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Executive Summary

Introduction
This summary presents the major findings of this Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR) including the following:


A brief overview of the Union City Station District Mixed-Use Development
Project;



Discussion of areas of known controversy;



Discussion of the results of analysis of key issues;



A description of the alternatives considered and their impacts; and,



A summary of impacts and mitigation measures.

Project Overview
Project Location
The Proposed Project is located in Union City, California (Figure 2-1). The study
area of the Proposed Project encompasses Blocks 2 and 3 of the City’s
Intermodal Station District as shown in Figure 2-2. The Station District is located
adjacent to the Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station, south of
Decoto Road between Mission Boulevard and Alvarado-Niles Road.

Background
The City completed the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan
(Station District Plan) in June 2001. This Plan created a vision of a pedestrianoriented, high-density downtown district. The policy goals of the Station District
Plan included the creation of a two-sided BART station with direct transit
connections to BART, Capitol Corridor, Altamont Commuter Express (ACE),
Dumbarton Rail, Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), and Union
City Transit (local bus service). The underutilized and vacant lands surrounding
the BART station were identified for high-density development that would
provide retail services, jobs, and housing. The environmental impacts of the
Station District Plan were evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
prepared for the Amended and Restated Redevelopment Plan, which was
certified in 2002 by the Union City Council.
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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The Station District includes approximately 50 acres surrounding the BART
station. It is comprised of a 29.84-acre site (formerly owned by Pacific Gas &
Electric [PG&E] and now owned by the Union City Redevelopment Agency); the
14-acre BART property; and a 6-acre site that is owned by Avalon Bay
Communities, Inc. and developed with 438 multi-family residential units. The
original land use plan for the 50 acre Station District that was analyzed in the
2002 EIR included development of 630 dwelling units, 100,000 square feet of
retail, 1.18 million square feet of office, and 2.85 acres of community open space
and public facilities. Transit commuter parking facilities for 2,500 cars were also
programmed for the area. Figure 2-3 depicts the layout for the entire Intermodal
Station District, the 29.84-acre former PG&E site, and the 6-acre Proposed
Project site. In addition, BART, in conjunction with the City, has currently
embarked on a rehabilitation and upgrade of the BART Station, which would
accommodate future residents of the Proposed Project.
The Proposed Project, along with the Avalon Bay project, would exceed the
envisioned residential unit count for the Station District. However, the expected
office development for the Station District will be reduced by approximately
300,000 square feet as a result of the increased land area devoted to residential
uses. In order to be built, the Proposed Project would require amendments to the
City’s General Plan to accommodate the increase in proposed residential
development over what was previously envisioned for the area and evaluated in
previous environmental documents prepared for the area. In addition, a Zoning
Text Amendment is proposed to incorporate the development standards listed in
the Design Guidelines that were prepared for Blocks 2, 3 and 4 (Appendix C) and
to accommodate the Proposed Project. This EIR, incorporates the previous EIR
analysis of the Station District build-out included in the Amended and Restated
Redevelopment Plan, and addresses the potential environmental consequences of
redistributing residential, commercial and retail uses within Blocks 2 and 3 of the
Station District.

Project Objectives and Goals
The primary objectives of the Proposed Project are to:


Create a major architectural landmark and a sense of place for Union City
while preserving views to and from the hillsides;



Contribute to the vitality of the Station District area through the introduction
of up to 973 units of housing with a mix of ground-level commercial uses;



Ensure that the first phase of development is of sufficient size and scale to
establish a positive sense of place and identity for the new district;



Provide a range of commercial opportunities including ground-level space
suitable for retail and restaurant uses, as well as office and workspace for
small businesses, artisans, and entrepreneurs;



Provide a range of living opportunities including for-sale and rental units
including apartments, condominiums, and townhouses;
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Create public-spirited and pedestrian-friendly environment that reinforces a
pleasant and safe environment along all of the key street frontages and public
spaces within the area including 11th Street, Berger Way, Galliano Way, and
Cheeves Way;



Orient parking to Cheeves Way as well as internal street network, where they
would have the least impact on the more pedestrian –intensive areas of the
planned community;



Provide complimentary spatial definition of the Station District area with a
composition of low-, mid-, and high-rise buildings that are carefully scaled to
create an interesting and diverse “townscape”;



Apply cost-effective techniques and practices in green-building, sustainable
design, energy conservation, and comfortable pedestrian environments that
discourage automobile use and reinforce transit.

Project Description
Blocks 2 and 3
Blocks 2 and 3 represent approximately 6 acres of land at the center of the
Station District TOD. This Draft EIR analyzes the development of residential,
commercial/retail, and business condominiums on Blocks 2 and 3.
The Proposed Project will include up to 973 units of housing, up to 37,500 square
feet of commercial/retail and up to 6,200 square feet of business condominiums
in a range of building types from low- to mid- to high-rise. 1 The residential
development within these blocks will include three strategically located towers.
Each block would accommodate one tower that would range in height from 10 –
16 stories, and would measure approximately 110 – 170 feet in height (including
podium levels). On Block 3, this tower is proposed on the corner of 11th Street
and Berger Way. On Block 2, the 10-16 story tower (i.e. western tower) is
proposed on the corner of 11th Street and Galliano Way. One additional tower is
proposed on Block 2, on the corner of Cheeves Way and Berger Way. This tower
is proposed to measure up to 24 stories (including podium levels) and would be
located diagonally across Block 2 from the smaller tower. On both blocks,
additional units would be located on top of the podium within mid-rise buildings
that measure up to four-stories high. A few townhome units are proposed along
Berger Way and Galliano Way that would be directly accessed from the street.
The proposed units would be either a for-rent or a for-sale product or initially
start out as a for-rent and transition into a for-sale product.
The Proposed Project also includes development of up to 37,500 square feet of
commercial/retail space along 11th Street with residential units above. The retail
space will average 50 feet in depth and will accommodate a variety of shopping
1

For the purposes of this project description, buildings that are 1-3 stories are considered “low-rise”, buildings that
are 4-7 stories are considered “mid-rise”, and buildings taller than 7 stories are considered “high-rise.” Note that
the plans submitted for the project listed in Appendix D and E refer to “low” and “mid” rise units as defined in
Chapter 2.0 Project Description as “low-rise.”
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and restaurant opportunities. Lastly, the Proposed Project includes development
of up to 6,200 square feet of business condominiums constructed along the
Pedestrian Promenade located between Blocks 3 and 4 (the Pedestrian
Promenade is not included in the Proposed Project). These units are anticipated
to accommodate office uses.

Scoping Process
Through issuance of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) (refer to
Appendix A) responsible agencies have been provided the opportunity to provide
both written and oral comment concerning the scope of this Draft EIR, the
alternatives to be considered, and issues of concern and controversy. The
comments (refer to Appendix B) are on file with the City of Union City
Economic and Community Development Department in Union City, California.
All comments provided were considered during the development of the Draft
EIR and consideration of alternatives.
The following are the issues of greatest concern raised in scoping comments.


Traffic and Safety. Concerns about the effect of the Proposed Project to
traffic and safety on Decoto Road, Alvarado-Niles Road, Mission Boulevard,
Isherwood Way, Linda Drive, King Avenue, Paso Padre Parkway, Interstate
880, and State Route 84 and impacts to BART and AC Transit service have
been expressed.



Hydrology and Water Quality. Concern about potential impacts related to
water supply, distribution infrastructure, and groundwater have been
expressed.



Rail Safety. Concern regarding the potential increase in pedestrian and
vehicular traffic in the vicinity of the Union Pacific Railroad lines has been
expressed.

Summary of Key Issues of Concern
This section discusses the key issues of concern raised in the NOP process and
potentially significant impacts to resource areas relative to the Proposed Project
and the conclusions of this document regarding those issues. This is not a
comprehensive discussion of impacts of the Proposed Project, for which the
reader is directed to Tables ES-1 at the end of this Chapter, and Chapters 3 and 4
of the document.


Aesthetics: The Proposed Project would create a new source of light or glare
which is potentially significant. Impacts related to light and glare would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation
Measure AES-4 Implement Measures to Reduce Light and Glare. Given the
height of the proposed towers, the project will result in a substantial change
in the local visual character as no similar type of development exists at or
near the project site. Given the project design and architectural treatments,
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the project is not expected to result in the site having less visual quality than
that present with the undeveloped location, but given the scale and height of
the proposed development, it will result in a significant and unavoidable
change in the visual character.


Air Quality: Significant impacts to air quality would occur during
construction. Exhaust emitted from construction vehicles would be reduced
to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation
Measure AIR-2 Implement Dust and Vehicle Emission Control Measures.



