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Chapter 1

Introduction

Purpose of This Document
This document and the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) that was circulated for public review
between August 6, 2010 and September 20, 2010, constitute the final EIR (FEIR) for the Station District
Mixed-Use Development Project. The information presented in this FEIR is being provided in accordance
with the requirements of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and includes
the following Chapters and Appendices:


Chapter 1, “Introduction,” discusses the purpose of this document, public review process, CEQA
requirements, and use of this document.



Chapter 2, “Responses to Comments,” contains the comments received during the public review
period for the DEIR and the written responses to those comments.



Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR,” contains changes to the text of the DEIR made in
response to the comments. These changes are to correct minor errors and for purposes of clarification.
This includes an updated table summarizing the impacts that would result from the proposed project,
mitigation measures proposed, and levels of significance before and after mitigation.



Chapter 4, “New References for the FEIR,” updates the reference section of the DEIR. This adds new
references cited in the FEIR.



Chapter 5, “Preparers,” includes a list of the preparers of this FEIR.

As mentioned in the DEIR, this document is intended to provide the public, responsible agencies, and
trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project. This
EIR was prepared in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR]
15000 et seq.)

Public Review Process
The DEIR was distributed to various public agencies and interested individuals for a 45-day public review
period, beginning on August 6, 2010. During this period the members of the public and agencies had the
opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. Comments on the DEIR are addressed in Chapter 2.
The City of Union City is the decision maker for the project and will review the project, the FEIR, staff
recommendations, public testimony, and decide whether to certify the EIR and approve or deny the
project.
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CEQA Requirements
As lead agency under CEQA, the City has provided each public agency that commented on the DEIR
with a copy of its responses to comments at least 10 days before certifying the FEIR.

Use of This Document
The FEIR allows the public and the lead agency to review revisions to the DEIR, comments, responses to
comments, and other components of the EIR before approval of the project. This FEIR, including the
DEIR incorporated by reference, will serve as the environmental document used by the City when
considering approval of the project.
After completing the FEIR and before approving the project, the City, as lead agency, must make the
following three certifications (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090):


The FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.



The FEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the decision-making
body reviewed and considered the information in the FEIR before approving the project.



The FEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

Separately from certification of the FEIR, the City must adopt findings of fact describing the disposition
of each of those impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091[a]). For each significant impact, the lead
agency must make one of the following findings:


Changes or alterations have been required in or incorporated into the project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.



Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency, not
the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.



Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR.

Each finding must be accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding. In addition, the
City must adopt, in conjunction with the findings, a mitigation monitoring or reporting program for the
mitigation measures (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091[d]). These measures must be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.
In addition, because this project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the City must state
in writing its reasons for approving the action (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[b]). This statement
of overriding considerations will be supported by substantial information in the record, including the
FEIR.
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Chapter 2

Responses to Comments

Introduction
This Chapter contains the written comments letters received on the DEIR and responses to issues raised in
the comments. The responses follow copies of the comments letters received. The comments immediately
precede the corresponding responses. Table 2-1 below identifies the commenters and assigns each letter a
number.
The individual comment letters are marked to identify the specific issues raised in the letter, and are
numbered accordingly in the right margin. The responses are organized in accordance with the
appearance of the comment in the letter. For instance, comments in Letter 1-Alameda County Water
District (ACWD) are marked 1-A, 1-B, etc.
Table 2-1. List of DEIR Commenter’s and Organization in this Chapter
Comment
Letter No.
1
2
3

Commenter
Alameda County Water District
California Department of Transportation, District 4
California Public Utilities Commission
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Response to Comment Letter 1
1

Alameda County Water District (ACWD)
1-A

This comment provides background on ACWD’s function and jurisdiction and requests
that description of permit requirements be stated in the EIR.
The ACWD is the enforcing agency for the City of Union City’s Well Ordinance, and a
drilling permit from ACWD is required prior to the start of any subsurface drilling
activities (including boreholes drilled for geologic studies), from ACWD’s Engineering
Department. All permitted work requires scheduling for inspection; therefore, all drilling
activities must be coordinated with ACWD prior to the start of any field work. This
information has been added to the EIR and is discussed in Chapter 3. Please refer to
Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.

1-B

This comment discusses the McKesson Chemical Cleanup Site and potential impacts
related to dewatering activities and construction, and their effect on the investigation and
cleanup of groundwater contamination from that site. Dewatering is also discussed in
response to Comment 1-D.
The former McKesson facility is at 33950 Seventh Street in Union City, California (Site).
The 8.5-acre Site is located east of Decoto Road, south of Mission Boulevard, and west
of Daggett Avenue and was owned and operated by McKesson as an industrial chemical
distribution and repackaging facility from 1971 to 1986. Solvent chemical handling
operations resulted in soil and groundwater impacts by volatile organic chemicals
(VOCs) including: 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE); 1,1,1 – trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA);
trichloroethene (TCE); and perchloroethylene (PCE). Since 1983, soil and groundwater
environmental investigations and remediation have been conducted at the Site under the
oversight of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region (RWQCB). Soil and groundwater cleanup began in 1985. Soil was excavated and
disposed offsite at a licensed disposal site. To further cleanup the soil, a soil vapor
extraction system was operated. To clean up the groundwater, groundwater extraction
and treatment systems have been operated since 1985 and continue to operate using wells
located on and off the site. Concentrations of the VOCs in groundwater have declined
substantially over time with the operation of the treatment system (Omega Environmental
2010).
There are three separate groundwater aquifers that have been affected by the
contaminated plume: Shallow (50 to 65 feet below ground surface); intermediate (95 to
115 feet below ground surface) and deep (135 feet to 155 feet below ground surface)
(Omega Environmental 2010). According to ACWD, groundwater elevations are
approximately 36 to 48 feet below ground surface below the Proposed Project site
(ACWD 2010).
Mapping of the plume of VOCs from the site shows that the contaminated groundwater
extends to the southeast from the McKesson site, across Seventh Street to the Niles
Subdivision, and south to the northern part of the Mixed Use project site of the Niles
Subdivision, including the northern part of the Proposed Project site. Contaminants are
mapped in terms of whether they exceed drinking water standards (Maximum
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Contaminant Levels or MCLs). There are presently a series of monitoring wells along the
north side of the Niles Subdivision, but only one well south of the Niles Subdivision,
which is located just north of the Oakland Subdivision. There were monitoring wells on
the Proposed Project site in the 1990s but none at present. Current plume maps for the
shallow aquifer show 1,1-DCE, TCE, and PCE concentrations reaching MCL standards
near the Niles Subdivision and 1,1,1-TCA concentrations being under MCL standards in
all monitored areas of the shallow aquifer (Omega Environmental 2010). However, due
to the lack of a monitoring network south of the Niles Subdivision, the potential for
contaminated groundwater beneath the Proposed Project site at levels above the MCL
standards cannot be ruled out at this time. Current plume maps for the intermediate
aquifer show concentration of 1,1-DCE, TCE, and PCE at levels above the MCL
standards underneath the Proposed Project site (Omega Environmental 2010). Based on
this data, the project site is presumed to overlie contaminated groundwater.
Construction of the Proposed Project is not likely to have a significant impact related to
health risks because it is not anticipated for groundwater to be encountered. As noted
above, current groundwater elevations are approximately 36 feet below ground surface at
the site. The deepest level of excavation for the project would be approximately 14 feet
below ground surface, meaning that excavation should be at least 20 feet or more above
any contaminated groundwater. As such, the project is not expected to encounter
contaminated groundwater, and therefore; this impact is considered less than significant.
During operation, the presence of contaminated groundwater at depth beneath the
Proposed Project site would not result in exposure of residents, employees, or visitors to
contaminated groundwater. The only feasible pathway from the contaminated plume to
receptors would be through soil vapor. The likelihood of a significant exposure is reduced
by the likely relatively low levels of contamination in the shallow aquifer beneath the
site, the depth separated receptors from the contaminated groundwater, and by the
project’s intention to use a concrete foundation, which can reduce vapor intrusion into
overlying buildings. There have been nine different human health risk assessment
completed for different land uses on top of the contaminated plume, including an
assessment prepared for a residential development that resides on top of the former
McKesson facility site itself. None of these assessments has indicated unacceptable
health risks for the proposed land uses, including residential and recreational use (Omega
Environmental 2010).
However, since the well monitoring system on the Proposed Project site is not sufficient
to determine the specific concentrations of the contaminated plume beneath the site and
because there has not been an assessment of soil vapor at the project site, potential
exposure to soil vapor is considered a potentially significant impact. In order to ensure
that no significant exposure to soil vapor occurs, Mitigation Measure HAZ-4, has been
added to require a soil vapor sampling of the site, completion of a human health risk
assessment, and if necessary, placement of an impermeable vapor proof liner barrier
beneath the project site to prevent potentially contaminated soil vapor from entering
overlying buildings. This mitigation would reduce this potentially significant impact to a
less-than-significant level. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the
Draft EIR.
1-C

