California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Environmental Checklist Form

1. Project Title: 3284 Santa Susana Way Single-Family Residence 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:
Binh Nguyen, Assistant Planner
(510) 675-5382
BinhN@unioncity.org

4. Project Location:
3284 Santa Susana Way, Union City, California (Alameda County)
Assessor Parcel Number (APN): 483-0048-101-04
The project site is located on the southeast quadrant of the intersection of Santa Susana Way
and Dyer Street, in the western portion of the City of Union City. The site is approximately 3,000
feet west of Interstate 880 and about 1,200 feet north of Alvarado Boulevard, a major arterial. The
approximately square site is surrounded on all sides by residential development consisting of
single-family homes.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Jasbir Kaur and Diljit Singh Gill
3284 Santa Susana Way
Union City, CA 94587
Contact: Jasbir Kaur, (510) 76-2103

6. General Plan Designation:
R3-6 (Residential, 3 to 6 dwelling units/acre)

7. Zoning:
RS 6000 (Single Family Residential)
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3284 Santa Susana Way Single-Family Residence Project
Project Description
Introduction
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Initial Study evaluates the
potential environmental effects that could result from construction and operation of a proposed
single-family home in the City of Union City. Within urbanized areas, construction of up to three
single-family residences is normally categorically exempt from CEQA review.1 However, as
stipulated in Section 15300.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, a categorical exemption may not be
used for a project located on a site that is listed as a hazardous waste site pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5. A leaking gasoline underground storage tank (LUST) was discovered on
the property in 1989, triggering regulatory action that resulted in cleanup and remediation of the
site. Although the site remediation case was officially closed by the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board on July 23, 2014, listing of the site on regulatory databases compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 precluded the use of a categorical exemption for
the proposed project. The City of Union City has therefore determined that the project is subject
to review under CEQA.

Site Location and Condition
As shown on Figure 1, the project site is located on the west side of the City, between the marsh
lands and salt ponds on the edge of San Francisco Bay to the west and Interstate 880 to the east.
An aerial overview of the site is shown on Figure 2. The roughly square-shaped site has an area
of 10,807 square feet. It is essentially level, with an elevation of 14 feet above mean sea level.
The project site is situated on a corner lot in a fully developed residential neighborhood of onestory single-family homes constructed in the 1970s. Based on historical aerial photographs of the
project area, the site has been vacant since at least 2002. It is assumed the site was cleared of
previous structures in 1989 when the LUST was discovered on the property.
Today the level site is covered in dirt and gravel, with a limited amount of ruderal vegetation.
Three mature trees grow along the northern edge of the site, and a 6-foot-high wood fence lines
the interior sides of the site, while a low cyclone fence (approximately 2 feet high) encloses the
two street frontages. Existing conditions on the site are shown on Figure 3.
The surrounding area is also level, with a very gradual upward slope toward the east. Singlefamily residential development stretches to the north, east, and south of the site. Casa Verde
Park, a small neighborhood park, is located about 600 feet east of the project site. A Southern
Pacific Railroad line runs in a northwest/southeast direction about 400 feet west of the site. This
rail line demarcates a change in land use to the west, where a greater diversity of land uses are
present. To the southwest (apx. 500 feet) is the Alvarado Plaza shopping center, anchored by a
large Rite-Aid pharmacy and Seafood City supermarket, that includes a variety of restaurants and
smaller businesses, as well as the Union City Police Resource Center. A variety of other
commercial developments flank Alvarado Boulevard in the vicinity of Dyer Street. North of the
shopping center and due west of the project site is the Greenhaven apartment complex, and just
north of this multi-family residential development is Alvarado Middle School. Interstate 880, which
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California Resources Agency, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303(a).
Initial Study
3284 SANTA SUSANA WAY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE PROJECT

would provide regional access to the project site, is located about 3,000 feet to the east of the
site.
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FIGURE 1 – Project Location
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FIGURE 2 – Aerial View
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FIGURE 3 – Existing Conditions (Views from Santa Susana and Dyer)
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Description of the Proposed Project
The project applicant proposes to construct a two-story single-family residence on the project site
that would provide a total living area of 5,652 square feet. In addition, there would be an attached
accessory dwelling unit incorporated into the ground floor of the house. This 698-square-foot twobedroom unit with separate access on the Dyer Street side includes a full kitchen and living room.
The proposed site plan is shown on Figure 4.
The proposed floor plans are shown on Figures 5 and 6. Apart from the in-law unit, the first floor
of the house would provide two bedrooms, along with kitchen, prep kitchen, walk-in pantry, great
room, living room, dining room, butler pantry, one full bathroom and one half bathroom, and mud
room off the attached three-car garage. Double entry doors facing Santa Susana would open to
a large foyer and curving staircase to the second floor. The second floor would feature a lounge,
two master bedrooms and bathrooms, two additional bedrooms, an office, and a laundry room.
Each of the four bedrooms would have its own full bathroom.
The proposed home includes a Mediterranean-influenced architectural style with smooth stucco
walls painted “Spanish Sand” and a hipped terracotta light-weight concrete tile roof. As depicted
on the proposed elevations (Figure 7) and floor plans, the massing would be articulated by
numerous projecting bays with separate hipped roof elements, a recessed main entrance, and a
pair of large arched picture windows flanking the entry doors adorned with tracery. Ample
fenestration would punctuate the building façades on all sides, including a pair of French doors
leading from the great room to the rear of the house.
On the front elevation, the setback to the front of one projecting car bay in the three-car garage
would be 20 feet. A setback of 15 feet would be provided along the Dyer Street side of the house,
and setbacks on the easterly interior side would vary between 10 and 12 feet. The rear yard would
have a minimum setback of 20 feet. The proposed house would have a height of 29 feet 2 inches
at the highest ridge of the main roof.
A preliminary landscape plan was prepared, and includes three tiers of planting (trees, shrubs,
and ground cover) around the property on the street fronting sides. The landscaping will comply
with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and Landscape Standards Policy Statement.
The site plan indicates that the back yard would be enclosed with a 6-foot-high fence with an entry
gate placed on the east side of the house. On the west side of the house, there would be a 6-foothigh fence with gated entrance, which would also provide access to the separate accessory
dwelling unit. The existing 6-foot-high fence on the rear property line would remain, while the
chain link fence currently on the street frontages of the site would be removed. An additional
outdoor off-street parking space would be located in the side yard adjacent to the three-car
garage.

Planning Approvals
Site Development Review: The project would require Site Development Review approval by the
City Council, pursuant to Section 18.76.045 of the Union City Municipal Code. The City Council
will need to make findings that the proposed project is in compliance with the General Plan, the
Zoning Ordinance, and the zoning regulations for the RS 6000 (Single Family Residential) zoning
district in which the project is located.
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Other Approvals
Union City Public Works Department: The project will require a grading permit from the Union City
Public Works Department.
Union City Building Division: The project will require a building permit from the Union City Building
Division.

8

Initial Study
3284 SANTA SUSANA WAY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE PROJECT

FIGURE 4 – Site Plan
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FIGURE 5 – First Floor Plan
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FIGURE 6 – Second Floor Plan
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FIGURE 7 - Elevations
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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
Biological Resources

X

Agricultural Resources

X

X Cultural Resources

Air Quality
Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Hazards & Haz. Materials

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

X

Hydrology/Water Quality

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



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



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



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



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



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

Signature

6/26/18
Date

Binh Nguyen
Printed name

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site currently consists of vacant, level lot covered in dirt and gravel,
sparsely vegetated with a few invasive shrubs, as shown on Figure 3. Three small, mature trees
grow along the northern edge of the site, and a low cyclone fence encloses the two street
frontages. A four-lane arterial roadway (Dyer Street) runs adjacent to the western boundary of the
site, while a two-lane neighborhood street runs adjacent to the northern boundary. Single-family
homes surround the site on all sides.
The existing conditions on and in the vicinity of the project site do not provide any scenic vistas.
The only views in the vicinity are of urban streetscapes. Although the hills of Garin/Dry Creek
Regional Parks, located about 3.5 miles to the east, can be discerned in the distance when
viewing east along Santa Susana Way, the small portion of visible hillside comprises a tiny fraction
of the overall viewshed when viewing down this street, and this would not constitute a scenic
vista. Furthermore, this view would be unaffected by implementation of the proposed project.
Therefore, the project would have no impact on a scenic vista.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There are no designated scenic highways within proximity to the project site, and
there are no scenic resources on the site. The project would not remove the few trees growing
along the site’s northern boundary. The project would have no impact on scenic resources.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated
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Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact
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Explanation: As described in Section I-a, above, visual character of the project site is quite low,
and is likely considered an “eye sore” by neighboring residents. While implementation of the
project would change the site, it would replace a vacant, dirt-covered lot with an attractively
designed contemporary home surrounded by landscaping typical of urban/suburban residential
development. Following completion of the project, the site would be developed with a single-family
residence similar to surrounding uses, and would be more visually consistent than a vacant lot.
The change to the site that would result from project implementation is depicted on Figure VQ–1.
The home would not block any existing scenic views and the proposed height would be consistent
with applicable height regulations. Therefore, the project’s impacts on the visual quality of the site
would be considered less than significant.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed home would have interior lighting and exterior security lighting typical
of all residential development. This would not constitute a new source of substantial light or glare,
and the lighting would not adversely affect views in the area. The home would not be finished in
reflective surfaces other than windows, which do not comprise a substantial source of glare in
residential developments. The project would have no impact related to glare or nighttime lighting.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES — In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection regarding the State’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forestry Legacy Assessment Project, and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Would the project:
II.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