Hazardous Materials: Significant impacts could result from upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment at the project site and interference with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts related to upset and
accident conditions and interference with plans would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a
Follow the Alameda County Fire Department and Other Guidelines for
Storage and Handling of Hazardous Materials and City of Union City
Environmental Programs, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b Immediately Contain
Spills, Excavate Spill-Contaminated Soil, and Disposal at an Approved
Facility, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c Develop and Implement Plans to
Reduce Exposure of People and the Environment to Hazardous Conditions
During Construction Activities, and Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 Provide and
Evacuation Route through the Project Site. In addition, significant impacts
could result from fire and explosion risk due to proximity to the Air Liquide
Facility. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a Develop and
Implement a Site-Specific Emergency Response Plan for the Project and
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b Require Safety Glass for Portions of the Project
Risk of Overpressure Greater than 1psi would minimize the potential for
structural damage and bodily injury, but would not reduce the potential for
bodily injury. Therefore, impacts from fire and explosion risks due to
proximity to the Air Liquide Facility would remain significant and
unavoidable.



Hydrology and Water Quality: Significant impacts to water quality could
result from construction-related earth disturbing activities and hazardous
materials; construction below the water table; increase surface runoff; and
associated impacts on water quality and drainage facilities. Hydrology and
water quality impacts related to construction, increased surface runoff, and
associated impact on water quality and drainage facilities would be reduced
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
HYD-1a Comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Requirements, Mitigation Measure HYD-1b Clean Paved Areas with Street
Sweeping Equipment, Mitigation Measure HYD-2 Implement Spill
Prevention and Control Program, Mitigation Measure HYD-3 Conduct
Geology Study and Implement Provisions for Dewatering, and Mitigation
Measure HYD-4 Incorporate Site-Specific Water Quality Treatment Devices
into Site Drainage Plan and Implement Best Management Practices.



Noise: Exposure of new land uses to exterior transportation noise levels in
excess of City standards and exposure of off-site noise sensitive land use to
short-term construction noise is significant. Noise impacts would be reduced
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to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
NOI-1 Employ Measures to Reduce Transportation Noise Levels to Comply
with Applicable Noise Standards and NOI-4 Employ Measures to Reduce
Construction Noise Levels to Comply with Applicable Construction Noise
Standards.


Traffic and Circulation: Significant impacts to transportation and
circulation would occur related to degradation of Intersection LOS as a result
of construction-generated traffic, interference with emergency access and
circulation as a result of construction –generated traffic. These impacts
during construction can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1 Develop and Implement a
Traffic Control Plan. However, there are no feasible mitigation measures to
reduce all impacts related to degradation of Intersection LOS as a result of
project-generated traffic under Existing Plus Project & Pending Intermodal
Development Conditions and Future Cumulative Conditions. Therefore,
impacts related to degradation of intersection LOS under these conditions
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Alternatives Considered
After considering the input provided in comments on the NOP and at the scoping
meetings, the results of the impact analysis in Chapter 3.0, and the cumulative
impact analysis in Chapter 4.0, a range of alternatives and alternative options
were identified with the potential to avoid or substantially reduce the significant
impacts of the project.
Alternatives were screened for feasibility, their ability to meet some or all of the
project objectives, and their potential to avoid or substantially reduce significant
impacts of the project.
Some alternatives were initially considered but dismissed from more detailed
impact analysis because they are either considered infeasible, would not meet at
least some of the project objectives, or would not avoid or substantially lower the
significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project. The rationale for this
determination is explained in Chapter 5.0. The Alternatives being analyzed
include the following:


Alternative 1—No Project. Under this alternative, no improvements to the
vacant 6-acre site would occur. The site would remain undeveloped.



Alternative 2—General Plan Buildout (Station District Plan). Under this
alternative, the Proposed Project site would be developed per the description
in the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan. This alternative
proposes 480 residential units (assumes 80 units per acre over 6 acres),
37,500 square feet of retail/commercial uses, and 6,200 square feet of
business condominiums. This alternative would also result in the
construction of up to 840 parking stalls (1.75 parking stalls per residential
unit).

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

ES-6

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Executive Summary



Alternative 3—Townhouse Alternative. This alternative proposes the
development of 78 row townhouses, 37,500 square feet of retail/commercial
square footage and 6,200 square feet of business condominiums on the 6
acres. Additionally, this alternative would accommodate up to 156 parking
stalls.

All three alternatives are feasible; however, these alternatives failed to meet the
objectives and goals of the Project. Alternative 1 would not meet the objectives
and goals of the Project as it proposes no development on the 6-acre site.
Alternative 2 would result in a pedestrian-friendly mixed-use development with
residential, retail/commercial, and business condominiums. However, under this
alternative, the goal of constructing 973 units of housing would not be met.
Similarly, Alternative 3 would also not satisfy the objective of constructing 973
units of housing. Although the No Project Alternative had the fewest identified
local impacts, it had the greatest regional impacts. The chosen environmentally
superior alternative, that has meet the majority of the goals and objectives, was
Alternative 2 General Plan Buildout. This alternative had fewer impacts
compared to Alternative 3 in the areas of aesthetics, air quality (regionally),
climate change, land use, noise (regionally), and transportation and circulation
(regionally). Although the environmentally superior alternative would have fewer
localized impacts relative to aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous
materials, noise, public services and utilities, and transportation circulation
relative to the Proposed Project, it would have greater regional air quality,
hydrology and water quality, and transportation and circulation, and climate
change (due to higher GHG emissions overall) impacts than the Proposed
Project..
In addition to the alternatives studied in Chapter 5, four other alternatives were
considered but dismissed from further analysis. This included a residentialdevelopment only alternative (no commercial/retail/business), a
retail/commercial/business condominium alternative (no residential), an
affordable housing alternative, and an off-site alternative.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures and
Levels of Significance
The impacts of the Proposed Project, proposed mitigation, and significance
conclusions are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.0 and Chapter 4.0. Table ES-1
summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance
identified in this document.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance

Page 1 of 6

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Impact AES-1: Have A Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact AES-2: Damage Scenic Resources

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact AES-3: Degrade Existing Visual Character or Quality

SU

No feasible mitigation.

Impact AES-4: Create A New Source of Substantial Light or Glare

SI

Mitigation Measure AES-4: Implement Measures to Reduce Light and Glare

Impact AIR-1: Conforms with Implementation of Air Quality Attainment Plan

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact AIR-2: Generation of PM10 and Construction Vehicle Exhaust Emissions

SI

Mitigation Measure AIR-2: Implement Dust and Vehicle Emission Control
Measures

Impact AIR-3: Increase in Ozone Precursor (ROG and NOx) and PM2.5 emissions
during Project Operation

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact AIR-4: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations of CO

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact AIR-5: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact AIR-6: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Objectionable Odors

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact BIO-1: Potential Loss or Disturbance of Candidate, Sensitive, or SpecialStatus Species or Their Habitat

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact BIO-2: Potential Loss or Disturbance of On-Site Trees, Vegetation, and/or
Natural Communities

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact BIO-3: Potential Disturbance or Loss of Waters of the United States
(including Wetlands)

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact BIO-4: Affect Wildlife Dispersal or Migration Corridors

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact BIO-5: Conflict with any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting
Biological Resources

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact BIO-6: Potential Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State
Habitat Conservation Plan

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts
Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Table ES-1. Continued
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Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Impact CLI-1: Emission of GHGs During Construction and Operation

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact CLI-2: Consistency with AB 32

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact CLI-3: Impact of Climate Change on the Project

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact CUL-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Buried Archaeological Resources

SI

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Stop Work if Buried Resources Are Discovered

Impact CUL-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains

SI

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Comply with State Laws Relating to Native
American Remains

Impact GEO-1: Potential Structural Damage and Injury from Fault Rupture

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-2: Potential Structural Damage and Injury from Groundshaking

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-3: Potential Structural Damage and Injury from Development on
Materials Subject to Liquefaction

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-4: Potential Structural Damage and Injury from Slope Failure

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-5: Potential Accelerated Runoff, Erosion, and Sedimentation from
Grading Activities

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-6: Potential Loss of Topsoil

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-7: Potential Structural Damage as a Result of Development on
Expansive Soils

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact GEO-8: Construction on Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use
of Septic Tanks or Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems

NI

Mitigation is not required.

SI

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Follow the Union City Fire Department and
Other Guidelines for Storage and Handling of Hazardous Materials

Impacts
Climate Change

Cultural Resources

Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HAZ-1: Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of
Hazardous Materials into the Environment at the Project site

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Immediately Contain Spills, Excavate SpillContaminated Soil, and Disposal at an Approved Facility
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c: Develop and Implement Plans to Reduce
Exposure of People and the Environment to Hazardous Conditions During
Construction Activities

Table ES-1. Continued

Impacts
Impact HAZ-2: Fire and Explosion Risk Due to Proximity to the Air Liquide
Facility

Page 3 of 6
Level of
Significance
SU

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a: Develop and Implement a Site-Specific
Emergency Response Plan for the Project
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b: Require Safety Glass for Portions of the
Project at Risk of Overpressure Greater than 1 psi

Impact HAZ-3: Hazardous Emissions or Hazardous Materials, Substances, or
Waste Handling Within One-Quarter Mile of a School

NI

Mitigation is not required.

