0215/CA-ALA-499H – modern refuse scatter



P-01-0217/CA-ALA-489H/, -497H/, -501H – landings and warehouses along Mt. Eden Creek



P-01-2257/CA-ALA-2257 – historic refuse scatter



P-01-10834 – Union City/Alvarado Salt Ponds (discussed in more detail below)



P-01-10740 – Archimedes Screw Windmill

Of these resources, four (P-01-0210/CA-ALA-494H; P-01-0212/CA-ALA-496H; P-01-0217/CA-ALA489H/, -497H/, -501H; and P-01-2257/CA-ALA-2257) have been determined eligible, and five (P-010211/CA-ALA-495, P-01-214/CA-ALA-498H, P-01-215/CA-ALA-499H, P-01-10834 [discussed in more
detail below], and P-01-10740) have been determined ineligible for the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Resources P-01-10834 and P-01-10740, though not eligible independently, are
contributing features to the Resource P-01-11437 historic landscape.45

Resource P-01-10834
Resource P-01-10834, the remains of the Union City/Alvarado Salt Ponds, was in operation from circa
1924 to 1931.46 This historic landscape is located on U.S. Fish and Wildlife property approximately 0.2
mile southwest of the project site and contains extant, but eroding, salt ponds and their levees, retaining
walls, and a water control gate. Evaluation of P-01-10834 determined that there was not integrity

44

Speulda-Drews, Lou Ann, and Valentine, Nicholas. 2007. P-01-11437, Eden Valley Salt Works Historic
Landscape, 2007. Site record (Department of Parks and Recreation District Form) available at the Northwest
Information Center, Rohnert Park, California.
45
Speulda-Drews, Lou Ann, and Valentine, Nicholas. 2007. P-01-11437, Eden Valley Salt Works Historic
Landscape, 2007. Site record (Department of Parks and Recreation District Form) available at the Northwest
Information Center, Rohnert Park, California.
46
Baker, S. and M. Smith. 2007a. Primary Record for Resource P-01-10834, Union City Alvarado Salt Ponds.
Record on file at the Northwestern Information Center, Rohnert Park, California.
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sufficient to convey its importance, and therefore the resource did not appear to meet NRHP-eligibility
criteria.47

Additional Records Search Results
The records search did not result in the identification of any previously conducted studies within the
project site; however, 15 studies have been conducted within the 0.25-mile radius. These studies were
conducted between 1977 and 2014 and included archaeological surveys, built environment surveys,
cultural resources evaluations, and Historic American Landscape Survey documentation and are presented
in Appendix C.2 of this Initial Study. The majority of the previous studies covered the historic salt works
landscape west of the project site.
No previously recorded cultural resources or studies have been identified within the project site and the
potential for surface and subsurface prehistoric or historical archaeological resources to be present is low.
An 1883 Bureau of Land Management General Land Office survey map shows that the project site is
located on undeveloped land in what was once the Rancho Potrero de los Cerritos, but no structures or
features associated with this rancho were observed on the site. The project site is highly disturbed due to
previous activities dating to 1960 and later. These activities would have included grading prior to
construction, subsurface utility placement, and the building of the present structures. Similarly, Veasy
Street (where the off-site sewer improvements would be installed) is highly disturbed due to previous
construction activities associated with the construction of the street. The project site is located in
floodplain soils and separated from marshland by the levee-constrained Alameda Creek,48 and if
prehistoric resources are present, they are likely deeply buried beneath alluvium. Because the proposed
project would not include the construction of subterranean levels, the depth of vertical ground disturbance
during construction would likely be within already-disturbed contexts and above the level at which intact
cultural deposits may be located. Maximum depths of excavation would be associated with utility
improvements within the project site and beneath Veasy Street and would occur within disturbed fill
contexts.
Even though the potential for cultural resources to be present is low, there remains the possibility, though
unlikely, that previously unrecorded resources may be present in the project area. If such resources are
encountered during site preparation and grading activities, a potentially significant impact would occur.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that potential impacts to archaeological
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Should an archaeological resource be encountered during project
construction activities, the construction contractor shall halt construction within 50 feet of the find
and immediately notify the City of Union City. Construction activities shall be redirected and a
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the City, shall: 1) evaluate the archaeological deposit to
determine if it meets the CEQA definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource and 2)
make recommendations about the treatment of the deposit, as warranted. If the deposit does meet the
CEQA definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource, then it shall be avoided to the
extent feasible by project construction activities. If avoidance is not feasible, then adverse effects to
the deposit shall be mitigated as specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b) (for historic
resources) or Section 21083.2 (for unique archaeological resources). This mitigation may include, but
47

Baker, S. and M. Smith. 2007b. Primary Record for Resource P-01-11437, Eden Landing Salt Works Historic
Landscape. Record on file at the Northwestern Information Center, Rohnert Park, California.
48
US Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management General Land Office Records. n.d. Township 4 South
Range 2 West. Available:
http://www.glorecords.blm.gov/results/default.aspx?searchCriteria=type=survey|st=CA|cty=001|twp_nr=4|twp_dir=
S|rng_nr=2|rng_dir=W#resultsTabIndex=0 (DM ID 380700). Accessed: June 15, 2017.
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is not limited to, a thorough recording of the resource on Department of Parks and Recreation Form
523 records, or archaeological data recovery excavation. If data recovery excavation is warranted,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), which requires a data recovery plan prior to data
recovery excavation, shall be followed. If the significant identified resources are unique
archaeological resources, mitigation of these resources shall be subject to the limitations on
mitigation measures for archaeological resources identified in CEQA Guidelines Sections 21083.2(c)
through 21083.2(f).
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The project site is nearly level, and the surface is covered with two structures, concrete and asphalt
pavement, and artificial fill.49 The project site does not contain any unique geologic features. Therefore,
the proposed project would have no impact related to destruction of unique geologic features.
Paleontological resources include fossil plants and animals, and such trace fossil evidence of past life as
animal tracks and plant imprints. Ancient marine sediments may contain invertebrate fossils such as
snails, clam and oyster shells, sponges, and protozoa; and vertebrate fossils such as fish, whale, and sea
lion bones. Vertebrate land mammals may include bones of mammoth, camel, saber tooth cat, horse, and
bison. Paleontological resources also include petrified wood.
The project site is underlain by 2 to 3 feet of gravelly sand and sandy gravel artificial fill. This layer is
underlain by native medium plastic clay and silty clay to between 15 and 20 feet below ground surface.50
This layer corresponds to Bay mud.51 A 3- to 7-foot-thick layer of sand to silty sand underlies this layer of
clay. The sand layer encountered corresponds to Merritt Sand,52 also referred to as the Colma
Formation.53 This geologic unit is known to produce fossils.54
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ENGEO. 2016. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, 31252 Veasy Street, Union City California. (Project No.
13305.000.000.) September 26, 2016. Revised October 6, 2016.
50
ENGEO. 2016. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, 31252 Veasy Street, Union City California. (Project No.
13305.000.000.) September 26, 2016. Revised October 6, 2016.
51
Atwater, B.F., Hedel, C.W., and Helley, E.J. 1977. Late Quaternary Depositional History, Holocene Sea-Level
Changes, and Vertical Crustal Movement, Southern San Francisco Bay, California. (Geological Survey Professional
Paper 1014.) Available:
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=laY_AAAAIAAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=stratigraphy+bay+area+c
olma+formation&ots=jCvAE7brmZ&sig=YJV24Zqc4rz8vdsbLntsSUcs-ao#v=onepage&q&f=false. Accessed: June
15, 2017.
52
Atwater, B.F., Hedel, C.W., and Helley, E.J. 1977. Late Quaternary Depositional History, Holocene Sea-Level
Changes, and Vertical Crustal Movement, Southern San Francisco Bay, California. (Geological Survey Professional
Paper 1014.) Available:
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=laY_AAAAIAAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=stratigraphy+bay+area+c
olma+formation&ots=jCvAE7brmZ&sig=YJV24Zqc4rz8vdsbLntsSUcs-ao#v=onepage&q&f=false. Accessed: June
15, 2017
53
California Energy Commission. 2007. Paleontological Resources, Application for Small Power Plant Exemption,
Chevron Richmond Power Plant Replacement Project. Available:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/chevron/documents/applicant_files/afc/8-14_Paleontological_Resources.pdf.
Accessed: June 15, 2017.
54
Rodda, P.U., and N. Baghai. 1993. Late Pleistocene Vertebrates from Downtown San Francisco, California.
Journal of Paleontology 67:1,058–1,063.
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The Colma Formation consists of moderately sorted fine to medium-fine sand with small to moderate
amounts of silt and clay, with some beds of gravel and cobbles.55 The origin of the materials is terrestrial
deposition associated with the onset of Wisconsin glaciation (approximately 83,000 to 120,000 years
ago).56, 57 Vertebrate fossils documented from the Colma Formation include Mammuthus columbi and
Bison latifrons.58 Because the geologic unit is known to have produced vertebrate fossils, it is determined
to have high paleontological sensitivity.59 Any disturbance of this unit would constitute a significant
impact.
The proposed project would be constructed using post-tensioned slab foundations, which require shallow
excavation. The proposed on- and off-site utility improvements would require deeper excavation that
could disturb the paleontologically sensitive Colma Formation that underlies the Bay mud, which would
be a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would ensure that
potential impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CUL-2: If paleontological resources are encountered during site preparation or
grading activities, all work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected until a qualified
paleontologist has assessed the discoveries and made recommendations, and the City of Union City
shall be notified. Paleontological resources include fossil plants and animals, and evidence of past life
such as trace fossils and tracks. If the paleontological resources are found to be significant, adverse
effects to such resources shall be avoided by project activities to the extent feasible. If project
activities cannot avoid the resources, the adverse effects shall be mitigated in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3). Mitigation may include data recovery and analysis, preparation of
a final report, and the formal transmission or delivery of any fossil material recovered to a
paleontological repository, such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology. Upon
completion of project activities, the final report shall document methods and findings of the
mitigation and be submitted to the City of Union City and a suitable paleontological repository.
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact with Mitigation)
On August 2, 2016, a Sacred Lands File search was requested of the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) with a response received by the City on September 2, 2016. The Sacred Lands File
search resulted in the identification of a single site sacred to the Ohlone Indian Tribe, and the NAHC
identified Mr. Andrew Galvan as the point of contact. Representatives from the City initiated consultation
with Mr. Galvan on September 27, 2016, and did not receive any response.
Although the NAHC response also included a list of tribes potentially having an interest in the proposed
project, only the Ione Band of Miwok have formally requested Tribal consultation pursuant to California
55

Schlocker, J. 1974. Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California. (Geological Survey Professional
Paper 782.) Washington, DC: United States Printing Office. Available: http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/0782/report.pdf.
Accessed: June 15, 2017.
56
Simpson, Lori A. 2006. Case Studies in Mission Bay, San Francisco: Deep Foundations in Challenging Soil
Conditions. In DFI Proceedings of the 31st Annual Conference on Deep Foundations. Washington, D.C.
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Caskey, S.J., K. Grove, C. Li, and G. Berger. 2004. Constraints on Late Pleistocene and Active Uplift Rates along
the Serra Fault and the Timing of Late Pleistocene Transpressional Deformation along the San Andreas Fault,
Northern San Francisco Peninsula. San Francisco, CA.
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Rodda, P.U., and N. Baghai. 1993. Late Pleistocene Vertebrates from Downtown San Francisco, California.
Journal of Paleontology 67:1,058–1,063.
59
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse
Impacts to Paleontological Resources. Impact Mitigation Guidelines Revision Committee. Available:
http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines.aspx. Accessed: June
15, 2017.
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Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, subds. (b), (d), and (e) for the City. Representatives from the
City responded with a letter notifying the Ione Band of Miwok of the project on September 27, 2016, and
did not receive any response.
The potential to uncover Native American human remains exists in locations throughout California.
Although not anticipated, human remains could be identified during site-preparation and grading
activities, which would be a potentially significant impact related to Native American cultural resources.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would reduce potential adverse impacts to human remains
to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Consultation with the Ohlone Indian Tribe and the Ione Band of Miwok
will continue through the construction of the proposed project. If human remains are encountered
during construction activities, work within 50 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and the
Alameda County Coroner shall be notified immediately. Concurrently, an archaeologist shall be
contacted to assess the situation and consult with the appropriate agencies. If the human remains are
of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the NAHC within 24 hours of this identification.
The NAHC will identify a Most Likely Descendant to inspect the site and provide recommendations
for the proper treatment of the remains and associated grave goods.
Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall prepare a report documenting the methods
and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment of the human remains and any associated
cultural materials, as appropriate and in coordination with the recommendations of the Most Likely
Descendant. The City shall follow the recommendations outlined in the report, and the report shall be
submitted to NWIC.
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
a) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

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

Provided for informational purposes only:
d) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)

e)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

As discussed in Section III, Air Quality, the California Supreme Court concluded in the CBIA v.
BAAQMD decision that “CEQA generally does not require an analysis of how existing environmental
conditions will impact a project’s future users or residents.” With this ruling, CEQA no longer considers
the impact of the environment on a project (such as the impact of existing seismic hazards on new project
receptors) to be an impact requiring consideration under CEQA. Therefore, the following discussions of
seismic and soil hazards are provided for informational purposes only.
Responses in this section rely on information and findings provided in the Preliminary Geotechnical
Exploration prepared for the project site, unless otherwise noted.60
a) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The soils on the project site consist of gravelly sand and sandy gravel fill and native medium plastic clay
and silty clay underlying the fill. The proposed project would include minimal excavation and grading
60

ENGEO. 2016. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, 31252 Veasy Street, Union City California. (Project No.
13305.000.000.) September 26, 2016. Revised October 6, 2016. Refer to Appendix D of this Initial Study.

59

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

activities. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the Construction General Permit, which would include Best Management Practices for
erosion and sediment control. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not result in
substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil and this impact would be less than significant. During project
operation, the project site would be completely covered with buildings, pavements, and landscaping.
Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil
and this impact would be less than significant.
b) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The soils on the project site would not be subject to landslide activity because the site is predominantly
level. In addition, compliance with the California Building Standards Code requirements and
recommendations in the Soil Report to be prepared for the proposed project, which is required for
construction of new buildings in the City of Union City (City), would reduce the potential hazards
associated with liquefaction during seismic ground shaking to an acceptable level.
Lateral spreading is a form of horizontal displacement of soils toward an open channel or other “free”
face, such as an excavation boundary. Lateral spreading can be caused by either the slump of
low-cohesion unconsolidated material or, more commonly, by liquefaction of either the soil layer or a
subsurface layer underlying soil material on a slope, resulting in gravitationally driven movement.
Earthquake shaking leading to liquefaction of saturated soil can result in lateral spreading where the soil
undergoes a temporary loss of strength. The project site is generally level with no nearby free face that
would facilitate lateral movement. Therefore, the potential for lateral spreading is low.
Subsidence or collapse can result from the removal of subsurface water resulting in either catastrophic or
gradual depression of the surface elevation of the project site. The proposed project would connect to the
Alameda County Water District (ACWD) water infrastructure and would not utilize groundwater
resources. However, subsidence or collapse can also result from a structure built on old mines, old
utilities that are no longer in use, or on poorly engineered fill. There are no mines located on the project
site.61 The existing on-site septic system and leach field would be abandoned and removed.62 Removal of
the on-site septic system and leach field, as well as the destruction of the two existing on-site wells if
required, could increase risk of subsidence if pipes are not appropriately backfilled, which would be a
potentially significant impact. Risk of subsidence related to old utilities can be reduced with development
of a site-specific design-level geotechnical investigation, as required by Mitigation Measure GEO-1,
which documents the status of utilities that have been abandoned in place. Risk of subsidence related to
non-engineered fill currently at the project site is also a potentially significant impact. Replacement of the
non-engineered fill with engineered fill at the project site, in accordance with guidance in California
Building Standards Code and in the site-specific design-level geotechnical investigation (as required by
Mitigation Measure GEO-1) would reduce the risks related to non-engineered fill. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the risks related to subsidence to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prior to the issuance of any site-specific grading or building permits, a
design-level geotechnical investigation, in compliance with City of Union City’s guidelines, shall be
prepared by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer and submitted to the
Building Official for review and approval. The report shall determine the proposed project’s surface
61

Department of Conservation. 1996. Revised Mineral Land Classification Map, Aggregate Resources Only, South
San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Region, Newark Quadrangle. Available:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/ofr/OFR_96-03/OFR_96-03_Plate2.pdf. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
62
MCR Engineering. 2011. Union City Assembly Hall Technical Engineering Report. August 31.

60

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

geotechnical conditions and address potential seismic hazards such as liquefaction and expansive
soils. The report shall identify building techniques appropriate to minimize seismic damage. All
mitigation recommendations, design criteria, and specifications set forth in the design level
geotechnical investigation shall be incorporated into final project design and construction plans.
c) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? (No Impact)
The proposed project would include the removal of the existing on-site septic system. The proposed
project would also include the installation of a sewer line beneath Veasy Street that would connect to the
Union Sanitary District’s wastewater collection and treatment services. Thus, on-site treatment and
disposal of wastewater is not proposed as part of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact associated with soils incapable of supporting alternative wastewater disposal
systems.