16



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
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Explanation: The project site and all surrounding lands are designated “Urban and Built–Up Land”
by the Department of Conservation (DOC), a department of the California Resources
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FIGURE VQ–1
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Agency.2 The DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) updates the maps
every two years; the most recent map was prepared in 2012 and published in 2014. There is
therefore no potential to convert Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non–agricultural use.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is not zoned as forest land or timberland and the area of proposed
development contains no trees. There are two street trees that would be retained and one
ornamental tree at the front edge of the site that may be removed; these trees would not constitute
timber resources. The proposed project would therefore have no impact on forest or timber land.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There is no forest land on the project site as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g).

2

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, “Alameda County Important Farmland 2012” (map), April 2014.
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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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site does not contain farmland or forest land, and implementation of the
proposed project would therefore have no potential to convert such lands to other uses.

III. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable
air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The applicable air quality plan for the San Francisco Bay Area is the Bay Area Clean
Air Plan (CAP), adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) on April 19,
2017. The CAP complies with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) to
implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone,
particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in a single, integrated plan;
and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented over the next three to
five years.3 The two closely-related primary goals of the 2017 Bay Area CAP are to protect public
health and protect the climate. The plan lays the groundwork for a long-term effort to reduce Bay
Area GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050.
The control strategy adopted in the CAP targets three primary sectors: 1) stationary sources, such
as oil refineries, power plants, and cements plants; 2) transportation; and 3) buildings and energy
sources. It also contains control measures for other sectors, including agriculture, natural and
working lands, waste management, and water. The CAP includes 40 stationary source control
measures, none of which is applicable to the proposed project. Similarly, of 23 transportation
control measures, none would apply to the project. While none of the six energy and building
control measures are directly applicable to the project, Measure BL1 is intended to increase local
implementation of the California Green Building Standards Code (CAL-Green) promulgated in
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, designed to increase the energy efficiency of new

3

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Final 2017 Clean Air Plan, adopted April 19, 2017.
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building construction. The project would be required to comply with the mandatory
requirements applicable to new residential construction, including providing a dedicated 240volt electrical circuit for electric vehicle charging, use of water-efficient plumbing fixtures, using
regulated irrigation and drought-resistant landscaping in compliance with the City’s Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance listed in Chapter 18.112 of the City’s Municipal Code recycling
construction debris, using paints and architectural coatings with low content of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), using carpets and carpet cushions certified by the Carpet and Rug Institute’s
Green Label Program (or similar certification programs), using energy-efficient heating and air
conditioning systems and ducts, and more. Therefore, the project would support Building
Measure BL1, and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any other provisions of
the CAP.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact





No
Impact



Explanation: The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines adopted by BAAQMD provide screening criteria
for construction and operation of a variety of land use development projects. For projects that
exceed these thresholds, BAAQMD recommends quantified modeling of a project’s construction
and operational emissions of criteria air pollutants. However, the thresholds are conservative, and
the Air District has determined that projects that fall below the thresholds do not have potential to
violate an air quality standard or otherwise have significant air quality impacts. For new singlefamily homes, the construction threshold is 56 dwelling units, and the operational threshold is 325
dwelling units. With construction and operation of just a single dwelling unit, there is no potential
for the project to violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing violation.
Construction of the project would not have the potential to exceed the BAAQMD construction
thresholds of significance, which are emissions exceeding 82 pounds per day of respirable
particulate matter (PM) with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and emissions exceeding
54 pounds per day of fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5),
reactive organic gases (ROG), or nitrogen oxides (NOx). However, BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines consider construction impacts on air quality to be less than significant if all of the
following criteria are met:
1) The project is below the BAAQMD screening thresholds (i.e., 56 dwelling units of singlefamily residential housing, the threshold applicable to the proposed project);
2) All BAAQMD Basic Construction Mitigation Measures would be implemented during
construction; and
3) Construction activities would not include any of the following:
a) demolition;
b) simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases (e.g., paving and
building construction);
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c) simultaneous construction of more than one land use type (e.g., mixed-use
development);
d) extensive site preparation (i.e., greater than default assumptions used by the
Urban Land Use Emissions Model (URBEMIS) for grading, cut/fill, or earth
movement; or
e) extensive material transport (i.e., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil
import/export) requiring a considerable amount of haul truck activity.
None of these exclusionary conditions would apply to the proposed project. Although a imported
fill would be required to raise the elevation of the site, it is conservatively estimated that 925 cubic
yards of soil would be required, which is less than 10-percent of the 10,000-cubic-yard limit.
However, based on the BAAQMD criteria defined above, absent implementation of the BAAQMD
Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, construction of the proposed project could have a
significant impact on air quality. With implementation of the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction
Mitigation Measures, set forth as Mitigation Measure AQ-1, below, the impact would be reduced
to a less-than-significant level:
Mitigation Measure AQ-1:

The project applicant shall require the construction contractor to
reduce the severity of project construction period dust impacts by
complying with the following control measures:
• 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 on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
mph.
• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall
be completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be
laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil
binders are used.
• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment
off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to
5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics
control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.
• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly
tuned in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible
emissions evaluator.

22
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• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and
person to contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall
also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: As noted in BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, air pollution is, by its very
nature, largely a cumulative impact. No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute
to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts. In developing the project-specific
thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants discussed in Section III-b, above, BAAQMD
considered the emission levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively
considerable. According to the Air Quality Guidelines, if a project’s contribution to the cumulative
impact would be considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered
significant. The Air Quality Guidelines state that if a project would exceed the identified
significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable. Conversely, if a project
is determined to have less-than-significant project-level emissions, then it would also have a lessthan-significant cumulative air quality impact.
As discussed in the preceding subsection, the project would not exceed the significance
thresholds and therefore would not have a significant adverse impact on air quality. Therefore,
the project’s cumulative impact on air quality would be less than significant.

d) Expose sensitive receptors
pollutant concentrations?

to

substantial

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Project impacts related to increased health risk can occur either by introducing a
new sensitive receptor, such as a residential use, in proximity to an existing source of toxic air
contaminants (TACs) or by introducing a new source of TACs with the potential to adversely affect
existing sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. The BAAQMD recommends using a 1,000-foot
radius around a project site for purposes of identifying community health risk from siting a new
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sensitive receptor or a new source of TACs. A lead agency should enlarge the radius if an
unusually large source or sources of hazardous emissions that might affect a project lies outside
the 1,000-foot radius.
Health risk from exposure to air pollutants is evaluated based on the potential for exposure to
PM2.5 and TACs, the two emission types that pose the most significant threat to human health.
According to BAAQMD, more than 80 percent of the inhalation cancer risk from TACs in the Bay
Area is from diesel engine emissions.4
The primary source on ongoing emissions of TACs is from mobile emissions along heavily
traveled roadways. BAAQMD has created a geo-referenced database of highways throughout the
San Francisco Bay Area and has developed the Highway Screening Analysis Tool and Rail
Screening Analysis Tool for estimating cumulative health risks from vehicle traffic on highways.
Interstate 880 is considered a significant source of TACs and PM2.5, but this freeway is
approximately 3,000 feet east of the project site, and poses no health risk to the project.
Other major roadways are only considered to have a potential cancer risk or chronic health hazard
risk if they have a traffic volume of at least 10,000 average annual daily traffic (AADT). Although
no recent data on the traffic volume on Dyer Street was available, traffic count data collected circa
2010-2013 provided by the City showed a traffic volume on Dyer Street on the segment that
passes the project site to be 26,247 daily vehicles. Because this exceeds the BAAQMDrecommended threshold, another tool published by the District, the Roadway Screening Analysis
Calculator, was used to estimate the potential cancer risk at the project site. A distance to roadway
of 30 feet was input into the calculator, accounting for the 15-foot setback of the proposed house
to the property line and an additional 15 feet to the edge of the roadway. The AADT on Dyer
Street was also entered, along with other parameters required by the calculator. The results
determined that the estimated average annual concentration of PM2.5 would be 0.449 micrograms
per cubic meter (µg/m3) and the associated cancer risk at the proposed residence could be 22.86
cancers per million people. The cancer risk was estimated for a 70-year lifetime exposure starting
in 2014 that includes additional sensitivity values for early life exposures, and is based on toxicity
values adopted by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) in
2013. It assumes continuous exposure over this 70-year lifespan
A maximally exposed individual (MEI) represents the worst-case risk estimate, based on a
theoretical person continuously exposed for a lifetime at the location of highest air concentration
of TACs. This is a highly conservative assumption, since most people do not remain at home all
day and on average residents change residences every 11 to 12 years. In addition, this
assumption assumes that residents are experiencing outdoor concentrations for the entire
exposure period, which provides a further overestimate of the exposure. For cumulative impacts,
BAAQMD recommends a threshold of significance of 100 excess cancers per million people and
a PM2.5 average annual concentration of no more than 0.8 µg/m3. For chronic non-cancer health
impacts, it recommends a significance threshold of a hazard index (HI) of 10. Because the
cumulative exposure at the project site is estimated to have a cancer risk of 22.86 cancers per
million, well below the 100-per-million threshold, and the PM2.5 concentration would also be well
below the recommended threshold, the project would have a less-than-significant impact from
exposing sensitive receptors to hazardous air pollutants.
Mobile diesel emissions are also generated along railroad lines, representing an additional
contributor to potential cancer risk and chronic health hazard risk. There is a Southern Pacific
4