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

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact HAZ-5: Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact HAZ-6: Interference with an Adopted Emergency Response Plan or
Emergency Evacuation Plan

SI

Mitigation Measure HAZ-6: Provide an Evacuation Route through the
Project Site

SI

Mitigation Measure HYD-1a: Comply with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Requirements

Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HYD-1: Impacts on Water Quality as a Result of Construction-Related
Earth Disturbing Activities

Mitigation Measure HYD-1b: Clean Paved Areas with Street Sweeping
Equipment
Impact HYD-2: Water Quality Impacts as a Result of Construction-Related
Hazardous Materials

SI

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Implement a Spill Prevention and Control
Program

Impact HYD-3: Water Quality Impacts from Construction below the Water Table

SI

Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Implement Provisions for Dewatering

Impact HYD-4: Increased Amounts of Surface Runoff and Associated Impacts on
Water Quality and Drainage Facilities during Operation

SI

Mitigation Measure HYD-4: Design Adequate Storm Drain Capacity and
Implement Best Management Practices to Maximize Stormwater Quality

Impact HYD-5: Decrease in Groundwater Recharge

NI

Mitigation not required.

Impact HYD-6: Substantial Depletion of Groundwater Supplies

NI

Mitigation not required.

Impact HYD-7: Impacts on Groundwater and Surface Water from Infrastructure
Failure

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact HYD-8: Water Quality Impacts from Discharges to CWA 303(d)-Listed
Surface Water Bodies

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact HYD-9: Impacts on Housing from Placement in a 100-Year Floodplain

NI

Mitigation not required.

Impact HYD-10: Impacts on Flood flows from Structures in 100-Year Floodplain

NI

Mitigation not required.

Impact HYD-11: Flood Hazards associated with Levee or Dam Failure

LTS

Mitigation not required.
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Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Impact LAN-1: Division of an Established Community

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact LAN-2: Conflict with an Existing Land Use Plan or Policy

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact LAN-3: Conflict with an Existing HCP or NCCP

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact NOI-1: Exposure of New Land Uses to Exterior Transportation Noise
Levels in Excess of City Standards

SI

Mitigation Measure NOI -1: Employ Measures to Reduce Transportation
Noise Levels to Comply with Applicable Noise Standards

Impact NOI-2: Exposure of Persons to Excessive Groundborne Vibration Levels

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact NOI-3: Exposure of Off-site Noise Sensitive Land Uses to Increased
Traffic Noise

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact NOI-4: Exposure of Off-site Noise Sensitive Land Uses to Short-term
Construction Noise

SI

Mitigation Measure NOI-4: Employ Measures to Reduce Construction
Noise to Comply with Applicable Construction Noise Standards

Impact POP-1: Direct Inducement of Substantial Population Growth

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact POP-2: Displacement of Existing Housing or Population

NI

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-1: Increased Demand for Utilities

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-2: Increased Demand for School Facilities

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-3: Increased Demand for Police and Fire Protection

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-4: Increased Demand for Parks

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-5: Increased demand for Solid Waste Collection and Disposal
Capacity

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-6: Increased Demand for Wastewater Treatment and Sewage Capacity

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-7: Increased Demand for Water Supply

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-8: Interference with Emergency Access Routes or Adopted
Emergency Access Plans

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impact PUB-9: Construction-Related Service Disruptions

LTS

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts
Land Use

Noise and Vibration

Population and Housing

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation
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Mitigation Measures

Impact TRA-1: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a Result of ConstructionGenerated Traffic

SI

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Develop and Implement a Traffic Control Plan

Impact TRA-2: Interference with Emergency Access and Circulation as a Result of
Construction-Generated Traffic

SI

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Develop and Implement a Traffic Control Plan

Impact TRA-3: Inadequate Parking Facilities to Meet Construction-Related
Parking Demands

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-4: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a Result of Project-Generated
Traffic under Existing Plus Project Conditions

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-5: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a Result of Project-Generated
Traffic under Existing Plus Project & Pending Intermodal Development Conditions

SU

Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Roadway Improvements for Decoto Road/11th
Street Intersection

Impact TRA-6: Increase in Safety Hazards to Pedestrians/Bicyclists as a Result of
a Design Features

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-7: Inadequate Emergency Access during Project Operation

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-8: Increased Transit Demand

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-9: Conflict with an Adopted Plan Supporting Alternative
Transportation

NI

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-10: Inadequate Parking Supply to Meet Parking Demand during
Project Operation

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-11: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a Result of Project-Generated
Traffic under Future Cumulative Conditions

SU

Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Roadway Improvements for Decoto Road/11th
Street Intersection

Impact TRA-12: Degradation of LOS on CMP/MTS Roadways as a Result of
Project-Generated Traffic under Future Cumulative Conditions

LTS

Mitigation not required.

Impact TRA-13: Potential Decrease in Rail Safety

SI

Mitigation Measure TRA-13: Fence, signage, and rail safety education

Impacts
Transportation and Circulation

Notes:
SU
SI
LTS
NI

=
=
=
=

Significant Unavoidable Impact
Significant Impact that can be Mitigated to Less-than-Significant
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact or Not Applicable

Table ES-1. Continued

Page 6 of 6

This page intentionally left blank.

Chapter 1

Introduction

Introduction
This chapter describes the background of the Union City Station District MixedUse Development Project (herein after referred to as Proposed Project or
project); provides a brief overview of the Proposed Project; identifies the intent
and scope of this environmental impact report (EIR); describes the environmental
impact review requirements that must be met prior to project approval; and
describes the organization of this document.

Background
Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan
The City of Union City (City) completed the Intermodal Station District and
Transit Facility Plan (Station District Plan) in June 2001. Portions of this
document were incorporated into the City’s 2002 General Plan update. The
environmental impacts of this Plan were analyzed as a specific project in the EIR
for the Amendment to the City of Union City Community Redevelopment Plan
(Redevelopment Plan EIR). The Station District Plan calls for high-density
development around an Intermodal Station that will provide regional
transportation connections. The planned Intermodal Station is focused around the
existing Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station and will include a
passenger-rail station, that would accommodate Capital Corridor and possibly
Dumbarton Rail and Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) trains. BART is
currently undergoing a renovation to expand passenger capacity and to facilitate
the creation of a two-sided station that will eventually connect the passenger-rail
station to the BART station and connect both facilities to the Proposed Project
area. A project to enhance transit, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation in and
around the BART station was also recently completed.
The process to develop the Station District Plan was based on team participation
that included several transit agencies, private citizens, City officials, and City
staff. The team approach resulted in a land use plan and conceptual design
solution that addressed the needs of the transit providers and the local
community.
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Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report
The City has prepared this EIR 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 the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) and the State CEQA
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.)
As described in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15121(a), an environmental
impact report (EIR) is a public information document that assesses potential
environmental effects of a proposed project, as well as identifies mitigation
measures and alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid adverse
environmental impacts (14 CCR 15121[a]). CEQA requires that state and local
government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over
which they have discretionary authority. This proposed mixed-use development
project constitutes a “project” under CEQA. An EIR is an informational
document used in the planning and decision-making process. It is not the purpose
of an EIR to recommend either approval or denial of a project.
The procedures required by CEQA “…are intended to assist public agencies in
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would avoid or
substantially lessen such significant effects.” (13 California Public Resources
Code [PRC] 21002). As a general rule, CEQA policy states: “Public agencies
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects of such projects.” However, “…in the event
specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in
spite of one or more significant effects thereof” (13 PRC 21002). Stated
differently, under CEQA, a lead agency must make certain determinations before
it can approve or carry out a project if the EIR reveals that the project would
result in one or more significant environmental impacts.
The lead agency must certify the final EIR. According to the CEQA Guidelines,
“certification” consists of three separate steps. The agency’s decision-making
body must conclude, first, that the document “…has been completed in
compliance with CEQA;” second, that the body has reviewed and considered the
information within the EIR prior to approving the project; and third, that “…the
final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.”
(14 CCR 15090[a], 13 PRC 21082.1[c]).
Before approving a project for which a certified final EIR has identified
significant environmental effects, the lead agency must make one or more of the
following specific written findings for each of the identified significant impacts
(14 CCR 15091[a]).
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1. Changes or alternations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effect as identified in the EIR.
2. Such changes or alternations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and 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.
3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the
final EIR.
If significant environmental effects remain following the adoption of all feasible
mitigation measures or alternatives, the lead agency must adopt a “statement of
overriding considerations” before it can proceed with the project. The statement
of overriding consideration must be supported by substantial evidence in the
record (14 CCR 15092-3).
These overriding considerations include the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project. The lead agency must balance
these potential benefits against the project’s unavoidable environmental risks
when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, the lead agency may consider the adverse
environmental impacts to be acceptable (14 CCR 15093[a]). These benefits
should be set forth in the statement of overriding considerations, and may be
based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record of proceedings (14
CCR 15093[b]).