Effects Discussion Provided for Informational Purposes Only
d) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving:
Fault Rupture (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational Purposes Only)
Fault rupture is the displacement of the earth’s surface resulting from fault movement associated with an
earthquake. The project site is located approximately 14.8 miles southwest of the Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone (A-PEFZ) for the San Andreas Fault, and approximately 3.9 miles
northeast of the A-PEFZ for the Hayward Fault. The project site is not located within any state of
California A-PEFZ and no known faults cross the project site. Therefore, the proposed project is not
likely to impact persons or structures due to rupture of a known earthquake fault.
Strong Seismic Ground Shaking. The entire San Francisco Bay Area is located in a region of active
seismicity. Historically, numerous moderate to strong earthquakes have been generated in northern
California by several major faults and fault zones in the San Andreas Fault Zone system. This level of
active seismicity has led to the classification of the San Francisco Bay Area as seismic hazard Zone 4 (the
highest risk category) in the California Building Standards Code. Ground shaking from earthquakes along
the known active faults in the region could cause damage to people and property. Based on the United
States Geological Survey fault database, the estimated maximum moment magnitude for the San Andreas
Fault is 8.0 and the estimated maximum moment magnitude for the Hayward Fault is 7.3.
Ground shaking from earthquakes along the known active faults in the region could cause damage to
people and property. The Association of Bay Area Governments earthquake hazard mapping indicates a
Magnitude 7.8 event on the San Andreas Fault and a Magnitude 6.8 event on the Hayward Fault would
each result in very strong shaking in the vicinity of the project site.63 Violent shaking at the site could
result in collapse or serious damage to structures or underground infrastructure.
It is acknowledged that seismic hazards cannot be completely eliminated, even with site-specific
geotechnical methods and advanced building practices. However, seismic design provisions of current
building codes prescribe minimum lateral forces which are generally considered to be substantially
smaller than the comparable forces that would be associated with a major earthquake. The adverse effects
of seismically generated ground shaking on infrastructure, structures, and people can be reduced to
63

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2013. Alameda County Hazard Map. Available: quake.abag.ca.gov/
earthquakes/alameda. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
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acceptable levels by incorporating appropriate seismic design standards and construction and conforming
to current best standards for earthquake resistant construction per the requirements of the City’s
geotechnical and seismic design regulations and standards outlined in the Health and Safety Element of
the City’s General Plan, as well as the California Building Standards Code and California’s Seismic
Hazards Mapping Act. Therefore, the proposed project would be able to resist minor earthquakes without
damage, resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with some nonstructural damage, and
resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural as well as nonstructural damage.
Liquefaction (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational Purposes Only)
Liquefaction is the temporary transformation of loose, saturated granular sediments from a solid state to a
liquefied state as a result of seismic ground shaking. In the process, the soil undergoes transient loss of
strength, which commonly causes ground displacement or ground failure to occur. Saturated soils are a
necessary condition for liquefaction; thus, soil layers in areas where the groundwater table is near the
surface have higher liquefaction potential that those in which the water table is located at greater depths.
The soil at the project site consists of approximately 2 to 3 feet of gravelly sand and sandy gravel fill.
Native medium plastic clay and silty clay underlie the fill. Readings taken at the project site indicate a
groundwater level of approximately 10 feet below ground surface. A map of historic high ground water
indicates historic ground water as shallow as less than 5 feet below existing ground surface.
The project site is designated within a “Very High” susceptibility zone for liquefaction according to the
U.S. Geological Survey and California Geological Survey.64 Potential liquefaction at the project site could
occur in 3- to 7-foot-thick layers within sand to silty-sand soils below a depth of approximately 15 to 25
feet below the ground surface. Preliminary estimates of liquefaction-induced settlement concluded that up
to approximately 2.5 inches of settlement could occur. A strong seismic event resulting in liquefactioninduced differential settlement could seriously damage the proposed project.
The adverse effects of liquefaction caused by seismically generated ground shaking on infrastructure,
structures, and people would be reduced to acceptable levels by incorporating appropriate seismic design
standards and construction and conforming to current best standards for earthquake resistant construction
per the standards outlined in the Health and Safety Element of the City’s General Plan, as well as the
California Building Standards Code and California’s Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Therefore, the
proposed project would be able to resist minor earthquakes without damage, resist moderate earthquakes
without structural damage but with some nonstructural damage, and resist major earthquakes without
collapse but with some structural as well as nonstructural damage.
Landslides (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational Purposes Only)
Slope failure can occur as either rapid movement of large masses of soil (“landslide”) or slow, continuous
movement (“creep”). The primary factors influencing the stability of a slope are the nature of the
underlying soil or bedrock, the geometry of the slope (height and steepness), rainfall, and the presence of
previous landslide deposits. The project site is generally level, is not adjacent to any steep slopes, and is
not designated in a landslide zone by the state of California.65 Ground-disturbing activities would include
surface grading and trenching for utilities, which would result in the removal of approximately 1,637
cubic yards of soil from the project site. After accounting for soil to be reused on site, approximately 51
64

U.S. Geological Survey. 2005. Liquefaction Mapping- Susceptibility Map of the San Francisco Bay Area.
Available: geomaps.wr.usgs.gov/sfgeo/liquefaction/susceptibility.html. Accessed: June 13, 2017.
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Department of Conservation. 2003. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, Newark Quadrangle. July 2.
Available: http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/quad/NEWARK/maps/ozn_newk.pdf. Accessed: June 12,
2017.
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cubic yards of soil would need to be imported. The off-site sewer improvements would result in the
removal of approximately 60 cubic yards of soil from beneath Veasy Street; approximately 60 cubic yards
of pavement would be imported. The proposed project would conform to grading requirements in the
California Building Standards Code and recommendations in the Soil Report required for construction of
new buildings in the City. Thus, any risk of slope failure as a result of the minor amount of cut and fill
required for the proposed project would be minimal.
e) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property? (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational
Purposes Only)
Expansive soils can undergo significant volume changes with variations in moisture content. They are
known to shrink and harden when dried and expand and soften when wetted. Soil samples at the project
site were tested and found to range from 5 to 16 on the plasticity index, which is indicative of low to
moderate expansion potential. Conventional grading operations, incorporating fill placement
specifications tailored to the expansive characteristics of the soil, and the use of a mat foundation (either
post-tensioned or conventionally reinforced) are common, generally cost-effective measures to address
the expansive potential of the foundation soils. The Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration included a
recommendation to use post-tensioned slab foundations for the proposed project. Further tests may be
performed during a design-level geotechnical exploration (recommended by the preliminary geotechnical
exploration) and development of the Soils Report (required for construction of new buildings in the City)
to determine the extent of the moderately expansive material in relation to the proposed structure. The
proposed project would conform to recommendations in the design-level geotechnical exploration and
requirements of the California Building Standards Code. Thus, any risk related to construction on
expansive soil would be minimal.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☒

☐

☐

☐

☐

☒

☐

The following provides an overview of climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and the
regulatory framework that applies to the proposed project. The existing GHG emissions at the project site
are also described.
Unlike emissions of criteria and toxic air pollutants, which have local or regional impacts, emissions of
GHGs have a broader, global impact. Global warming associated with the "greenhouse effect" is a
process whereby GHGs accumulating in the atmosphere contribute to an increase in the temperature of
the earth's atmosphere. The principal GHGs contributing to global warming and associated climate
change are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated compounds.
Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities
associated with the transportation, industrial/manufacturing, utility, residential, commercial, and
agricultural sectors.
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The project site is currently developed with a vacant metal building, an ancillary shed, and paved surface
areas. GHG emissions from traffic trips to and from the project site are minimal.

Construction GHG Emissions
Construction would be expected to span approximately one year and buildout is expected to occur in
2019. Construction activities would generate emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O from mobile and stationary
construction equipment exhaust as well as construction employee and haul truck vehicle exhaust. The
emissions generated during construction of the proposed project, including the off-site sewer
improvements beneath Veasy Street, were estimated using CalEEMod and are summarized in Table 4.7-1.
As shown in Table 6, it is estimated that construction of the proposed project would generate up to 149
metric tons of CO2e per year. This is equivalent to adding less than 32 typical passenger vehicles per year
to the road during the construction period.66 The emissions generated during construction of the proposed
project would primarily be the result of diesel-powered construction equipment (e.g., excavators).
Construction emissions would cease once construction of the proposed project is complete and, thus, they
are considered short-term.

66

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2017. Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator. Available:
https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
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Estimated GHG Emissions From Project Construction (Metric Tons Per Year)

Construction Year

CO2

CH4

N2O1

CO2e

2018

149

<1

--

149

2019

140

<1

--

141

CO2 = carbon dioxide, CH4 = methane, N2O = nitrous oxide, and CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent, which includes the
relative warming capacity (i.e., global warming potential) of each GHG
Source: Emissions estimated using CalEEMod. Refer to Appendix A of this Initial Study for the modeling assumptions used
in this analysis.
Notes:
1 The construction activities for the proposed project would not generate any appreciable sources of N O emissions.
2

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) identifies sources of information on
potential thresholds of significance and mitigation strategies for operational GHG emissions from landuse development projects in its CEQA Guidelines. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not identify a
GHG emission threshold for construction-related emissions, but they recommend that GHG emissions
from construction be quantified and disclosed, and that a determination regarding the significance of
these GHG emissions be made with respect to whether a project is consistent with the Assembly Bill 32
GHG emission reduction goals. The BAAQMD further recommends that best management practices
(BMPs) be incorporated to reduce GHG emissions during construction, as feasible and applicable.
BMPs may include, but are not limited to, using alternative-fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction
vehicles/equipment for at least 15 percent of the fleet, using at least 10 percent of local building
materials, and recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition materials.
Because the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not identify a GHG emission threshold for constructionrelated emissions, impacts are conservatively assumed to be potentially significant. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ‐1, which requires the implementation of BAAQMD’s basic construction
mitigation measures, and Mitigation Measure GHG-1, which requires implementation of BAAQMD’s
BMPs for GHG emissions, would reduce GHG emissions during construction to a less-than-significant
level.
Mitigation Measure GHG-1: The project applicant shall implement the following BAAQMD best
management practices for GHG emissions:


Require all construction contractors to implement the following BAAQMD-recommended best
management practices to reduce GHG emissions, as applicable:
o

Use alternative-fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction vehicles/equipment in at least 15
percent of the fleet;

o

Use at least 10 percent local building materials; and

o

Recycle at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition materials.

Operational GHG Emissions
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines outline advisory thresholds for stationary source and land use
development projects. The mass emissions threshold for stationary source projects is 10,000 metric tons
per year of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). For land use development projects, the guidelines establish
three potential analysis criteria for determining project significance: compliance with a qualified CAP, a
mass emissions threshold of 1,100 metric tons per year of CO2e, and a GHG efficiency threshold of 4.6
metric tons CO2e per service population (project jobs plus projected residents). As discussed in Appendix
D of the BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Guidelines, the GHG efficiency threshold is based on statewide
population and employment, and the statewide land use sector’s greenhouse gas emissions target. This
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efficiency metric is well suited to land use projects, because it can be applied to residential, commercial,
and all other land use project types. For a more detailed explanation of the BAAQMD’s GHG efficiency
metric, refer to Appendix D of the 2017 CEQA guidelines.
To assist lead agencies in determining whether operational-related GHG emissions require further
analysis as to determine whether a project may exceed the BAAQMD GHG mass emissions or the
efficiency threshold previously discussed, BAAQMD developed screening criteria in its CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines.67 If a project meets the screening criteria, then operation of the project would result in
less-than-significant GHG impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed
assessment to determine whether GHG emissions would exceed the significance thresholds. The CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening levels are generally representative of new development on
greenfield sites68 without any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the
screening criteria do not account for project design features, attributes, or local development requirements
that could also result in lower emissions.
The proposed project would involve the operation of a new, approximately 15,707-sf religious facility. A
comparison of BAAQMD’s screening-level size for a place of worship and a comparison to the proposed
project is provided in Table 7. As shown in Table 7, the proposed project would satisfy BAAQMD’s
screening level for a place of worship because its size (15,707 sf) would be well below the screening level
size for a place of worship (61,000 sf). Therefore, the proposed project’s operational GHG emissions
would meet the BAAQMD’s screening level criteria and this impact would be less than significant.
Because BAAQMD’s screening criteria is met by the proposed project, a quantitative analysis of the
proposed project’s operational GHG emissions is not required.
Table 7:

Comparison of BAAQMD’S Screening Level Size and the Proposed Project

Land Use Type

Proposed Project Size

BAAQMD’s Screening
Level Size

Exceeds Operational
Screening Level Size?

Place of Worship

15,707 square feet

61,000 square feet

No

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
With regards to plans adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 has
been adopted at the statewide level. At the local level, the Union City Climate Action Plan (UCCAP) is
the City’s plan to reduce GHG emissions. The proposed project’s consistency with both of these plans is
assessed to determine the significance of this impact.

Assembly Bill 32—California Global Warming Solutions Act (2006)
AB 32 (Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq.) codified the state’s GHG emissions target by requiring
that the state’s global warming emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. Since adoption of the act,
California Air Resources Board (CARB), California Energy Commission (CEC), California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC), and the Building Standards Commission have been developing regulations
that will help meet the goals of AB 32 and EO S-03-05. The 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan for AB
67

BAAQMD. 2017. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.
A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential,
or industrial projects.
68
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32 (2008 Scoping Plan) identifies specific measures to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020,
and requires CARB and other state agencies to develop and enforce regulations and other initiatives for
reducing GHGs. Specifically, the 2008 Scoping Plan articulates a key role for local governments,
recommending they establish GHG reduction goals for both their municipal operations and the
community consistent with those of the state. The first update to the 2008 Scoping Plan, the First Update
to the AB 32 Scoping Plan (2014 First Update), was released in February 2014 and includes revised GHG
reduction estimates based on updated statewide GHG inventories. The update also discusses the need for
continued GHG reduction progress post-2020.
CARB is currently working on the Second Update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan, which will outline policies
and actions for meet’s the state’s 2030 GHG emission target, as outlined under Senate Bill (SB) 32. SB
32 requires CARB to ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to at least 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030. The companion bill, Assembly Bill (AB) 197, creates requirements to form a Joint
Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies, requires CARB to prioritize direct emission
reductions and consider social costs when adopting regulations to reduce GHG emissions beyond the
2020 statewide limit, requires CARB to prepare reports on sources of GHGs and other pollutants,
establishes six-year terms for voting members of CARB, and adds two legislators as non-voting members
of CARB. The Second Update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan
Update, was released on January 20, 2017 for public comment.
BAAQMD’s efficiency threshold of 4.6 metric tons CO2e per service population is based on meeting
1990 GHG emission levels by 2020, consistent with the goals of AB 32. As indicated in Table 4.7-2, the
proposed project would meet the BAAQMD’s screening level criteria for operational GHG emissions. As
a result, it can be concluded that the proposed project’s operational GHG emissions would be below the
BAAQMD efficiency threshold and would be consistent with meeting the reduction goals of AB 32. At
the state level, CARB adopted the AB 32 Scoping Plan as a framework for achieving AB 32. The Scoping
Plan outlines a series of technologically feasible and cost-effective measures to reduce statewide GHG
emissions. The proposed project would support implementation of AB 32 because the new building
would be constructed to Title 24, Part 6, California Energy Code baseline standard requirements for
energy efficiency and the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32 and this impact would be less than significant.

Union City Climate Action Plan
The City adopted the UCCAP in 2010 to reduce community-wide GHG emissions 20 percent below 2005
levels by 2020. The City releases yearly updates on the implementation of the UCCAP and details the
activities planned for the following year. The last report was prepared in August 2016. The UCCAP
identifies six sectors of GHG reduction action areas that the City is targeting to reduce GHG emissions.
These areas are land use, transportation, buildings and energy, water conservation, waste reduction, and
green infrastructure. Within each of these sectors, the UCCAP identifies a number of GHG reduction
measures. GHG reductions anticipated from the UCCAP total 100,060 metric tons of CO2e per year,
which includes 53,680 metric tons of CO2e per year of reductions from actions taken by the state of
California. Goals and policies in the City’s General Plan designed to reduce GHG emissions have also
been incorporated into the UCCAP.
In Union City, CEQA clearance for all discretionary development proposals is required to address the
consistency of an individual project with reduction measures in the UCCAP. Compliance with
appropriate measures in the UCCAP would ensure an individual project's consistency with a plan adopted
for the purposes of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Individual projects that are consistent with the
UCCAP would have a less-than-significant impact related to GHG emissions.
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As discussed in Impact VIII(a), the proposed project would be consistent with the ABAG population
growth projections. Although two priests would live on site, the project is not a residential project, nor
would it be developed on land designated for residential development. Although the proposed project
would not have a direct effect on population growth in Union City, a religious facility has the potential to
induce population growth through the creation of jobs. Any indirect population growth that could be
caused by the proposed project would be consistent with ABAG’s population growth projections on
which the UCCAP was based.
Regarding the UCCAP’s GHG reduction strategies and measures, the majority of the measures require
implementation by the City and are not directly applicable to new development projects. All of the
UCCAP measures, including those requiring implementation by the City as well as those pertaining to
new buildings or land uses, were reviewed to identify those potentially relevant to the proposed project.
The project could participate in or further the City’s attainment of the following CAP measures:
E-3: Commercial Energy Retrofits
Measure E-3.2: Promote ‘Cool Roofs’ to mitigate the urban heat island effect and reduce air
conditioning use.
Consistency/Relevance: The proposed project would be supportive of this measure because it
would utilize a cool roof.
E-4: Building Performance Standards for New Construction
Measure E-4.1: Continue to implement the Green Building Ordinance.
Consistency/Relevance: Since adoption of the UCCAP, the City’s Green Building Ordinance
was modified to remove references to private development projects as these projects are subject
to the California Green Building Standards Code, which are more stringent that the provisions
previously listed in the City’s Green Building Ordinance. As such, the proposed project is
consistent with this measure.
E-5: Smart Grid
Measure E-5.1: Work with PG&E and other cities in Alameda County to accelerate Smart Grid
integration in existing and new buildings.
Consistency/Relevance: Although this reduction measure is not directly applicable to the
proposed project, a smart meter would be installed in the building, furthering this objective of the
City.
WR-1: Waste Reduction Policies
Measure WR-1.1: Increase Waste Diversion Target.
Consistency/Relevance: Measure WR-1.1 calls for the City to increase its solid waste reduction
and diversion target from 75 percent by 2010 to 90 percent by 2020. The proposed project would
comply with Union City’s Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris Recycling Ordinance,
which requires new construction projects to recycle or reuse 100 percent of all asphalt, concrete,
uncontaminated soil, land-clearing debris, and plant debris. It also requires recycling or reuse of
65 percent of all other C&D debris generated by the proposed project. Thus, the applicant would
assist the City in accomplishing its ultimate goal of 90 percent waste diversion.
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WR-1: Waste Reduction Policies
Measure WR-1.2: Strengthen Construction & Demolition Standards.
Consistency/Relevance: As noted above, the proposed project would comply with Union City’s
C&D Debris Recycling Ordinance. By complying with this requirement, the proposed project
would support this measure.
WC-1: Water Conservation Policies
Measure WC-1.1: Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
Consistency/Relevance: Measure WC-1.1 calls for an amendment to the City’s Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 18.112) to require new landscape projects of
2,500 square feet or more to reduce water consumption by 50 percent compared to initial
requirements for plant installation and establishment. As appropriate, as discussed in more detail
in Section XVII(b), the project would be required to comply with the water-efficient landscape
requirements set forth in the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, which was recently
updated to reflect updates contained in the State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(per Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15 Ordinance). By complying with the plant selection,
irrigation system, and other requirements, the water demand for the project’s proposed
landscaping would be minimized and the project would be supportive of this measure.
WC-2: Public Outreach and Consumer Education Programs
Measure WC-2.1: Work with Alameda County Water District to expand outreach programs and
incentivize water conservation throughout Union City
Consistency/Relevance: Measure WC-2.1 directs the City to work with ACWD to expand
outreach programs and incentivize water conservation throughout the City. The proposed project
would include water efficient plumbing fixtures.
GI-1: Carbon Sequestration
Measure GI-1.1: Expand the urban forest to sequester carbon and reduce building energy
consumption
Consistency/Relevance: Measure GI-1.1 promotes the expansion of the urban forest. The
proposed project would not remove any trees and would include the planting of 50 new trees on
the project site.
The proposed project would comply with all applicable City and state green building measures, including
Title 24, Part 6, California Energy Code baseline standard requirements for energy efficiency, based on
the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards requirements, and the 2016 California Green Building
Standards Code, commonly referred to as CALGreen (California Code of Regulations, Part 11).
Furthermore, the proposed project would utilize energy efficient HVAC equipment and appliances and
provide 12 bicycle parking spaces, which would reduce emissions from building energy and
transportation, respectively. Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would be consistent with
the applicable measures and goals of the UCCAP and this impact would be less than significant.
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☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

c)

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan, or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

☐

☐

☐

☒

f)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

Responses in this section rely on information and findings provided in the Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) prepared for the project site, unless otherwise noted.69
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Project construction activities are expected to involve the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials (e.g., motor fuels, paints, oils, and grease) that could pose a significant threat to human health or
the environment if not properly managed. Although small amounts of these materials would be
transported, used, and disposed of during project construction, these materials are typically used in
construction projects and are not considered acutely hazardous. Workers who handle hazardous materials
69