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines,
page 5-3, May 2011.
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Railroad line located approximately 415 feet west of the project site; it travels in a northwestsoutheast direction. Using a Rail Screening Analysis Calculator prepared by BAAQMD, the
excess cancer and chronic health risks were determined for the project site. The results indicated
that the project site has an excess cancer risk of 1.544 cancers per million population, with a
chronic health risk index of 0.0 and an acute health risk index of 0. Based on the thresholds of
significance listed above, these results indicate that the health risk at the project site due to rail
traffic would be less than significant.
The other potential source of TAC exposure is from permitted stationary emissions sources, such
as oil refineries, gas stations, dry cleaners, crematories, landfills, wastewater treatment plants,
hospitals, and coffee roasters, among many others. BAAQMD has also created a geo-referenced
database of permitted stationary emissions sources throughout the San Francisco Bay Area, and
has developed the Stationary Source Risk & Hazard Analysis Tool for estimating cumulative
health risks from permitted sources.5 According to this tool, there are no stationary sources of
TACs within 1,000 feet of the project site.
Short-term exposure to TACs from construction activity is generally not considered a significant
health risk by BAAQMD. The BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines note that the current models and
methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure
periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable
nature of construction activities. Only when diesel emissions from construction equipment would
occur in close proximity to sensitive receptors over a prolonged period of time does the District
recommend further evaluation or consultation with the District. Since construction of the project
would be short-term, does not encompass a large area, and operation of diesel-fueled
construction equipment would be quite limited in extent, construction of the proposed project
would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of pollutants.
Based on all of the foregoing considerations, the project would have a less-than-significant
impact on human health due to exposure to air pollutants.

e) Create objectionable odors
substantial number of people?

affecting

a

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Emissions of diesel exhaust by equipment during project construction would contain
odors that most people find objectionable. However, as noted above, the use of diesel-powered
equipment at the project site would be limited. The project would not require extensive grading
and, with a site size under one-quarter acre, the duration of grading would be very short. Once
site preparation is completed, there would be no ongoing operation of diesel-powered equipment.
Odors from construction equipment typically disperse quickly into the local atmosphere, and are
not generally considered a significant source of objectionable odors. Odors from short-term
construction emissions would not be significant. There would be no operational sources of
objectionable odors.

5

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Stationary Source Screening Analysis Tool, updated May 30,
2012.
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IV. 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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There is no significant biological habitat on the site, which is entirely covered by dirt
and gravel, with just a few ruderal shrubs. With the site surrounded by urban development on all
sides and no quality habitat on the site, there is almost no potential for special-status species to
move onto the site. Existing trees on the perimeter of the site would be retained. The project would
have no impact on special-status species.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There are no wetlands or other waters on or adjacent to the site. The proposed
project would have no impact on wetlands.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The small vacant project site, surrounded by residential development, does not
contain any habitat that could potentially be used by wildlife as travel corridors. The project would
have no impact on migratory wildlife.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Implementation of the proposed project would not require the removal of any
protected trees, so there would be no potential for the project to conflict with the City’s Tree
Preservation Ordinance. There are no other local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources that would apply to the project or with which the project could conflict.
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f)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





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

Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



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

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: An archival search of the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) records was performed for the project area by the Northwest Information Center (NWIC)
at Sonoma State University. The search included a review of listings of the California Register of
Historical Resources, California State Historical Landmarks, California State Points of Historical
Interest, and the National Register of Historic Places.6 Although no recorded historic resources
were identified on or in proximity to the project site, the results of the archival search revealed
that the project area was part of lands owned by the Pacific Land Investment Company in 1878.
In addition, a building was depicted on the project site on the 1942 U.S. Geological Survey
Hayward 15-minute quadrangle topographic map.
Based on these results, the NWIC concluded that there is moderate to high potential for
unrecorded historic resources to be present at the site. The recommendations of the NWIC stated
that if the project site contains buildings or structures that meet the minimum age requirement for
historic resources,7 the resource should be evaluated by a professional (typically, an architectural
historian) familiar with the architecture and history of Alameda County. However, there are no
buildings or other structures on the project site, and the City believes that there is low potential
for significant historic resources to be present. Nonetheless, the possibility cannot be ruled out.
Were such resources to lie buried under the surface of the project site, project construction
activities could damage or destroy them, which would be a potentially significant impact.
6

Jillian Guldenbrein, Researcher, Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Record Search Results for
the Proposed 3284 Santa Susana Way Residential Project, City of Union City, Alameda County, California, NWIC
File No. 17-2446, May 8, 2018.

7

In order to be considered a significant historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a
building must be at least 50 years old.
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Mitigation is identified in the following section for accidental discovery of prehistoric archaeological
resources during project construction. In the unlikely event that historic-era cultural resources lie
buried within the project site, they would be evaluated per the requirements of
Mitigation Measure CR–2, which would ensure that potential impacts to historic resources would
be less than significant.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The Union City area was occupied by Native Americans as far back as 3,000 to
4,000 years ago. Recorded archaeological sites in Union City and the surrounding region indicate
that at the time of initial Euroamerican incursion into the project area (circa 1770), the region was
occupied by Native Americans who spoke Chochenyo.8 These people were a subset of the
Penutian–speaking Bay Miwok (referred to as “Costanoans” by the Spanish) residing in northern
California at the time the Spanish arrived in the region.9 The Miwok territory encompassed much
of the San Francisco Bay area and extended eastward to the Central Valley. A subset of the
Miwok, the Tuibun linguistic group, occupied the territory near the mouth of Alameda Creek, in
the vicinity of the project site.
With the arrival of the Spanish at the turn of the nineteenth century, the Native Americans in the
area were either forced from the area or conscripted to work on one of the large “rancherias”
established in the region, where many Chochenyo died from overwork and introduced European
diseases. By the beginning of the California Gold Rush in 1848, the Costanoan culture, including
the Chochenyo subset, no longer survived in the region. Artifacts from the prehistoric occupation
of the Bay Area by the Costanoans remain buried throughout the region, particularly in areas
proximate to water sources and at locations otherwise suitable for human subsistence habitation.
More than a dozen Native American archaeological sites have been recorded within the City of
Union City.
As discussed in the previous section, an archival records search was conducted by the NWIC to
determine the likelihood of buried archaeological artifacts to be present in the area of the proposed
project. Although the NWIC did not identify any recorded archaeological sites in proximity to the
project site, they determined that the site is located approximately 770 meters (apx. 2,526 feet)
east of the historic bayshore margins and approximately 430 meters (apx. 1,410 feet) south of
Alameda Creek, within alluvial fan soils. Such environmental settings have previously been
associated with Native American sites and, as a result, the NWIC concluded that there is a
moderate to high potential for unrecorded Native American archaeological resources to be
present at the site.

8

City of Union City, Acacia Creek Independent Living Apartments at Masonic Home Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration, May 2007.