Tiered EIR
Tiering is a method to streamline EIR preparation by allowing a Lead Agency to
focus on the issues that are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration
issues already decided or not yet ready for decisions (Guidelines secs. 15152;
15385). The concept of tiering anticipates a multi-tiered approach to preparing
EIRs. The first-tier EIR covers general issues in a broader program-oriented
analysis, including important program resource and mitigation commitments
required to be implemented at the project-level. Subsequent tiers incorporate by
reference the general discussions from the broader document, concentrating on
the issues specific to the proposed action being evaluated. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15152.)
When an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program or plan consistent
with CEQA’s tiering requirements, a Lead Agency for a later project pursuant to
or consistent with the program or plan should limit the EIR on the later project to
effects that were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the
prior EIR. In those situations where a programmatic document does not
specifically address and analyze the impacts and mitigation measures necessary
for a project-level action, the project-level environmental review can be
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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streamlined by tiering from the program-level documents. Agencies are
encouraged to tier their CEQA analysis to avoid repetition of issues and to focus
on the issues for decision at each level of review. Subsequent CEQA compliance
involves either the preparation of a focused EIR or Negative Declaration.
In the case of the Proposed Project, a program EIR was prepared and certified in
2002 for the Amendment to the City of Union City Community Redevelopment
Plan (Jones & Stokes 2001a and 2002b). Chapter 3M of the Redevelopment Plan
EIR analyzed the impacts of the Station District Plan, of which the mixed use
development was a major component.
In addition, an EIR was prepared and certified for the City of Union City General
Plan in 2001 (Jones & Stokes 2001b). The General Plan EIR analyzed the
impacts associated with implementation of the policies contained in the City’s
General Plan that are intended to guide growth and development in the City.
For purposes of tiering, significant environmental effects have been “adequately
addressed” in the first-tier document if the Lead Agency determines that the
significant environmental effects:


have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior EIR and findings
adopted in connection with that prior EIR;



have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior EIR to enable
those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site-specific revisions, the
imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval
of the later project; or,



cannot be mitigated to avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts
despite the project proponent’s willingness to accept all feasible mitigation
measures, and the only purpose of including analysis of such effects in
another EIR would be to put the agency in a position to adopt a statement of
overriding considerations with respect to the effects.

A project EIR is used when site-specific details are known and the project is
ready to be implemented in the near future; therefore, it is considered the
appropriate environmental document for the Proposed Project. The EIR will be
used by the Lead Agency (the City) to evaluate the Proposed Project’s
environmental impacts; it can be further used to impact the Lead Agency’s
determination to modify, approve, or deny approval of the Proposed Project
based on the analysis it provides.

Scope of the EIR
The requirement to prepare this Draft EIR arises from an application from Barry
Swenson Builder (Applicant) to develop a portion of the Station District. This
Draft EIR contains a description of the Proposed Project, a description of the
environmental setting, discussions of Proposed Project impacts, discussions of
measures to be implemented to mitigate impacts found to be significant, as well
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as an analysis of Proposed Project alternatives. An initial study was prepared for
the Proposed Project to determine whether an EIR would be required.
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15082[a], 15103, 15375),
the City circulated an Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) of an EIR for
the Proposed Project on April 21, 2008 (see Appendix A, Initial Study/Notice of
Preparation). The IS/NOP, in which the City was identified as Lead Agency for
the Proposed Project, was circulated to the public; to local, state, and federal
agencies; and to other interested parties. The purpose of the IS/NOP was to
inform responsible agencies and the public that the Proposed Project could have
significant effects on the environment and to solicit their comments. Concerns
raised in response to the IS/NOP were considered during preparation of this Draft
EIR (see Appendix B, Scoping Comment Letters).
The Initial Study identified areas in which the Proposed Project could have
significant or potentially significant impacts. These areas are analyzed in this
Draft EIR. Areas in which the Proposed Project was found to have no impacts are
not analyzed in this document.
This Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project in relation
to the following environmental topical areas:


Aesthetics;



Air Quality;



Biological Resources;



Climate Change;



Cultural Resources;



Geology, Seismicity, and Soils;



Hazards and Hazardous Materials;



Hydrology and Water Quality;



Land Use;



Noise;



Population and Housing;



Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation; and,



Transportation and Circulation.

This Draft EIR also analyzes the following:


Growth-inducement;



Significant Unavoidable Impacts;



Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources;



Cumulative Impacts; and,
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project.

The Initial Study did not identify any potential impacts related to agricultural
resources or mineral resources. Therefore, this Draft EIR does not evaluate the
potential for impacts related to those topical areas.

Public Review
This Draft EIR will be circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to
interested organizations and individuals who may wish to review and comment
on the report. Its publication marks the beginning of a 45-day public review
period. Written comments or questions concerning this Draft EIR should be
addressed to the contact information below. Submittal of written comments via email would be greatly appreciated.
Carmela Campbell
Planning Manager
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587-4497
(510) 675-5327 (phone)
(510) 475-7318 (fax)
E-mail: carmelac@ci.union-city.ca.us
All documents mentioned herein or related to this project can be reviewed any
City of Union City business day between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M.
Monday through Thursday and 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. every other Friday
(alternate Fridays the City offices are closed) at the Union City Economic and
Community Development Department, located at the following address:
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587-4497

Final EIR and EIR Certification
Written and oral comments received in response to the Draft EIR will be
addressed in a Response to Comments document, which, together with the Draft
EIR, will constitute the Final EIR. After review of the Proposed Project and the
Draft EIR, City staff will recommend to the Union City City Council whether to
approve or deny the project. This governing body will then review the project,
the Final EIR, staff recommendations, and public testimony and decide whether
to certify the EIR and whether to approve or deny the project.
If the City Council or other agency approves the Proposed Project in spite of
significant impacts identified by the EIR that cannot be mitigated, the Council or
other agency must state in writing the reasons for its actions. A Statement of
Overriding Considerations must be included in the record of the project approval
and mentioned in the Notice of Determination (14 CCR 15093[c]).
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
CEQA requires lead agencies to “…adopt a reporting or monitoring program for
the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (13 PRC
21002). Throughout the EIR, mitigation measures have been clearly identified
and presented in language that would facilitate establishment of a monitoring and
reporting program. Any mitigation measures adopted by the City as conditions
for approval of the project would be included in a monitoring and reporting
program to verify compliance. A draft of the mitigation monitoring and reporting
program for the Proposed Project would be included with the final EIR for this
project.

Terminology Used in this EIR
This Draft EIR uses the following terminology to describe environmental effects
of the Proposed Project.


Significance Criteria: A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine
at what level or “threshold” an impact would be considered significant.
Significance criteria used in this EIR include some that are set forth in the
CEQA Guidelines (or can be discerned from the CEQA Guidelines); criteria
based on factual or scientific information; criteria based on regulatory
standards of local, state, and federal agencies; and criteria based on goals and
policies identified in the general and specific plans of the City.



Beneficial Impact: A project impact is considered beneficial if it would
result in the improvement of an existing physical condition in the
environment (no mitigation required).



No Impact: A no impact response is provided if, based on the current
environmental setting, the stated impact simply does not apply in the context
of the Proposed Project.



Less-Than-Significant Impact: A project impact is considered less than
significant when it does not reach the standard of significance and would
therefore cause no substantial change in the environmental (no mitigation
required).



Potentially Significant Impact: A potentially significant impact is an
environmental effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
environment; however, additional information is needed regarding the extent
of the impact to make the determination of significance. For CEQA purposes,
a potentially significant impact is treated as if it were a significant impact.



Significant Impact: A project impact is considered significant if it results in
a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions of the environment.
Significant impacts are identified by the evaluation of project effects in the
context of specified significance criteria. Mitigation measures and/or project
alternatives are identified to reduce these effects to the environment.
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Significant Unavoidable Impact: A project impact is considered significant
and unavoidable if it would result in a substantial adverse change in the
environment that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant
level if the project is implemented.



Cumulative Significant Impact: A cumulative impact can result when a
change in the environment results from the incremental impact of a project
when added to other related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future
projects. Significant cumulative impacts may result from individually minor
but collectively significant projects.