AEI Consultants. 2015. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. February 13. Refer to Appendix E of this Initial
Study.
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are required to adhere to Occupational Health and Safety Administration and California Division of
Occupational Safety and Health requirements. Hazardous materials must be transported to and from the
project site in accordance with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and U.S. Department of
Transportation regulations and disposed of in accordance with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
regulations at a facility that is permitted to accept the waste. Because compliance with existing
regulations is mandatory, project construction is not expected to create a significant hazard to public
health or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and this
impact would be less than significant.
During operation of the proposed project, it is anticipated that the project would involve the use of
hazardous materials that are typical of office-type uses and applicable for a religious facility (e.g.,
solvents, cleaning agents, paints, petroleum fuels, propane, batteries, etc.). These would be used in small,
localized amounts. As described above, routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials are
subject to federal and state regulations. Because compliance with existing laws and regulations is
mandatory, operation of the proposed project not expected to create a significant hazard to public health
or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and this impact
would be less than significant.
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? (LessThan-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The project site is located in a developed suburban area and is currently developed with a vacant 5,600square foot (sf) two-story metal building built in 1960, a one-story 2,800-sf ancillary shed added to the
property in the 1970s, and paved surface areas. The metal building was used by various trucking and
contractor companies until it became vacant in 2009. The Phase I ESA identified a Leaking UST on the
project site, one of the five USTs that were on-site, that resulted in an unauthorized release of diesel fuel
that impacted soil in 1990. Impacted soil was reportedly excavated and removed and the site was
subsequently issued a case-closed status by the Alameda County Water District on December 8, 1995. If
any contaminated soils are identified on the project site during construction, the soils would be removed
in accordance with City of Union City (City), regional, and state regulations. The project site was
identified in the Phase I ESA as a historical recognized environmental condition70 as defined by the
ASTM Standard Practice E1527-13. With the exception of asbestos and lead, no other historical or
recognized environmental conditions were identified at the project site. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1 would ensure that potential impacts associated with exposure of construction workers
and the public to accidental releases associated with any on-site USTs remain less than significant.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: If any UST is encountered during construction of the proposed project, it
shall be left in place as discovered and the Union City Environmental Programs Division notified; an
underground storage tank removal permit, payment of permit fees, and inspection of the tank(s) by
the Environmental Programs Division shall be required. Removal of the UST shall be conducted
under the supervision of the Environmental Programs Division.
Buildings constructed prior to 1980 may contain lead-based paint (LBP) and asbestos-containing
materials (ACMs), and their demolition could generate hazardous wastes and expose construction
workers to hazardous materials. As discussed in the Phase I ESA, LBP and ACMs could be present at the
project site, which could pose a potentially significant risk to construction workers. Implementation of
70

A historical recognized environmental condition, as defined by the ASTM Standard Practice E1527-13, is a past
release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has occurred in connection with the property and that
has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or that has met unrestricted criteria
established by the applicable regulatory authority.
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would reduce potential impacts associated with exposure of construction
workers and the public to accidental releases of LBP and ACMs to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for any site structure constructed
prior to 1980, an LBP and ACM survey shall be performed for each structure by a qualified
environmental professional. Based on the findings of the survey, identified asbestos hazards shall be
abated by a certified asbestos abatement contractor in accordance with the regulations and notification
requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Compliance with federal and state
construction worker health and safety regulations shall be required during demolition activities. If
loose or peeling LBP is identified, it shall be removed by a qualified lead abatement contractor and
disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous waste regulations.
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (No Impact)
There are no schools located within 0.25 mile of the project site. The nearest school, Alvarado Middle
School, is located approximately 0.6 mile east of the project site. Additionally, operation of the proposed
project would not emit hazardous air pollutants or result in the use of hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, there would be no hazard-related impacts related to the
proximity of an existing school.
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The provisions of Government Code Section 65962.5 require the Department of Toxic Substances
Control, the State Water Resources Control Board, the California Department of Health Services, and the
California Integrated Waste Management Board to submit information pertaining to sites associated with
solid waste disposal, hazardous waste disposal, and/or hazardous materials releases to the Secretary of the
California Environmental Protection Agency. The project site is listed as a Leaking Underground Storage
Tank site which was previously included on the list of properties pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5, due to a diesel spill that affected the soil in 1990. However, the site was granted a case-closed
status from the Alameda County Water District in 1995. Therefore, the proposed project would not affect
any hazardous materials listings for the project site, and this impact would be less than significant.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area? (No Impact)
The project site is located approximately 4 miles south of the Hayward Executive Airport, (the airport
closest to the project site), approximately 9 miles northeast of the Palo Alto Airport, approximately 10
miles southeast of the Oakland International Airport, and approximately 15 miles east of the San
Francisco International Airport. Due to the distance between the airports and the project site, the proposed
project would not result in a safety hazard to people working or residing in the area due to the proximity
of an airport, and there would be no impact.
f)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (No Impact)

There are no private airstrips within 2 miles of the proposed project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a safety hazard to people working or residing in the area due to the proximity of a
private airstrip, and there would be no impact.
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g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Although installation of a sewer line beneath Veasy Street and construction-related traffic may
temporarily reduce the capacities of the roadways in the project vicinity, any reduction in roadway
capacity would be minor, and these temporary impacts would not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plans for the area. In addition, the proposed project
would not alter the existing surrounding street grid during construction.
The proposed project would redevelop the vacant project site with a religious facility. As discussed in
Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic, due to the two priests who would live on site, the minimal amount
of visitors at the project site, and the timing of the project-generated trips outside of peak hours, the
proposed project would have minimal traffic impacts. Furthermore, the design, construction, and
maintenance of the reconstructed driveway would be in compliance with the City’s Municipal Code and
would meet all emergency access standards. In addition, the proposed project would not alter the existing
surrounding street grid during operation. There are no other attributes of the proposed project that would
have the potential to interfere with implementation of the City’s disaster management operations plan or
emergency response procedures adopted by any local service providers. Therefore, the proposed project
would not impair implementation of or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan, and this impact would be less than significant.
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands? (No Impact)
The project site is in a developed suburban area and is not within or adjacent to a wildland fire hazard
area.71 Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to significant loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires and there would be no impact.

71

City of Union City. 2002. General Plan- Health and Safety Element. February. Available: http://www.ci.unioncity.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=290. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
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☐

☒

☐

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

☐

☒

☐

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

e)

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

☐

☒

☐

☐

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

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

Provided for informational purposes only:
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
i)

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

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

As discussed in Section III, Air Quality, the California Supreme Court concluded in the CBIA v.
BAAQMD decision that “CEQA generally does not require an analysis of how existing environmental
conditions will impact a project’s future users or residents.” With this ruling, CEQA no longer considers
the impact of the environment on a project (such as the impact of existing flooding hazards on new
project receptors) to be an impact requiring consideration under CEQA. Therefore, the following
discussions of flooding are provided for informational purposes only.
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a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation)
The State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards regulate
water quality of surface water and groundwater bodies throughout California. In the San Francisco Bay
Area, including the project site, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water
Board) is responsible for implementation the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), which
incorporates all amendments as of May 4, 2017.72 The Basin Plan establishes beneficial water uses for
waterways and water bodies within the region.
Runoff water quality is regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Program (established through the federal Clean Water Act). The NPDES program objective is to control
and reduce pollutant discharges to surface water bodies. Compliance with NPDES permits is mandated by
state and federal statutes and regulations. Locally, the NPDES Program is administered by the Water
Board. According to the Water Board’s Basin Plan, any construction activities, including grading, that
would result in the disturbance of 1 acre or more would require compliance with the General Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activity (Construction
General Permit). The project site is 1.9 acres (84,071 sf) in size and is therefore subject to these
requirements.
The State Water Resources Control Board is advancing Low-Impact Development in California as a
means of complying with municipal stormwater permits. The proposed project would be required to
include Low-Impact Development design measures, including the use of vegetated swales and retention
basins, and the minimization of impermeable surfaces, to manage stormwater and maintain a site’s
predevelopment runoff rates and volumes. In Union City, the Public Works Department facilitates local
compliance with federal, state, and Water Board requirements. The City is also a member agency of the
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program. According to hydromodification maps, the proposed project
is exempt from the hydromodification management requirements of the Alameda County Clean Water
Program.73
The proposed project would alter existing pervious and impervious conditions on the project site. The
project site is currently comprised of approximately 87 percent impervious surfaces (73,749 sf, or 1.69
acres), including buildings, asphalt, walkways, and driveways. The proposed project would decrease the
amount of impervious surface to approximately 73 percent of the project site, for a total of 62,016 sf (1.42
acres) of impervious surfaces.74, 75 The project site drains to the east along the north and south side of the
property through a shallow drainage system. The drainage system connects to an existing 21-inch storm
drain on the adjacent property to the east, and connects to an inlet along the north side of Benson Road.
Under the proposed project, a gravity system would collect stormwater and connect to the existing
drainage system to the east.76

72

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 2015. San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) Water
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan). Originally adopted 2011; Incorporating all amendments approved by the Office
of Administrative Law as of May 4, 2017. Available: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb2/basin_planning.shtml.
Accessed: June 13, 2017.
73
California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region. 2015. Municipal Regional
Stormwater NPDES Permit- Order No. R2-2015-0049 NPDES Permit No. CAS612008. November 19. Available:
http://www.cleanwaterprogram.org/uploads/R2-2015-0049.pdf. Accessed: June 13, 2017.
74
City of Union City. n.d. Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) Stormwater Requirement Checklist.
75
City of Union City. 2016. Civil Plans. Site Plan Review and Conditional Use Permit Preliminary Storm Water
Control Plan. Sheet C5. June 30.
76
Sterling Consultants. 2015. Preliminary Drainage Analysis. June 1.
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Construction activities associated with the proposed project would cause disturbance of soil during
excavation and grading, which could adversely impact water quality. Contaminants from construction
vehicles and equipment and sediment from soil erosion could increase the pollutant load in runoff being
transported to receiving waters during construction, which would be a potentially significant impact.
Compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-1, which requires a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), would ensure that impacts to water quality during construction would ensure that impacts
remain less than significant.
Although surface runoff from the project site would likely decrease with the proposed project (due to the
proposed decrease in impervious cover), runoff from the proposed landscaped areas may contain
pesticides and nutrients (associated with landscaping), sediment, and trace metals (associated with
atmospheric deposition) during operation of the proposed project. Operation of the proposed project could
incrementally contribute to the long-term degradation of runoff water quality due to increased vehicle use,
and as a result may adversely affect water quality in the receiving waters, Alameda Creek and San
Francisco Bay. The proposed project would be considered a “regulated project” under the Water Board’s
Municipal Regional Permit (MRP), re-issued in November 2015 by Order R2-2015-0049 (NPDES Permit
No. CAS612008), indicating that the State Water Resources Control Board has determined that the size
and nature of the project has the potential to discharge a significant pollutant load to stormwater runoff
and receiving waters.
Provision C.3 of the MRP addresses new development and redevelopment projects. As construction of the
proposed project would replace more than 10,000 sf and more than 50 percent of the existing impervious
surface at the site, the entire project site, consisting of all existing, new, and/or replaced impervious
surfaces, must be included in the treatment system design (i.e., stormwater treatment systems must be
designed and sized to treat stormwater runoff from the entire redevelopment project).77 Under Provision
C.3 of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program, the project is proposing to treat at least 80 percent
of the total runoff, which is allowed by Section C.3.d (i) (3) of the MRP by utilizing the Combination
Flow and Volume Design Basis to determine sizing. Essentially, this approach allows for the ponding
areas associated with the bioretention areas to be designed deeper than what is normally required using
the Flow-Based approach (4 percent rule, per C.3.d.i.(3)), thereby reducing the surface area needed for
treatment.
Under the Flow-Based approach, the estimated required amount of surface treatment area would have
been 2,480 sf which has been reduced to estimated 1,855 sf of bioretention area using the Combination
approach. The project would provide eight bioretention areas located throughout the project site,
primarily along the site perimeters, to capture and naturally filter urban contaminants from the project
site’s stormwater runoff. All bio-retention areas would be underlain by 18 inches of biotreatment soil mix,
which would be underlain by at least 12 inches of Class II base rock.78 Perforated pipes would be
positioned within the rock layers to collect the treated stormwater and convey it to the on-site storm
drainage system. Stormwater runoff would be collected from the roof of the proposed building and from
all paved areas including sidewalks, and ultimately directed into the bioretention planters or other
vegetated areas, which would provide biological treatment of the stormwater and retard its discharge from
the site. The proposed bioretention planters would be connected by 6- or 8-inch storm pipes to a central
15-inch gravity storm system that would connect to the existing 21-inch pipe to the east of the project site.
According to the Preliminary Drainage Analysis, the proposed pipe sizes and the existing 21-inch storm
drain would have capacity to handle flows based on tributary areas for a 10-year storm event.79
77

United States Department of Agriculture. Updated Hydrologic Soils Group (HSG) Questions and Answers.
Available: https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/ct/soils/?cid=stelprdb1143068. Accessed: June 15,
2017.
78
Crushed concrete and asphalt concrete designed to form a base for roads, parking lots, driveways and sidewalks.
79
Sterling Consultants. 2015. Preliminary Drainage Analysis. June 1.
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Compliance with Mitigation Measure HYD-2 would ensure that the project provide sufficient on-site
stormwater treatment to comply with Provision C.3 and, with implementation of this mitigation measure,
impacts would be less than significant.
The MRP requires SWPPP to be prepared and submitted for the project site to verify compliance with the
grading ordinance and other local requirements. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would
ensure that the proposed project complies with the Water Board’s water quality standards by reducing the
potential construction impacts to water quality. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-2 would
ensure that the proposed project complies with Provision C.3 by including adequate biotreatment
measures to treat the volume of runoff and area of impervious area to be treated. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2 would reduce impacts to water quality to a less-than-significant
level.
Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Prior to proceeding with grading activities, the applicant shall file a
Notice of Intent with the State of California Water Resources Control Board and upload the
associated SWPPP onto the Water Board’s Stormwater Multi Application & Reporting System,
meeting Construction General Permit requirements (State Water Resources Control Board Order No.
2009-0009–DWQ, as amended) designed to reduce potential adverse impacts to surface water quality
through the project construction period. The SWPPP shall be submitted to the City of Union City
(City) for review and approval prior to the issuance of any permits for ground disturbing activities.
The SWPPP shall be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer in accordance with the requirements
of the Construction General Permit. These include Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion
and sediment control, site management/housekeeping/waste management, management of nonstormwater discharges, run-on and runoff controls, and BMP inspection/maintenance/repair activities.
BMP implementation shall be consistent with the BMP requirements in the most recent version of the
California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Handbook. The SWPPP
shall include a construction site monitoring program that identifies requirements for dry weather
visual observations of pollutants at all discharge locations, and as appropriate (depending on the Risk
Level), sampling of the site effluent and receiving waters. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner shall be
responsible for implementing the BMPs at the site and performing all required monitoring and
inspection/maintenance/ repair activities. Construction BMPs to be implemented may include
temporary erosion controls to stabilize areas, sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when
dewatering, sediment controls for all storm drains such as berms, fiber rolls, or filters, diverting offsite runoff with swales and dikes, and sediment traps such as silt fences and soil blankets/mats.80
Mitigation Measure HYD-2: To provide the required level of stormwater treatment, the project
applicant shall include permanent biotreatment measures, such as a bioretention areas, flow-through
planters, or other techniques and provide the hydraulic sizing method to be used. The project
applicant shall verify that the project’s suite of biotreatment features will meet the requirements of
Provision C.3 of the Water Board’s Municipal Regional Permit.

80

City of Union City. n.d. Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) Stormwater Requirement Checklist.
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b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)
The Niles Cone Subbasin, of the larger Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin,81 has a surface area of 103
square miles and underlies the project site, as well as all of Union City, Fremont, and Newark. The Niles
Cone Subbasin is an alluvial aquifer system of unconsolidated gravel, silt, and clay that is separated into
different levels by the Hayward Fault. The Alameda County Water District (ACWD) imports State Water
Project water to supplement natural local recharge of the groundwater basin in order to raise water levels
and thereby offset the intrusion of saline water from San Francisco Bay. Natural recharge of the basin
occurs through the stream beds of Alameda Creek and its tributaries. The ACWD also utilizes percolation
ponds for groundwater recharge.
The ACWD has an ongoing program to manage and maintain the health and long–term viability of the
groundwater basin. Pumping of the basin for domestic water is balanced by recharge, aquifer reclamation
(for water quality management), and groundwater protection, with the result that groundwater elevations
in the basin have remained fairly constant over the past 30 years. There is no evidence of overdrafting of
the groundwater basin.
According to the Preliminary Drainage prepared for the proposed project, the project site is currently
comprised of approximately 87 percent impervious surfaces and, thus, the project site is not an important
source of groundwater recharge.82 ACWD’s primary groundwater recharge facilities consist of the
streambed of Alameda Creek and the Quarry Lakes located in the City of Fremont. The proposed project
would decrease the amount of impervious surface to approximately 73 percent of the project site through
the addition of trees, bioretention areas, and other landscaping, which would contribute to an increase in
groundwater recharge at the site.83 Therefore, the proposed project would increase the natural recharge on
the site through the creation of impermeable surfaces and the project would, thus, not have an adverse
effect on the regional aquifer system. Water supply for construction activities (e.g., dust control, concrete
mixing, material washing) would come from nearby hydrants or existing surface supplies to the project
site and/or be trucked to the site. Therefore, the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge and this impact would be less than significant.
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
As previously discussed, the project site is currently comprised of approximately 87 percent impervious
surfaces and generally level in elevation. The proposed project would decrease the amount of impervious
surface to approximately 73 percent of the project site and the site would remain generally level, similar
to its existing configuration. The project site drains to the east along the north and south side of the site
through shallow drain pipes. The existing shallow system connects to the existing 21-inch storm drain on
the adjacent property to the east and connects to an inlet along the north side of Benson Road. The
81

California Department of Water Resources. 2006. Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin, Niles Cone Subbasin.
Bulletin 118. Available: http://www.dwr.water.ca.gov/groundwater/bulletin118/basindescriptions/2-09.01.pdf.
Accessed: June 13, 2017.
82
Sterling Consultants. 2015. Preliminary Drainage Analysis. June 1. The project site is 1.93 acres (84,071 sf). The
existing impervious area totals 73,760 sf (87 percent of the project site).
83
Sterling Consultants. 2015. Preliminary Drainage Analysis. June 1. The project site is 1.93 acres (84,071 sf). The
impervious area after implementation of the proposed project would total 61,005 sf (73 percent of the project site).
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proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern on the project site.
Construction of the proposed project would not involve work within surface waters and, thus, would not
alter the course of an existing stream or river because these features do not exist on-site. The project site
is in a developed suburban area and redevelopment of the site would result in only minor alterations to the
overall drainage pattern. In addition, stormwater runoff from the project site would be modified by the
proposed building and surface parking. As a result of the proposed project, an improvement over existing
conditions would occur because stormwater runoff would be collected from the roof of the proposed
building and from all paved areas and ultimately directed into the bioretention areas. Project construction
activities would temporarily alter existing drainage patterns and could result in local (on-site) and
temporary erosion and siltation. Uncontrolled runoff from the project site during construction could result
in a potentially significant impact from off-site erosion or siltation of surface receiving waters.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 (discussed previously) would ensure that the proposed
project would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site during construction, which would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Less-than-Significant Impact)
The proposed project would decrease the amount of impervious surface from approximately 87 percent of
the site to approximately 73 percent of the project site, which, compared to existing conditions, would
minimize surface runoff rates and volumes and the potential for ponding and other drainage issues on-site.
In addition, no alteration of a stream or river is proposed because these features do not exist on-site. The
proposed stormwater features and improvements would reduce the potential for moderate localized
flooding and ponding in areas throughout the project site and would therefore not be expected to
substantially alter the rate or amount of surface runoff on the project site such that on- or off-site flooding
would occur. Implementation of the bioretention features would further reduce the rate and amount of
surface runoff from the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site and this impact would be less
than significant.
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact with Mitigation)
Uncontrolled runoff from the project site would increase the discharge from the site of pollutants
entrained in the stormwater. The runoff during construction could introduce pollutants to the downstream
receiving facilities, which would be a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure HYD-1 (discussed previously) would reduce potential pollutant loads to stormwater runoff and
receiving waters during construction and result in lower flows to the stormwater sewer system than under
current conditions, which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
As previously discussed, the proposed drainage system would consist of existing and new storm drains
and bioretention areas. On-site detention areas would not be required. The final design for the stormwater
management and storm drainage system would be required to meet several criteria in order to not exceed
current runoff rates for the project site. Mitigation Measure HYD-2 would ensure that the proposed
project complies with Provision C.3 to treat the volume of runoff and area of impervious area to be
treated. Compliance of Provision C.3 and Mitigation Measure HYD-2 would ensure that runoff would not
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems
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Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)

The proposed project would not result in any substantial changes to on-site water quality, with the
exception of potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff previously discussed. Surface water
features do not exist on-site or on Veasy Street where the off-site sewer improvements would occur. Thus,
construction would not involve work within water features and dredge and fill activities would not be
necessary. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 and HYD-2 would reduce potential impacts on
water quality to a less-than-significant level, and no other activities associated with the proposed project
would contribute to additional water quality impacts.