9

In anthropological literature, the Costanoans are often referred to as the Ohlone.
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Although the NWIC recommended further study by a qualified archaeologist, based on its more
intimate knowledge of the project site and the proposed development, the City decided that
additional investigation prior to project construction was not necessary. For one thing, the
subsurface of the site has already been significantly disturbed in the past. As discussed in more
detail in Section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, a buried 300-gallon gasoline
underground storage tank (UST) was previously located in the northeast quadrant of the site. The
UST was removed in 1989 and, due to concerns about contamination, the soils surrounding the
tank were over-excavated and removed. Thus, this portion of the site was considerably disturbed
to a substantial depth, and no archaeological resources were encountered.
Another factor considered by the City was the nature of the proposed development on the site. In
order to address drainage concerns from adjacent City property, imported fill would be brought in
to raise the level of the site. Consequently, substantial disturbance below the existing grade on
the site is not anticipated. Most significantly, the project applicant would be required to comply
with the standard CEQA mitigation measures for potential impacts to historic/prehistoric
resources, identified below along with an enhanced measure (CR–1) intended by the City to
ensure protection of cultural resources.
If significant prehistoric cultural artifacts are buried within the project site, they could be damaged
or destroyed during site grading or subsurface disturbance necessary for construction of the
building foundation. This would constitute a potentially significant, adverse impact.
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this potential impact to a less–
than–significant level.
Mitigation Measure CR–1:

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

Mitigation Measure CR–2:

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

Mitigation Measure CR–3:

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is underlain by Latest Holocene alluvial fan soil deposits (Qhfy).10
These soils are generally of an age that is considered to have low potential for yielding fossils
(Class 2), according to the Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) System recommended by
the Bureau of Land Management for evaluating the potential for impacts to paleontological
resources.11, 12 Nonetheless, the possibility that fossils exist within the project site cannot be ruled
out. Any destruction of unique paleontological resources during earthmoving activities would be
a potentially significant impact. Implementation of the following measure would reduce this
potential impact to a less-than-significant level:
Mitigation Measure CR–4:

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

10

U.S. Geological Survey, Preliminary Maps of Quaternary Deposits and Liquefaction Susceptibility, NineCounty San Francisco Bay Region, California [map], 2000.

11

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

12

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Guidelines for Assessment and Mitigation of
Potential Impacts to Paleontological Resources [undated].
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: See Section V(b).

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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





Explanation: The nearest active earthquake fault is the Hayward fault, located about 2.7 miles
northeast of the project site.13 Other active faults in the region include the Calaveras fault, located
approximately 9 miles to the northeast, and the San Andreas fault, located about 17 miles to the
southwest.14 Because there are no faults or associated Alquist-Priolo zones on or near the project
site, there is no potential for surface rupture at the site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

13



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, Newark Quadrangle, Earthquake
Fault Zones, January 1, 1982.

14
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Explanation: Similar to most urban locations throughout the Bay Area, the project site is potentially
subject to strong seismic ground shaking during an earthquake on one of the major active
earthquake faults that transect the region. As noted above, the Hayward fault is located about 2.7
miles northeast of the project site. This fault has a history of major earthquake events, with the
most severe, at an estimated Richter magnitude (RM) of 7, occurring along the fault in 1868.
Other major earthquakes occurred on the fault in 1864 (RM 5.9), 1870 (RM 5.9), 1889 (RM 5.6),
and 2007 (RM 5.6).15 In addition to Calaveras and San Andreas faults mentioned above, the
Monte Vista-Shannon fault, located approximately 18 miles to the south, and the Greenville fault,
located approximately 23 miles northeast of the site, are two other major active faults in the area.16
Major earthquakes have occurred on the Hayward, Calaveras, and San Andreas faults during the
past 200 years, and numerous minor earthquakes occur along these faults every year. At least
five known earthquakes of Richter magnitude 6.5—four of them greater than RM 7.0—have
occurred within the San Francisco Bay Area within the last 150 years. According to a 2014
analysis by the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (WGCEP), an expert panel
co-chaired by U.S. Geological Society seismologists, there is a 72 percent probability that an
earthquake of magnitude 6.7 or greater will occur in the San Francisco Bay Area in the next 30
years and a 20 percent probability that an RM 7.5 earthquake will occur (starting from 2014).17
The WGCEP estimates there is a 14.3-percent chance of an RM 6.7 quake occurring on the
Hayward fault in the next 30 years. It is therefore likely that a major earthquake will be experienced
in the region during the life of the project that could produce strong seismic ground shaking at the
project site.
A major earthquake on any of the active faults in the region could result in very strong to violent
ground shaking. The intensity of earthquake ground motion would depend upon the
characteristics of the generating fault, distance of the site to the earthquake epicenter and rupture
zone, magnitude and duration of the earthquake, and site-specific geologic conditions. The
California Geological Survey’s Interactive Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Ground Motion
Interpolator (2008) indicates there is a 2-percent probability that seismic ground shaking will
produce a peak horizontal ground acceleration of at least 0.888 g at the site within the next 50
years.18 This represents a large amount of ground movement, but translates to an event that
would be expected to occur once every 475 years; it also means there is a 90-percent chance
this level of ground motion will not be exceeded in the next 50 years. Engineers use the estimated
peak horizontal ground acceleration to design buildings for larger ground motions than are
expected to occur during a 50-year interval, resulting in safer buildings than if they were only
designed for the ground motions that we expect to occur in the next 50 years.
New buildings are required to be designed in accordance with the California Building Code, which
is expected allow a structure to withstand the peak horizontal ground acceleration and associated
ground shaking that may occur at a project site. Therefore, although strong seismic ground
shaking could be experienced at the site during the life of the project, by complying with applicable
building codes, the proposed home would be expected to maintain structural integrity and protect
15

California Department of Conservation, Hayward Fault Fact Sheet, October 7, 2008.

16

Association of Bay Area Governments, op. cit.

17

Edward H. Field and Members of the 2014 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, U.S.
Geological Survey, California Geological Survey, UCERF3: A New Earthquake Forecast for California’s Complex
Fault System, USGS Open File Report 2015-3009, 2015.

18

California Department of Conservation, California Geological, Survey, Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Map
Ground Motion Interpolator (2008), accessed April 12, 2018 at: http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/PSHA/psha_
interpolator.html.
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the occupants from injury. Potential effects from seismic shaking would have a less-thansignificant impact.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Liquefaction occurs when clean, loose, saturated, uniformly graded, fine-grained
soils are exposed to strong seismic ground shaking. The soils temporarily lose strength and
cohesion, resulting in a loss of ground stability that can cause building foundations to fail. A U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) map of liquefaction susceptibility in the San Francisco Bay Area
indicates that the liquefaction potential at the project site is very high.19 The potential for lateral
spreading is also presumed to be high, since it is typically associated with liquefaction.
Because the site is located within an area of known liquefaction hazard, the Union City Building
Division will require a comprehensive soil investigation prepared by a registered soil or civil
engineer.20 In addition, the foundation of the proposed home will be required to comply with the
seismic structural requirements of the California Building Code. Compliance with these standard
requirements would ensure that the site would be prepared and the building foundation would be
designed to resist seismic ground failure, including liquefaction. Therefore, the project would have
a less-than-significant impact due to seismic-related ground failure.

Potentially
Significant
Impact



iv) Landslides?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is level and is surrounded by relatively level land with no significant
slopes. There is therefore no potential for landslide at the project site.

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

19

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



U.S. Geological Survey, Preliminary Maps of Quaternary Deposits and Liquefaction Susceptibility, Nine–
County San Francisco Bay Region [map], California: A Digital Database, USGA Open–File Report 00–444, 2000.

20

Kevin Reese, Chief Building Official, City of Union City Building Division, personal communication, April 12,
2018.
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Explanation: Any construction project that exposes surface soils creates a potential for erosion
from wind and stormwater runoff. The potential for erosion increases on large, steep, or windy
sites; it also increases significantly during rainstorms. The proposed project would occur on a
level site, and would disturb less than one-quarter acre of land. The site is not typically subject to
high wind conditions, and surrounding development provides a level of protection from winds on
windy days. The area of disturbance would not exceed the 1-acre threshold above which the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requires implementation of
erosion control measures as part of coverage under a Construction General Permit (CGP), which
is administered by the RWQCB on behalf of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).
However, the project would require a Grading Permit from the Union City Public Works
Department, which requires submittal of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
must be implemented during construction. Compliance with this standard requirement would
ensure that the project’s potential soil erosion impacts would be less than significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: As discussed above, there is no potential for landslide at the project site. Although
the potential for lateral spreading and liquefaction is high, compliance with the seismic structural
requirements of the California Building Code and Union City Building Division requirements, which
will include a soils investigation report, would ensure that the structural integrity of the proposed
home would not be threatened by unstable soil conditions such as subsidence, liquefaction, etc.
This would therefore be a less-than-significant impact.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Expansive soils can undergo significant volume change with changes in moisture
content. They shrink and harden when dried and expand and soften when wetted. The soils
investigation report that will be required for the project will determine whether expansive soils are
present. If so, the potential expansion of soils would be addressed through site design measures
that would be required by the Union City Building Division and compliance with applicable building
codes. Compliance with these standard requirements would ensure that any impacts due to
expansive soils would be less than significant.
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is served by a municipal sewer system, and the proposed project
would not require the use of a septic or alternative wastewater disposal system.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: GHGs refer to gases that trap heat in the atmosphere and contribute to global
warming. The primary GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (NOx), sulfur
hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and water vapor (H2O).
The majority of GHG emissions in the Bay Area come from transportation (39.7 percent), followed
by industrial/commercial sources (35.7 percent) and electricity generation (14.0 percent).
Construction equipment and other off-road equipment contribute 1.5 percent of the total GHG
emissions.21
Similar to the criteria air pollutant emissions discussed in Section III(b), GHGs would be emitted
during project construction. Operational emissions of GHGs would be extremely limited since the
project consists of a single residence. The BAAQMD screening criteria discussed in Section III(b)
also include operational thresholds for GHGs. For single-family residential development, the
screening threshold is 56 dwelling units, which is not a threshold indicating a significant impact,
but rather one that indicates a quantified analysis should be performed; as acknowledged by
BAAQMD, it is a very conservative criterion. Since the project would be far below the screening
threshold, there is no potential for project operations to cause a significant GHG impact.
With respect to construction emissions, the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines discussed
in Section III contain generic construction screening criteria for GHG emissions that do not
differentiate between criteria air pollutant emissions and GHG emissions. However, the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines state that if all of the screening criteria are met (i.e., if the project does not
exceed the criteria), then it is not necessary to perform a detailed air quality assessment and the
21