The EIR also identifies particular mitigation measures that are intended to lessen
project impacts. The CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15370) define mitigation as:
(a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action;
(b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;
(c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
environment;
(d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action; and
(e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

EIR Organization
This Draft EIR is organized into seven chapters as discussed below.
Executive Summary. A summary of the project description, a description of
issues of concern, project alternatives, and a summary of environmental impacts
are provided in this chapter.
Chapter 1.0, Introduction. Chapter 1.0 describes the project background,
purpose and organization of the EIR and its preparation, review, and certification
process.
Chapter 2.0, Project Description. Chapter 2.0 describes the project background,
outlines project objectives, and summarizes components of the Proposed Project.
Chapter 3.0, Environmental Analysis. Chapter 3.0 introduces the section that
includes thirteen subsections (3.1–3.13). Each subsection addresses a specific
resource area (e.g., biological resources, air quality, noise, etc.). Each describes
the existing environmental setting as it relates to that topic, discusses
environmental impacts associated with project construction and operation that
relate to that topic, and identifies mitigation measures for each significant (or
potentially significant) impact.
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

1-8

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Chapter 1. Introduction

Chapter 4.0, Other CEQA Considerations. Chapter 4.0 discusses several
issues for which CEQA requires analysis, including cumulative impacts,
significant irreversible changes, and the potential for the Proposed Project to
induce urban growth and development.
Chapter 5.0, Alternatives. Chapter 5.0 describes alternatives to the Proposed
Project. The alternatives are analyzed at a restricted level of detail relative to the
Proposed Project, and are presented in order to identify options that could
mitigate environmental impacts.
Chapter 6.0, List of Preparers and Consultants. Chapter 6.0 provides the
names of the EIR authors and consultants, and the agencies or individuals
consulted during preparation of the EIR.
Chapter 7.0, References Cited. Chapter 7.0 provides a list of printed references
and persons consulted during the preparation of this EIR.
Appendices. The appendices consist of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation
(IS/NOP), comments received during the 30-day IS/NOP review period, project
plans and technical background reports and data related to the subsections of
Chapter 3.0.
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Project Description

Introduction
The City of Union City (City) is considering the development of a new highdensity mixed-use development project on property owned by the City’s
Redevelopment Agency. The Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
(herein after referred to as Proposed Project or project), as analyzed through this
environmental review process, is the land use and phasing program proposed for
an approximately 6-acre site that spans two blocks in the City’s Station District
(Blocks 2 and 3). Specifically, the Proposed Project includes development of up
to 973 residential units, up to 37,500 square feet of retail and commercial uses,
and up to 6,200 square feet of business condominiums.

Project Location
The Proposed Project is located in Union City, California (Figure 2-1). The study
area of the Proposed Project encompasses Blocks 2 and 3 of the City’s
Intermodal Station District as shown in Figure 2-2. The Station District is located
adjacent to the Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station, south of
Decoto Road between Mission Boulevard and Alvarado-Niles Road.

Background
Planning for the Union City Intermodal Station (Station) began with the adoption
of the Decoto Industrial Park Study Area (DIPSA) Specific Plan in 1994, which
identified the area around the BART Station for mixed-use, high-density
development.
The City completed the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan
(Station District Plan) in June 2001. This Plan created a vision of a pedestrianoriented, high-density downtown district. The policy goals of the Station District
Plan included the creation of a two-sided BART station with direct transit
connections to BART, Capitol Corridor, Altamont Commuter Express (ACE),
Dumbarton Rail, Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), and Union
City Transit (local bus service). The underutilized and vacant lands surrounding
the BART station were identified for high-density development that would
provide retail services, jobs, and housing. The environmental impacts of the
Station District Plan were evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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prepared for the Amended and Restated Redevelopment Plan, which was
certified in 2002 by the Union City Council.
The Station District includes approximately 50 acres surrounding the BART
station. It is comprised of a 29.84-acre site (formerly owned by Pacific Gas &
Electric [PG&E] and now owned by the Union City Redevelopment Agency); the
14-acre BART property; and a 6-acre site that is owned by Avalon Bay
Communities, Inc. and developed with 438 multi-family residential units. The
original land use plan for the 50 acre Station District that was analyzed in the
2002 EIR included development of 630 dwelling units, 100,000 square feet of
retail, 1.18 million square feet of office, and 2.85 acres of community open space
and public facilities. Transit commuter parking facilities for 2,500 cars were also
programmed for the area. Figure 2-3 depicts the layout for the entire Intermodal
Station District, the 29.84-acre former PG&E site, and the 6-acre Proposed
Project site. In addition, BART, in conjunction with the City, has currently
embarked on a rehabilitation and upgrade of the BART Station, which would
accommodate future residents of the Proposed Project.
The Proposed Project, along with the Avalon Bay project, would exceed the
envisioned residential unit count for the Station District. However, the expected
office development for the Station District will be reduced by approximately
300,000 square feet as a result of the increased land area devoted to residential
uses. In order to be built, the Proposed Project would require amendments to the
City’s General Plan to accommodate the increase in proposed residential
development over what was previously envisioned for the area and evaluated in
previous environmental documents prepared for the area. In addition, a Zoning
Text Amendment is proposed to incorporate the development standards listed in
the Design Guidelines that were prepared for Blocks 2, 3 and 4 (Appendix C) and
to accommodate the Proposed Project. This EIR, incorporates the previous EIR
analysis of the Station District build-out included in the Amended and Restated
Redevelopment Plan, and addresses the potential environmental consequences of
redistributing residential, commercial and retail uses within Blocks 2 and 3 of the
Station District.

Project Objectives and Goals
The primary objectives of the Proposed Project are to:


Create a major architectural landmark and a sense of place for Union City
while preserving views to and from the hillsides;



Contribute to the vitality of the Station District area through the introduction
of up to 973 units of housing with a mix of ground-level commercial uses;



Ensure that the first phase of development is of sufficient size and scale to
establish a positive sense of place and identity for the new district;



Provide a range of commercial opportunities including ground-level space
suitable for retail and restaurant uses, as well as office and workspace for
small businesses, artisans, and entrepreneurs;
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Provide a range of living opportunities including for-sale and rental units
including apartments, condominiums, and townhouses;



Create public-spirited and pedestrian-friendly environment that reinforces a
pleasant and safe environment along all of the key street frontages and public
spaces within the area including 11th Street, Berger Way, Galliano Way, and
Cheeves Way;



Orient parking to Cheeves Way as well as internal street network, where they
would have the least impact on the more pedestrian –intensive areas of the
planned community;



Provide complimentary spatial definition of the Station District area with a
composition of low-, mid-, and high-rise buildings that are carefully scaled to
create an interesting and diverse “townscape”;



Apply cost-effective techniques and practices in green-building, sustainable
design, energy conservation, and comfortable pedestrian environments that
discourage automobile use and reinforce transit.

Project Description
Overview
Vision for Blocks 2 and 3
When completed, the Intermodal Station is planned to accommodate patrons
using BART, Dumbarton Rail, Capitol Corridor, ACE, AC Transit, and Union
City Transit. The Station would be one of the San Francisco Bay Area’s most
intensive transit interchanges, with connections among BART, bus, and
passenger rail. The City wishes to ensure that future development in the Station
District area build on the considerable public transportation investments that are
being made, and contribute to the creation of a vibrant mixed-use and pedestrian
friendly environment that is supportive of transit. The City’s goal is to create a
new activity center on lands surrounding the Intermodal Station, which can serve
as a gathering place for the community, with a concentration of commercial,
residential, and cultural uses that create a strong sense of place and identity.
Blocks 2 and 3 are located across 11th Street from the future Intermodal Station
and the East Plaza, which provides a forecourt to the east entry of the Intermodal
Station and a major new civic gathering place within the City. The East Plaza is
intended to be the focus of the transit-oriented development (TOD), and, as such,
it is important that any private development across from it reinforce the area as a
public-oriented activity center. Therefore, the organization and placement of
high-rise development and the design and character of ground-level uses are of
particular concern. The creation of active, publicly-oriented uses along the
building frontage that face the East Plaza across 11th Street are given the highest
priority. The configuration of buildings and open spaces within both the public
and private development are intended to promote opportunities for the creation of
a vibrant public environment that is pedestrian-friendly with a memorable sense
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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of place. It is envisioned that the combination of local businesses and the friendly
pedestrian orientation of the Station District would make it an attractive
destination, not only for residents of the Proposed Project, but also for
surrounding neighborhoods throughout the City and beyond. The configuration
of public spaces, the treatment of building edges and corners, and the orientation
and relationship of ground level commercial and residential development to
public streets and spaces are also critical to the success of this public-oriented
environment.

Infrastructure Improvements
The City is currently in the process of constructing the public infrastructure in the
Station District, which includes utilities, public streets, sidewalks, lighting and
landscaping within the City’s right-of-way. This construction is not part of the
Proposed Project. It is anticipated that the infrastructure will be installed prior to
the Proposed Project breaking ground.