Effects Discussion Provided for Informational Purposes Only
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? (Not a CEQA Impact;
Provided for Informational Purposes Only)
The project site is within a 100-year floodplain (Flood Zone AE), a Special Flood Hazard Area, as
mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.84 The proposed project would include rooms for
the two priests who would reside at the project site. Other than the rooms for the priests, the primary use
of the proposed project would be a religious facility and it would not include any other residential uses.
Furthermore, the proposed project would be designed with a pad elevation of 10.75 feet, which is above
the required base flood elevation of 10.0 feet.
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
(Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational Purposes Only)
As previously discussed, the project site is located within a 100-year floodplain. The project site is
currently developed with a vacant metal building and an ancillary shed, which could impede or redirect
flood flows. The proposed project would demolish the existing structures and construct a religious
facility, which could impede or redirect flood flows. However, the proposed project would improve onsite drainage capabilities and decrease the area of impervious surfaces with additional landscaped areas
and the proposed bioretention features. In addition, the proposed building would not be large enough to
impede flows that would greatly increase flood risks from a 100-year flood event. The proposed building
would be designed with an elevation of 10.75 feet, which is above the required base flood elevation of
10.0 feet. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede or redirect potential flood flows.
i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding of as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for
Informational Purposes Only)

Portions of Union City lie within the dam failure inundation zones for the Calaveras, Del Valle, and Ward
Creek reservoirs, with the former two posing the greatest threat to the City.85 Although the mapped dam
failure inundation zones for the Calaveras and Del Valle reservoirs come close to the project site’s
southern borders, the project site itself is located outside of the inundation zones. In addition, the State
Division of Dam Safety performs routine inspections for dam safety, and failure of one of the dams is
highly unlikely. Furthermore, according to the City’s General Plan Policy HAZ-2.7, the City is required
84

Federal Emergency Management Act. 2009. FIRM Map number06001C0427G. August 3. Available:
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=31252%20Veasy%20Street%2C%20Union%20City%2C%20Ca
#searchresultsanchor. Accessed: June 13, 2017.
85
City of Union City. 2002. General Plan Health and Safety Element. February. Available: http://www.ci.unioncity.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=290. Accessed: June 13, 2017.
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to coordinate with agencies responsible for these and other dams located along Alameda Creek to ensure
that dam infrastructure is maintained and enhanced to withstand potential failures. Therefore, any risk of
flooding to people or structures as a result of levee or dam failure would be minimal.
j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational
Purposes Only)

The San Francisco Bay (the closest major water body) is located approximately 3 miles west of the
project site. The project site is less than 0.2 mile east of tidal or fresh water marshes that border the San
Francisco Bay in the project area. San Francisco Bay is an enclosed bay, with inflow constrained by
topography to the Golden Gate, which is located approximately 28 miles northwest of the project site.
Therefore, there is no potential at the site for inundation by seiches (standing waves resulting from
oscillations in enclosed bodies of water). The project site is not located within a tsunami, or planned
tsunami, inundation area as depicted on the Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning prepared
by the California Emergency Management Agency and California Geological Survey.86 The project site
and project area are generally level and are not located near slopes that would be subject to mudflows.
Therefore, the proposed project would not be subject to inundation due to seiche, tsunami, or mudflows.

86

California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), University of Southern California (USC), California
Geological Survey (CGS). 2009. Tsunamic Inundation Map for Emergency Planning. State of California, County of
Alameda. Redwood Point Quadrangle.
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Potentially
Significant
Unless
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Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

☐

☐

☐

☒

LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

a) Physically divide an established community? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a physical
feature (e.g., an interstate highway or railroad tracks) or removal of a means of access (e.g., a local road
or bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing community, or between a community and an
outlying area. For example, the construction of an interstate highway through an existing community may
constrain travel from one side of the community to another. Similarly, such construction may also impair
travel to areas outside of the community.
The project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City of Union City (City). A variety of
warehouse buildings, light industrial buildings, and residential development are located in the area
surrounding the project site. The proposed project would not block off any existing streets or pedestrian
paths connecting different areas of a community. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically
divide an established community and this impact would be less than significant.
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? (LessThan-Significant Impact)
As shown in Figure 7, the project site is currently designated Light Industrial (ML) in the City of Union
City General Plan Land Use Diagram. The project site is also zoned ML. The proposed project would
require a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation on the project site from ML to
Private Institutional (PI). In addition, the proposed project would require a Zoning Map Amendment to
rezone the project site from ML to PI. The final General Plan designation and the final zoning is depicted
in Figure 12.

General Plan
A variety of warehouse buildings, light industrial buildings, and residential development are located in the
area surrounding the project site. The project site is located in the Horner/Veasy Area, which is one of the
areas of the City that is specifically addressed in the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan. The
Horner/Veasy Area consists of approximately 19 acres of underutilized land (including two acres of
public streets) on the west side of the City north of the USD facility. The area is bounded by the Alameda
County Flood Control District dredging basin to the north, Whipple Road to the east, Benson Road to the
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south, and Old Alameda Creek to the west. The Horner/Veasy Area is currently developed with a mix of
industrial uses and existing nonconforming single-family residences. The City’s vision of the
Horner/Veasy Area is a job-intensive and revenue-enhancing light industrial/manufacturing area.
The project site is primarily surrounded by parcels designated as ML, Open Space (OS), and Civic
Facility (CF). Additional information about each of these land-use designations, as well as the PI
designation, is provided below:


The ML land use designation surrounds most of the project site. The purpose of the ML designation is
to provide space for manufacturing and industrial uses which evidence no or very low nuisance
characteristics. The minimum parcel size for this designation is 20,000 square feet (sf). The maximum
floor area ratio for buildings in this designation is 1.0.



Properties designated as OS are located approximately 0.10 mile north of the project site. The purpose
of the OS designation is to conserve lands that should remain as open space for passive and active
recreation uses, resource management, flood control management, and public safety.



Properties designated as CF are located immediately south of the project site. The CF designation is
applied to the major public buildings and facilities owned by City, County, state, federal, or other
public agencies that serve the general public.



The purpose of the PI designation, which is proposed for the project site, is to provide appropriate
locations for institutional uses (e.g., cemeteries, churches, private educational facilities, private nonprofit and service organizations, and continuing care retirement communities). The General Plan
includes a specific policy that five acres be set aside for private institutional uses including religious
facilities.

A variety of religious facilities currently exist within light industrial and residential development
throughout the City. The change in the land use designation from ML to PI would not conflict with the
existing pattern of development in the project area. The inconsistency with land use designations does
not, by itself, constitute a significant environmental impact because the land use designations were not
enacted to mitigate or lessen environmental effects as a primary objective. The proposed General Plan
Amendment would meet the intent of the land use policies as described in Table 8. Other performance
standards are established in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, which is discussed below.
General Plan Policies
The City’s General Plan was reviewed to identify policies applicable to the proposed project and identify
any potential conflicts with applicable policies. An analysis of the consistency of the proposed project
with the applicable policies in the City’s General Plan is provided in Table 8.
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Project Consistency with City of Union City General Plan Land Use Policies

Land Use Policies

Project Consistency
Horner/Veasy Area Policies

LU-H.1.3: The City shall seek to limit uses that primarily
involve outdoor storage or parking that are not associated
with substantial indoor uses.

Consistent. The proposed religious facility would include
substantial indoor uses. The religious facility would be the
primary use of the project site with associated surface
parking.

LU-H.1.4: The City shall seek to limit uses, such as
warehouse and distribution that do not support goals for
employment and productive infill development.

Consistent. The proposed project would redevelop the project
site with a religious facility and would not include warehouse
and distribution uses. Although the project would not generate
employment, it would still be productive infill development.

LU-H.2.4: New development projects may be required to
construct all necessary public improvements to the size and
standard necessary to meet the needs for the full development
of the Horner/Veasy Area, with provisions for reimbursement
as appropriate.

Consistent. The off-site improvements constructed as part of
the proposed project would include a new sewer line beneath
Veasy Street. Union Sanitary District has conceptually agreed
to a cost-sharing agreement for the proposed sewer line
between the project applicant and the property owner of the
single-family residential home immediately to the west of the
project site.

LU-H.2.7: The City shall require all new development to be
adequately served by all utilities, including, but not limited to,
water, power, sanitation, and storm drainage, in accordance
with City and utility provider standards.

Consistent. The project site is located in a developed suburban
area and is currently served by existing utilities, including
water, storm drainage, and electricity. To provide sanitary
sewer service, the proposed project would include installation
of 476 lineal feet of 8-inch sewer line beneath Veasy Street.

LU-H.2.10: The City shall coordinate with the Alameda
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and
require new development and major modifications to existing
development to adequately address site run-off.

Consistent. The proposed project would decrease the amount
of impervious surface from approximately 87 percent of the
site to approximately 73 percent of the project site, which
would further minimize surface runoff rates and volumes and
the potential for ponding and other drainage issues on site.
Bio-retention planters or other vegetated areas would provide
biological treatment of stormwater, including stormwater
runoff, and retard its discharge from the site. Eight bioretention areas would be located throughout the project site to
capture and treat stormwater runoff.

LU-H.2.12: The City shall require that adequate finished
grade elevations be provided to protect structures from flood
hazards.

Consistent. The proposed project would be designed with an
elevation of 10.75 feet, which is above the required base flood
elevation of 10.0 feet.

LU-H.2.15: Structures shall be designed and engineered
appropriately for soil conditions, including the potential for
liquefaction.

Consistent. As discussed in Section VI, Geology and Soils,
the Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration prepared for the
project site recommended the use of post-tensioned slab
foundations for the proposed project. The proposed project
would be designed in accordance with the recommendations
in the Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration prepared for the
site as well as other applicable requirements.

LU-H.2.16: The City shall require a Phase I Environmental
Site Assessment for new development. If contaminated soils
are identified during the development review process, the
soils shall be removed in accordance with City, Regional, and
State standards.

Consistent. As discussed in Section VIII, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment was prepared for the project site. If any
contaminated soils are identified on the project site during
construction, the soils would be removed in accordance with
City, regional, and state regulations.

Private Institutional (PI)
The purpose of this designation is to provide appropriate
locations for private institutional uses. Uses include but are
not limited to cemeteries, churches, private educational

Consistent: The proposed project would be consistent with the
requirements of the PI designation through its contribution to
PI land uses in the Horner/Veasy area.

84

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

Land Use Policies

Project Consistency

facilities, private non-profit and service organizations, and
continuing care retirement communities.
Areas designated as Institutional on the Caltrans property on
Alvarado-Niles Road, and on the Accinelli/Cerruti property
on Lowry Road are floating zones. Final location of the
institutional use can be modified as part of the development
applications for these properties. Land for institutional uses is
identified in the Horner/Veasy Street area through policy
statements. The minimum acreage that must be maintained
for institutional uses in these specific areas is as follows:
Accinelli/Cerruti Property (APN: 543-201-4-2 and 52):
8 acres
Caltrans Property: 5 acres
Horner/Veasy Streets: 5 acres
Air Quality Policies
HS-D.1.4: The City shall encourage a reduction in vehicletrips through Transportation Systems Management (TSM),
Bay Area Air Quality Management district (BAAQMD)
Transportation Congestion Management (TCM) and the use
of non-polluting forms of transportation, including electric
hybrid buses, vans, city vehicles, bicycles and walking.

Consistent. The proposed project would include 12 bicycle
parking spaces.

Cultural Resources Policies
NHR-C.1.4: The City shall use appropriate State and Federal Consistent. As discussed in Section V, Cultural Resources, a
standards in evaluating the significance of historical resources record search conducted at the Northwest Information Center
of the California Historical Resources Information Center,
found in the city.
Sonoma State University was performed on August 8, 2016.
In addition, the project site was recorded during a cultural
survey on August 11, 2016 and evaluated for listing in the
California Register of Historic Places.
NHR-C.1.6: The City shall support efforts to protect and
recover archeological resources.

Consistent. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 in
Section V, Cultural Resources, would ensure that the
construction contractor will halt construction within 50 feet of
the find and immediately notify the City if an archaeological
resource is encountered during project construction activities.

Flooding Policies
HS-F.1.1: The City shall continue to participate in the Federal
Flood Insurance Program and comply with requirements to
gain acceptance into the regular phase of the program. New
development is prohibited within the channel of Dry Creek
and the M Line Channel. New development within Special
Flood Hazard Areas outside of the channels will be prohibited
unless mitigation measures are taken to locate improvements
above flood elevations as required under the Flood Insurance
Program.

Consistent. The project site is not within the channel of Dry
Creek and the M Line Channel. The project site is within a
100-year floodplain (Flood Zone AE), a Special Flood Hazard
Area, as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency. The proposed project would be designed with an
elevation of 10.75 feet, which is above the required base flood
elevation of 10.0 feet.

Health and Safety Policies
HS-A.1.8: The City shall not permit new construction in areas
where emergency access cannot be adequately ensured.

Consistent. Emergency access to the project site would be
provided by surrounding roadways. In addition, the proposed
project would be required to comply with all applicable codes
for fire safety and emergency access.
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Land Use Policies

Project Consistency

HS-B.1.1: The City shall require investigations by both
registered soils engineers and engineering geologists prior to
issuing building permits or discretionary approvals (i.e.,
general plan amendment, rezoning, conditional use permit,
tentative subdivision map, etc.) for any new construction
unless waived due to current existing information and
location. Soils engineering reports shall specifically address
secondary seismic hazards, especially potential for soil
liquefaction, ground shaking, lateral spreading, local
subsidence and lurch cracking. All such reports shall be
independently evaluated, on behalf of the City, for
completeness and accuracy.
a. All development proposals for lands west of Union City
Boulevard shall coordinate with Alameda County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District to evaluate the
stability of all levees in order to identify potential
hazards and necessary mitigation measures. Such
evaluation will be the responsibility of the applicant(s) to
prepare.
b. Soils and geologic engineering reports shall be required
for sites within the "Special Seismic Studies Zone" and
lands east of Mission Boulevard to deal specifically with
risks related to primary effects of ground rupture along
fault traces and secondary seismic effects of slope
instability and erosion control.
c. For buildings larger than single-family residences, there
shall be a soils report and an engineer-of-record.
Contract services for structural review of plans, when
necessary, should be done at the applicant’s expenses.
Soils engineer reports shall address secondary seismic
hazards, especially potential for soil liquefaction, lateral
spreading and lurch cracking.

Consistent. The Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration
prepared for the project site addressed potential impacts
associated with seismic hazards, especially potential for soil
liquefaction, ground shaking, lateral spreading, local
subsidence, and lurch cracking. Consistent with Mitigation
Measure GEO-1, prior to the issuance of any site-specific
grading or building permits, a design-level geotechnical
investigation shall be prepared by a Certified Engineering
Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer and submitted to the
Building Official for review and approval. The Alameda
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
reviewed the project and was supportive of the project design.
They did not require an analysis of levee stability.

HS-B.1.5: All environmental analyses submitted to the City
under the California Environmental Quality Act in support of
development proposals shall include sections evaluating
seismic and geologic hazards.

Consistent. Section VI, Geology and Soils, evaluates potential
seismic and geologic hazards.

Sustainability Policies
ES-A.2.3: The City shall encourage energy conservation and
the use of alternative energy sources within the community.
ES-A.2.4: The City shall seek to reduce vehicle emissions
citywide.
ES-D.1.1: The City shall encourage site design and
landscaping that respects the relationship between the built
and the natural environment by minimizing the environmental
impacts of development on local and regional ecosystems.
ES-D.1.3: The City shall encourage the incorporation of
green building practices, technologies, and strategies into
development projects.
ES-D.1.5: The City shall promote tree preservation and
planting citywide.

Consistent. The proposed building would be constructed to
Title 24, Part 6, California Energy Code baseline standard
requirements for energy efficiency, based on the 2016
Building Energy Efficiency Standards requirements, In
addition, the proposed building would be constructed
consistent with the 2016 California Green Building Standards
Code. The proposed project would include energy-efficient
measures such as water efficient plumbing fixtures, energy
efficient HVAC equipment, and bicycle parking. Trees and
other landscaping would be planted on the project site
throughout the parking area and around the boundary of the
project site. A total of 50 trees would be planted at the project
site.
Consistent. A total of 50 trees would be planted at the project
site, including 24 African sumac trees, 12 Arbutus “Marina”
(strawberry) trees, 11 New Zealand Christmas trees, and 3
fruitless olive trees. Additional landscaping would include
shrubs and ground cover.
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Land Use Policies

Project Consistency

ES-E.1.1: The City shall evaluate impacts to transit,
pedestrians, and bicyclists in development projects including
parking and infrastructure improvements.

Consistent. Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic, evaluates
potential impacts to transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

Noise Policies
HS-C.1.2: The City shall use the standards in Table HS-2 as
the acceptable limits of noise for various land uses throughout
the community. These standards specify the maximum
exterior noise levels allowable for developments. For noise
sensitive land uses, mitigation shall be included in structural
design to reduce interior noise levels to a maximum of 45
dBA CNEL.

Consistent. As discussed in Section XII, Noise, the traffic
generated by the proposed project would not result in traffic
noise levels in excess of applicable General Plan
compatibility standard where existing noise levels are below
60 CNEL, nor would the project increase noise levels by 3 dB
along roadway segments that are already in excess of the City
land use compatibility standards of 60 CNEL.

HS-C.1.4: The City shall require a noise impact evaluation by
a qualified acoustical engineer for all new non-residential
land uses that have the potential to exceed the City's noise
standards for noise sensitive land uses measured at the
property line of the noise sensitive use or district. Noise from
an intervening transportation source shall be considered as
part of the noise evaluation.

Consistent. Section XII, Noise, includes a noise impact
evaluation by a qualified acoustical engineer, including an
analysis of the potential noise impacts of the traffic generated
by the proposed project.

HS-C.1.7: To minimize the impacts of stationary noise, the
City shall limit construction activities between the hours of
eight a.m. and eight p.m. on Monday through Friday, nine
a.m. and eight p.m. on Saturdays, and Sundays and holidays,
between ten a.m. and six p.m.

Consistent. The proposed project would comply with the
allowable hours for construction identified in the City’s
Community Noise Ordinance.

Water Policies
NHR-B.1.4: The City shall evaluate public and private
development projects, including golf courses, to determine
the effects of the projects on on-site and downstream drainage
patterns and associated ecological systems. Larger projects
may require on-site detention or retention facilities, or other
permanent filtration systems to maintain existing storm flows
and velocities in natural drainage systems and allow for
enhanced infiltration.

Consistent. Eight bio-retention areas would be located
throughout the project site, primarily along the site
perimeters, to capture and naturally filter urban contaminants
from the site’s stormwater runoff. Stormwater runoff would
be collected from the roof of the proposed building and from
all paved areas and ultimately directed into the bio-retention
planters, which would provide biological treatment of the
stormwater and retard its discharge from the site.