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area Emissions Inventory, Summary Report: Greenhouse
Gases, Base Year 2011, Table F: 2011 Bay Area GHG Emissions by Sector, updated January 2015.
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project may be presumed to have less-than-significant air quality and GHG impacts. Since the
construction screening threshold is 114 dwelling units and the project would be well below this
threshold and the operational threshold, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact from construction and operational emissions of GHGs.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: In 2010 the City of Union City adopted the Union City Climate Action Plan (CAP) for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, thereby reducing the City’s
contribution to global warming. The CAP establishes GHG reduction targets and identifies a
variety of strategies for achieving these reductions. A community-wide GHG reduction target of
20 percent below 2005 baseline emission levels by 2020 was established in the CAP. The
reduction measures adopted in the CAP fall into one of six Action Areas that include:
 Land Use
 Transportation
 Buildings and Energy
 Water Conservation
 Waste Reduction
 Green Infrastructure
Most of the CAP reduction measures require implementation by the City, though several have the
potential to require participation by applicants for new development, including:
E-4.1

Continue implementing the Green Building Ordinance.

WR-1.1 Increase Waste Diversion Target to 90 percent.
WC-1.1 Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.
WC-1.2 Indoor and Outdoor Non-potable Water Systems Program.
Regarding Measure E-4.1, since adoption of the Climate Action Plan, the City’s Green Building
Ordinance was modified to remove references to private development projects as these projects
are subject to the California Green Building Standards Code, which has more stringent green
building regulations than the provisions previously listed in the City’s Green Building Ordinance.
Therefore, the proposed project would be considered consistent with this GHG reduction
measure.
Measure WR-1.1 calls for the City to increase its solid waste reduction and diversion target from
75 percent by 2010 to 90 percent by 2020. By complying with the City’s Construction and
Demolition Debris (C&DD) Ordinance—which requires the recycling of at least 50 percent of
construction and demolition debris generated by a project and 100 percent of all cement,
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concrete, asphalt concrete, non-contaminated soils, land-clearing debris and plant debris—the
project applicant would assist the City in accomplishing its ultimate goal of 90 percent waste
diversion. Thus, the project would be consistent with Measure WR-1.1.
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. A review of the ordinance reveals that the current ordinance applies to new
construction projects with an aggregate landscape area of 500 square feet or more; the 2,500square-foot threshold applies to rehabilitated landscape projects. Although a landscaping plan
was not available during this environmental review, with a proposed site coverage of
approximately 38 percent, the project would have well over 500 square feet of new landscaping,
and would thus be subject to the ordinance. The project would be required to comply with the
plant selection, irrigation system, and other requirements set forth in the Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance, which would serve to minimize the water demand for the project’s
proposed landscaping. Therefore, the project would be supportive of CAP Measure WC-1.1.
Measure WC-1.2 calls for development of indoor and outdoor non-potable water systems.
Employing such systems at the project site would require infrastructure to be available, and the
necessary infrastructure has not been developed in the project vicinity. Thus, it would not be
feasible for the project to utilize recycled non-potable water, so Measure WC-1.2 is considered
inapplicable to the project.
Based on a review of the City’s adopted CAP reduction measures, the project would not conflict
with the Union City Climate Action Plan, which is an approved GHG Reduction Strategy.

VIII. 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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would not entail the routine transport, use, storage, or disposal
of hazardous materials. There is no potential for an adverse impact related to hazardous materials
use or disposal.
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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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: A review of the GeoTracker database maintained by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) determined that there are no active permitted underground storage tank
facilities (UST), leaking underground storage tank (LUST) cleanup sites, or other hazardous
materials release sites on the project site or within 1,000-foot radius of the project site.22 In
addition, there are no hazardous waste or hazardous materials release site within 1,000 feet of
the project site listed on the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC)
EnviroStor database (which includes Federal Superfund Sites, State Response Sites, Voluntary
Cleanup Sites, School Cleanup Sites, Corrective Action Sites, Tiered Permit Sites, Permitted
Hazardous Waste Facilities, Post Closure and Hazardous Waste Facilities, and Historical NonOperating Hazardous Waste Facilities).23
Despite these negative search results, the property had previously been listed on the LUST
database for a case that now has the status of Case Closed. As discussed in the Introduction to
this Initial Study, this prior listing of the site on regulatory databases compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 precluded the use of a categorical exemption for the proposed
project.
Given the previous presence of a LUST on the project site, a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) of the site was performed by ALFA Environmental Remediation Services, Inc.
to identify any recognized environmental conditions (RECs) on the site, including the presence or
likely presence of any hazardous substances that could create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment, whether through an existing release, past release, or threat of a release into
structures, into the ground, or into surface or groundwater.24 The results of that investigation are
summarized in this section.
The Phase I ESA included a review of historical topographic maps dating to 1915 and historical
aerial photographs dating to 1946 to identify prior uses of the property. By 1946, the project site
had been developed with a house and two smaller structures; a third small structure was present
in the north corner of the site by 1966. The site appeared unchanged in a 1993 aerial photograph,
but by the time of the next aerial photo taken in 2002, the site was vacant and since then has
remained vacant to the present day. ALFA conducted a visual reconnaissance of the site and
surrounding areas on February 9, 2017, and found no evidence of RECs on the property.
22

California Environmental Protection Agency, State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker, Accessed
January
2,
2018
at:
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=runreport&myaddress=1201+
American+Canyon+Road,+American+Canyon,+CA.

23

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor Data Base of Cleanup Sites and Hazardous
Waste Permitted Facilities, accessed January 2, 2018 at: https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/
?myaddress=1201+American+Canyon+Road,+American+Canyon,+CA.
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ALFA Environmental Remediation Services, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 3284 Santa Susana Way,
Union City, CA 94587, February17, 2017.
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The Phase I ESA also included a review of a variety of environmental records, including those at
the Union City Building Department, Union City Fire Department, Alameda County Water District
(ACWD), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), among others, and including dozens of State and federal regulatory
databases. Although various listings were identified within a 1-mile radius of the project site,
including permitted underground storage tanks at a number of gas stations in the area, no cases
were identified that posed an environmental risk to the project site.
However, the records revealed that in 1989, one 300-gallon gasoline underground storage tank
(UST) was removed and elevated concentrations of total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline
(TPH-g), benzene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes were detected in soils beneath the removed UST.
The impacted soil from the tank pit was over-excavated and confirmation soil samples were
collected. Benzene and xylenes levels exceeding the applicable Environmental Screening Levels
(ESLs) established by the RWQCB were still detected. Reports on file indicated that some of the
excavated soil was re-used to backfill the excavation pit; however, no documentation regarding
the disposal of impacted soil was included in the reports related to the UST removal.
Additional soil samples were collected and five groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the
site in 2004. Collected soil and groundwater samples collected revealed elevated petroleum
hydrocarbon concentrations in both media. Remediation of the groundwater was undertaken in
the ensuing years. By 2006 the TPH-g and xylenes concentrations appeared stable and were not
migrating offsite, though remediation efforts continue until at least April 2009. On May 1, 2012,
the State Water Resources Control Board adopted the "Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank
Case Closure Policy" that allows elevated concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons to remain in
groundwater provided that the criteria in the policy are satisfied at the time of closure.
This policy allowed the RWQCB to issue a Case Closure letter for the project site on July 23,
2014. The RWQCB acknowledged in the Case Closure letter that there may be residual
petroleum-contaminated soil and groundwater at the site that could pose an unacceptable risk
during future construction activity. The letter stated that construction contractors doing work
involved subsurface disturbance should be prepared to encounter soil and groundwater
contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, and would need to properly manage any
encountered pollution to avoid threats to human health or the environment. Proper management
could include sampling, risk assessment, additional cleanup work, mitigation measures, or some
combination thereof.
Based on the precautions enumerated in the RWQCB’s Case Closure letter, the Phase I ESA
determined that there was also a risk of soil vapor intrusion into future structures on the project
site, and identified this as an REC. Consequently, the Phase I ESA indicated that construction
and occupation of the proposed single-family home could adversely affect the health and safety
of construction workers and/or future residents of the home due to potential exposure to
hazardous materials. Accordingly, the ESA recommended that a limited subsurface investigation
be conducted in order to determine the presence or absence of significant soil and/or ground
water contamination, and to evaluate the potential for vapor intrusion (VI) of subsurface vapors
into future buildings.
ALFA Environmental Remediation Services, Inc. subsequently performed the subsurface
investigation, which was completed in January 2018.25 Following a Work Plan approved by the
25