Development Proposal
Blocks 2 and 3 represent approximately 6 acres of land at the center of the
Station District TOD. This Draft EIR analyzes the development of residential,
commercial/retail, and business condominiums on Blocks 2 and 3.
The Proposed Project will include up to 973 units of housing, up to 37,500 square
feet of commercial/retail and up to 6,200 square feet of business condominiums
in a range of building types from low- to mid- to high-rise. 1 The residential
development within these blocks will include three strategically located towers.
Each block would accommodate one tower that would range in height from 10 –
16 stories, and would measure approximately 110 – 170 feet in height (including
podium levels). On Block 3, this tower is proposed on the corner of 11th Street
and Berger Way. On Block 2, the 10-16 story tower (i.e. western tower) is
proposed on the corner of 11th Street and Galliano Way. One additional tower is
proposed on Block 2, on the corner of Cheeves Way and Berger Way. This tower
is proposed to measure up to 24 stories (including podium levels) and would be
located diagonally across Block 2 from the smaller tower. On both blocks,
additional units would be located on top of the podium within mid-rise buildings
that measure up to four-stories high. A few townhome units are proposed along
Berger Way and Galliano Way that would be directly accessed from the street.
The proposed units will either be a for-rent or a for-sale product or initially start
out as for-rent and transition into a for-sale product.
The Proposed Project also includes development of up to 37,500 square feet of
commercial/retail space along 11th Street with residential units above. The retail
space will average 50 feet in depth and will accommodate a variety of shopping
1

For the purposes of this project description, buildings that are 1-3 stories are considered “low-rise”, buildings that
are 4-7 stories are considered “mid-rise”, and buildings taller than 7 stories are considered “high-rise.” Note that
the plans submitted for the project listed in Appendix D and E refer to “low” and “mid” rise units as defined
above as “low-rise.”
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and restaurant opportunities. Lastly, the Proposed Project includes development
of up to 6,200 square feet of business condominiums constructed along the
Pedestrian Promenade located between Blocks 3 and 4 (the Pedestrian
Promenade is not included in the Proposed Project). These units are anticipated
to accommodate office uses.

Development Phasing
The following discussion provides a brief summary of the development phasing
strategy for Blocks 2 and 3. It is anticipated that construction will begin in 2012
and end by 2022. The submitted plans for the Master Plan development of Blocks
2 and 3 are shown in Appendix D.

Phase 1 (Block 3) Development
The first phase of development would be critical in establishing the image and
identity for the Proposed Project and in creating a sense of place. As such, the
first phase of development would occur on Block 3, directly across 11th Street
from the East Plaza to provide the spatial definition for the civic space in
sequence with its anticipated development (Figure 2-2). It is anticipated that the
first phase may include two sub-phases, described below.
The following descriptions provide estimated residential unit counts and
commercial square footage amounts based on the conceptual development plans
submitted by the Applicant. These amounts may be revised slightly between
phases but the overall level of development is not anticipated to exceed the levels
analyzed in this document.
Phase 1A
At a minimum, the first sub-phase shall include development of the frontage
along 11th Street, including: one high-rise tower at the Berger Way corner, the
retail-ready frontage along Block 3 with housing above, business condominiums,
the internalized service corridor and loading areas for the retail-ready uses, and
the parking podium required to support the residential program.
In summary, Phase 1A of the Project would include:




Up to 220 residential units, including one tower;


188 high-rise units;



32 mid-rise units;

Construction of up to 15,200 square feet of retail space, 4,000 square feet of
business condominiums and 374 parking stalls.

Phase 1B
If not constructed as part of the first sub-phase, Phase 1B would include the
construction of the remainder of the residential units and associated parking as

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

2-5

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Chapter 2. Project Description

well as the additional business condominiums located adjacent to the Pedestrian
Promenade.
In summary, Phase 1B of the Project would include:


Up to 111 residential units, all mid-rise; and,



Construction of up to 2,200 square feet of business condominiums and 163
parking stalls.

Construction of Phase 1 is anticipated to begin in June 2012 and finish in
December 2016.
Phase 1 Summary




Up to 331 residential units, including one tower;


188 high-rise units;



143 mid-rise units;

Construction of up to 15,200 square feet of retail space, 6,200 square feet of
business condominiums and 537 parking stalls.

Site Development Review Application
The Applicant has submitted an application for Site Development Review
approval associated with Phase 1A and 1B. Site Development Review evaluates
the architectural and site components of a project and must be completed prior to
the Applicant submitting for building permits. The plans submitted for Site
Development Review approval – Phase 1 (Appendix E) detail a residential unit
count and square footage amount for the retail area and business condominiums
that are slightly less than what is being evaluated for Phase 1, as described above.
The Applicant has stated that they would like this environmental analysis to
evaluate a slightly denser project to provide additional flexibility in the future.
The following provides an overview of the development strategy listed in the
plans:
Phase 1A




191 residential units, including one tower;


159 high-rise units;



32 mid-rise units;

Construction of approximately 14,515 square feet of retail space, 3,328
square feet of business condominiums, and 287 parking stalls

Phase 1B


83 mid-rise units
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Construction of approximately 1,747 square feet of business condominiums
and approximately 116 parking stalls

Phase 1 Summary




274 residential units, including one tower;


159 high-rise units;



115 mid-rise units;

Construction of approximately 14,515 square feet of retail space, 5,075
square feet of business condominiums, and 403 parking stalls.

Phase 2 (Block 2) Development
Development of Block 2 would be the second phase of construction and would
follow the completion of Block 3. Phase 2 would include construction of two
towers, townhouses and flats, associated parking and retail-ready space fronting
11th Street.
Presuming Phase 1 only includes the development noted above in the Site
Development Review application (e.g. 274 residential units), then Phase 2 of the
Project would include:


Up to 699 residential units, two towers, street-level townhouses, and podium
level flats; including:


376 one-bedroom units;



301 two-bedroom units;



22 three-bedroom units; and,



Construction of up to 22,120 square feet of retail space and 1,026
parking stalls.

If Phase 1 were to include 331 residential units as discussed above, then Phase 2
would include 642 residential units with a similar breakdown of unit counts,
while the retail space and parking stalls would remain the same.
Construction of Phase 2 is anticipated to begin in December 2017 and finish in
September 2022.

Project Approvals and Permits
The agencies that have project permitting approval authority or that may use this
Draft EIR for their decision-making are identified in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1. Project Approvals and Permits
Agency

Required Permits, Approvals, or Other Entitlements

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

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

Project site >1 acre.

The Applicant has applied for a General Plan Amendment to increase the
maximum density from 80 to 165 units per acre and update the required site area
per dwelling unit accordingly. The General Plan Amendment also includes a
modification to Figure LU-3 to allow for residential mixed-use in addition to
commercial uses on Block 2 (Figure 2-4).
The Applicant has also applied for a Zoning Text Amendment to incorporate the
development standards listed in the Design Guidelines that were prepared for
Blocks 2, 3 and 4 and to accommodate the Proposed Project. These include the
following changes to Chapter 18.38, Station Mixed Use Commercial:


Increase maximum allowed residential density to be consistent with the
revised General Plan wording



Increase allowed height from 8 to 14 stories and from 100 feet to 160 feet 2



Allow for glass fiber reinforced concrete (GFRC) with integral color as a
building material



Allow for flexibility in loading berths requirements for mixed-use
developments and residential storage requirements

An application for Site Development Review has also been submitted to
accommodate the proposed development on Block 3. In addition, a Use Permit
application has been submitted for the development of a mixed-use, high-density
residential project on Blocks 2 and 3 that includes up to 973 units, up to 37,500
square feet of retail space and up to 6,200 square feet of business condominiums,
as required by Section 18.38.030 (B) of the Union City Municipal Code. The Use
Permit will also address the reduction in the amount of required storage per
residential unit (proposed modification to Section 18.38.250) , the development
of a building that exceeds 65 feet as required by Section 18.38.140, and a
reduction in parking demand for the residential portion of the Phase 1 project to
403 parking spaces in exchange for the implementation of Transit Demand
2

Towers in excess of 14 stories or 160 feet will be reviewed pursuant to Section 18.38.250 of the Municipal Code.
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Management (TDM) strategies, which mainly entails the project site's proximity
to public transit options, per Section 18.28.110.

Green Building
The Proposed Project is required to comply with Chapter 15.76, Green Building
and Landscaping Practices, of the Municipal Code. This Chapter requires the
Proposed Project to meet a minimum Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED™) Silver rating and be so certified by the U.S. Green Building
Council. LEED™ is an internationally recognized green building certification
system, providing third-party verification that a building or community was
designed and built using strategies aimed at improving performance across all the
metrics that matter most: energy savings, water efficiency, CO2 emissions
reduction, improved indoor environmental quality, and stewardship of resources
and sensitivity to their impacts.
The Applicant has indicated their intent to meet this requirement and has begun
the process with the U.S. Green Building Council. A LEED™ checklist is
included in the attached Site Development Review Application (Appendix E).
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Environmental Analysis

Introduction to the Analysis
Chapter 3.0 of this EIR contains individual sections that describe the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. Each topical section (3.1 through
3.13) describes the existing setting, regulatory setting, and provides background
information to help the reader understand the conditions that could be affected by
the Proposed Project. In addition, each section includes a discussion of the
criteria used in determining whether an effect of the Proposed Project would be
considered a “significant environmental impact.” Finally, each section includes
mitigation measures for identified significant and potentially significant impacts.