This comment discusses Mitigation Measures HAZ-1b and HYD-2. As the comment
suggests, the City has revised the Draft EIR text to acknowledge that for any releases of
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hazardous materials that impacts soil at depths of three (3) feet or deeper or if any
subsurface contamination is discovered during construction activities, ACWD must also
be notified immediately and investigation or remediation of soil and groundwater
contamination must be coordinated with ACWD. This information has been added to the
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b and Mitigation Measure HYD-2 in the EIR and are
discussed in Chapter 3. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft
EIR.
1-D

This comment provides correction to the setting portion of section 3.9 Hydrology and
Water Quality. The section has been corrected to identify the accurate subbasin and
overdraft condition. This information has been added to the EIR and is discussed in
Chapter 3. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.

1-E

This comment indicates that although the Draft EIR acknowledges ACWD permit
requirements for the installation and destruction of dewatering wells, that temporary and
permanent dewatering activities and the potential impact of the project on the local water
supply are not known. As discussed above in response to Comment 1-B, the deepest
project excavation would reach 14 feet below ground surface whereas groundwater is
found approximately 36 feet below ground surface and thus dewatering is not expected to
be required during construction or during operation of the project. The text has been
updated to indicate that groundwater is not likely to be encountered. Please refer to
Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter 2
2

California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), District 4
2-A

The comment indicates that on page 33 of the Traffic Impact Study the
Condo/Townhouse trip calculation for AM is incorrect. Calculations were made using
ITE Trip Generation, 6th Edition rather than 8th Edition, as it states in the Draft EIR.
Comparison of the difference in vehicle trips between the different editions is modest; the
6th Edition forecasts 309 AM and 404 PM hour trips and the 8th Edition forecasts 319 AM
and 388 PM peak trips (a difference of -10 and 15 vehicle trips in the AM and PM peak
hours, respectively). These minor changes in vehicle trips would not substantially change
the levels of service (LOS) calculated for affected intersections. Therefore, although the
trip calculations reflect the 6th Edition, there would be no change to the conclusions of the
Traffic Impact Study. No changes to the EIR are proposed and no further response is
necessary.

2-B

The comment indicates that according to the ITE Handbook 2nd Edition, page 86, that
internal trip reduction does not apply for a shopping mall (ITE code 820), which is true.
However, it should be noted that the removal of the internal trip reduction will result in
an additional 12 trips to the shopping center during the PM peak hour, or four percent of
the total during the PM peak hour. This minor amount of trips would not substantially
change the levels of service at intersections affected by the project. The traffic analysis
used a 23 percent “pass-by trip reduction” assumption. Use of the standard ITE retail
pass-by reduction would likely have resulted in a percentage higher than this (up to 50
percent). Thus, the increase of trips due to the deletion of the internal trip reduction for
the shopping mall would be more than offset by the use of the standard ITE retail pass-by
reduction. Thus, there would be no substantial change in the levels of service at
intersections affected by project traffic. No changes to the EIR are proposed and no
further response is necessary.

2-C

The comment refers to the Draft EIR’s stated number of parking stalls, based on unit,
bedrooms, and square footage, and indicates the Department’s opinion that parking ratios
proposed for the project do not meet transit oriented development (TOD) ratios because
they are too generous, would encourage single-occupancy vehicle use, and reduce
pedestrian and bicycle access.
Parking (deficit or abundance of) is considered a social matter, not an environmental
matter for CEQA review. Section 15064(e) and 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines state
that “economic or social effects of a project should not be treated as significant effects on
the environment,” except to the extent that those social effects indicate or lead to a
significant physical change to the environment. Parking usually only results in a
significant physical change to the environment when a deficit of parking results in the
need for new parking facilities to be created at off-site locations and that construction
results in secondary physical impacts. As described in the Draft EIR, the project will
provide adequate supply, considering the type of project, such that there will not be a
need for new off-site parking to meet parking demand.
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It is possible that the provision of less parking than proposed might decrease the amount
of driving by project residents and increased use of transit. While that might be a
desirable outcome, the EIR has evaluated the project as proposed, including the proposed
parking and disclosed environmental impacts associated with the project as a whole,
including impacts on traffic and transit. As described in the Draft EIR, the project will
have a far greater amount of average transit use for both residents and employees at the
project site compared to standard single-family development due to the compact urban
form, the proximity to transit, and the proximity to retail and services. Caltrans’ support
for less parking is noted, but the comment concerns the level of environmental benefits
that might be achieved by lesser parking, as opposed to evidence that the project would
result in an adverse impact on the environment. Therefore, the comment is noted, no
changes to the EIR are proposed, and no further response is necessary under CEQA.
However, in order to clarify the rationale for the parking amount, the following additional
information is provided.
Residential Parking: Based on the plans for Blocks 2 and 3, the project would include
1,430 parking stalls for residential uses and 133 guest stalls, which can be used to satisfy
the residential parking demand for a total of 1,563 parking stalls. Based on parking
demand data collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), the average
peak parking demand for low- and mid-rise apartments/condominiums (2–10 stories) in a
suburban setting is 1.2 vehicles parked per unit during the daily peak resulting in a peak
parking demand woof 1,168 parking stalls. Since it is generally advisable to provide an
additional 5-10 percent “buffer” above peak demand to accommodate higher than
anticipated guest or service (cleaning services, etc.) parking, a total of approximately
1,280 parking stalls would be recommended for the residential component of the project
based on typical ITE suburban rates.
With the proposed mix of residential and guest stalls, the project would satisfy peak
parking demand based on ITE rates. It should also be noted that these rates are based on
suburban settings that are not as well-served by public transit as the project site. As such,
the project could expect reduced demand due to proximity to transit, linked trips, and
internal trips; thus, actual parking demand generated by residences at the project site
would likely be less than the ITE rates predict.
Although the project would meet the conservative ITE rates described above, the project
would not meet the City’s parking standards for residential ownership units listed in
Section 18.38.190, which are listed below.


One and one-half (1-1/2) covered and enclosed parking stalls per each one (1)
bedroom or studio unit.



Two (2) covered and enclosed parking stalls per each unit with two (2) or more
bedrooms.