ALFA Environmental Remediation Services, Inc., Revised Subsurface Investigation Report, 3284 Santa
Susana Way, Union City, Alameda County, California 94587, January 9, 2018.
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ACWD, four soil gas boring were drilled at the site with soil gas samples taken from each boring,
and eight soil samples were collected at depths of 2 feet and 5 feet below ground surface (bgs)
from each boring. The collected soil and soil gas samples were analyzed at a State-certified
laboratory for petroleum hydrocarbons and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including methyl
chloride, acetone, 2-butanone, benzene, toluene, m,p-xylene, and hexane. Laboratory analysis
of the collected soil and soil gas samples determined that all chemicals in the samples were below
the applicable ESLs established by the RWQCB.
Based on the results of the Phase I ESA and the subsequent subsurface testing of the site, there
does not appear to be an ongoing environmental threat caused by hazardous materials at the
project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Aside from typical building materials (architectural coatings, etc.) and fuels and
lubricants for construction equipment—typical of all construction projects— no hazardous
materials would be handled at the project site, and no hazardous emissions would be generated
by the proposed project. Furthermore, there are no schools within one-quarter mile of the project
site, although outdoor recreation fields of Itliong-Vera Cruz Middle School are located about onequarter mile west of the site. The project would have no impact related to hazardous
emissions/materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 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, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: As discussed in more detail in Section VIII(b), above, the project site was previously
listed on the LUST database, which is compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5,
but implementation of the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. See Section VIII(b) for additional details.
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e) For a project within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There are no airports within 2 miles of the project site; the closest airport is the
Hayward Air Terminal, located approximately 4.8 miles northwest of the site.

f)

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There are no private airstrips within 2 miles of the project site.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Development of the proposed would have no effect on implementation of the City’s
disaster management operations plan or emergency response procedures adopted by any local
service providers.
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h) Expose people or structures to significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project is located in a fully built-out area with extensive residential and
commercial development. There are no wildlands in the project area, and therefore there is no
potential for the proposed project to result in the exposure of people or structures to wildland fires.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: While construction activities have the potential to adversely affect water quality as a
result of erosion of sediment, this natural process poses more of an environmental threat on large
sites of many acres. Construction projects that disturb 1 acre of land or more are required to
obtain coverage under Construction General Permit (CGP) Order 2009-0009-DWQ, as part of the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) administered by the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Order 2009-0009-DWQ requires project
sponsors to implement construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) at the project site and
comply with numeric action levels (NALs) in order to achieve minimum federal water quality
standards. The CGP requires control of non-stormwater discharges as well as stormwater
discharges. Measures to control non-stormwater discharges such as spills, leakage, and dumping
must be addressed through structural as well as non-structural BMPs.
Although the proposed project is below the one-acre threshold requiring coverage under the CGP,
uncontrolled stormwater runoff from the site during project construction would still have the
potential to adversely affect water quality. While on a project-specific basis the magnitude of
potential water quality impacts would be small, it would contribute to other water quality impacts
that are cumulatively considerable. The project’s construction effects on surface water quality
would therefore be considered a potentially significant impact on water quality, implementation
of Mitigation Measures WQ–1 and WQ–2 would ensure that construction impacts on water quality
remain less than significant.
Mitigation Measure WQ–1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall
submit a Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) for review and approval
by the Union City Public Works Department. The SCP shall be
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implemented throughout project construction. The SCP shall
describe construction stormwater best management practices
(BMPs) that will be implemented to minimize the migration of
sediments off–site. Typical construction BMPs can include
covering soil stockpiles, sweeping soil from streets or other paved
areas, performing site-disturbing activities in dry periods, and
planting vegetation or landscaping quickly after disturbance to
stabilize soils. Other typical stormwater BMPs include erosionreduction controls such as hay bales, water bars, covers, sediment
fences, sensitive area access restrictions (for example, flagging),
vehicle mats in wet areas, and retention/settlement ponds.
Mitigation Measure WQ–2: All cut-and-fill slopes shall be stabilized as soon as possible after
completion of grading. No site grading shall occur between
October 15th and April 15th unless approved erosion control
measures are in place.

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 preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level that
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Due to its small size, the project site provides minimal opportunity for groundwater
recharge. Although development of the proposed project would result in approximately 38 percent
of the site being developed with impervious surfaces that would prevent percolation of stormwater
to groundwater, the potential reduction in groundwater recharge would be infinitesimally small,
and would not have the potential to lower the local groundwater table. There are no groundwater
wells in the vicinity of the project, though were any wells to be present, they would not be
adversely affected by the project, which would not extract any groundwater. The project would
have no impact on groundwater.
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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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The potential for increased erosion during project construction is addressed in
Section IX(a). The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern on
the site, which is drained by sheet flow runoff and percolation into the underlying soils. There will
be some minor adjustments to direct stormwater towards Dyer Street on the westerly portion of
the project. Any stormwater discharged from the site during peak storm events will continue to be
captured in existing catch basins located on Santa Susana Way and also now Dyer Street.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There are no streams or other surface water bodies on the project site. As discussed
in Section IX(c), above, the project would have almost no effect on the existing drainage pattern
on the site, and there would be no potential for the project to increase the risk of flooding.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: See Sections IX(a) and IX(d).
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f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site does not lie within or near a 100–year flood plain.26 It is within Zone
X, Other Areas, which is assigned to areas of 0.2-percent annual chance flood (i.e., 500-year
flood), areas of 1-percent annual chance flood (i.e., 100-year flood) with average depths of less
than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile, and areas protected by levees from 1percent annual chance flood.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: See Section IX(g), above.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

i)

26

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community Panel Number
06001C0429G, August 3, 2009.
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Explanation: Portions of Union City lie within the dam failure inundation zones for Calaveras, Del
Valle, and Ward Creek reservoirs, with the former two posing the greatest threat to the City. 27
Were a failure of the Calaveras or Del Valle dams to occur, the flood waters would come west out
of Niles Canyon, about 5.5 miles east of the project, and continue westward along the Alameda
Creek flood zone.28 The project site is within the dam failure inundation zones for both Calaveras
and Del Valle reservoirs, as mapped by the California Office of Emergency Services.29 However,
the State Division of Dam Safety performs routine inspections of dam safety, and failure of one of
the dams is highly unlikely. While some remote possibility of dam failure inundation remains, it is
beyond the scope of a single development project to mitigate this remotely possible impact, which
would apply to large swaths of the City of Union City. The risk of dam failure is not substantial,
and therefore this would be a less-than-significant impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is located approximately 4 miles from San Francisco Bay, the closest
major water body. It is an enclosed estuary, with inflow constrained by topography to the Golden
Gate, which is located more than 27 miles northwest of the project site. The site is not located
within the tsunami inundation zone mapped by the California Office of Emergency Services and
the California Geological Survey.30 Therefore, there is no known potential at the site for inundation
by tsunami. Similarly, the project would not be subject to seiches (standing waves resulting from
oscillations in enclosed bodies of water) since there are no sizable surface water bodies anywhere
near the project site. The project site is located on a broad, level plain, with no potential for
mudslides in the project vicinity.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?