Significance of Environmental Impacts
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an EIR should
define the threshold of significance and explain the criteria used to determine
whether an impact is above or below that threshold (14 California Code of
Regulations [CCR] 15064(f)). Significance criteria are identified for each
environmental category to determine whether implementation of the Proposed
Project would result in a significant environmental impact when evaluated
against the environmental setting baseline conditions. The significance criteria
vary depending on the environmental category. In general, effects can be either
significant (above threshold), or less than significant (below threshold). In some
cases a significant impact may be identified as significant and unavoidable if no
feasible mitigation measure(s) is/are available to reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level. If a project is subsequently adopted despite identified
significant impacts that would result from the project, CEQA requires the lead
agency to prepare and disclose a statement of overriding considerations
describing the social, economic, and other reasons for adoption (14 California
Code of Regulations [CCR] 15064(a)(2).
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Aesthetics

Summary
Table 3.1-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to aesthetics. As shown in Table 3.1-1, the Proposed
Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact related to the new highrise buildings and the resultant change in visual character. The project would also
have a potentially significant impact related to light and glare within the project
area which can be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. Other
aesthetics-related impacts are considered to be less than significant.
Table 3.1-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Aesthetics
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact AES-1: Have A
Substantial Adverse Effect on a
Scenic Vista

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact AES-2: Damage Scenic
Resources

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact AES-3: Degrade Existing
Visual Character or Quality

Significant Impact

No feasible mitigation.

Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact AES-4: Create A New
Source of Substantial Light or
Glare

Potentially Significant
Impact

Mitigation Measure AES-4:
Implement Measures to
Reduce Light and Glare

Less Than Significant

Introduction
This section describes the affected environment for aesthetics, the regulatory
setting associated with aesthetics, the impacts on aesthetics that would result
from the Proposed Project, and the mitigation measures that would reduce these
impacts.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.1-1

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.1 Aesthetics

Methodology
Identification of a project area’s existing visual resources and conditions involves
three steps.


Objective identification of the visual character of the project site and its
surrounding area, the visual resources existing within the project site, and
any scenic vistas in which the project site is visible.



Assessment of the character and quality of the project site and its scenic
resources relative to overall visual character of the region.



Determination of the importance to people, or sensitivity, of views of visual
resources in the landscape.

The aesthetic value of an area is a measure of its visual character and quality,
combined with the viewer response to the area. The scenic quality component
can best be described as the overall impression that an individual viewer retains
after driving through, walking through, or flying over an area. Viewer response is
a combination of viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity. Viewer exposure is a
function of the number of viewers, the number of views seen, the distance of the
viewers, and the viewing duration. Viewer sensitivity relates to the extent of the
public’s concern for a particular viewshed. Important terms and criteria that have
been used in this visual analysis are described in detail below.

Definitions: Visual Setting
Visual character is a general description of the visible setting within a particular
area. It may be influenced by a combination of natural features (i.e., geologic,
hydrologic, botanical, and wildlife elements, etc.) and urban features (i.e.,
structures, roads, utilities, earthworks, and other results of development or human
activity). The appearance of the landscape is described in terms of the dominance
of these various features, and judgments of visual character are made based on a
regional frame of reference, as the same component of the visual setting may
have a different degree of visual quality and sensitivity when they appear in
different geographic areas. For example, a small hill may be a significant visual
element of a flat landscape but have very little significance in mountainous
terrain.
Visual quality defines how pleasing, memorable, or otherwise valuable a view
may be. Whereas visual character entails a more general description of the
elements within an area, visual quality attempts to define the positive and
negative characteristics that combine to create the atmosphere, and attempts to
assign some value to the relevant view. It should be noted that this is generally a
subjective process highly affected by personal taste, though proper visual
analysis entails the analyst to view the setting as objectively as possible. Helpful
to maintaining such objectivity is the well-established approach to visual analysis
adopted by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), which employs the
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concepts of vividness, intactness, and unity. 1 (Federal Highway Administration,
1983) These terms are defined below. For project analysis, definition of existing
and with-project conditions from key vantage points usually entail assignment of
a score for vividness, intactness, and unity of “low,” “moderate,” or “high.”


Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as
they combine in striking or distinctive visual patterns.



Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and human-built landscape
and its freedom from encroaching elements; this factor can be present in
well-kept urban and rural landscapes, as well as in natural settings.



Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape
considered as a whole; it frequently attests to the careful design of individual
components in the landscape.

Visual quality is evaluated based on the relative degree of vividness, intactness,
and unity, as modified by its visual sensitivity (explained below). For project
analysis, definition of existing and with-project conditions from key vantage
points usually entail assignment of a score for vividness, intactness, and unity of
“low,” “moderate,” or “high.”
A scenic resource is a specific visible component of the project area’s visual
setting—usually a recognizable landmark—that is valued for its contribution to
the area’s visual atmosphere. Visual resources may be either natural or manmade,
and examples of common scenic resources include buildings, statues, trees or
other vegetation, and rock outcroppings.
A viewshed comprises all of the surface area visible from a particular location
(e.g., an overlook) or sequence of locations (e.g., a roadway or trail). Aesthetics
impact assessment generally requires identification of important viewsheds and
delineation of their geographical boundaries. A viewshed may be defined as a
scenic vista if it offers an open, undisturbed view of an area (natural or
manmade) that garners high scores for vividness, intactness, and unity, and is
therefore considered to be a valuable visual asset.

Definitions: Viewer Response
Viewer response is the psychological reaction of a person or group of people to
visible changes in a viewshed, and is based on the sensitivity and exposure of the
viewer to the viewshed. Sensitivity relates to the magnitude of the viewer’s
concern, value, and expectations for a viewshed. Exposure is a function of the
number of affected viewers and the distance, perspective, and duration of the
view.

1

The Proposed Project is not subject to FHWA funding, nor is this EIR subject to that agency’s review. Aesthetics
impact analysis presented herein partially incorporates FHWA guidelines (Federal Highway Administration,
1983) for such analysis as a useful framework for determining project impacts. Another agency that has helpful
guidelines to consider in visual analysis includes the U.S. Forest Service (USDA Forest Service 1974).
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The importance of a view for a viewer is related in part to the viewer’s position
relative to the resource; therefore, visibility and visual dominance of landscape
elements are dependent on their placement within the viewshed. To identify the
importance of views of a resource, a viewshed must be broken into distance
zones of foreground, middleground, and background. Generally, the closer a
resource is to the viewer, the more dominant it is and the greater its importance to
the viewer. Although distance zones in a viewshed may vary between different
geographic regions or types of terrain, the standard foreground zone is 0.25 to 0.5
miles from the viewer, the middleground zone extends from the foreground zone
to approximately 3 to 5 miles from the viewer, and the background zone extends
from the middleground to infinity. (USDA Forest Service, 1974)
Visual sensitivity is dependent on the number and type of viewers and the
frequency and duration of views. Visual sensitivity is also modified by viewer
activity, awareness, and visual expectations in relation to the number of viewers
and viewing duration. For example, visual sensitivity is generally higher for
views seen by people who are driving for pleasure; people engaging in
recreational activities such as hiking, biking or camping; and homeowners.
Sensitivity tends to be lower for views seen by people driving to and from work
or as part of their work. Commuters and non-recreational travelers have generally
fleeting views and tend to focus on commute traffic and not on surrounding
scenery, and therefore are generally considered to have low visual sensitivity.
Residential viewers typically have extended viewing periods and are concerned
about changes in the views from their homes; therefore, they generally are
considered to have high visual sensitivity. Viewers using recreation trails, parks,
scenic highways, and scenic overlooks are usually assessed as having high visual
sensitivity.