NHR- B.1.6: The City shall ensure, through review and
inspection, that erosion control is being handled correctly on
construction sites.

Consistent. The proposed project would include minimal
excavation and grading activities as part of site development.
A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the Construction General
Permit, which would include best management practices for
erosion and sediment control.

NHR-B.1.8: The City shall evaluate proposed projects to
ensure that impermeable surfaces are minimized.

Consistent. The project would provide 1,850 square feet of
biotreatment area.

Zoning Ordinance
Similar to the PI designation, the purpose of the PI district is to provide appropriate locations for private
institutional uses within the City, which would include, but not be limited to, churches, cemeteries,
private educational facilities, private nonprofit and service organizations, and continuing care retirement
communities, as stated in the Union City Municipal Code (Chapter 18.51). The maximum site area
coverage is 60 percent and the minimum site area is 15,000 sf for parcels zoned PI. The maximum height
limit is 35 feet and may be increased to a maximum of 50 feet subject to a Use Permit. In addition, the
following yard setbacks apply to parcels zoned PI.
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A minimum front yard setback of 20 feet is required. For structures which exceed 35 feet in height,
the required setback shall be a minimum of 25 feet.



A minimum side yard setback of 10 feet is required.



A minimum rear yard of 10 feet is required.



One foot shall be added at ground level to each required interior side yard and rear yard for each 3
feet of height where the structure exceeds 12 feet.

The proposed project requires approval of a Use Permit.. Chapter 18.51, PI District, of the Union City
Municipal Code requires a Use Permit for faith-based facilities, such as churches, temples, and mosques,
and ancillary uses (such as educational facilities) associated with the primary use. In addition, the
proposed project would require a Use Permit to increase the maximum allowable height to 46 feet, the
height of the proposed building. All of the proposed setbacks would meet the minimum setbacks required
by Union City’s Municipal Code. Thus, although the proposed project would require a Zoning Map
Amendment and Use Permit, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the intent of the
City’s applicable zoning regulations.

Conclusion
Assuming approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment and the proposed Zoning Map
Amendment, the proposed project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and this impact would be less than
significant.
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? (No
Impact)
The project site in not located within the boundaries of a habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with a habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan and there would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☐

☒

☐

☐

☐

☒

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state? (No Impact)
Although regionally significant mineral deposits are located in the coastal range of hills extending along
the eastern edges of the cities of Union City, Hayward, and Fremont, such deposits have not been
identified on the project site, which is located approximately five miles west of the coastal range. The
project site is located within a developed suburban area of the City. The project site and surrounding areas
are classified Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) category MRZ-1 by the California Department of
Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology.87 The MRZ-1 designation is assigned to areas where
adequate geologic information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is
judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely
affect the availability of known mineral resources and there would be no impact.
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? (No Impact)
The City of Union City General Plan acknowledges the state’s designation of mineral resources within the
City’s Hillside Area, which includes the approximately 6,100 acres to the north and east of Mission
Boulevard in the City (approximately 4.5 miles east of the project site). Policy 13 of the City’s Hillside
Area Plan states that lands in the Hillside Area designated by the state as regionally significant aggregate
resources shall not be mined.88 Based on the above, the proposed project would not encroach into the area
designated by the state as containing regionally significant mineral deposits and the City’s General Plan
does not identify any mineral resources in proximity to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would therefore have no potential to adversely affect the availability of any known locally important
mineral resource recovery site and there would be no impact.

87

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 1996. Revised Mineral Land
Classification Map, South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Region, Newark Quadrangle (Plate 2 of 29).
Available: ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/ofr/OFR_96-03/OFR_96-03_Plate2.pdf. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
88
City of Union City. 2002. Appendix B – Hillside Area Plan. February. Available: http://www.ci.unioncity.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=276. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☒

☐

☐

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?

☐

☒

☐

☐

c)

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

☐

☒

☐

☐

e)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

f)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

NOISE
Would the project:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

The following provides an overview of the characteristics of sound and the regulatory framework that
applies to noise within the vicinity of the project site. The existing noise environment in and around the
project site is also described.

Noise Background
Noise is commonly defined as unwanted sound that annoys or disturbs people and potentially causes an
adverse psychological or physiological effect on human health. Because noise is an environmental
pollutant that can interfere with human activities, evaluation of noise is necessary when considering the
environmental impacts of a project.
Sound is mechanical energy (vibration) transmitted by pressure waves over a medium such as air or
water, and noise is generally defined as unwanted sound that annoys or disturbs people. Sound is
characterized by various parameters that include the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the
speed of propagation, and the pressure level or energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound
pressure level is the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient (existing)
sound level. Although the decibel (dB) scale, a logarithmic scale, is used to quantify sound intensity, it
does not accurately describe how sound intensity is perceived by human hearing. The human ear is not
equally sensitive to all frequencies in the entire spectrum, so noise measurements are weighted more
heavily for frequencies to which humans are sensitive in a process called “A-weighting,” written as
“dBA” and referred to as “A-weighted decibels.” Table 9 summarizes typical A-weighted sound levels for
different noise sources.
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Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels89
Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level (dBA)
110

Common Indoor Activities
Rock band

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet
100
Gas lawnmower at 3 feet
90
Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 mph
80
Noisy urban area, daytime
Gas lawnmower, 100 feet
Commercial area
Heavy traffic at 300 feet

70

Food blender at 3 feet
Garbage disposal at 3 feet
Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet
Normal speech at 3 feet

60

Quiet urban daytime

50

Large business office
Dishwasher in next room

Quiet urban nighttime
Quiet suburban nighttime

40

Theater, large conference room (background)

30

Library
Bedroom at night, concert hall (background)

Quiet rural nighttime
20

Broadcast/recording studio
10
0

In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 1 dB cannot typically be
perceived by the human ear, a change of 3 dB is just noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable,
and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or halving the sound level.
Different types of measurements are used to characterize the time-varying nature of sound. These
measurements include the equivalent sound level (Leq), the minimum and maximum sound levels (Lmin
and Lmax), percentile-exceeded sound levels (such as L10, L20), the day-night sound level (Ldn), and the
community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Sensitivity to noise increases during the evening and at night
because excessive noise interferes with the ability to sleep, and Ldn and CNEL values take this into
consideration by averaging cumulative noise exposure over a 24-hour period. Ldn and CNEL values differ
by less than 1 dB. As a matter of practice, Ldn and CNEL values are considered to be equivalent and are
treated as such in this assessment.

89

California Department of Transportation. 2013a. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.
September. Available: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013A.pdf. Accessed: June 16, 2017.
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For a point source such as a stationary compressor or construction equipment, sound attenuates based on
geometry at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance. For a line source such as free-flowing traffic on a
freeway, sound attenuates at a rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance.90 Atmospheric conditions including
wind, temperature gradients, and humidity can change how sound propagates over distance and can affect
the level of sound received at a given location. The degree to which the ground surface absorbs acoustical
energy also affects sound propagation. Sound that travels over an acoustically absorptive surface such as
grass attenuates at a greater rate than sound that travels over a hard surface such as pavement. The
increased attenuation is typically in the range of 1 to 2 dB per doubling of distance. Barriers such as
buildings and topography that block the line of sight between a source and receiver also increase the
attenuation of sound over distance.

Vibration Background
Operation of heavy construction equipment, particularly the types used for pile driving and pavement
breaking, create seismic waves that radiate along the surface of the earth and downward into the earth.
These surface waves can be felt as ground vibration. Vibration from operation of this equipment can
result in effects ranging from annoyance of people to damage of structures. Varying geology and distance
will result in different vibration levels containing different frequencies and displacements. In all cases,
vibration amplitudes will decrease with increasing distance.
Perceptible ground-borne vibration is generally limited to areas within a few hundred feet of construction
activities. As seismic waves travel outward from a vibration source, they excite the particles of rock and
soil through which they pass and cause them to oscillate. The actual distance that these particles move is
usually only a few ten-thousandths to a few thousandths of an inch. The rate or velocity (in inches per
second) at which these particles move is the commonly accepted descriptor of the vibration amplitude,
referred to as the peak particle velocity (PPV). Table 10 summarizes typical vibration levels generated by
construction equipment.
Table 10: Vibration Source Levels for Demolition and Construction Equipment91
PPV at
25 Feet

PPV at
50 Feet

PPV at
75 Feet

PPV at
100 Feet

PPV at
175 Feet

Pile driver (impact)

1.518

0.5367

0.2921

0.1875

0.0820

Pile driver (sonic/vibratory)

0.734

0.2595

0.1413

0.0918

0.0396

Hoe ram

0.089

0.0315

0.0171

0.0111

0.0048

Large bulldozer

0.089

0.0315

0.0171

0.0111

0.0048

Loaded trucks

0.076

0.0269

0.0146

0.0095

0.0041

Jackhammer

0.035

0.0124

0.0067

0.0044

0.0019

Small bulldozer

0.003

0.0011

0.0006

0.0004

0.0002

Equipment

90

Federal Transit Administration. 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. FTA-VA-90-1003-06.
Office of Planning and Environment. Available:
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf. Accessed: June 14,
2017.
91
Federal Transit Administration. 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Available:
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf. Accessed: June 14,
2017.
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Vibration amplitude attenuates over distance and is a complex function of how energy is imparted into the
ground and the soil conditions through which the vibration is traveling. The following equation can be
used to estimate the vibration level at a given distance for typical soil conditions.92 PPVref is the reference
PPV from Table 10.
PPV = PPVref x (25/Distance)1.5
Table 11 and Table 12 summarize guidelines developed by California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) for damage and annoyance potential from transient and continuous vibration that is usually
associated with construction activity. Equipment or activities typical of continuous vibration include
excavation equipment, static-compaction equipment, tracked vehicles, traffic on a highway, vibratory pile
drivers, pile-extraction equipment, and vibratory-compaction equipment. Equipment or activities typical
of single-impact (transient) or low-rate repeated impact vibration include impact pile drivers, blasting,
drop balls, “pogo stick” compactors, and crack-and-seat equipment.93
Table 11: Guideline Vibration Damage potential Threshold Criteria94
Maximum PPV (in/sec)
Transient Sources

Continuous/Frequent
Intermittent Sources

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments

0.12

0.08

Fragile buildings

0.2

0.1

Historic and some old buildings

0.5

0.25

Older residential structures

0.5

0.3

New residential structures

1.0

0.5

Modern industrial/commercial buildings

2.0

0.5

Structure and Condition

Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent
intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and
vibratory-compaction equipment.
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Federal Transit Administration. 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Available:
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf. Accessed: June 14,
2017.
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California Department of Transportation. 2013b. Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual.
Available: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TCVGM_Sep13_FINAL.pdf. Accessed: June 16, 2017.
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Federal Transit Administration. 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Available:
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf. Accessed: June 14,
2017.
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Table 12: Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria95
Maximum PPV (in/sec)
Transient Sources

Continuous/Frequent
Intermittent Sources

Barely perceptible

0.04

0.01

Distinctly perceptible

0.25

0.04

Strongly perceptible

0.9

0.10

Severe

2.0

0.4

Structure and Condition

Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent
intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and
vibratory-compaction equipment.

Regulatory Framework
The City sets noise standards in the Health and Safety Element of the City’s General Plan and in the
Community Noise Ordinance of the Union City Municipal Code (Chapter 9.40). The City identifies
exterior noise thresholds up to 60 dBA CNEL as “normally acceptable” for residential land uses, as well
as for churches.96 Environments with noise levels between 60 dBA and 70 dBA CNEL are considered
conditionally acceptable for residences and churches, provided a detailed analysis of the noise reduction
requirements is made and needed insulation features are incorporated into the design.
The City also regulates construction noise in the noise policies of the Health and Safety Element of the
City’s General Plan and in the City’s Community Noise Ordinance. Per Municipal Code Section 9.40.053,
noise-producing construction activities are restricted to weekdays from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Saturdays
from 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., and Sundays and holidays from 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. In addition, the City’s
Community Noise Ordinance requires that permitted construction activities must meet at least one of the
following noise limitations:


No individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding 83 dBA at a distance of 25
feet. If the device is housed within a structure on the property, the measurement shall be made outside
the structure at a distance as close to 25 feet from the equipment as possible; or



The noise levels at any point outside the property plane97 of the project shall not exceed 86 dBA.

With regard to stationary noise sources, Section 9.40.041 of the City’s Community Noise Ordinance
prohibits any person from making or permitting noise so as to produce noise levels more than 10 dBA
above the local ambient level at any point outside the property plane. Section 9.40.050 allows a daytime
exception to this standard, provided the noise level does not exceed 70 dBA Lmax as measured at a
distance of 25 feet from the noise source under its most noisy condition. The permitted hours for this
exception are 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Sundays and
holidays.

95

California Department of Transportation. 2013b. Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual.
September. Available: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TCVGM_Sep13_FINAL.pdf. Accessed: June 16,
2017.
96
City of Union City. 2002. General Plan Policy Document, Health and Safety Element. Available:
http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=290. Accessed: June 16, 2017.
97
For the purposes of this analysis, the “property plane” is assumed to be the boundaries of the project site.
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Existing Noise Conditions
The project site is currently zoned ML (Light Industrial). A variety of warehouse buildings, light industrial
buildings, and residential development is located in the area surrounding the project site. Immediately
west of the project site, there is a single-story single family residence. The predominant ambient noise
sources at nearby receptors are automobile traffic along nearby roadways (including Horner Street, Union
City Boulevard, and other smaller local roadways). In the absence of noise from automobile traffic, off-site
industrial equipment and activities are also audible sources of noise in the project area.
The average daily traffic (ADT) volumes between 2010 and 2013 (the most recent data available) and
vehicle speeds at roadway segments in the project area are provided in Table 13.
Table 13: 2010–2013 Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Speeds at Roadway Segments in the
Project Area
Existing Average
Daily Traffic
Volume (trips)

Posted
Speeds (miles
per hour)

Whipple Road, west of I-880

21,332

40

Union City Boulevard, between Whipple Road and Bettencourt Way

24,933

35

Bettencourt Way, east of Union City Boulevard

3,979

35

Whipple Road, north of Horner Street2

1,990

35

Horner Street, east of Whipple Road3

995

25

Roadway Segment

Source: City of Union City. 2010–2013. City-Wide ADT Data map.
Notes:
1 Speeds were posted for most of the roadway segments. For segments where speeds are not posted (e.g., Horner Street),
assumptions were made about speeds based on the type of street or the posted speeds for streets that connect to the street.
2 This analysis conservatively assumes 50 percent of vehicles turn left on Whipple Road from Bettencourt Way.
3 This analysis conservatively assumes 50 percent of vehicles turn right on Horner Street from Whipple Road.

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? (Less-Than-Significant

Impact with Mitigation)

Construction Noise Impacts
The proposed project would involve the demolition of all existing buildings and paved surfaces on the
site. Project construction would include six phases: 1) demolition (5 work days); 2) site preparation (8
work days); 3) grading (8 work days); 4) building construction (262 work days); 5) architectural coating
(15 work days); and 6) paving (6 work days). The off-site sewer improvements would occur in 3 phases:
1) surface preparation (1 work day); 2) trench excavation/shoring (7 work days); and 3) surface
restoration (2 work days). The analysis in this Initial Study conservatively assumes that construction
activities associated with the off-site sewer improvements would begin during the overlap of building
construction and paving phases. In total, construction would be expected to take approximately one year
starting in mid-2018 and buildout is expected to occur in 2019.
As previously discussed, the City’s Community Noise Ordinance restricts construction to the hours of 8:00 a.m.
to 8:00 p.m. on weekdays, 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and
holidays. Construction would occur 8 hours per day, Monday through Friday, and be limited to the
allowable hours specified in the City’s Community Noise Ordinance; there would be no construction
occurring on the weekend or on holidays. Although the details of what construction equipment may be
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used for project construction are not known at this time, Table 14 lists the equipment that would likely be
used for project construction, and shows the typical noise levels produced by each piece of equipment.
The Lmax sound levels at 50 feet are shown along with the typical acoustical use factors. The acoustical
use factor is the percentage of time each piece of construction equipment is assumed to be operating at
full power (i.e., its noisiest condition) during construction operation and is used to estimate Leq values
from Lmax values. For example, the Leq value for a piece of equipment that operates at full power 50
percent of the time (acoustical use factor of 50) is 3 dB less than the Lmax value.
Table 14: Typical Noise Levels by Construction Equipment at 50 Foot Reference Distance
Equipment
Backhoe
Crane
Dump/Haul truck
Excavator
Front-end loader
Generator
Grader
Pickup truck
Scraper

Acoustical Utilization
Factor (%)
40
16
40
40
40
50
40
40
40

Typical Noise Level (dBA) at 50 feet from Source
Lmax
Leq
78
74
81
73
77
72
81
77
79
75
81
78
85
81
75
82
84
80

Source: Federal Highway Administration. 2006. FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. FHWA-HEP-05054. January.

As previously discussed, the City’s Community Noise Ordinance states one of two noise restrictions must
be met. The first restriction states that no individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level
exceeding 83 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. The Lmax noise levels associated with typical construction
equipment at a distance of 25 feet are provided in Table 15. As shown in this table, noise levels from
equipment could be up to 91 Lmax (a grader) at a distance of 25 feet, which is in excess of the 83 dBA LMax
Noise Ordinance Limit. In addition, many other pieces of equipment that may be used during project
construction could also be in excess of 83 dBA Lmax at a distance of 25 feet (refer to Table 15).
Table 15: Maximum (Lmax) Noise Levels For Typical Construction Equipment at a Distance Of 25
Feet
Construction
Equipment
Backhoe
Concrete Saw
Crane
Dump/Haul Truck
Excavator
Front-end Loader
Generator
Grader
Pickup Truck
Scraper

Lmax at 25 feet
(dBA)
84
96
87
82
87
85
87
91
87
90

Lmax = worst-case maximum noise levels and dBA = A-weighted decibels
Source: FHWA. 2006. Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. Available:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf. Accessed: October 3, 2016.

96

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

Therefore, project construction is not expected to comply with the first restriction of the Noise Ordinance
(limiting noise levels from individual pieces of equipment to 83 dBA Lmax at a distance of 25 feet).
The second restriction (noting that only one of the two must be met for construction to comply with the
ordinance) in the City’s Noise Ordinance states that noise levels at any point outside the property plane98 of
the project shall not exceed 86 dBA.
For the purposes of analyzing combined construction noise levels, it was assumed that the two loudest
pieces of equipment that would likely be used during construction of the proposed project (a grader and a
concrete saw) would be operating simultaneously in close proximity to one another to determine the
reasonable worst-case maximum (Lmax) and average (LEQ) noise levels in the vicinity of the project site.
The combined noise level (both Lmax and LEQ) from the operation of these pieces of construction
equipment was calculated. LEQ values were calculated from Lmax values assuming estimated utilization
factors (the fraction of time that equipment is anticipated to be operate). Anticipated construction noise at
receptors located at various distances from the project site is provided in Table 16.
The closest noise-sensitive land use (generally defined as places where people reside or sleep) to the areas
where construction activities would occur (either on the project site or along Veasy Street where the offsite sewer improvements would be installed) is the occupied residence at 31256 Veasy Street, located
approximately 15 feet west of the project site and approximately 20 feet east of proposed in-road sewer
improvements. As shown in Table 14, combined noise levels from the two loudest pieces of equipment
(operating simultaneously) at the edge of the property line located close to the nearby residence (15 feet
from on-site construction activity) could be up to 102 dBA Lmax and 96 dBA LEQ (refer to Table 16). This
sound level is similar to the sound level from a gas lawn mower at a distance of 3 feet.
Therefore, construction noise associated with the proposed project would exceed the City’s Municipal
Code restriction that noise levels at any point outside the property plane of the project shall not exceed 86
dBA. Project construction is therefore not expected to comply with the second restriction of the Noise
Ordinance, or with the first restriction (limiting noise levels from individual pieces of equipment to 83
dBA Lmax at a distance of 25 feet), as discussed previously. This impact would be potentially significant.