The Zoning Ordinance also contains parking standards for rental units that require 1.5
parking stalls for each unit irrespective of bedroom count. For purposes of this analysis,
the residential parking standards for ownership units were utilized since they generate a
higher parking demand.
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The submitted plans for the entire development (Attachment 1) stipulate 524 onebedroom units and (54 percent) 449 units with two or more bedrooms (46 percent),
resulting in a parking demand of 1684 parking stalls. As stated previously, the submitted
plans detail 1563 parking stalls being provided resulting in a parking shortage.
The plans submitted for the development on Block 3 (Attachment 2) also detail a parking
demand of 471 parking stalls, based on the unit and bedroom counts. The applicant is
providing a total of 406 parking stalls for Phase 1, which results in a shortage of 65 stalls.
The applicant has applied for a parking reduction per Section 18.28.110, Transportation
demand management programs, which allows for up to a 25 percent reduction in required
parking demand in exchange for the incorporation of Transit Demand Management
(TDM) strategies. The TDM plan submitted by the applicant to justify the parking
reduction concludes that based on the product type (multi-family residential);
incorporation of the recommended TDM measure, and the project site’s proximity to the
BART station, the proposed development could qualify for up to a 25 percent reduction
in the required parking demand and not result in off-site parking impacts.
The TDM plan references the ITE parking generation rates discussed in the paragraphs
above to justify the parking reduction as well as a parking study that was performed in
2006 by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. This study evaluated the parking
demand of existing multi-family developments located around transit hubs and included
an analysis of the Verandas and Parkside Apartments within Union City. These studies
concluded that the parking stalls in these developments were underutilized. The average
amount of parking being utilized at the Verandas Apartment complex was determined to
be 1.46 parking stalls per unit and was 1.08 parking stalls at the Parkside Apartment
complex. The project is proposing 1.48 parking stalls per unit, which slightly exceeds the
observed parking demand for surrounding multi-family developments.
The plan also requires the establishment of a TDM Coordinator position for the
development. This position would manage on-site transportation information board/kiosk
for development; create and disseminate a TDM welcome package for new residents and
manage any TDM programs. The plan includes several optional measures for future
consideration if the required parking monitoring program shows that there is not enough
parking to meet the development’s parking demand. These include the implementation of
a Carshare program; provision of AC Transit’s Easy Pass and/ or Clipper Card (regional
transit pass) to residents free of charge; and provision of additional bicycle parking in lieu
of automobile parking as allowed by Municipal Code section 18.28.100.
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Response to Comment Letter 3
3

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
This comment letter articulates specific rail concerns and suggests various ways in which
the mitigation for rail safety could be improved to address rail safety impacts. As
discussed below, the City intends to work with the CPUC to address both current and
potential future rail safety impacts related to the Proposed Project.
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 has been revised to require completion of a Safety
Diagnostic of the two railroad crossings in cooperation with the CPUC during which the
City in order to identify current safety conditions and needs so that advance planning can
be performed for necessary rail safety improvements prior so they can be implemented
before the Proposed Project generates new residents, employees, and visitors. Please
refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
The specific responses to CPUC concerns are described below.
3-A

Sidewalks and Warning Treatments
The comment discusses rail safety concerns related to the project. The first point
discusses pedestrian safety and the need to include improvements to the sidewalk along
Decoto Road and the installation of detectable warning treatments along each approach.
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 has been revised to require the installation of detectable
warning treatments on the sidewalks and improved sidewalks to provide for pedestrian
safety. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
Pedestrian Pathway
The comment discusses that although there are plans to construct a pedestrian pathway
beneath the railroad tracks to access the BART station, the timeline for that project is not
linked to the Proposed Project. The commenter is correct, the Proposed Project and the
installation of the pedestrian pathway are not linked. However, as noted in other parts of
response to CPUC comments, improvements are being made so that pedestrian access
from the Proposed Project to the BART station can be made safely during the interim
period before the undercrossing access is completed. No changes to the EIR are proposed
and no further response is necessary.
Fencing
This comment discusses pedestrians walking along the railroad right-of-way and outside
of the tracks at the Oakland and Niles Subdivision crossings and the need for fencing
along both railroads. As shown in Appendix C of the Draft EIR, the design standards
require the City Redevelopment Agency to install a tubular steel fence along the north
side of Cheeves Way (formerly Railroad Avenue) adjacent to the Niles Subdivisions.
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 has been revised to include fencing along the Oakland
Subdivision and extension of fencing from Cheeves Way along the Niles Subdivision.
Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
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Traffic Signals and Railroad Preemption
The comment discusses the potential impacts related to the increase queuing at the 11th
Street/ Decoto Road intersection could affect rail safety at the two railroad crossings of
Decoto Road, and asserts that a queuing analysis needs to be conducted. The comment
also questions whether the current pre-signal operation is properly configured.
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 has been revised to include completion of a queuing
analysis prior to issuance of the first building permit and, if necessary, changes in light
signalization or other measures to control queues so as to avoid conflict with rail line
operations. As traffic changes over time, the potential for queuing will also change, and
thus Mitigation Measure TRA-13 requires the queuing analysis to consider queuing in
multiple time frames as traffic increased over time in order to identify the necessary
changes in signalization or other measures to address this impact over time. Please refer
to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
The City has confirmed that the pre-signal for the Oakland Subdivision operates as
designed along the northbound Decoto Road. As a train approaches this set of tracks, the
traffic signal at Decoto/Station Way, located south of the tracks, as well as the pre-signals
at the tracks both turn solid red. The signal resumes normal operation once the train has
passed. Mitigation Measure TRA-13 has been revised to require completion of a Safety
Diagnostic of the two railroad crossings in cooperation with the CPUC during which the
City intends to demonstrate the operation of the pre-signal in the field. This comment is
noted. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.

3-C

Niles Subdivision Railroad Crossing Near Cheeves Way
This comment discusses the Niles subdivision crossing near Cheeves Way as it relates to
a crossing warning device; bus and motorist merging on to Cheeves Way; support of an
option to eliminate the 10th Street intersection; and vehicles stopping on the railroad
track.
This comment concerns the need for Cheeves Way to intersect with Decoto Road as far
as feasible from the railroad crossing stop line, the CPUC recommends the installation of
a railroad crossing device, especially if the intersection is within 100 feet of the warning
device. This concern has been addressed through the modification of Mitigation Measure
TRA-13 to add a flashing light on Cheeves Way. This information has been added to the
EIR and is discussed in Chapter 3. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of
the Draft EIR. Concerning the bus stop north of the crossing along northbound Decoto
Road, the CPUC is concerned that the bus stop will conflict with vehicles that just made a
right turn from Cheeves Way. Mitigation Measure TRA-13 has been revised to evaluate
the safety of the current bus stop location and potential movement of the bus stop south
of Cheeves Way. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
The commenter suggests the incorporation of an acceleration lane along northbound
Decoto Road for vehicles turning right from Cheeves Way to allow motorist a safer
merge. The distance from Cheeves Way to the Niles Subdivision would be approximately
100 feet; as such this is considered adequate area to accelerate a match traffic speed prior
to the railroad. This comment is noted. No changes to the EIR are proposed and no
further response is necessary.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-18

October 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Responses to Comments

The comment discusses the CPUC’s support for the option to eliminate the 10th Street
intersection, extending the left-turn lane, and extending the raised median to be
continuous between the Niles Subdivision railroad crossing and 11th Street. This
comment does not clarify why this option is necessary to mitigate an identified
significant impact. This comment is noted. No changes to the EIR are proposed and no
further response is necessary.
This comment discusses the potential for vehicles stopping on the railroad tracks, and
thus recommends the installation of signs to minimize vehicles stopping on the railroad
tracks. This concern was addressed through the modification of Mitigation Measure
TRA-13 of the EIR to add “DO NOT STOP ON TRACKS” and other signage as
necessary. Please refer to Chapter 3, Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR.
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Chapter 3

Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR

Introduction
This chapter contains revisions to the text of the Draft EIR (DEIR) for the Station District Mixed-Use
Development Project. The text changes are intended to clarify or correct information in the DEIR in
response to comments received on the document. This includes changes initiated by the City. Revisions
are shown with strikethrough text for deletions (strikethrough) and underlined text for additions
(underline). The changes appear in the order of their location in the DEIR, and are organized by chapter
or major section. No text changes are being made to any sections or chapters that are not listed below.

“Executive Summary”
Page ES-7. Table ES-1 Executive Summary Table is revised as follows:
Table ES-1. Executive Summary Table
Issues/Impacts

Level of Significance

MitigationMeasures

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impact HAZ-4: Location of the Project on a Known Less than significant
Hazardous Material Site
with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4: Conduct
Soil Vapor Sampling, Human Health
Risk Assessment, and install
impermeable layer, if necessary

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact TRA-13: Potential Decrease in Rail Safety

Less than significant
with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure TRA-13: Fence,
signage, and rail safety education Rail
Safety Assessment and Improvements

Less than significant.