27



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



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

28

29
30

Alameda County Planning Department, East County Area Plan, Volume 2: Background Reports—Setting,
Trends, and Issues, Figure 48: Dam Inundation Zones: Bethany, Patterson & Del Valle Reservoirs and Figure 49:
Dam Inundation Zones: San Antonio & Calaveras Reservoirs, (draft) February 1993.
California Office of Emergency Services, Dam Inundation Maps, September 2015.
California Office of Emergency Services, California Geological Survey, and University of Southern California,
Tsunamis Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of California, San Francisco Bay Area, December 9, 2009.
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Explanation: The proposed project would infill a vacant lot that has been unoccupied for many
years. It would develop a single-family home on an existing lot surrounded by other single-family
development. The project would not divide an established community or interfere in any way with
access to an established community.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation:
General Plan
The Land Use Diagram of the City’s General Plan, adopted in February 2002 and revised in
November 2007, designates the project site as R3-6 (Residential, 3 to 6 dwelling units/acre). The
R3-6 land use category is the City’s lowest-density residential designation, and is the City’s
preferred residential land use designation for the City. It is intended to provide areas for singlefamily detached residential uses and activities normally associated with single-family
neighborhoods. The General Plan states that innovative single-family design alternatives are
encouraged, where appropriate. This land use category is the “anchor” land use in areas where
adequate urban services are available and the City envisions future residential development. The
R3-6 land use category allows lot sizes of 6,000 to 10,000 square feet. Although the project site
is somewhat larger, at 10,807 square feet, it is a legally established lot.
The project would be consistent with Land Use Policy LU-A.4.3, which reads: “The City shall seek
to eliminate incompatible land uses or blighting influences from residential neighborhoods through
targeted code enforcement and other available regulatory measures.” The long-vacant lot is not
compatible with the surrounding residential neighborhood, and could be considered a blighting
influence. By developing a single-family home on the site, it would be rendered consistent and
compatible with surrounding development.
Although it is near the International Market Place District, the project site is not located within one
of the City’s special districts, where district-specific land use policies have been adopted in the
General Plan. The project would therefore not be subject to any of those land use policies. No
conflicts with other General Plan policies were identified. Subject to concurrence by the City
Council, the proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan.
Zoning Ordinance
The project site is zoned RS 6000 (Single Family Residential). One-family dwellings such as the
proposed project are a principal permitted use in RS districts. The City’s development standards
for residential zoning districts are promulgated in Chapter 18.32 of the Municipal Code. The
standards pertinent to the proposed project are identified below.
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The RS 6000 district requires a minimum site area of 6,000 square feet, and allows a maximum
site coverage of 50 percent. The setback requirements are 20 feet for the front and rear yards,
although a rear yard of 15 feet may be allowed if the remaining rear or side yard area has a square
footage area of 20 percent or more of the total lot area and a dimension of not less than 15 feet.
A minimum side yard setback is required that is equal to 10 percent of the width of the lot, with no
more than 10 feet required. However, on a corner lot, such as the project site, a minimum side
yard of 15 feet is required on the street side of the lot. In addition, where the side yard provides
access to off-street parking, a side yard of at least 12 feet is required, and the parking area must
be paved to a width of 10 feet. (Other setback requirements apply to conditional uses, but these
requirements are not relevant to the proposed project.) The RS districts have a height limit of 30
feet, though appurtenances such as spires, chimneys, flagpoles, etc. may be allowed to a
maximum height of 40 feet. Two enclosed parking spaces are required for each dwelling unit. An
additional uncovered space is required for an accessory dwelling unit, though it can be provided
as a tandem unit on the driveway.
Permanently maintained front yard landscaping is required in all residential districts, pursuant to
Municipal Code Section 18.32.115. On corner lots, at least 5 feet of landscaping is also required
on the side street. Non-living landscaping may not exceed 25 percent of the required landscaped
area unless approval from the City Arborist or City Landscape Architect is obtained.
Chapter 18.32 also establishes design criteria for the City’s residential zoning districts. Singlefamily dwellings, when not part of a subdivision, must be compatible with surrounding residential
uses in terms of siding and roof materials, roof pitch, roof eaves, trim elements, and architectural
features. All new and modified residential development must be articulated on all elevations, with
a higher degree of articulation provided on the front elevation.
Based on a review of the project plans, the project appears to conform to all of the zoning
regulations described above and there would be no impact pursuant to CEQA. The project
landscaping will be required to conform to the landscape requirements set forth in Municipal Code
Section 18.32.115 and the Landscape Standards Policy Statement.
Based on the analysis summarized above, the proposed project would not conflict with the
General Plan, zoning regulations, or any other local plans or policies adopted for the purposes of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There is no adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan applicable to the project site.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is classified Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) category MRZ–3 by the
California Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology (DMG).31 The MRZ–3
designation is assigned to areas where there are or may be mineral deposits, the significance of
which cannot be evaluated from available data. However, the project site is located within a fully
developed urbanized area, from which commercial extraction of mineral resources would not be
feasible. The proposed project would therefore have no potential to adversely affect the
availability of known mineral resources.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan,
or other land use plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The City of Union City General Plan acknowledges the State’s designation of mineral
resources within the City’s Hillside area, located east of Mission Boulevard, several miles east of
the project. The proposed project is not located in the hillside area and would not encroach into
the area designated by the State as containing regionally significant mineral deposits. The
General Plan does not identify any mineral resources in proximity to the project site. The proposed
project would therefore have no potential to adversely affect the availability of mineral resources.

31

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Revised Mineral Land Classification
Map, South San Francisco Bay Production–Consumption Region, Newark Quadrangle (Plate 2 of 29), 1996.
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XII. NOISE — Would the project result in:

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Operation of the project would generate a negligible amount of noise, primarily by
passenger vehicles arriving to and departing from the single-family residence. Periodic
maintenance of landscaping could generate short-term elevated noise levels, such as during
operation of a lawn mower or leaf blower. These noise sources are common to all residential
development, and do not have the potential to exceed noise limits established in the Union City
General Plan or the City’s Community Noise Ordinance. The proposed project would have a lessthan-significant operational noise impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Minor, temporary vibration could be generated by earth-moving equipment during
site grading, but it would not be expected to be perceptible at nearby residential properties.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: See Section XII(a).
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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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Site grading activities during construction of the proposed project would create high
noise levels in the immediate vicinity for a temporary, short-term period. Due to the small size of
the site and the existing level topography, this activity would take no more than a few days, and
very likely less than a day. In most Bay Area jurisdictions, construction noise impacts are
considered to be mitigated to acceptable levels when project construction conforms to local limits
to allowable construction hours.
In Union City, Municipal Code Chapter 9.40 limits construction activities to the hours of 8:00 a.m.
to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 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. The proposed project would be required to limit construction hours
to those allowed by the Municipal Code. Therefore, the project would have a less-thansignificant impact related to short-term construction noise.

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is not located in an area addressed by an airport land use plan and
there are no airports within 2 miles of the project site; the closest airport is the Hayward Executive
Airport, located about 4.8 miles northwest of the site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

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)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would create a new single-family residence, with the potential
to draw new residents to Union City. Based on the 2010 U.S. Census, Union City has an average
household size of 3.38 persons.32 If the proposed project is treated as two households, due to the
proposed accessory unit, the project could potentially increase the City’s population by
approximately seven persons. This would not represent substantial population growth.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Development of the project would not require the demolition of any existing housing
or otherwise have any effect on housing.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: See Section XII(b), above.

32

United States Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Table DP-1: Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics: 2010 Demographic Profile Data, accessed April 27, 2018 at: https://factfinder.census.
gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the following public services:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Fire protection?



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would not have potential to result in a substantial increase in
demand for fire protection services, and therefore would not create a need for construction of new
fire station facilities.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Police protection?



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would not have potential to result in a substantial increase in
demand for police protection services, and therefore would not create a need for construction of
new fire station facilities.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Schools?



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project could result in a small incremental increase in the City’s school
age population. However, pursuant to Senate Bill 50, which became effective in 1998, payment
of the School Facilities Mitigation Fee has been deemed by the State legislature to be full and
complete mitigation for the impacts of a development project on the provision of adequate school
facilities. The proposed project would be required to pay the applicable School Facilities Mitigation
Fee, which is based on the number of new housing units developed. With payment of these fees,
the project would have a less-than-significant impact on schools.
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d) Parks?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would cause a small incremental increase in the City’s
population, and therefore could result in additional use of parks in Union City. The additional
demand for park services that would potentially be created by one new single-family residence
and the accessory dwelling unit would not require new or expanded park facilities. The proposed
project would be required to pay a Park Facilities Fee, which is based on the number of new
housing units developed. The project would have a less-than-significant impact on parks.

e) Other public facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would cause a small incremental increase in the City’s
population, and therefore could result in demand for other public facilities, such as libraries. The
additional demand for libraries and other services that would potentially be created by one new
single-family residence would not cause a need for construction of new or expanded public
facilities.

XV. RECREATION —

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The additional use of neighborhood and/or regional parks or other recreational
facilities that would potentially be created by one new single-family residence and accessory
dwelling unit would not have the potential to cause substantial physical deterioration of park or
recreation facilities.
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would not include construction or expansion of any
recreational facilities.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: A single-family home typically generates around 10 vehicle trips per day, with just
one of these trips occurring during the PM peak hour, according to the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE).33 With a traffic volume of 26,247 daily vehicles on Dyer Street on the segment
that passes the project site, the addition of one peak-hour trip to this roadway would have an
imperceptible effect on traffic, and would therefore have no potential to conflict with an applicable
plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system. The same conclusion would apply to other roadways in the area. The projectgenerated trip would either be an infinitesimally small portion of the existing traffic or, on smaller
local roadways (such as Santa Susana Way), the existing volume of traffic is small and the
roadway and associated intersections are operating at free-flowing conditions that would not be
degraded by the addition of one peak-hour trip.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

33
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Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, [undated].
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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?