98

For the purposes of this analysis, the “property plane” is assumed to be the boundaries of the project site.
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Table 16: Project Construction Noise Levels at Various Distances From the Project Site
Utilization
Factor1

LEQ Sound Level
(dBA)

Grader sound level at 50 feet from the project site = 85 dBA L max

0.4

81

Concrete Saw sound level at 50 feet from the project site = 90 dBA L max

0.2

83

Combined Noise Levels for Both Sources
Lmax sound level at 50 feet from the project site

--

91

LEQ sound level at 50 feet from the project site

--

85

Distance Between
Noise Source and
Receptor (ft)

Calculated
Lmax Sound
Level (dBA)2,3

Calculated Leq
Sound Level
(dBA) 2,3

15

102

96

50

91

85

100

85

79

200

79

73

300

76

70

400

73

67

500

71

65

600

70

64

700

68

62

800

67

61

900

66

60

1,000

65

59

1,200

64

58

1,400

62

56

1,600

61

55

1,800

60

54

2,000

59

53

2,500

57

51

3,000

56

50

Individual LMax Noise Levels for Each Source

dBA = A-weighted decibels, dB = decibels, Lmax = worst-case maximum noise levels, and LEQ = average noise levels
Source: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2006. Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. Available:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf. Accessed: October 3, 2016.
Notes:
1 Utilization factor refers to the percentage of time the equipment is used during a given period of time. For example, a 0.4
utilization factor means that this piece of equipment is being used 40 percent of a given construction day.
2 Geometric attenuation is based on 6 dB per doubling of distance.
3 This calculation does not include the effects, if any, of ground absorption, local shielding from walls, topography or other
barriers which may reduce sound levels further, or from ground attenuation.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 and compliance with the permissible hours of noiseproducing construction activity stated in Municipal Code Section 9.40.053 would reduce short-term
construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall submit a
noise control plan to reduce construction noise levels such that project construction noise would be in
compliance with the City Noise Ordinance, as determined by a qualified acoustical consultant, for
review by the Economic and Community Development Department. The plan shall require the
following measures in order to achieve this result:


Noise producing construction activities shall be restricted to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
during weekdays; 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays; and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays
and holidays. In addition, permitted construction activities shall meet at least one of the following
noise limitations:
o

No individual piece of equipment shall be permitted to produce a noise level exceeding 83
dBA as measured at a distance of 25 feet. This could be achieved in a variety of ways,
including but not limited to selecting quieter equipment that generates noise levels of less
than 83 dBA LMax at a distance of 25 feet, or incorporating sound muffling devices on
construction equipment;
OR

o

The noise levels at any point outside the property plane99 of the project shall not exceed 86
dBA. This could be achieved in a variety of ways, including but not limited to ensuring
equipment is operating at sufficient distances from the edge of the project site property line,
incorporating sound muffling devices on construction equipment, or utilizing temporary noise
barriers to reduce construction noise when construction equipment must come within close
proximity of the edge of the property line (particularly near noise-sensitive land uses).



All construction equipment shall have appropriate sound muffling devices, which shall be
properly maintained and used at all times such equipment is in operation.



The project contractor shall place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is
directed away from the closest off-site sensitive receptors.



The construction contractor shall locate on-site equipment staging areas so as to maximize the
distance between construction-related noise sources and the noise-sensitive receptors closest to
the project construction areas.



A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and contact information for the
designated on-site construction manager available to receive and respond to noise complaints.
This person shall report all complaints to the City of Union City Public Works Department.

Operational Noise Impacts
Traffic
Typically, there would be approximately 20 to 30 visitors on weekdays, approximately 200 visitors on
Saturdays and Sundays to the project site. On an annual special holiday, there would be approximately
250 visitors. For the purposes of assessing the potential effect of the proposed project on traffic noise, it

99

For the purposes of this analysis, the “property plane” is assumed to be the boundaries of the project site.
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was assumed that there would be an average of two people in each vehicle that accesses the project site.100
This is the standard vehicle occupancy assumption for civic, educational, and religious facilities that is
recommended by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). As such, there would be 100 vehicles
accessing the site on Saturdays and Sundays, resulting in a total of 200 daily project trips each day (100
inbound and 100 outbound). There would be 125 vehicles accessing the site on the annual special holiday,
resulting in a total of 250 daily project trips (125 inbound and 125 outbound). The inbound and outbound
trips were assumed to be separated by at least one hour and, thus, would not occur in the same hour.
There would be an insubstantial number of vehicles accessing the site on weekdays (approximately 10 to
15 cars per day), and this would have little (if any) effect on the surrounding traffic noise levels.
The primary routes to and from the project site are: Whipple Road, to Union City Boulevard, to
Bettencourt Way, to Whipple Road, to Horner Street, to Veasy Street. The ADT volumes between 2010
and 2013 (the most recent data available) and vehicle speeds at roadway segments in the project area are
provided in Table 13. There is typically an hour of the day (the peak hour) when the hourly traffic volume
on a roadway is at a maximum. The peak-hour traffic volume is typically approximately 10 percent of the
daily traffic volume on a roadway. Assuming 10 percent of the ADT shown in Table 13 occurs during the
peak hour, Table 17 provides the estimated peak-hour volumes for Existing, Project, and Existing Plus
Project Peak-Hour conditions for a Saturday or a Sunday in the project area (which would be the worstcase largest volume of project-related traffic except for the annual special holiday).
Table 17: Existing, Project, Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes in the Project Area

Existing
Peak-Hour
(trips)1

Project
Peak-Hour
Volumes
(Saturday
and Sunday)
(trips)

Existing Plus
Project PeakHour Volumes
(Sunday) (trips)

Whipple Road, west of I-880

2,133

100

2,233

Union City Boulevard, between Whipple Road and
Bettencourt Way

2,493

100

2,593

398

100

498

199

100

299

99

100

199

Roadway Segment

Bettencourt Way, east of Union City Boulevard
Whipple Road, north of Horner Street
Horner Street, east of Whipple Road

3

2

Source: Source: City of Union City. 2010–2013. City-Wide ADT Data map.
Notes:
1 Peak-hour average daily trips for existing conditions derived by assuming 10 percent of the average daily trips would be
driving during a typical peak-hour time period.
2 This analysis conservatively assumes 50 percent of vehicles turn left on Whipple Road from Bettencourt Way.
3 This analysis conservatively assumes 50 percent of vehicles turn left on Horner Street from Whipple Road.

Table 18 provides the estimated traffic noise generated by peak-hour volumes for Existing, Project, and
Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour conditions for a Sunday in the project area. For the purposes of this
analysis, it was assumed that the peak-hour noise level in the project vicinity is approximately equal to the
24-hour CNEL noise level, which is typical for a developed suburban location like the project site. As
previously discussed, a change in sound level of 1 dB is not typically perceived by the human ear and a
change of 3 dB is just noticeable. In addition, the City identifies exterior noise thresholds up to 60 dBA

100

Federal Highway Administration. 1981. Vehicle Occupancy. Available:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/1977/g.pdf. Accessed: October 3, 2016
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CNEL as “normally acceptable” for residential land uses and churches in the Health and Safety Element
of the City’s General Plan.
Modeling was conducted using FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM), Version 2.5. As shown in Table
18, the modeling results demonstrate that traffic generated by the proposed project would increase noise
levels by 1 dB or less during the Sunday peak-hour along roadway segments where traffic noise is already
in excess of the City land use compatibility standard of 60 CNEL. Specifically, the project is not
predicted to result in a perceptible change to the traffic noise levels along Whipple Road west of I-880
and Union City Boulevard between Whipple Road and Bettencourt Way, both of which would experience
an increase in noise level by 1 dB or less. Along roadway segments with existing noise levels below the
60 dBA CNEL land use compatibility standard for residential land uses (i.e., Bettencourt Way west of
Union City Boulevard, Whipple Road north of Horner Street, and Horner Street east of Whipple Road),
the project-generated vehicle trips would increase noise levels by 3 dB or less during the peak-hour and
this increase would be just noticeable. As shown in Table 18, the Existing Plus Project noise levels at all
the roadway segments in the project area on Sundays would still be below the 60 dBA CNEL land use
compatibility standard by more than 4 dB.
Table 18: Existing, Project, Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour Noise Levels in the Project Area On
Sundays

Existing
Peak-Hour
(dBA CNEL)

Existing
Plus
Project
(dBA
CNEL)

Increase
(dB)

Significant
Impact?

Whipple Road, west of I-880

70.4

70.6

0.2

No1

Union City Boulevard, between Whipple Road
and Bettencourt Way

69.6

69.7

0.2

No1

Bettencourt Way, west of Union City
Boulevard

56.6

57.6

1.0

No1

Whipple Road, north of Horner Street

53.6

55.4

1.8

No2

Horner Way, west of Whipple Road

52.9

55.9

3.0

No2

Roadway Segment

dBA = A-weighted decibels, dB = decibels, and CNEL = community noise equivalent level
Source: City of Union City. 2010–2013 .City-Wide ADT Data map. Modeling conducted using FHWA TNM Version 2.5.
Notes:
1 A 1 dB or less change in noise levels traffic would not constitute a significant impact because a 1 dB change is not
perceptible.
2 Existing Plus Project noise levels are below the 60 dB Ldn land use compatibility standard for residential land uses. Thus,
the traffic generated by the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant noise impact.

As previously discussed, daily and peak-hour traffic volumes on Saturdays would be approximately half
of the traffic volumes that would occur on Sundays and noise levels and noise level increases from
existing conditions would be even lower. Thus, the estimated traffic noise generated by peak-hour
volumes for Existing, Project, and Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour conditions for Saturdays in the project
area was not modeled.
Table 19 provides the estimated traffic noise generated by peak-hour volumes for Existing, Project, and
Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour conditions for the annual special holiday in the project area. As shown in
Table 19, the traffic generated by the proposed project would increase noise levels by 1 dB or less during
the annual holiday peak-hour along roadway segments where traffic noise is already in excess of the City
land use compatibility standard of 60 CNEL. Specifically, the project is not predicted to result in a
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perceptible change to the traffic noise levels along Whipple Road west of I-880 and Union City
Boulevard between Whipple Road and Bettencourt Way, both of which would experience an increase in
noise level by 1 dB or less. Along roadway segments with existing noise levels below the 60 dBA CNEL
land use compatibility standard for residential land uses (i.e., Bettencourt Way west of Union City
Boulevard, Whipple Road north of Horner Street, and Horner Street east of Whipple Road), the projectgenerated vehicle trips would increase noise levels by up to 6.5 dB during the peak-hour and this increase
would be noticeable. As shown in Table 19, even with the proposed project adding 250 trips during the
peak-hour on the annual holiday compared to typical Sunday peak hours, the Existing Plus Project noise
levels at all the roadway segments in the project area on the annual holiday would still be below the 60
dBA CNEL land use compatibility standard.
Table 19: Existing, Project, Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour Noise Levels in the Project Area on
the Annual Special Holiday

Existing
Peak-Hour
(dBA CNEL)

Existing
Plus
Project
(dBA
CNEL)

Increase
(dB)

Significant
Impact?

Whipple Road, west of I-880

70.4

71.0

0.7

No1

Union City Boulevard, between Whipple Road
and Bettencourt Way
Bettencourt Way, east of Union City
Boulevard3

69.6

70.1

0.6

No1

56.6

59.4

2.7

No1

Whipple Road, north of Horner Street3

53.6

58.0

4.4

No2

Horner Way, east of Whipple Road

52.9

59.4

6.5

No2

Roadway Segment

dBA = A-weighted decibels, dB = decibels, and CNEL = community noise equivalent level
Source: Source: City of Union City. 2010–2013. City-Wide ADT Data map. Modeling conducted using FHWA TNM Version
2.5.
Notes:
1 A 1 dB or less change in noise levels traffic would not constitute a significant impact because a 1 dB change is not
perceptible.
2 Existing Plus Project noise levels are below the 60 dB CNEL land use compatibility standard for residential land uses. Thus,
the traffic generated by the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant noise impact.
3 Predicted noise levels reduced by 5 dB to account for the presence of the solid concrete noise barriers located between these
roadways and adjacent residences.

As shown in Table 18 and Table 19, the traffic generated by the proposed project would not result in
traffic noise levels in excess of applicable 60 dBA CNEL compatibility standard where existing noise
levels are below this level, nor would the project increase noise levels by 3 dB along segments that are
already in excess of the City land use compatibility standard of 60 CNEL. Therefore, the project’s noise
impacts related to traffic would be less than significant.
Heating, Ventilation, and Air-Conditioning Systems
The proposed religious facility, would require a heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning (HVAC) system.
Although the exact size and manufacturer of the proposed HVAC systems are not known at this time, it is
reasonable to assume that standard package units would be installed on the roof of the proposed building.
According to site plans, the closest HVAC units to off-site sensitive land uses (residences) are proposed
to be located on the roof in the approximate in the center of the facility. As such, there would be a
minimum of 135 feet between project HVAC units and the nearest off-site residence. In addition, the
HVAC units would be located on the roof at a height of 30 feet above grade, and the HVAC units would
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be located far enough away from the edge of the roof closest to the nearest receptor that the line of sight
would be blocked between the HVAC units and this receptor.
HVAC equipment installed on rooftop of the proposed building could generate noise levels that would
average approximately 66 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet. At a distance of 135 feet (the distance between
the proposed HVAC system and the adjacent residence),101 noise levels would be reduced to approximately
57 dBA Leq based on distance alone. With the line of sight being blocked, noise would be reduced by
approximately an additional 5 dB, resulting in average noise levels of approximately 52 dBA Leq.
The City’s Community Noise Ordinance prohibits the generation of noise levels more than 10 dBA above
the local ambient level at any point outside the property plane. During quieter evening hours, ambient
sound levels could be in the range of about 50 to 55 dBA. As the noise generated by the proposed HVAC
system would be expected to generate noise of approximately 52 dBA Leq at the nearest residential
receptor, these equipment are not be expected to result in noise that exceeds the ambient noise level by 10
dB or more at the edge of the property plane near the adjacent occupied residence (~135 feet from the
closest HVAC location). Accordingly, the City’s Community Noise Ordinance would not be exceeded,
and this impact would be less than significant.
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise

levels? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
Land uses in which groundborne vibration could potentially interfere with operations or equipment, such
as research, manufacturing, hospitals, and university research operations, are considered “vibrationsensitive.”102 The degree of sensitivity depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the
groundborne vibration. No vibration-sensitive land uses are within 200 feet of the project site.103. Thus, no
vibration generated during demolition or construction activities associated with the proposed project
would affect vibration-sensitive land uses.
With regard to potential vibration-related damage impacts, the damage threshold for older residential
buildings is 0.3 PPV. No pile driving is anticipated for use in project construction. However, it is likely
that large ground-disturbing equipment would be necessary for construction of the proposed project and
the off-site sewer improvements. At the adjacent residence located approximately 15 feet from potential
construction areas on the project site, a large bulldozer (the most vibration-intensive equipment likely to
be used for project construction) operating near the edge of the project site closest to the residence could
result in vibration levels of up to 0.19 PPV, which is below the damage threshold for older residential
buildings. Therefore, vibration impacts related to building damage would be less than significant.
However, excessive levels of groundborne vibration of either a regular or an intermittent nature could
result in annoyance to residential uses. As shown in Table 12, a vibration level of 0.04 PPV is considered
to be “distinctly perceptible” for continuous/frequent intermittent sources of vibration (e.g., construction
activity). Vibration that is distinctly perceptible at a residential land use is considered to be excessive and
would result in a potentially significant impact related to vibration annoyance.
With regard to vibration-related annoyance impacts, the nearest residence is located approximately 15 feet
from the construction areas of the proposed project, as mentioned previously. A large bulldozer has the
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potential to generate vibration levels of 0.19 PPV at a distance of 15 feet, which is in excess of the
“distinctly perceptible” (0.04 PPV) vibration level defined in Table 12. As such, vibration levels may be
considered excessive at the residence located adjacent to the project site should ground-disturbing
construction activities occur within 15 feet. At a distance of 45 feet, vibration levels from a large
bulldozer would reduce to approximately 0.037 PPV, which is below the “distinctly perceptible”
threshold of 0.04 PPV. All non-impact construction equipment would result in vibration levels below 0.04
PPV at this distance. Other than the residence located at 31216 Veasy Street, there are no other residential
or vibration-sensitive land uses located within 45 feet of the potential construction areas on the project
site. Thus, no other residential land uses would be exposed to vibration levels in excess of the “distinctly
perceptible” threshold. However, vibration impacts related to annoyance are potentially significant
because one residence is located in an area that could be exposed to vibration levels in excess of 0.04
PPV. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would reduce vibration impacts related to annoyance
to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall submit a
construction vibration control plan to reduce construction vibration levels at the adjacent residence for
review by the Economic and Community Development Department. The plan shall require that the
construction contractor conduct project construction such that groundborne vibration generated by
construction is not readily perceptible at the adjacent residence. Measures that can be employed to
reduce vibration include operating heavy equipment as far as practical from residential uses and the
use of smaller bulldozers (operating weight less than 20,000 pounds) when grading must occur within
approximately 50 feet of the residence.
c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Both traffic generated by the proposed project and the proposed HVAC systems could increase ambient
noise levels in the vicinity. As previously discussed, the traffic generated by the proposed project on the
typical busiest days per week for the proposed religious facility (Saturdays and Sundays), as well as on
the single annual holiday when there may be as many as 250 visitors to the project site, would not result
in significant traffic noise impacts. Existing Plus Project traffic noise levels would not be in excess of the
applicable 60 dBA CNEL noise limit where existing levels are below this level. In addition, Existing Plus
Project traffic noise levels would not increase noise levels by 3 dB (which would be considered “barely
noticeable”) compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-thansignificant impacts related to a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels due to traffic.
HVAC systems installed on the rooftop of the proposed building could generate noise levels that would
average approximately 52 dBA Leq at the nearest residential receptors (135 feet away with line of sight
between equipment and receiver blocked).104 During quieter evening hours, ambient sound levels could be
in the range of about 50 to 55 dBA. Accordingly, HVAC noise would not be expected to exceed the
ambient noise level by 10 dB or more at the edge of the property plane near the adjacent occupied
residence. HVAC noise would be expected to comply with the City’s Community Noise Ordinance
(which prohibits the generation of noise levels more than 10 dBA above ambient at any point outside the
property plane) and impacts related to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels would be less than
significant.
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above

levels existing without the project? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
For the purposes of this analysis, a substantial noise temporary increase is an increase in noise that causes
an exceedance of the City’s Community Noise Ordinance. As previously stated, construction of the
proposed project is not expected to comply with either construction noise limitation outlined in the City’s
Community Noise Ordinance (i.e., no individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding
83 dBA at a distance of 25 feet and noise levels at any point outside the property plane of the project shall
not exceed 86 dBA). Therefore, noise impacts related to a substantial temporary increase in noise would
be potentially significant. Implementation of standard noise reduction measures listed in Mitigation
Measure NOI-1 and compliance with Municipal Code Section 9.40.053 establishing permissible hours of
noise-producing construction activity would reduce impacts related to the temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity to a less-than-significant level.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

The project site is located approximately 4 miles south of the Hayward Executive Airport, (the airport
closest to the project site), approximately 9 miles northeast of the Palo Alto Airport, approximately 10
miles southeast of the Oakland International Airport, and approximately 14 miles east of the San
Francisco International Airport. Due to the distance from the airports and the orientation of runways and
flight patterns, the project site is not within the 55 dBA CNEL noise contours of any airport and there
would be no impact related to aircraft noise from public airports.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed project would
not expose people to excessive noise levels from private airstrips and there would be no impact.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
a)

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The proposed religious facility would be run by volunteers and would not generate any jobs other than the
two priests who would reside at the project site. Other than the rooms for the priests, the proposed project
would not include any residential uses. It is anticipated that visitors of the proposed religious facility
would be existing residents in the project area and would not move to the region. Thus, the proposed
project would directly induce an incremental increase in population growth in the City. As of January
2017, the population in the City is 73,452 persons.105 The addition of two new residents (the on-site
priests) to the City would increase the population of the City to 73,454, which is negligible (0.001
percent) increase. ABAG estimates that the City’s population will increase to 75,500 by 2025, which
would be an increase of 2,048 residents.106 The direct population increase associated with the proposed
project would comprise a negligible portion (0.04 percent) of ABAG’s estimated 2025 population growth
in the City. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth and this
impact would be less than significant.
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (No Impact)
The project site does not include any existing housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not displace
any existing housing and there would be no impact.
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? (No Impact)
As discussed above, the project site does not contain any existing housing. Therefore, the proposed
project would not displace any people and there would be no impact.
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iv) Parks?