NA

Impact WS-2: Creates new shadow in a manner that Less than significant
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or
other public areas

NA

WIND AND SHADOW
Impact WS-1: Alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas
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Chapter 2, “Project Description”
Page 2-8. Table 2-1 Project Approvals and Permits is revised as follows:
Table 2-1. Project Approvals and Permits
Agency

Required Permits, Approvals, or Other Entitlements

Reason Required

Alameda County Water
District

 Drilling Permit

Subsurface drilling
activities for geological
studies

City of Union City








Regional Water Quality
Control Board

 Preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP)

General Plan Amendment
Zoning Text Amendment
Site Development Review Approval
Use Permit Approval
Public Works Encroachment Permit
Fire Department and Building Department
Approval/Review

Project located in
Union City and will
require these
amendments,
approvals, and reviews
prior to construction.

Project site >1 acre.

Page 2-8. Figure 2-4 has been revised and follows this page.

Section 3.1, “Aesthetics”
Page 3.1-11. Figures 3.1-3 and 3.1-4 were revised to reflect the design and colors shown in Appendix D
Site Development Master Plan, page A.3.3. The revised figures follow this page.

Section 3.2, “Air Quality”
Page 3.2-24. The following text is inserted after the first paragph:
The URBEMIS output file, originally included as Appendix F of the DEIR, has been revised to reflect the
correct trip lengths (default settings) for the proposed project and is included in this FEIR as Appendix F.
Changes in the URBEMIS model did not result in changes to the conclusions of the DEIR because the
revised results do not exceed the significance thresholds.
Page 3.2-24. Table 3.2-6 is revised as shown below.
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Source: City of Union City, 2010.

Figure 2-4
General Plan Amendment – Figure LU-3

Graphics … 00943.07 (rev. 10/10) JD

e. South View from Ridge Loop Trail in Garin Regional Park

f. South View from Ridge Loop Trail in Garin Regional Park with the Simulation of the Proposed
Project
Source: Environmental Vision 2010.

Figure 3.1-3
Existing View and Visual Simulation

Graphics … 00943.07 (rev. 10/10) JD

g. East View from Kennedy Park towards the Proposed Project site

h. East View from Kennedy Park with the Simulation of the Proposed Project

Source: Environmental Vision 2010.

Figure 3.1-4
Existing View and Visual Simulation
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Table 3.2-6. 2022 Unmitigated Build-Out Operational Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds per day)
ROG
NOX
CO
PM10
PM2.5
Area Source Emissions
45
1318
10
<1
<1
Vehicular Emissions
2319
2022
219170
7148
1149
6865
3340
2294178 7149
1410
Total Emissions
Significance Criteria
80
80
550
80
80
Significant?
No
No
No
No
No
Area source, vehicular, and total emissions shown are the maximum of summer and winter emissions (and are
rounded to the nearest whole number). Therefore, totals may not add up.
Source: URBEMIS modeling, ICF, September 2010.

Section 3.4, “Climate Change”
Page 3.4-20. The following text has been inserted on the top of page 3.4-16.
The BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Model (BGM) output file was not included in the DEIR. This model was
re-run to reflect the correct URBEMIS data (see Section 3.2 Air Quality) and has now been included in
the FEIR in Appendix F. Changes to the BGM did not result in changes to the conclusions of the DEIR
because the new results do not exceed the significance threshold.
Page 3.4-20. Table 3.4-5 is revised as follows:
Table 3.4-5. Estimate of Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Emission Source
Transportation
Area Source
Electricity
Natural Gas
Water and Wastewater
Solid Waste

CO2e a
5,987 4,657
6
1,519
1,181
116
835

CO2e b
5,366 5,366
6
1,519
1,181
116
835

Total Project Emissions
Total Service Populationc
MTCO2e per Service Population
Significant?

9,643 8,313
2181
4.4 3.8
No

9,021 7,409
2181
4.1 3.4
No

Notes:
a
Global Warming Potential is 21 for CH4 and 310 for N2O, General Reporting Protocol, California Climate Action Registry,
January 2009. Calculation: CO2e = (CO2 x 1) + (CH4 x 21) + (N2O x 310)
b
This column includes transportation emissions reductions from Pavley (AB 1493) and LCFS which are state mandates.
c
Service Population for the Proposed Project is the estimated buildout resident population of 2,181. Although there is a
commercial component of the project, no employment was included in this calculation and thus the actual SP would be
slightly higher and GHG emissions/SP would be slightly less than shown above.
Emissions calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix FE.
Source: URBEMIS2007 and BGM modeling, ICF Jones & Stokes, September 2010July 2010.
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Section 3.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”
Page 3.7-1. Table 3.7-1 is revised as as follows:
Table 3.7-1. Summary of Significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts

Impact
Impact HAZ-4: Location of the
Project on a Known Hazardous
Material Site

Level of Significance
before Mitigation
Less than Significant
Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation not required
Mitigation Measure HAZ-4:
Conduct Soil Vapor
Sampling, Human Health
Risk Assessment, and install
impermeable layer, if
necessary

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation
LTS

Page 3.7-3. The following additional source of information is added above “Environmental Setting”:


Omega Environmental Management, Inc. 2010. 2010 Status Report, Groundwater Cleanup Program,
Former McKesson Facility, Union City, California. Prepared for McKesson Corporation. August.

Page 3.7-4 to 3.7-5. The first paragraph under “Surrounding Area” is revised as follows:
The approximately 6-acre Proposed Project site is surrounded by residential subdivisions, Union City
BART, Charles F. Kennedy Park, an Air Liquide facility, a PG&E Substation, Niles and Oakland UPRR
track subdivisions, and commercial and industrial land uses. The McKesson Chemical Corporation site is
approximately 1,800 feet from the Project site.
Page 3.7-5. The following text is added below “PG&E Substation” and “Regulatory Setting”:

McKesson Chemical
The former McKesson facility is at 33950 Seventh Street in Union City, California (Site). The 8.5-acre
Site is located east of Decoto Road, south of Mission Boulevard, and west of Daggett Avenue. The
facility was owned and operated by McKesson as an industrial chemical distribution and repackaging
facility from 1971 to 1986. Solvent chemical handling operations resulted in soil and groundwater
impacts by volatile organic chemicals (VOCs) including: 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE); 1,1,1 –
trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA); trichloroethene (TCE); and perchloroethylene (PCE). Since 1983, soil and
groundwater environmental investigations and remediation have been conducted at the Site under the
oversight of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB).
Soil and groundwater cleanup began in 1985. Soil was excavated and disposed offsite at a licensed
disposal site. To further cleanup the soil, a soil vapor extraction system was operated. To clean up the
groundwater, groundwater extraction and treatment systems have been operated since 1985 and continue
to operate using wells located on and off the site. Concentrations of the VOCs in groundwater have
declined substantially over time with the operation of the treatment system. Sampling to date has also
identified an apparent second source of VOC contaminants in groundwater separate from the McKesson
facility that is located north of the Niles Subdivision (Omega Environmental 2010).
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There are three separate groundwater aquifers that have been affected by the contaminated plume:
Shallow (50 to 65 feet below ground surface); intermediate (95 to 115 feet below ground surface) and
deep (135 feet to 155 feet below ground surface) (Omega Environmental 2010). According to ACWD,
groundwater elevations are approximately 36 to 48 feet below ground surface below the Proposed Project
site (ACWD 2010).
Mapping of the plume of VOCs shows that the contaminated groundwater extends to the southeast from
the McKesson site, across Seventh Street to the Niles Subdivision, and south to the northern part of the
Mixed Use project site south of the Niles Subdivision, including the northern part of the Proposed Project
site. Contaminants are mapped in terms of whether they exceed drinking water standards (Maximum
Contaminant Levels or MCLs). There are presently a series of monitoring wells along the north side of
the Niles Subdivision, but only one well south of the Niles Subdivision, which is located just north of the
Oakland Subdivision. There were monitoring wells on the Proposed Project site in the 1990s but none at
present. Current plume maps for the shallow aquifer show 1,1-DCE, TCE, and PCE concentrations
reaching MCL standards near the Niles Subdivision and 1,1,1-TCA concentrations being under MCL
standards in all monitored areas of the shallow aquifer (Omega Environmental 2010). However, due to
the lack of a monitoring network south of the Niles Subdivision, the potential for contaminated
groundwater beneath the Proposed Project site at levels above the MCL standards cannot be ruled out at
this time. Current plume maps for the intermediate aquifer show concentration of 1,1-DCE, TCE, and
PCE at levels above the MCL standards underneath the Proposed Project site (Omega Environmental
2010). Based on this data, the project site is presumed to overly contaminated groundwater.
Page 3.7-11. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Immediately Contain Spills, Excavate Spill-Contaminated
Soil, and Disposal at an Approved Facility
In the event of a release or threatened release of hazardous materials, the contractor shall notify the
Alameda County Fire Department, the City of Union City Environmental Programs Division, the
Alameda County Water District (ACWD), and the State Warning Center if the release is significant and
could have off-site impacts. The contractor shall immediately control the source of the leak and contain
the spill. If required by the Alameda County Fire Department Union City Environmental Programs
Division or other regulatory agencies, contaminated soils will be excavated and disposed of offsite at a
facility approved to accept such soils.
If there are any releases of hazardous materials that impact soil at depths of three feet or deeper or if any
subsurface contamination is discovered during construction activities, ACWD must also be notified
immediately and investigation or remediation of soil and groundwater contamination must be coordinated
with ACWD.
Page 3.7-14. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b: Require Safety Glass for Portions of the Project at Risk of
Overpressure Greater than 1 psi.
As blast-related overpressure may result in shattering of windows in buildings facing the Air Liquide
facility, the City shall require the Applicant to evaluate the specific overpressure possible on the north
side of the project and to provide safety glass windows to reduce the potential risk of window shatter
wherever windows could be exposed to overpressure of 1 psi or greater. The blast radius shall be
calculated based on the most recent inventory of hazardous materials for the Air Liquide facility on file
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with the City and using current USEPA Risk Management Program guidance. The evaluation of potential
overpressure shall be submitted to the Alameda County Fire Department and Union City Environmental
Programs Division along with proposed safety glass treatments in the application for a building permit.
The City shall require safety glass to be incorporated into the when the project has the potential to cause
glass shatter due to overpressure greater than 1 PSI. wherever it determines a potential for glass shatter
due to blast-related overpressure may occur on the project site.
Page 3.7-15. Impact HAZ-4 is revised as follows:
Impact HAZ-4: Location of the Project on a Known Hazardous Material Site (Less than
Significant).
Although historical uses of the site left traces of contamination, the DTSC issued a Certificate of
Completion for the site in September of 2003 following the clean-up completed by PG&E. This
certification indicates that the remedial action at the site has been satisfactorily completed. Furthermore,
DTSC has indicated that the site is cleared for unrestricted land use, which includes the residential and
commercial uses associated with the project (Department of Toxic Substances Control 2003). Therefore,
the proposed development would not be located on a known hazardous materials site that the prior
contamination related to the PG&E facility has been remediated to a level that would not pose a hazard to
the public or environment.
As described above, there is potential for contaminated groundwater in the shallow aquifer at the site and
there is confirmed contaminated groundwater in the intermediate aquifer at the site, due to the plume from
the former McKesson Chemical facility along 7th Street.
Construction of the Proposed Project is not likely to have a significant impact related to health risk
because it is not ancipitated for groundwater to be encountered. As noted above, current groundwater
elevations are approximately 36 feet below ground surface at the site. The deepest level of excavation for
the project would be approximately 14 feet below ground surface, meaning that excavation should be at
least 20 feet or more above any contaminated groundwater. As such, the project is not expected to
encounter contaminated groundwater and this impact is considered less than significant.
During operation, the presence of contaminated groundwater at depth beneath the Proposed Project site
would not result in exposure of residents, employees, or visitors to contaminated groundwater. The only
feasible pathway from the contaminated plume to receptors would be through soil vapor. The likelihood
of a significant exposure is reduced by the likely relatively low levels of contamination in the shallow
aquifer beneath the site, the depth separated receptors from the contaminated groundwater, and by the
project’s intention to use a concrete foundation, which can reduce vapor intrusion into overlying
buildings. There have been nine different human health risk assessment completed for different land uses
on top of the contaminated plume, including for a residential development that resides on top of the
former McKesson facility site itself. None of these assessments has indicated unacceptable health risks
for the proposed land uses, including an assessment for residential and recreational uses (Omega
Environmental 2010).
However, since the well monitoring system on the Proposed Project site is not sufficient to determine the
specific concentrations of the contaminated plume beneath the site and because there has not been an
assessment of soil vapor at the project site, potential exposure to soil vapor is considered a potentially
significant impact. In order to ensure that no significant exposure to soil vapor occurs, Mitigation
Measure HAZ-4, has been modified to require a soil vapor sampling of the site, completion of a human
health risk assessment, and if necessary, placement of an impermeable vapor proof liner barrier beneath
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the project site to prevent potentially contaminated soil vapor from entering overlying buildings. This
mitigation is feasible and would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-4: Conduct Soil Vapor Sampling, Human Health Risk
Assessment, and install impermeable layer, if necessary
Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the project, the City shall require the Project
Proponent to assess the potential human health risks associated with the potential intrusion of vapor
related to the contaminated groundwater plume that is presumed to be present at depth below the project
site and, if necessary take measures to avod substantial exposure to such soil vapor as follows:
A soil vapor sampling investigation shall be conducted of the project site to identify the levels of VOCs
found in the contaminated groundwater plumes that may be present in soil vapor. The work plan for the
investigation shall be provided to the City for approval prior to sampling. A sampling report shall be
provided to the City upon completion.
A human health risk assessment (in accordance with state and federal standards for human health risk
assessments) shall be conducted that will examine all potential exposure pathways for exposure to
elevated soil vapor VOC concentrations and determine whether residents, employees, or visitors to the
project site would be exposed to unacceptable risks related to the contaminated groundwater plume. The
risk assessment shall be provided to the City for review.
If the City determines, based on the review of the risk assessment, that an unacceptable exposure would
occur to any site users, then the applicant shall design and install an impermeable layer beneath all site
foundations sufficient to prevent the intrusion of soil vapor into overlying indoor spaces.

Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality”
Page 3.8-8. The first paragraph under “Groundwater Hydrology” is revised as follows.
The Proposed Project lies within the Niles Cone subbasin, which is part of the Santa Clara Valley
Groundwater Basin. The Niles Cone subbasin has a surface area of 65,800 acres, or 103 square miles
(California Department of Water Resources, 2006). The subbasin is drained by Alameda Creek as it runs
from the Diablo Range down into San Francisco Bay (California Department of Water Resources, 2006).
Water bearing formations of significance in this subbasin include an alluvial fan created by Alameda
Creek, the Dry Creek alluvial fan, and the Newark, Centerville, Fremont, and Deep aquifers, created by
transgression and regression of San Francisco Bay’s shoreline (California Department of Water
Resources, 2006). The Hayward Fault cuts across the top of the Alameda Creek alluvial fan, impeding
flow of groundwater and divides the basin into the Below Hayward Fault (BHF) and Above Hayward
Fault (AHF) subbasins. The impermeable nature of the Hayward fault is characterized by the
discrepancies in water levels on either side of the fault line (California Department of Water Resources,
2006). The project lies in the AHF subbasin Dry Creek Cone, which overlies the BHF.
Groundwater levels have seen a recent decline due to overdraft, making it necessary to obtain water from
the State Water Project to recharge groundwater levels in the basin (California Department of Water
Resources, 2006). Between 2006 and 2007, water levels have dropped in the AHF Aquifer indicator well
from 35.9 feet to 29.2 feet, a decrease of 6.7 feet (Chen, 2008). According to the ACWD, groundwater
elevation currently ranges from ground level to 76 feet below ground surface (bgs) but groundwater levels
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at the project site ranges from 36 to 48 feet bgs (ACWD 2010). The current estimated storage capacity
corresponding to mean sea level is 47,000 acre-feet (af) (California Department of Water Resources,
2006). The water levels in the Newark Aquifer have remained above sea level since 1972, except during a
brief period in 1990 when groundwater recharge operations below the fault were temporarily cut back to
accommodate construction activity in the Quarry Lakes Regional Recreational Area. Therefore no
accumulated overdraft is expected in the future under normal operating conditions.
Page 3.8-14. Mitigation Measure HYD-2 is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Implement a Spill Prevention and Control Program
As part of requiring compliance with the NPDES General Construction Permit, the City will require that
project contractors develop and implement a spill prevention and control program to minimize the
potential for, and effects from, spills of hazardous, toxic, or petroleum substances during all construction
activities. The NPDES General Construction Permit requires the spill prevention and control program.
The program will be completed before any construction activities begin.
The City will review and approve the spill prevention and control program before the onset of
construction activities. The City will inspect the construction area routinely to verify that the measures
specified in the spill prevention and control program are properly implemented and maintained. The City
will notify contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will require compliance.
The federal reportable spill quantity for petroleum products, as defined in 40 CFR 110, is any oil spill
that:


Violates applicable water quality standards,



Causes a film or sheen upon or discoloration of the water surface or adjoining shoreline, or



Causes a sludge or emulsion to be deposited beneath the surface of the water or adjoining shorelines.

If a spill is reportable, the contractor will notify the City’s Fire Department and the State Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), which has a spill response and cleanup ordinances to govern
emergency spill response. A written description of reportable releases must be submitted to the San
Francisco Bay RWQCB and the DTSC. This submittal must include a description of the release, including
the type of material and an estimate of the amount spilled, the date of the release, an explanation of why
the spill occurred, and a description of the steps taken to prevent and control future releases. The releases
would be documented on a spill report form.
If there are any releases of hazardous materialsthat impacts soil at depths of three feet or deeper or if any
subsurface contamination is discovered during construction activities, ACWD must also be notified
immediately and investigation or remediation of soil and groundwater contamination must be coordinated
with ACWD.
Page 3.8-15. Mitigation Measure HYD-3 is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Conduct Geology Study and Implement Provisions for
Dewatering
The Applicant shall conduct a Geology Study (or update existing technical reports that cover the
Proposed Project site) to determine if any portion of the parking garage that is underground will impact
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the hydrogeology or the water quality of the aquifer. The study should determine the depth to
groundwater and make recommendations on how clay layers will be maintained.
Based on preliminary information (see ACWD 2010), it is expected that groundwater will not be
encountered. However, if groundwater is encountered, dewatering effluent will be discharged to the
ACFCWCD drainage system. Before discharging any substance that could reach surface waters, the
applicant’s contractors will obtain an NPDES permit and WDRs from the San Francisco Bay RWQCB.
Depending on the volume and characteristics of the discharge, coverage under the RWQCB’s General
Construction Permit or General Dewatering Permit is possible. As part of the permit, the contractors will
design and implement measures as necessary so that the discharge limits identified in the relevant permit
are met. In addition, ACWD regulates the installation and destruction of dewatering wells, and requires
permits for installation and destruction of dewatering wells. At this time in the projects design phase, the
location and amount of dewatering wells needed for the project is not known.
However, before any drilling, the City or its contractor will obtain a drilling permit from ACWD
Engineering Department. All permitted work requires scheduling for inspection; therefore, all drilling
activities must be coordinated with ACWD prior to the start of any field work. As a performance
standard, these measures will be selected to achieve the maximum sediment removal and represent the
best available technology (BAT) that is economically achievable. Implemented measures may include the
retention of dewatering effluent until particulate matter has settled before it is discharged, the use of
infiltration areas, and other BMPs. The final selection of water quality control measures will be subject to
review by the City.
The City will verify that coverage under the appropriate NPDES permit has been obtained before
allowing dewatering activities to begin. The City or its agent will perform routine inspections of the
construction area to verify that the water quality control measures are properly implemented and
maintained. The City will notify the contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will
require compliance.
As a performance standard, the measures will maintain basin plan standards for turbidity, as follows:


Where natural turbidity is between 0 and 5 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTUs), increases will not
exceed 1 NTU.



Where natural turbidity is between 5 and 50 NTUs, increases will not exceed 20 percent.



Where natural turbidity is between 50 and 100 NTUs, increases will not exceed 10 NTUs.



Where natural turbidity is greater than 100 NTUs, increases will not exceed 10 percent.

Where the Proposed Project has potential to result in elevated turbidity, monitoring will be performed at
least twice daily at upstream and downstream locations to determine whether the standards outlined above
have been met. In the event that they are not being met, the turbidity-generating activities will cease until
turbidity is within the identified limits, and construction methods or turbidity control measures will be
modified to ensure that turbidity limits continue to be met.
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Section 3.13, “Transportation and Circulation”
Page 3.13-22. Mitigation Measure TRA-13 is revised as follows.
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 – Fence, Signage, and Rail Safety Education Rail Safety
Assessment and Improvements
The City, in cooperation with the Applicant, Capitol Corridor, Union Pacific, and BART, and CPUC shall
require the implementation of the following:


Prior to issuance of building permits for Phase 1, the City shall complete a Safety Diagnostic of the
Niles Subdivision and Oakland Subdivision crossings at Decoto Road, in cooperation with CPUC.
The purpose od the Safety Diagnostic is to identify current safety conditions and needs so that
advance planning can be performed for necessary rail safety improvements. This would allow for any
necessary rail safety improvements to be implemented prior to the generation of new residents,
employees, and visitors. The Safety Diagnostic shall examine the condition of existing facilities and
the need for additional signage, signalization, crossing roadway conditions, and sidewalk conditions.



Detectable warning treatments and sidewalk improvements necessary to manage pedestrian crossing
safety (as determined in the Safety Diagnostic) shall be installed, relative to the two railroad
crossings, along Decoto Road. The detectable warning treatment will involve signages along each
sidewalk approaching the railroad crossings in the project vicinity. These improvements shall be
required prior to occupancy of the Project.



Prior to occupancy of the Project, the City shall install DO NOT STOP ON TRACKS and KEEP
CLEAR or diagonal hatch markings at the two track crossings to discourage vehicles from stopping
on the tracks.



Fencing, wall or other suitable barrier shall be placed adjacent to the northern edge of the Oakland
Subdivision between Decoto Road and the ACWD Line M facility with exception of the areas of the
Intermodal Station. Fencing or other suitable barriers shall be of design and sufficient height to
substantially deter ingress into the railway right of way. This improvement shall be required prior to
occupancy of the Project. increased passenger rail service along the Oakland Subdivision (e.g. Capitol
Corridor and Dumbarton Rail Corridor service).



Fencing shall be installed on Cheeves Way along the south side of the Niles Subdivision right-of-way
to channelize pedestrians along the appropriate path prior to occupancy of the Project.



Signage (in accordance with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices) shall be added to
westbound 11th street indicating that the road ahead (Decoto Road) has railway crossings in both
north and southbound directions. This improvement shall be required prior to occupancy of the
Project.



Signage shall be added to westbound Cheeves Way indicating that the road ahead (Decoto Road) has
railway crossing in the northbound direction. An additional flashing light signal pair (railroad
warning device) shall be installed to directly face the right turn from Cheeves Way on to Decoto
Road, if the intersection is within 100 feet of the existing warning device. These improvements shall
be required prior to occupancy of the Project.



Basic rail safety information packets shall be provided to residents and commercial users of the
Project making them aware of the basic precautionary steps they can take to minimize risks when
crossing the local railroads on Decoto Road.
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Prior to issuance of building permits for Phase 1, a queuing analysis shall be conducted to analyze
queuing related to the two railroad crossings on Decoto Road and will consist of the following three
steps:


Data Collection: A 12-hour continuous video log will be collected for the subject crossing on two
days (Tuesday and Thursday of the same week). The time period of the logs will cover both the
AM and PM peak periods and the time between these peak periods (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.), however if
in proximity to a shopping or nightlife area, the PM peak could be (6 p.m. to 8 p.m.). From the
video logs the following data will be extracted; a) the number of crossing activations and the
times of activation; b) the duration of crossing activation (time the crossing arms are down); c)
the type of activity causing the activation (freight, passenger, other); d) the length of the vehicular
queues that extend toward the track from the intersection during the AM and PM peak hours for
roadway traffic; and e) the length of the vehicular queues on the roadway approaches to the
crossing during the AM and PM peak hours for roadway traffic.