Explanation: The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency only requires evaluation of
potential traffic impacts on the Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP)
roadway network if a project would generate at least 100 PM peak-hour traffic trips. As noted in
Section XVI(a), above, the project would generate one PM peak-hour traffic trips and less than
one AM peak-hour traffic trips, and would not adversely affect existing traffic conditions. The
project would therefore would have no potential to conflict with the CMP.

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project would have no effect on air traffic patterns or air traffic levels. The nearest
airport, Hayward Executive Airport, is approximately 4.8 miles northwest of the site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would not create any new intersections or modifications to
existing roadways. Therefore, the project would not create any traffic hazards.
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e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The project would have no effect on emergency access.

f)

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would not interfere with the use of alternative transportation
facilities, such as public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, although the project could
potentially result in a tiny incremental increase in demand for such facilities. The magnitude of
any increased use of public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities would not have the potential to
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. There is therefore no potential for the project
to conflict with adopted plans, policies, or programs pertaining to public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated



Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would generate wastewater from a single-family residence and
accessory dwelling unit. The tiny increment of increased demand for wastewater treatment
services would not have the potential to cause the local wastewater treatment plant to exceed
waste discharge requirements.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

58

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
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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?









Explanation: As noted above, the proposed project would cause an increase in wastewater
generated by two households. This would represent an infinitesimally small increase in demand
on existing wastewater treatment facilities, and would have no potential to result in the need for
construction of new treatment facilities.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Stormwater drainage from the project site is currently collected in catch basins
located in Santa Susana Way and San Andreas Drive, located about 70 feet east of the site. From
here, stormwater enters the City’s network of stormwater collection and drainage pipes located
under City streets, and is ultimately discharged into San Francisco Bay. The proposed project
would not alter the existing stormwater drainage facilities and would not require new or expanded
facilities to accommodate storm runoff from the site. Although the project would increase the
amount of impervious surfaces on the site, it would result in an insignificant incremental increase
in peak storm runoff from the site for several reasons. First, the overall site area is infinitesimally
small relative to the greater watershed drainage area encompassed the by the City’s storm
drainage network. Secondly, the front, rear, and side yards of the site would be landscaped,
maintaining or improving upon the existing permeability of the ground. Third, the existing ground
surface over much of the site is composed of hard-packed earth and gravel, which is expected to
have low permeability. Thus, rather than percolating to groundwater, the majority of storm runoff
from the site already drains to the local storm drain. Therefore, implementation of the project is
not expected to substantially increase the rate or volume of stormwater runoff from the site. This
would be a less-than-significant impact.
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would result in an increase in water consumption for domestic
use and for irrigation of landscaping. While the amount of water that could be used at the site
would not be negligible, as a portion of total water consumption in the City of Union City, it would
be an infinitesimally small increase relative to existing demand. Furthermore, the long-range
planning efforts of the Alameda County Water District, which provides water to the City’s residents
and businesses, are based on anticipated demand associated with development in accordance
with the General Plan. Since the City’s General Plan designates the project site for single-family
residential development, the water demand that would be generated by the project can be
assumed to be included in the ACWD’s future water supply and demand projections.

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: See Section XVII(b), above.

f)

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

Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Regular solid waste collection is provided to the residents of Union City by Republic
Services. Republic Services hauls the residential waste it collects in Union City to the Fremont
Transfer and Recycling Station, located on Boyce Road between Stevenson Road and Auto Mall
Parkway in Fremont. There the waste is reloaded into large-capacity transfer trucks, and
transported to the Altamont Landfill, located adjacent to Interstate 580, east of the City of
Livermore. Altamont Landfill is permitted for a total refuse capacity of 124,400,000 cubic yards
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(approximately 14,880,000 tons), with a daily permitted throughput of 11,150 tons/day.34 As of
December 31, 2014, the landfill had 65,400,000 cubic yards of remaining capacity. There is
adequate permitted capacity at the landfill to accommodate the solid waste that would be
generated by the project. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on
solid waste disposal capacity.

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: The proposed project would be required to comply with all laws and regulations
pertaining to solid waste. The City of Union City requires applicants for construction of new singlefamily homes to comply with its Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance
(Municipal Code Chapter 15.75), and requires posting of a performance security bond to ensure
compliance. Prior to issuance of a building permit, applicants must submit a Construction and
Demolition (C&D) Waste Management Plan (WMP) that identifies the types of C&D materials that
will be generated on the job site and the vendor or facility that the applicant proposes to use to
collect, receive, or reuse each material. The WMP must provide for reuse or recycling of 100
percent of the Portland cement concrete, asphalt concrete, land-clearing and soils, and plant
debris, and the reuse or recycling of at least 50 percent of all remaining C&D debris generated by
the project. Documentation of compliance must be submitted to the City’s WMP Compliance
Officer within 30 days of completion of construction. Additional requirements are set forth Chapter
15.75 of the Municipal Code.
In addition to garbage collection bins, the City encourages residents to participate in recycling
and other diversion of waste from landfill disposal, and provides each single-family home with a
recycling bin and a bin for organic wastes such as yard waste and food scraps. Curbside collection
of these waste streams is provided on a weekly basis along with the regular garbage collection.
The residents of the proposed project would be encouraged to participate in the City’s existing
recycling program. No aspects of the proposed project were identified that could potentially
conflict with regulations pertaining to solid waste.

34

CalRecycle (formerly California Integrated Waste Management Board), Solid Waste Information System Facility/Site
Database, accessed April 28, 2018 at: http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/01-AA-0009/Detail/.
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XVIII. 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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: There is no potential for the project to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self–sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. There is a
remote possibility for encountering buried historic/prehistoric cultural resources on the site, but
mitigation measures have been identified to minimize potential impacts in the event such
resources are encountered during project construction. Mitigation has been identified to prevent
this and ensure that this potential impact would remain less than significant.

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.)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: No significant cumulative impacts were identified for the proposed project.
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c) Does the project have environmental effects that
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated





Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact



Explanation: Mitigation has been identified to reduce potential impacts from the generation of dust
during project construction, which could potentially have adverse effects on human receptors. No
other potentially significant impacts on human beings were identified.

REPORT PREPARATION
This Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared under the direction of Douglas
Herring & Associates (DHA), with support from the Union City Economic & Community
Development Department.
Project Manager:

Doug Herring, Principal
Douglas Herring & Associates
1331 Linda Vista Drive
El Cerrito, CA 94530

City of Union City:

Binh Nguyen, Assistant Planner
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
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MITIGATION MEASURES
Air Quality
Mitigation Measure AQ–1:

The project applicant shall require the construction contractor to
reduce the severity of project construction period dust impacts by
complying with the following control measures:
• 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 on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
mph.
• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall
be completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be
laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil
binders are used.
• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment
off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to
5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics
control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.
• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly
tuned in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible
emissions evaluator.
• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and
person to contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall
also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measure CR–1:

64

City Staff shall advise the Project Construction Superintendent,
Project Inspector, and Building Inspector at a pre-construction
conference of the potential for encountering cultural resources
during construction and the applicant’s responsibilities per CEQA
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should resources be encountered. This advisory shall also be
printed on the Plans and Specification Drawings for this project.
Mitigation Measure CR–2:

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

Mitigation Measure CR–3:

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

Mitigation Measure CR–4:

If any paleontological resources are encountered during site
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance shall
be halted until the services of a qualified paleontologist can be
retained to identify and evaluate the scientific value of the
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to
document and prevent any significant adverse effects on the
resource(s). Significant paleontological resources shall be
salvaged and deposited in an accredited and permanent scientific
institution, such as the University of California Museum of
Paleontology (UCMP).
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Mitigation Measure WQ–1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall
submit a Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) for review and approval
by the Union City Public Works Department. The SCP shall be
implemented throughout project construction. The SCP shall
describe construction stormwater best management practices
(BMPs) that will be implemented to minimize the migration of
sediments off–site. Typical construction BMPs can include
covering soil stockpiles, sweeping soil from streets or other paved
areas, performing site-disturbing activities in dry periods, and
planting vegetation or landscaping quickly after disturbance to
stabilize soils. Other typical stormwater BMPs include erosionreduction controls such as hay bales, water bars, covers, sediment
fences, sensitive area access restrictions (for example, flagging),
vehicle mats in wet areas, and retention/settlement ponds.
Mitigation Measure WQ–2: All cut-and-fill slopes shall be stabilized as soon as possible after
completion of grading. No site grading shall occur between
October 15th and April 15th unless approved erosion control
measures are in place.
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