☐
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v) Other public facilities?
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PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of or need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
i)

Fire protection?

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services: fire protection, police protection,
schools, parks, other public facilities?
The following analysis addresses the proposed project’s potential impacts on fire protection service,
police protection service, schools, parks, and libraries. Impacts to public services would occur if the
proposed project would increase demand for services such that new or expanded facilities would be
required, and these new facilities would themselves cause environmental impacts.
Fire Protection (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Fire protection and life safety services for the project site are provided by the Alameda County Fire
Department (ACFD). The ACFD operates 30 fire stations to serve the cities of Castro Valley, Dublin,
Emeryville, Newark, San Leandro, San Lorenzo, Union City, and unincorporated Alameda County.107
Four ACFD fire stations (Stations 30, 31, 32, and 33) currently serve the City. The fire station closest to
the project site is Fire Station No. 32, located at 31600 Alvarado Boulevard approximately 2 miles
southeast of the project site. Fire Station 32 is staffed by three firefighters.108
With a service population of approximately 394,000 residents, the ACFD received 40,814 calls for
service in fiscal year 2015–2016 (the most recent year for which data are available), 5,199 of which were
within Union City.109,110 Of the calls within Union City, 132 calls were for structure fires or other fires;
4,009 were for rescue or emergency medical response, and the remaining calls were for hazardous
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conditions, service calls, good intent, false calls, or calls that were cancelled enroute. The ACFD’s
standard response time for both fire and medical emergencies is 5 minutes.111
The proposed project would not include any residential uses. The proposed religious facility would be run
by volunteers and would not generate any jobs other than the two priests who would reside at the project
site. Thus, the proposed project would not substantially increase the daytime and nighttime population on
the project site and within the City. The proposed building would be 46-feet tall with the majority of the
building measuring between 20 to 30 feet and emergency access to the project site would be provided by
surrounding roadways. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable
codes for fire safety and emergency access.
The ACFD would continue to provide services to the project site and, given that the proposed religious
facility would be located in a developed suburban area of the City, would not require additional
firefighters to serve the proposed project. The construction of a new or expanded fire station would not be
required. The proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the physical environment due
to the incremental increase in demand for fire protection and life safety services, and the potential
increase in demand for services is not expected to adversely affect existing response times to the site or
within the City. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on fire
protection and safety services and facilities.
Police Protection (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Police protection services for the project site are provided by the Union City Police Department. UCPD
operates out of a single main station located at 34009 Alvarado-Niles Road, which is approximately 4
miles southeast of the project site. The UCPD currently staffs 81 sworn officers and approximately 25
full-time civilian support staff for a ratio of about 1.1 sworn officers per 1,000 residents.112 UCPD
provides regular patrols to two beats within the City and the project site is located within Beat 5.113 In
2016, there were 2,189 Part I crimes within the City, which represents a 7 percent increase in Part I
crimes since 2012.114,115
The proposed project would not be expected to attract crime or be a source of crime. The proposed project
may be designed to include a camera security system, which would further deter crime. The UCPD would
continue to provide services to the project site and, given that the proposed religious facility would be
located in a developed suburban area of the City on a previously developed site, would not require
additional sworn officers to serve the proposed project. The construction of a new or expanded police
station would not be required. The proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the
physical environment due to the incremental increase in demand for police protection services, and the
potential increase in demand for services is not expected to adversely affect existing response times to the
site or within the City. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on
police protection services and facilities.

111
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Schools (No Impact)
The project site is served by the New Haven Unified School District (NHUSD). NHUSD operates 13
public schools, including seven elementary schools (grades K-5), two middle schools (grades 6-8), one
independent study (K-12) school, two high schools (grades 9-12), and one adult school within the City.116
NHUSD’s enrollment for the 2016-2017 school year is 11,893 students.117
The proposed project would not include any residential uses. The proposed religious facility would be run
by volunteers and would not generate any jobs other than the two priests who would reside at the project
site. The priests would not have any family living at the project site and, thus, the proposed project would
not generate any school-age children. The construction of a new or expanded school as a result of the
proposed project would not be required. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the demand
for school services and there would be no impact.
Parks (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
There are 33 City parks within Union City as well as a number of community centers, a teen center, skate
park, senior center, a sports center, and a swimming complex.118 The park closest to the project site is
Courthouse Landing Park, located approximately 0.4 mile northeast of the project site. Courthouse
Landing Park includes a children’s play area and a picnic area.119 Two priests would reside at the
proposed religious facility. Although the proposed project could incrementally increase the use of nearby
parks and recreational facilities, particularly Courthouse Landing Park, the minor increase in park usage
associated with the two priests who would live on-site would be negligible. Visitors to the proposed
religious facility could visit nearby parks and recreational facilities, but the increase in park usage would
be minor. The construction of a new or expanded park would not be required. The proposed project would
not result in a significant impact on the physical environment due to the incremental increase in demand
for parks. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on parks.
Libraries (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Library services for the project site are provided by the Alameda County Library (ACL). ACL operates
10 branch libraries in the cities of Albany, Dublin, Fremont, Newark and Union City, and the
unincorporated communities of Castro Valley and San Lorenzo.120 The closest library branch is the Union
City Library located at 34007 Alvarado-Niles Road, which is approximately 4 miles southeast of the
project site. According to the Public Facilities and Services Element of the City’s General Plan, the
library is 0.5 to 0.75 sf per capita below the current size standard for facilities in the Alameda County
Library system.121 However, the need for a library expansion already exists without the proposed project.
In addition, the proposed project would not include any residential uses. The proposed religious facility
would be run by volunteers and would not generate any jobs other than the two priests who would reside
116
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at the project site. Thus, the proposed project would result in a negligible increase in the use of Union
City Library. The construction of a new or expanded library would not be required as a result of the
proposed project and the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the physical
environment due to the incremental increase in demand for libraries. Therefore, the proposed project
would have a less-than-significant impact on libraries.
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a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Refer to Section XIV, Public Services, for a discussion of the parks and recreational facilities in the City.
Two priests would reside at the proposed religious facility. Although the proposed project would
incrementally increase the use of nearby parks and recreational facilities, particularly Courthouse Landing
Park, the minor increase associated with the priests who would live on-site is not anticipated to result in a
substantial deterioration of these facilities. In addition, it is not anticipated that visitors to the project site
would increase the use of nearby parks and recreational facilities. Therefore, there is a sufficient number
and variety of open space and recreational opportunities within the project area to accommodate the two
priests who would live at the project site and impacts would be less than significant.
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact)
The proposed project would not include or require the construction or expansion of any recreational
facilities. The proposed project has the potential to incrementally increase the use of nearby parks and
recreational facilities, particularly Courthouse Landing Park. However, the minor increase in use
generated by the proposed project is not anticipated to require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities and impacts would be less than significant.
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

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

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Existing Roadway Network
Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by Interstate 880 (I-880) via the Whipple Road
and Dyer Road/I-880 interchange to the north and the Alvarado Boulevard/I-880 interchange to the south.
The primary routes from the north to and from the project site are Whipple Road, to Union City
Boulevard, to Bettencourt Way, to Whipple Road, to Horner Street, to Veasy Street. The primary routes
from the south to and from the project site are Alvarado Boulevard, to Union City Boulevard, to Horner
Street, to Veasy Street. The roadways that serve the project site are described below.
I–880 is a north/south freeway providing regional access from the East Bay cities to San Jose, where it
becomes State Route 17. The eight- to nine-lane freeway has a High Occupancy Vehicle lane in each
direction. The closest access to I–880 from the project site is via the interchange of I–880 and AlvaradoNiles Road. However, truck traffic to and from the project site would be directed to use the interchange of
I–880 and Alvarado-Niles Road.
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There are two segments of Whipple Road that provide access to the project site. One segment of Whipple
Road is a four-lane, east/west roadway that connects I-880 and Union City Boulevard, providing service
to mostly residential and light industrial land uses. This segment of Whipple Road is designated a Major
Arterial in the City’s General Plan. The second segment of Whipple Road is a two- to four-lane,
north/south roadway that connects Bettencourt Way and Horner Street, providing service to mostly
residential and light industrial land uses as well.
Alvarado Boulevard is a is a four-lane east/west roadway that connects I-880 and Union City Boulevard,
providing service to residential and industrial land uses. Alvarado Boulevard provides access to the
project site via its intersection with Union City Boulevard.
Union City Boulevard is a four- to six-lane, northwest/southeast roadway in the project area. It begins at
Hesperian Boulevard in the north and extends southward, transitioning into Ardenwood Boulevard in the
City of Fremont west of I-880. Union City Boulevard provides service to a variety of land uses including
residential, recreational, and specialty industrial uses. Union City Boulevard provides access to the project
site via its intersection with Whipple Road. Union City Boulevard is designated a Major Arterial in the
City of Union City’s (City’s) General Plan.
Bettencourt Way is a two-lane east/west roadway that connects Union City Boulevard and Whipple
Road, providing service to residential and industrial land uses. Bettencourt Way provides access to the
project site via its intersection with Whipple Road.
Horner Street is a two-lane east/west roadway that connects Union City Boulevard and Whipple Road,
providing service to residential and industrial land uses. Horner Street provides access to the project site
via its intersection with Whipple Road and Veasy Street.
Veasy Street is a two-lane north/south roadway that connects to Horner Street, providing service to
residential and industrial land uses. Veasy Street provides direct access to the project site.

Existing Roadway Capacity
The average daily traffic volumes between 2010 and 2013 (the most recent data available) at roadway
segments in the project area are provided in Table 13 in Section XII, Noise.

Analysis Methodology
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative description of the performance of an intersection
based on the average delay per vehicle. Intersection LOS ranges from LOS A, which indicates free flow
or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded conditions
with extremely long delays. Table 20 provides a brief description of the six levels of service.
Table 20: Level of Service Definitions
LOS

Description

A

No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic and no vehicle waits longer than one red
indication. Typically, the approach appears open, turns are made easily and nearly all drivers
find freedom of operation.

B

This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully
utilized and a substantial number are approaching full use. Many drivers begin to feel
restricted within platoons of vehicles.
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C

This level still represents stable operating conditions. Occasionally drivers may have to wait
through more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning
vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so.

D

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the
intersection. Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the
peak period; however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance of
developing queues, thus preventing excessive backups.

E

Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level. It represents the most vehicles that any
particular intersection approach can accommodate. Full utilization of every signal cycle is
seldom attained no matter how great the demand.

F

This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity.
These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction
downstream. Speeds are reduced substantially and stoppages may occur for short or long
periods of time due to the congestion. In the extreme case, both speed and volume can drop to
zero.

Project Traffic
Construction
Demolition and construction activities would require use of construction vehicles. In addition, demolition
and construction would generate traffic from hauling demolition debris to the recycling facility and
nearest landfill. Demolition and construction traffic would also include construction worker commute
traffic. Demolition and construction would temporarily increase the number of vehicular trips, including
construction worker and hauling truck trips, in the project vicinity for approximately 1 year. A total of 38
construction-related truck trips would occur during the demolition phase, and a total of 6 truck trips
would occur during the grading phase. The total number of construction worker trips would range from 5
to 25 worker trips per day, and the maximum number of vendor trips would be 10 trips during the
building construction phase.
Construction would occur 8 hours per day, Monday through Friday, with no construction occurring on the
weekend or on holidays. Many of the construction worker commute trips would be expected to occur
prior to morning peak hour and prior to the evening peak hour, which is reflective of typical work
schedules in the construction industry. The temporary construction-related truck trips would also generate
trips throughout the 8-hour work day and would be scheduled to occur outside of peak traffic hours to the
extent feasible. The addition of up to approximately 13 worker trips (25 trips total, including both the
trips to and from the project site) and minimal truck trips during the peak hours would be a minor amount
of additional traffic that is not anticipated to lower existing LOS to an unacceptable level. Overall, project
traffic impacts during demolition and construction would be temporary in nature and less than significant.
Operation
The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing vacant metal building, ancillary shed,
and associated surface pavement and construction and operation of a new approximately 15,707-square
foot (sf) religious facility. The proposed project would also include the installation of a sewer line beneath
Veasy Street. Two priests would reside at the proposed religious facility. Vehicular access to the project
site would be provided from the existing reconstructed driveway on Veasy Street. Surface parking would
be provided along the northern, eastern, and southern perimeter of the project site, with some parking
lining the proposed building. An additional two parking spaces will likely be removed from the project
scope due to the required expansion of the trash enclosure resulting in the proposed project providing a
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total of 105 surface parking spaces. The proposed religious facility would be run by volunteers and would
not generate any jobs other than the two priests.
The need for the preparation of a transportation impact analysis for a particular development is based on
its estimated trip generation and its effect on surrounding transportation facilities. The existing building
and shed on the project site are currently vacant and do not generate any trips. The proposed project
would typically generate approximately 20 to 30 visitors on weekdays and approximately 200 visitors on
Saturdays and Sundays. On an annual special holiday, there would be approximately 250 visitors. For the
purposes of estimating the proposed project’s trip generation, it was assumed that there would be an
average of two people in each vehicle that accesses the project site.122 This is the standard vehicle
occupancy assumption for civic, educational, and religious facilities that is recommended by the Federal
Highway Administration. As such, there would be 100 vehicles accessing the site on Saturdays and
Sundays, resulting in a total of 200 daily project trips each day (100 inbound and 100 outbound). There
would be 125 vehicles accessing the site on the annual special holiday, resulting in a total of 250 daily
project trips (125 inbound and 125 outbound). The inbound and outbound trips were assumed to be
separated by at least one hour and, thus, would not occur in the same hour. There would be an
insubstantial number of vehicles accessing the site on weekdays (approximately 10 to 15 cars per day),
and this would have little (if any) effect on the surrounding traffic conditions. Due to the low number of
project-generated trips and the timing of the project-generated trips outside of peak hours, preparation of a
transportation impact analysis is not required for the project. In addition, the proposed project is not
anticipated to result in transportation LOS impacts on signalized intersections. Overall, due to the two
priests who would live on site, the minimal amount of visitors at the project site, and the timing of the
project-generated trips outside of peak hours, the proposed project would have minimal traffic impacts
during operation and impacts would be less than significant.
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Alvarado Boulevard, which provides regional access to the project site, and Union City Boulevard, which
is one of the main access routes to the project site, are included on the Alameda County Congestion
Management Program (CMP) roadway network.123 The CMP establishes an LOS standard on the CMP
network of LOS E. As previously discussed, the proposed project would generate a low number of
project-generated trips, and these trips would occur outside of peak hours. Thus, the proposed project is
not anticipated to result in transportation LOS impacts on CMP highways. Therefore, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to LOS standards on CMP intersections.
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks? (No Impact)
There are no airports or private airstrips located within 2 miles of the project site. The project site is
located approximately 4 miles south of the Hayward Executive Airport, (the airport closest to the project
site). The proposed religious facility would be a single-story building, approximately 46 feet tall. The
proposed project would not construct, install, or erect any structure which extends into or above air space,
or which constitutes an obstruction to air navigation, or which interferes with the use of flight air traffic

122

Federal Highway Administration. 1981. Vehicle Occupancy.
Alameda County Transportation Commission. 2015. Congestion Management Program. October. Available:
http://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/17368/2015_Alameda_County_CMP.pdf. Accessed: June 12,
2017.
123
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patterns. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns and there
would be no impact.
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
As previously discussed, the proposed project would have minimal traffic impacts during operation and a
minimal number of vehicles would use the reconstructed driveway on Veasy Street that would provide
access to the project site. In addition, the design, construction, and maintenance of the reconstructed
driveway would be in compliance with the City’s Municipal Code and Public Works’ standard details and
would generally comply with commonly accepted traffic engineering principals. As shown in the site plan
provided in Figure 8, there are no sight distance conflicts. In addition, the proposed project would not
alter the street network. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related
to hazardous design features.
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Emergency access to the project site would be provided from the reconstructed driveway on Veasy Street.
The design, construction, and maintenance of the reconstructed driveway would be in compliance with
the City’s Municipal Code and Public Works’ standard details and would meet all emergency access
standards. As shown in Figure 8, the proposed project would not increase on-site hazards due to the
design of the proposed building, surface parking, or other site improvements. In addition, the proposed
project would not result in a significant increase in the amount of traffic volume or delay experienced on
the local roadway network. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency
access and this impact would be less than significant.
f)

Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)

Refer to Section X, Land Use and Planning, for a discussion of the consistency of the proposed project
with the City’s applicable General Plan policies pertaining to transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. As
discussed therein, the proposed project would not conflict with the City’s adopted policies related to
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.

Transit Facilities
Transit service in the project area is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Alameda County
Transit (AC Transit), and Union City Transit (UC Transit). The BART Union City station is located
approximately 4 miles east of the project site. Regional bus transit in the area is provided by the AC
Transit District and the nearest bus stop is located on Union City Boulevard, approximately 0.5 mile
northeast of the project site. The AC Transit bus service closest to the project site is Line 97, which
operates along Alvarado-Niles Road between the Union City BART station and the Bay Fair BART
station on 20-minute headways during peak hours. Local bus transit is provided by UC Transit along
Union City Boulevard; the nearest stop is located at Union City Boulevard and Smith Street,
approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the project site. The closest UC Transit bus service is Line 7, which
operates as an Alvarado Road circulator, from Industrial Parkway to the north, Union Landing to the east,
Delores Drive to the south, and Union City Boulevard to the west. Line 7 connects at Union Landing with
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Lines 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9 which travel along Alvarado-Niles Road from the Union City BART station.124
Line 7 also connects at Union Landing with Line 4, which travels along Whipple Road from the Union
City BART station.
Visitors generated by the proposed project would result in a minimal increase in transit demand. It is
anticipated that BART, AC Transit, and UC Transit can accommodate the minimal increase in ridership
demand that may be generated by the proposed project. In addition, regular rail and bus service provided
by BART, AC Transit, and UC Transit would continue as usual during construction and operation of the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not alter existing transit facilities or conflict with
the operation of existing or planned facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any
adopted programs or polices associated with transit and this impact would be less than significant.