The collected data shall be used to perform the following analysis: a) number of activations,
duration of activations, and length of queues during the AM and PM peak hours; b) effects of the
existing activations and queues on adjacent intersections; c) potential impact of the proposed
project's trips (existing and cumulative) to the likelihood of vehicles stopping on the tracks
(whether queue extends from the intersection to or beyond the track); d) potential impact of the
proposed project's trips (existing and cumulative) to the length of the vehicular queues on the
roadway approaches to the crossing.



Measures to address queuing that results in unsafe conditions relative to the rail lines shall be
identified including changes in signal timing, and/or other improvements. The timing for such
improvements relative to changes in traffic over time shall be identified so that the City can adopt
an implementation schedule for necessary measures.

Section 3.14, “Wind and Shadow”
The following discussion of wind and shadow is added to the Draft EIR as Section 3.14. There are no
significant impacts anticipated as a result of project impacts to wind and shadow, and no mitigation
measures are proposed. A qualitative discussion of both topics is as follows.

Introduction
This section describes the affected environment for wind and shadow, the regulatory setting, and the
impacts on wind and shadow that would result from the Proposed Project.
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Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR

Regulatory Setting
Union City General Plan
Community Design Element
The Community Design element of the Union City General Plan sets forth the following policy related to
wind and shadow.
Policy CD-F.1.6: The City shall encourage new development to be sited to respond to climatic conditions,
such as solar orientation, wind, and shadow patterns.
Union City Transit-Oriented Development: Blocks 2,3 and 4 Design Guidelines
The height and location of towers have been carefully considered to avoid the creation of a “wall” along
the 11th Street frontage. As such, three towers of 10 to 16 floors (above podium) are permitted along 11th
Street, one at the northwest corner of Block 2 (at K Street); a second at the northwest corner of Block 3
(at L Street); and a third at the southwest corner of Block 4 (at M Street). A fourth tower of 18 to 24
floors is permitted at the southeast corner of Block 2 (at Cheeves Way and L Street).

Environmental Setting
Winds are predominantly out of the northwest quadrant in this region, particularly during summer
months. In the winter, winds are equally likely out of the east. Wind speeds are moderate in this region.
Annual average wind speeds close to the bay are about 7 miles per hour (mph), while further inland near
the City of Fremont, they are 6 mph.
The existing project site is currently vacant and surrounding land uses include Block 4 development
(under construction), parking for the Intermodal Station, and two railway lines. There are no existing
areas of open space, parkland, or other recreational areas at the project or immediately adjacent. However,
the overall District plan is to have a public promenade between Blocks 3 and 4.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Thresholds of Significance
For the purpose of this analysis, the following applicable thresholds were used to determine whether
implementing the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact to wind and shadow. The project
would have a significant wind and shadow impact if it would:


Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas; or



Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public
areas.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact WS-1: Alter Wind in a Manner That Substantially Affects Public
Areas (Less Than Significant)
Wind speeds increase with the elevation above the ground surface.Wind impacts are generally analyzed in
areas of dense urban development (such as city downtowns), and is often associated with high-rise
buidings.
The Design Guidelines specifically mandate that the orientation, height, and location of the towers for
Blocks 2 and 3 (as well as adjacent Block 4) vary, such that the buildings will not all line up to form a
“wall” along any particular orientation. Examination of the massing models in Appendix D demonstrate
this offset design. A public promenade between Block 3 and Block 4 will be constructed prior to
occupancy of the Project. The towers for Blocks 2 and 3 are oriented away from the promenade with
lower-rise development proposed along the promenade. Berger Way may receive minor wind
concentration due to the two towers oriented east-west along this roadway (though they are offset).
Overall, due to the offset design and the placement of the large towers separate from the promenade area,
the project is not expected to substantially affect public areas and thus would have a less-than-significant
effect related to wind.

Impact WS-1: Create New Shadow in a Manner That Substantially Affects
Outdoor Recreation Facilities or Other Public Areas (Less Than Significant)
A illustration of potential shadow effects is included in the massing models for Blocks 2 and 3 included in
the Master Plan Submittal in Appendix D of the DEIR. As shown in the massing models, due to the offset
design of the large towers, shadows from the project will be primarily directed to the interior of Blocks 2
and 3 and/or east of the Niles Subdivision (which is vacant land at present). Shading of Block 4 would be
minimized by the project’s design to place low-rise development along the eastern edge of Block 3. This
will also help to reduce shade on the promenade between Block 3 and Block 4. The project will not create
new shadows that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, therefore
the project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to shadow.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-13

October 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR

This page intentionally left blank.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-14

October 2010
ICF 00943.07

Chapter 4

New References for the FEIR

Alameda County Water District. 2010. Survey Report on Groundwater Conditions. February.
Omega Environmental Management, Inc. 2010. 2010 Status Report, Groundwater Cleanup Program,
Former McKesson Facility, Union City, California. Prepared for McKesson Corporation. August.
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Chapter 5

Report Preparation

City of Union City


Joan Malloy—Director, Economic and Community Development



Carmela Campbell—Planning Manager



Chris Boykin – CUPA Program Manager

ICF International


Rich Walter—Project Director



Christine Fukasawa—Project Manager



Jasmin Mejia—Project Coordinator

Environmental Vision


Chuck Cornwall—Visual Simulations

Fehr & Peers Consultants


Eric Womeldorff—Transportation and Circulation
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URBEMIS—Air Quality Modeling Output and
BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Model Output
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Summary Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

45.40

12.69

10.18

0.00

0.04

0.04

16,105.79

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

45.40

12.69

10.18

0.00

0.04

0.04

16,105.79

0.00

0.00

0.00

NaN

0.00

0.00

0.00

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

24.76

22.81

244.09

0.44

79.39

15.09

45,424.08

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

22.90

20.45

218.59

0.39

71.15

13.53

40,708.83

7.51

10.35

10.45

11.36

10.38

10.34

10.38

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

70.16

35.50

254.27

0.44

79.43

15.13

61,529.87

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

68.30

33.14

228.77

0.39

71.19

13.57

56,814.62

2.65

6.65

10.03

11.36

10.37

10.31

7.66

Percent Reduction
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

Percent Reduction

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

Percent Reduction
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
Source
Natural Gas

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

0.97

12.63

5.54

0.00

0.02

0.02

16,097.36

0.37

0.06

4.64

0.00

0.02

0.02

8.43

12.69

10.18

0.00

0.04

0.04

16,105.79

Hearth - No Summer Emissions
Landscape
Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

37.27
6.79
45.40

Area Source Mitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated
Source
Natural Gas

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

0.97

12.63

5.54

0.00

0.02

0.02

16,097.36

0.37

0.06

4.64

0.00

0.02

0.02

8.43

12.69

10.18

0.00

0.04

0.04

16,105.79

Hearth - No Summer Emissions
Landscape
Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

37.27
6.79
45.40
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Area Source Changes to Defaults
Percent residential using natural gas changed from 60% to 100%
Percentage of residences with wood stoves changed from 35% to 0%
Percentage of residences with wood fireplaces changed from 10% to 0%
Percentage of residences with natural gas fireplaces changed from 55% to 100%
The number of persons per household for consumer product use changed from 2.861 persons to 2.24 persons
Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
Source

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM25

CO2

18.23

14.78

161.07

0.29

51.57

9.81

29,607.38

Strip mall

6.33

7.83

80.89

0.15

27.12

5.15

15,419.19

General office building

0.20

0.20

2.13

0.00

0.70

0.13

397.51

24.76

22.81

244.09

0.44

79.39

15.09

45,424.08

Condo/townhouse general

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)
Operational Mitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated
Source

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM25

CO2

16.68

12.82

139.72

0.25

44.73

8.51

25,682.97

Strip mall

6.03

7.44

76.84

0.14

25.76

4.89

14,648.23

General office building

0.19

0.19

2.03

0.00

0.66

0.13

377.63

22.90

20.45

218.59

0.39

71.15

13.53

40,708.83

Condo/townhouse general

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)
Operational Settings:
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Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2020 Temperature (F): 85 Season: Summer
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type
Condo/townhouse general

Acreage

Trip Rate

60.81

Strip mall
General office building

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

3.61 dwelling units

973.00

3,512.53

30,031.08

56.99

1000 sq ft

37.50

2,137.13

15,799.77

8.06

1000 sq ft

6.20

49.97

404.90

5,699.63

46,235.75

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

54.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs

12.2

0.0

99.2

0.8

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.9

0.0

100.0

0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

6.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

0.8

0.0

75.0

25.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

0.6

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.3

0.0

23.1

76.9

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.7

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motorcycle

2.9

37.9

62.1

0.0
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Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

School Bus

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Motor Home

0.6

0.0

83.3

16.7

Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

2.0

1.0

97.0

35.0

17.5

47.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Strip mall
General office building
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Summary Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

45.34

18.01

7.83

0.03

0.45

0.45

22,965.60

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

45.34

18.01

7.83

0.03

0.45

0.45

22,965.60

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

21.72

33.58

249.99

0.38

79.39

15.09

39,205.37

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

19.47

30.12

223.99

0.35

71.15

13.53

35,134.48

Percent Reduction

10.36

10.30

10.40

7.89

10.38

10.34

10.38

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

67.06

51.59

257.82

0.41

79.84

15.54

62,170.97

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

64.81

48.13

231.82

0.38

71.60

13.98

58,100.08

3.36

6.71

10.08

7.32

10.32

10.04

6.55

Percent Reduction
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

Percent Reduction
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
Source

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

Natural Gas

0.97

12.63

5.54

0.00

0.02

0.02

16,097.36

Hearth

0.31

5.38

2.29

0.03

0.43

0.43

6,868.24

18.01

7.83

0.03

0.45

0.45

22,965.60

Landscaping - No Winter Emissions
Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

37.27
6.79
45.34

Area Source Mitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Mitigated
Source

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

Natural Gas

0.97

12.63

5.54

0.00

0.02

0.02

16,097.36

Hearth

0.31

5.38

2.29

0.03

0.43

0.43

6,868.24

18.01

7.83

0.03

0.45

0.45

22,965.60

Landscaping - No Winter Emissions
Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)

37.27
6.79
45.34
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Area Source Changes to Defaults
Percent residential using natural gas changed from 60% to 100%
Percentage of residences with wood stoves changed from 35% to 0%
Percentage of residences with wood fireplaces changed from 10% to 0%
Percentage of residences with natural gas fireplaces changed from 55% to 100%
The number of persons per household for consumer product use changed from 2.861 persons to 2.24 persons
Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
Source

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM25

CO2

14.08

21.78

163.44

0.25

51.57

9.81

25,568.20

Strip mall

7.45

11.51

84.38

0.13

27.12

5.15

13,294.12

General office building

0.19

0.29

2.17

0.00

0.70

0.13

343.05

21.72

33.58

249.99

0.38

79.39

15.09

39,205.37

Condo/townhouse general

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)
Operational Mitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Mitigated
Source

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM25

CO2

12.21

18.90

141.77

0.22

44.73

8.51

22,179.17

Strip mall

7.08

10.94

80.16

0.13

25.76

4.89

12,629.41

General office building

0.18

0.28

2.06

0.00

0.66

0.13

325.90

19.47

30.12

223.99

0.35

71.15

13.53

35,134.48

Condo/townhouse general

TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated)
Operational Settings:

Page: 5
9/10/2010 9:05:54 AM
Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2020 Temperature (F): 40 Season: Winter
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type
Condo/townhouse general

Acreage

Trip Rate

60.81

Strip mall
General office building

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

3.61 dwelling units

973.00

3,512.53

30,031.08

56.99

1000 sq ft

37.50

2,137.13

15,799.77

8.06

1000 sq ft

6.20

49.97

404.90

5,699.63

46,235.75

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

54.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs

12.2

0.0

99.2

0.8

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.9

0.0

100.0

0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

6.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

0.8

0.0

75.0

25.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

0.6

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.3

0.0

23.1

76.9

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.7

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motorcycle

2.9

37.9

62.1

0.0
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Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

School Bus

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Motor Home

0.6

0.0

83.3

16.7

Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

2.0

1.0

97.0

35.0

17.5

47.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Strip mall
General office building
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Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name: G:\San Diego\10_Staff\Air Quality Staff\Union City\redo june 2010\URBEMIS\Union City TOD_Sept2010.urb924
Project Name: Union City Mixed-Use Project TOD
Project Location: Alameda County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
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Summary Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

8.25

2.32

1.43

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,941.96

TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)

8.25

2.32

1.43

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,941.96

Percent Reduction

0.00

0.00

0.00

NaN

NaN

NaN

0.00

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

4.33

4.81

44.90

0.08

14.49

2.75

7,911.59

TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)

3.96

4.32

40.22

0.07

12.98

2.46

7,090.25

Percent Reduction

8.55

10.19

10.42

12.50

10.42

10.55

10.38

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

12.58

7.13

46.33

0.08

14.49

2.75

10,853.55

TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)

12.21

6.64

41.65

0.07

12.98

2.46

10,032.21

2.94

6.87

10.10

12.50

10.42

10.55

7.57

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

Percent Reduction
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
Source

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

Natural Gas

0.18

2.31

1.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,937.77

Hearth

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.43

Landscape

0.03

0.01

0.42

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.76

Consumer Products

6.80

Architectural Coatings

1.24

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

8.25

2.32

1.43

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,941.96

Area Source Mitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Mitigated
Source

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

Natural Gas

0.18

2.31

1.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,937.77

Hearth

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.43

Landscape

0.03

0.01

0.42

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.76

Consumer Products

6.80

Architectural Coatings

1.24

TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)

8.25

2.32

1.43

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,941.96
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Area Source Changes to Defaults
Percent residential using natural gas changed from 60% to 100%
Percentage of residences with wood stoves changed from 35% to 0%
Percentage of residences with wood fireplaces changed from 10% to 0%
Percentage of residences with natural gas fireplaces changed from 55% to 100%
The number of persons per household for consumer product use changed from 2.861 persons to 2.24 persons
Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
Source

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM25

CO2

Condo/townhouse general

3.07

3.12

29.54

0.05

9.41

1.79

5,157.63

Strip mall

1.22

1.65

14.97

0.03

4.95

0.94

2,684.73

General office building

0.04

0.04

0.39

0.00

0.13

0.02

69.23

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

4.33

4.81

44.90

0.08

14.49

2.75

7,911.59

Operational Mitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Mitigated
Source

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM25

CO2

Condo/townhouse general

2.77

2.71

25.62

0.04

8.16

1.55

4,473.99

Strip mall

1.16

1.57

14.23

0.03

4.70

0.89

2,550.49

General office building

0.03

0.04

0.37

0.00

0.12

0.02

65.77

TOTALS (tons/year, mitigated)

3.96

4.32

40.22

0.07

12.98

2.46

7,090.25

Operational Settings:
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Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2020 Season: Annual
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type
Condo/townhouse general

Acreage

Trip Rate

60.81

Strip mall
General office building

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

3.61 dwelling units

973.00

3,512.53

30,031.08

56.99

1000 sq ft

37.50

2,137.13

15,799.77

8.06

1000 sq ft

6.20

49.97

404.90

5,699.63

46,235.75

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

54.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs

12.2

0.0

99.2

0.8

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.9

0.0

100.0

0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

6.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

0.8

0.0

75.0

25.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

0.6

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.3

0.0

23.1

76.9

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.7

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motorcycle

2.9

37.9

62.1

0.0
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Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

School Bus

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Motor Home

0.6

0.0

83.3

16.7

Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

2.0

1.0

97.0

35.0

17.5

47.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Strip mall
General office building