Bicycle Facilities
Bicycle access in the project area is provided via bicycle lanes along Union City Boulevard and Alvarado
Boulevard.125 Bicycle lanes on Union City Boulevard are located approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the
project site and extend in a north-south direction between Smith Street and Tidewater Drive. Bicycle
lanes on Alvarado Boulevard are located approximately 0.5 mile southeast of the project site and extend
in an east-west direction between Union City Boulevard and Decoto Road. The Union City Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan (Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan) proposes a future connection to the proposed
San Francisco Bay Trail between Horner Street and Veasy Street. In addition, the Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan shows future bicycle facilities along Benson Road, Horner Street, and Whipple Road.
Visitors generated by the proposed project would result in a minimal increase in demand for bicycle
facilities in the vicinity of the project site. However, the project would not alter existing bicycle facilities
and would not conflict with existing or planned bicycle facilities. The increase in bicycle usage on the
nearby facilities is not anticipated to exceed the capacity of those facilities. Therefore, the project would
not result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any
adopted programs or polices associated with bicycles and this impact would be less than significant.

Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian access to the project site is provided by a series of unpaved areas surrounding the project site.
There is an intermittent sidewalk along the east side of Whipple Road. Except for a portion of sidewalk
along the cul-de-sac on Veasy Street, there are no sidewalks on Veasy Street. An existing paved
pedestrian trail is located 0.6 mile southeast of the project site, extending through Mariner Park west of
the intersection of Union City Boulevard/Regents Boulevard. The Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
proposes future pedestrian spot improvements along Horner Street and paved trail improvements along
Benson Road.126
Visitors generated by the proposed project would result in a minimal increase in demand for pedestrian
facilities in the vicinity of the project site. However, the proposed project would not result in conflicts
with pedestrians in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with

124

City of Union City. n.d. Union City Transit-System Map. August. Available:
http://www.unioncity.org/home/showdocument?id=952. Accessed: August 4, 2016.
125
City of Union City. 2012. City of Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. January. Available:
http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=372. Accessed: June 12, 2017.
126
City of Union City. 2012. City of Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan- Figure 5-3: Existing and Proposed
Bicycle Network. January. Available: http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=372. Accessed: June
13, 2017.
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any adopted programs or policies associated with pedestrian facilities and this impact would be less than
significant.

Effects Discussion Provided for Informational Purposes Only
Parking (Not a CEQA Impact; Provided for Informational Purposes Only)
The Union City Private Institutional zoning classification’s off-street parking requirements are found in
Ordinance Section 18.51.040. That section defers to the requirements under the Commercial zones found
in Ordinance Section 18.36.150, which requires that churches provide one space for each five seats in the
main assembly room or one space for each 50 sf of floor area of that room, whichever requirement is
greater. For the purposes of this analysis, the main assembly room is considered to be the proposed hall.
Thus, based on the City's parking requirements, the 4,614-sf hall would be required to provide 92 parking
spaces. An additional two parking spaces will likely be removed from the project scope due to the
required expansion of the trash enclosure resulting in the proposed project providing 105 parking spaces
(13 more than the minimum). Therefore, the proposed parking supply would be adequate to satisfy the
City’s parking requirements.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

e)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

f)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

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

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)
The Union Sanitary District (USD) provides wastewater collection and treatment services for the City of
Union City (City). USD operates the Alvarado Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), which is located
immediately south of the project site and is permitted by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). The Alvarado WWTP has a capacity of 33 million gallons per day (mgd) and
the current average daily flow is approximately 25 mgd, or approximately 76 percent of its permitted
capacity.127
The proposed project would result in an increase in wastewater generated at the project site compared to
existing conditions due to generation associated with the two priests who would live on site, and visitors.
However, this increase in wastewater generation would be incremental because neither the priests nor the
visitors would participate in ongoing wastewater generation-intensive activities (e.g., agricultural and
industrial activities). In addition, the proposed building would be constructed to Title 24, Part 6,
California Energy Code baseline standard requirements for energy efficiency and the 2016 California
Green Building Standards Code, which require the use of water-efficient features. These features would
minimize the generation of wastewater. As the Alvarado WWTP currently operates at approximately 76
127

Union Sanitary District. Alvarado Treatment Plant. Available: https://www.unionsanitary.com/aboutus/alvarado-treatment-plant. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
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percent of its permitted capacity daily, there is sufficient capacity available at the Alvarado WWTP to
treat additional wastewater flows associated with the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would
not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB and this impact would be less than
significant.
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? (LessThan-Significant Impact)

Water
Water is supplied to the project site by the Alameda County Water District (ACWD), which conducts
regular long-term supply planning to ensure adequate water supplies for its customers. The ACWD’s
projected demand takes into account existing and projected future land-use conditions as identified in the
City’s General Plan. The proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment to change the landuse designation on the project site from Light Manufacturing to Private Institutional. The vacant 5,600square foot (sf) two-story metal building on the project site was built in 1960 and the 2,800-sf ancillary
shed was added to the property in the 1970s. Although the proposed project would change the current
land use conditions at the project site identified in the City’s General Plan, the project site has been
developed with light industrial uses since 1960 and the site’s water demand has been factored into
ACWD’s water demand projections for many years. Nonetheless, the project site is currently vacant and
there is currently no demand for water at the project site.
The proposed project would result in an increase in the water demand at the project site compared to
existing conditions. However, the proposed building would be constructed to Title 24, Part 6, California
Energy Code baseline standard requirements for energy efficiency and the 2016 California Green
Building Standards Code, which requires the use of water-efficient features. In addition, the incremental
increase in water demand associated with the two priests who would live on site and the visitors ( 20 to 30
visitors on weekdays, approximately 200 visitors on Saturdays and Sundays, and approximately 250
visitors on an annual special holiday) would not be substantial because neither the priests nor the visitors
would participate in water-intensive activities (e.g., agricultural and industrial activities) and the proposed
project would include water-efficient plumbing fixtures. Furthermore, the project landscaping would
comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. It is not anticipated that the proposed
project would substantially increase water demand at the project site compared to the existing demand.
Therefore, the proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of water treatment
facilities and this impact would be less than significant.
The installation of the on-site water improvements would require excavation, trenching, soil movement,
and other activities typical of construction of development projects in the City. These are discussed in
detail in the appropriate topical sections of this Initial Study (e.g., Sections III, Air Quality; XII, Noise;
and XVI, Transportation/Traffic). The effects related to construction of on-site improvements are
addressed as part of the analysis of construction impacts for the proposed project as a whole. Mitigation
measures are proposed to reduce significant environmental effects. Construction of the on-site water
improvements would not result in additional significant impacts that were not otherwise disclosed
elsewhere in this Initial Study; therefore, the physical environmental impacts resulting from construction
of the on-site water improvements as part of the proposed project would be considered less than
significant, and no additional mitigation beyond that identified elsewhere in this Initial Study is
necessary.
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Wastewater
USD provides wastewater collection and treatment services within the City, but there are no sewer lines
beneath Veasy Street and wastewater service is not currently supplied to the project site. There is an
existing septic system and leach field at the project site. The closest existing sanitary sewer line is the 6inch sewer line beneath Horner Street. The proposed project would include the abandonment and removal
of the existing on-site septic system and leach field as well as the installation of a sewer line beneath
Veasy Street, as shown in Figure 11. In addition, the project site is currently vacant and does not generate
any wastewater.
The proposed project would result in an increase in the wastewater generated at the project site compared
to existing conditions. However, the proposed building would be constructed to Title 24, Part 6,
California Energy Code baseline standard requirements for energy efficiency and the 2016 California
Green Building Standards Code, which require the use of water-efficient features. These features would
reduce the generation of wastewater. In addition, the incremental increase in wastewater generation
associated with the two priests who would live on-site and the visitors would not be substantial because
neither the priests nor the visitors would participate in water-intensive activities and the proposed project
would include water-efficient plumbing fixtures. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would
substantially increase wastewater generation at the project site compared to the existing generation.
Therefore, the proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment
facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.
Similar to the on-site water improvements, the installation of the off-site sewer improvements would
require excavation, trenching, soil movement, and other activities typical of construction of development
projects in the City. These are as discussed in detail in the appropriate topical sections of this Initial Study
(e.g., Sections III, Air Quality; XII, Noise; and XVI, Transportation/Traffic). The effects related to
construction of the off-site sewer improvements are addressed as part of the analysis of construction
impacts for the proposed project as a whole.
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact)
According to the Technical Engineering Report prepared for the proposed project, the Alameda County
Flood Control and Conservation District has indicated that drainage facilities along Whipple and Benson
Roads are at capacity and no additional stormwater runoff from the Horner/Veasy Area would be allowed
into the system.128 As discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project site drains to the
east along the north and south side of the site through shallow drain pipes. The existing shallow system
connects to the existing 21-inch storm drain on the adjacent property to the east and connects to an inlet
along the north side of Benson Road. Eight bio-retention areas would be located throughout the project
site, primarily along the site perimeters, to capture and naturally filter urban contaminants from the site’s
stormwater runoff. Additional biotreatment measures, such as a bio-retention area (see Mitigation
Measure HYD-1), would ensure that the proposed project complies with Provision C.3 to treat the volume
of runoff and area of impervious surface to be treated. Implementation of the bio-retention planters would
further reduce the rate and amount of surface runoff from the project site. Similar to the on-site water
improvements, the installation of the on-site bio-retention areas would require excavation, trenching, soil
movement, and other activities typical of construction of development projects in the City. These are
discussed in detail in the appropriate topical sections of this Initial Study (e.g., Sections III, Air Quality;
XII, Noise; and XVI, Transportation/Traffic). The effects related to construction of bio-retention areas are
128

MCR Engineering. 2011. Union City Assembly Hall Technical Engineering Report. August 31.
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addressed as part of the analysis of construction impacts for the proposed project as a whole. Therefore,
the new stormwater drainage facilities that would be constructed as part of the proposed project would not
cause significant environmental effects and this impact would be less than significant.
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Water is supplied to the project site by ACWD, which currently has three primary sources of water
supply: the State Water Project, San Francisco’s Regional Water System, and local supplies.129 The
ACWD’s local supplies include fresh groundwater from the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin, desalinated
brackish groundwater from portions of the groundwater basin previously impacted by seawater intrusion,
and surface water from the Del Valle Reservoir. From fiscal year 2005/2006 to 2014/2015, 29 percent of
the ACWD’s total-in water demands were met by State Water Project supplies, 17 percent from San
Francisco Regional Water System supplies, and 54 percent from local supplies.130 Water use in the
ACWD service area is divided into distribution system use, which includes all water uses supplied by
ACWD’s treatment and production facilities, and groundwater system use, which includes private (nonACWD) groundwater pumping, ACWD’s Aquifer Reclamation Program pumping, and saline
groundwater outflow to San Francisco Bay.
The 2016 ACWD Urban Water Management Plan reports that the total long-term average annual
available water supply is estimated to be 73,500 acre-feet per year of combined local and imported water
supplies.131 Factoring in the implementation strategies (e.g., conservation, desalination, off-site
storage/banking capacity, groundwater management, and recycled water) identified in an Integrated
Resources Plan, Table 21 shows the projected City water demand and supply through 2040 according to
the ACWD’s Urban Water Management Plan.
Table 21: Projected Water Demand and Supply Comparison for Union City (Acre-Feet Per Year)
2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Projected Demand

62,900

67,000

68,600

69,300

69,800

Projected Supply

77,200

76,900

76,600

76,300

76,000

Total Difference

14,300

9,900

8,000

7,000

6,200

Source: Alameda County Water District. 2016. 2015-2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Available:
http://www.acwd.org/DocumentCenter/View/1264. Accessed: June 15, 2017.

Development of the proposed project would increase the demand for potable water. However, as shown in
Table 21, available water supply is projected through 2040. As discussed previously, the proposed project
would include the use of water-efficient features and neither the two priests nor the visitors would
participate in water-intensive activities. Thus, the proposed project would only incrementally increase
water demand and it is not anticipated that the proposed project would substantially increase water
demand during dry years. Based on this analysis, ACWD would have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the proposed project from the ACWD’s existing entitlements and resources. No new or expanded
entitlements would be needed to serve the proposed project and this impact would be less than significant.

129

Alameda County Water District. 2016. Urban Water Management Plan 2015-2020. Available:
http://www.acwd.org/DocumentCenter/View/1264. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
130
Alameda County Water District. 2016. Urban Water Management Plan 2015-2020. Available:
http://www.acwd.org/DocumentCenter/View/1264. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
131
Alameda County Water District. 2016. Urban Water Management Plan 2015-2020. Available:
http://www.acwd.org/DocumentCenter/View/1264. Accessed: June 15, 2017.

122

ICF
OCTOBER 2017

31252 VEASY STREET R ELIGIOUS
FACILITY PROJECT INITIAL STUDY

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments? (Less-Than-Significant Impact))
As discussed previously, the proposed project would result in an increase in wastewater generation
compared to existing conditions, which would result in an incremental increase in the average daily flow
to the Alvarado WWTP. The current capacity of the Alvarado WWTP is 33 mgd and average daily flow
is approximately 25 mgd, or approximately 76 percent of its permitted capacity. Therefore, the proposed
project would not exceed the capacity of the Alvarado WWTP and this impact would be less than
significant.
f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Solid waste at the project site is collected by Republic Services.132 Republic Services hauls the
commercial waste it collects in the City to the Fremont Transfer and Recycling Station, located on Boyce
Road between Stevenson Road and Auto Mall Parkway in Fremont. There the waste is sorted to remove
hazardous waste, reloaded into large-capacity transfer trucks, and transported to the Altamont Landfill
and Resource Recovery Facility, located adjacent to Interstate 580, east of the City of Livermore.
Altamont Landfill is permitted for a total refuse capacity of 124,400,000 cubic yards (approximately
174.2 million tons133), with a maximum permitted throughput of 11,150 tons/day. As of December 31,
2014, the landfill has 65.4 million cubic yards (approximately 91.6 million tons134) of remaining
capacity.135 Thus, the proposed project would be served by a landfill with adequate capacity.
The proposed project would comply with Union City’s Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Recycling Ordinance, which requires new construction projects to recycle or reuse 100 percent of all
asphalt, concrete, uncontaminated soil, land-clearing debris, and plant debris. It also requires recycling or
reuse of 65 percent of all other C&D debris generated by the proposed project.
The project site is currently vacant and does not generate any solid waste. As shown in Table 22, the
proposed project would generate approximately 110 pounds (0.06 ton) of solid waste per day. If
applicable, the proposed project would comply with Alameda County Waste Management Authority
Ordinance 2012-01, which requires businesses generating 4 or more cubic yards of solid waste per week
to obtain a level of recycling service adequate for the amount of recyclables they generate. According to
the Union City Climate Action Plan, the landfill diversion rate in 2010 was approximately 75 percent.136
However, to provide a conservative analysis, no diversion rate was assumed for the proposed project.
Currently, the landfill has used less than half of its capacity (91.6 million tons remaining capacity of a
permitted 174.2 million tons).137 The 0.06 tons/day of solid waste generated by the project would total
approximately 0.005 percent of the Altamont Landfill and Resource Recovery Facility’s maximum
permitted throughput of 11,150 tons/day. Thus, the incremental increase in solid waste generated by the
proposed project would be within the permitted capacity of the Altamont Landfill and Resource Recovery
132

City of Union City. Commercial Recycling. Available: http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/departments/city-managers-office/garbage-recycling-and-composting-/commercial-recycling--396. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
133
124,400,000 cubic yards x 1.4 tons per cubic yard = 174,160,000 tons
134
65,400,000 cubic yards x 1.4 tons per cubic yard = 91,560,000 tons
135
Cal Recycle. Facility/Site Summary Details: Altamont Landfill & Resource Recv’ry (01-AA-0009). Available:
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/01-AA-0009/Detail/. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
136
City of Union City. 2010. Union City Climate Action Plan. Available: http://www.ca-ilg.org/sites/main/files/fileattachments/union_city_cap_final.pdf. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
137
Cal Recycle. Facility/Site Summary Details: Altamont Landfill & Resource Recv’ry (01-AA-0009). Available:
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/01-AA-0009/Detail/. Accessed: June 15, 2017.
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Facility. Therefore, the proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the proposed project’s solid waste disposal needs and impacts would be less than
significant.
Table 22: Estimated Solid Waste Generation of the Proposed Project
Land Use
Public/Institutional

Size

Generation Factor

Total
(lbs/day)

Total
(tons/day)

15,707 sf

0.007 lbs / sf / day

110

0.06

Notes: sf = square feet, lbs = pounds
Source: CalRecycle Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates. Available:
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates#Institution. Accessed: June 15, 2017.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (No Impact)
The proposed project would be required to comply with federal, state, and local waste reduction and
recycling regulations, particularly those contained in the California Integrated Waste Management Act
(Assembly Bill 939) and Union City’s C&D Debris Recycling Ordinance. In addition, the amount of solid
waste generated by the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the Altamont Landfill and
Resource Recovery Facility. Thus, the proposed project would comply with all applicable regulations
related to solid waste and there would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☒

☐

☐

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

c)

☐

☒

☐

☐

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

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

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
The project site is located in a developed suburban area of the City and the project site is currently
developed with a vacant metal building, an ancillary shed, and paved surface areas. Development of the
proposed project could adversely affect roosting bats, and nesting migratory birds through demolition of
existing structures on site or through construction activities affecting nearby trees and shrubs that provide
suitable roosting habitat or nesting substrate. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1
and BIO-2 would ensure that potential impacts on roosting bats, nesting migratory birds, and their
migratory corridors would be minimized to a less-than-significant level. Although unlikely, construction
of the project could encounter unrecorded archeological resources, paleontological resources, or human
remains. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3 would ensure that potential
impacts on cultural resources that could be uncovered during construction activities would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level. Therefore, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, development of the
proposed project would not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects.) (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
As described throughout Sections I through XVII, construction and/or operation of the proposed project
would result in individual-level environmental impacts associated with air quality, biological resources,
cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazardous materials, hydrology and
water quality, and noise that would be potentially significant without mitigation. Thus, the proposed
project could potentially result in cumulative-level impacts in the project area if these impacts are
unmitigated and coupled with the potential impacts related to development of related projects in the
broader geographic area. However, all environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the proposed
project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of the mitigation
measures recommended in this document. In addition, most of the potential impacts associated with the
proposed project would be related to construction-period activities, and would be temporary in nature.
Thus, the proposed project would not contribute to regional cumulative impacts in the project area. Based
on the analysis presented in this document, the proposed project would have a less-than-considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts.
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)
Construction of the proposed project could expose human beings to adverse effects with respects to air
quality and hazardous materials impacts. As described in Section III, Air Quality, construction of the
proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants from diesel exhaust emitted
by construction vehicles and equipment. In addition, temporary air pollutant emissions from construction
activities, including wind-blown dust, could adversely affect nearby persons with sensitive respiratory
systems. However, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would ensure construction-related fugitive dust emissions
are less than significant. The Health Risk Assessment determined that the effect of project construction
would result in a significant increase in cancer risk at nearby residences if the projected construction
emissions were to continue for a full 3 years per BAAQMD’s guidance. Chronic hazard index and annual
PM2.5 concentrations would be below BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. However, Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 would ensure that the cancer risk would be below BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. As
described in Section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, demolition of the existing structures on site
could expose construction workers to hazardous materials, such as LBP and ACM, and hazardous wastes.
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would ensure that impacts related to suspected
USTs remain less than significant and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would reduce potential impacts
associated with exposure of construction workers and the public to accidental releases of LBP and ACMs
to a less-than-significant level. In regards to project operation, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in Section VI,
Geology and Soils, addresses potentially significant impacts associated with subsidence risk that could
result in death or injury to humans. With implementation of the identified mitigation measures in this
document, the proposed project would not have environmental effects that would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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