Regulatory Setting
Union City General Plan
The Land Use and Community Design elements of the Union City General Plan
contain goals and policies related to aesthetics.
Relevant policies are as follows:
Land Use Element
Goal LU-A.5.: To encourage attractive, well-located commercial
development to serve the needs of Union City residents, workers, and
visitors.
Policy LU-A.5.1: The City shall promote high quality design, visual
attractiveness, and consider location, adequately sized sites, views, wind
direction, sun orientation, and appearance of spaciousness when building high
rise buildings. Sufficient off-street parking, bike lanes, and a convenient
circulation system shall also be considered for commercially-designated areas of
the city.
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Community Design Element
Goal CD-A.1: To ensure high quality appearance and harmony between
existing and new uses, while avoiding monotony in style, height, and mass.
Policy CD-A.1.1: The City shall encourage development that is visually and
functionally compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods by:
a. Maintaining a height and density of development that is compatible with
adjacent developed neighborhoods;
b. Accenting entrances to new neighborhoods with varied landscaping,
hardscaping, and signage treatment
Policy CD-A.1.4: The City shall condition new development to build or
contribute to public art. On projects that provide public art, the art shall be placed
in highly visible, high traffic areas such as front yards, plazas, and entryways.
Policy CD-A.1.6: The City shall ensure that the design of all new residential
development achieves a sense of visual integration and orderliness, but shall
promote diversity in terms of specific design solutions.
Policy CD-A.1.7: While linear elements such as roads, utility corridors, and rail
lines create physical boundaries for neighborhoods, the City should make every
effort to identify and implement design solutions that will, physically and
emotionally link new neighborhoods with other residential neighborhoods and
make neighborhood residents feel a part of the larger Union City community.
Goal CD-B.1: To develop and design the Station District at a level of quality
commensurate with its role as a major transit hub, business center, and
residential address and to design the Station District so as to signify Union
City's rising status as the “Gateway to Silicon Valley.”
Policy CD-B.1.1: The City shall require that development in the Station District
be of the highest architectural quality and reflect the image of Union City in the
21st century. The City shall avoid visual monotony by encouraging variety in
architectural styles.
Policy CD-B.1.6: The City shall require that all new projects be designed to
achieve visual harmony and quality within the Station District. Views to and
from the hills should be preserved. A graceful transition from the flatlands to the
hillsides should be promoted.
Policy CD-B.1.10: The City should ensure overall visual integration of site
improvements in the design of commercial, office, and similar non-residential
uses, but allow for structural diversity that will result in an attractive and vibrant
environment.
Policy CD-B.1.13: Where appropriate, the City shall encourage taller buildings in
order to help provide identity to the area. The City should encourage tall mixedStation District Mixed-Use Development Project
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use buildings adjacent to the intermodal facility designed to provide a landmark
image for the area. However, in allowing taller buildings, the City should take
special care to avoid blocking significant views from adjoining existing and
planned uses.
Policy CD-B.1.14: The City shall promote visual excitement within individual
projects through building design and the way components of the project are
assembled on the site. Massing of structures and arrangement of spaces should
add interest, provide separation between public and private areas, and offer relief
from parking areas and busy streets.
Policy CD-B.1.28-The City shall encourage that development immediately
around the BART station be seven or more stories in height and that buildings
further away from the BART station decrease in height to meet the scale of the
existing neighborhoods, as recommended in the Intermodal Station District and
Transit Facility Plan.
Goal CD-E.1: To provide a dramatic backdrop to the city by maintaining
views of the hills as a distinctive visual and environmental feature.
Policy CD-E.1.1: The City shall maintain visual access to hillside views by
regulating building orientation, height, and bulk.
Policy CD-E.1.5: The City shall, whenever feasible, require all public facilities
and new development…to use low-energy shielded lights so they are directed
downward for better efficiency and to minimize nighttime glare that might impair
views of the surrounding hillsides and become a nuisance for the Masonic
Homes.

Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan
Appendix C of the Union City General Plan is the Intermodal Station District and
Transit Facility Plan, which provides specific planning guidance for the
appearance and function of various key elements in the district, which includes
the project site. Design Recommendations set forth in this plan do not specify
specific architectural design, but instead provide guidance for the character that
on-site structures, facilities, and accessories are intended to achieve. This plan
envisions high-density mixed-use development with, “a distinctive and diverse
architectural vocabulary and a harmonious style…”. The plan also states that
“high building densities characterize the Station District” and that “the height and
bulk of buildings should be articulated to create recognizable urban form…”.

Union City Design Guidelines
On May 23, 2008, the City Council adopted the Union City Transit-Oriented
Development Blocks 2, 3, and 4 Design Guidelines (Design Guidelines) which is
included as Appendix C of this EIR. These Design Guidelines provide the
framework for the development of this area including the Proposed Project site.
Specific design elements included relate to: building heights and tower locations,
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ground level uses and treatment, retail pavilion, lofts, townhouses, garages,
building setbacks, design and treatment of the plaza, promenade(s), sidewalks,
cross-streets, massing and architectural treatment, towers, roof, materials,
garbage and service areas, and signage.
As discussed, the Proposed Project is projected to include up to 973 residential
units, in a range of building types from low- to mid- to high-rise, up to 24 floors
in height, including up to three strategically located towers (two on Block 2 and
one on Block 3). Project purposes in the Design Guidelines are similar to those
listed in the project objectives of this Draft EIR (Refer to Chapter 2.0 Project
Description).
The Proposed Project is subject to the Site Development Review process at each
phase of the project. This includes review of project drawings which consist of
complete floor plans, colored elevations with detailed architectural elements,
façade treatments and materials, and landscape plans. The Planning Commission
will review the submittal, ensuring that the design is consistent with the
applicable development standards, Design Guidelines and the vision for the area.
This process is established by Ordinance, which is intended to promote orderly,
attractive and harmonious development. After approval but prior to permit
submittal, the Applicant will be required to submit construction documents to the
Union City Economic and Community Development Department to ensure that
the design is consistent with the approved plans.

Union City Zoning Ordinance
The City’s Zoning Ordinance (Title 18 of the City Municipal Code) contains
specific requirements for new building and development dealing with matters
such as minimum building setbacks, height limits, signage regulations, and
design guidelines. Union City Planning Division staff review proposed projects
for their compliance with these regulations on a case-by-base basis, ensuring that
requirements are met and the spirit of the guidelines is upheld. Portions of the
Zoning Ordinance related to visual resources include Chapter 18.30 and 18.38.
These portions of the Zoning Ordinance are described below.

Chapter 18.30. Sign Regulations
Specific signage design for the Proposed Project would be subject to the
specifications of the Design Guidelines as discussed above. Furthermore, Chapter
18.30 of the Zoning Ordinance further sets forth sign regulations, including
requirements that signs be compatible in design, color, materials, and size with
the building on which it is placed and with those in the immediate vicinity.
Signage lighting is an important component of these regulations, with the intent
to ensure that the amount and nature of light emitted or reflected by a sign will be
of reasonable intensity and compatible with the architecture of the building and
the immediate vicinity. This chapter requires that “Artificial light sources shall be
shielded to prevent light spillage, glare or annoyance to persons on or inside
adjoining properties or to public or private rights-of-way.” Internally illuminated
signs are prohibited, except where they show established corporate logos or
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trademarks, and cabinet signs are also prohibited on buildings. Language in this
chapter also specifies signage setbacks and restrictions on numbers of signs for
development within each district or zoning designation. Such specifics are not a
component of aesthetics impact analysis pursuant to CEQA, but would be
considered during the City’s post-approval process.

Chapter 18.38 Station Mixed Use Commercial (CSMU)
District
Chapter 18.38 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth regulations specific to the
Station Mixed Use Commercial District. These include height, setback
requirements, floor area ratios, yard and lot coverage restrictions, and other
elements important to the project design but not necessarily pertinent to
aesthetics impacts. These elements would also be considered during the City’s
Site Development Review process.

Environmental Setting
CEQA requires that potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project on
visual resources (specifically, with respect to the visual quality of the area) be
compared with the conditions that presently exist in the Proposed Project area.
The following sections describe the existing visual character of the region and
project vicinity.

Regional Visual Character
The Proposed Project site is located in an urbanized area set at the foot of
undeveloped hillsides. The East Bay hills located to the northeast are visible from
the site, and remain mostly undeveloped. The region’s visual setting is
characterized by a combination of moderately dense urban uses including
residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial building development. In
addition to building infrastructure, the site is surrounded by other landscaping
and hardscape (sidewalks, asphalt parking lots, and overhead utility lines). Nonurban uses include the adjacent hillsides, which are mostly covered in non-native
grasses, with scattered patches of non-native eucalyptus, oak, and shrubs. These
nearby hills are generally devoid of built structures and other development,
except for limited residential development and the Masonic Homes residential
care facility for seniors, which sits prominently in the Union City hills.

Visual Character of Project Vicinity
The Proposed Project site is flat and is located in an area surrounded by dense
urban development. This includes undeveloped, disturbed areas of land, formerly
used for industrial purposes. The Proposed Project site is disturbed and
undeveloped. Development in the vicinity includes a mixture of residential,
commercial, industrial, school, and park uses. Buildings range in height from one
to three stories, and street lights, utility poles and overhead wiring are visible.
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Specifically, electrical transmission wires run from the southeast to the northwest
adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Niles Subdivision alignment,
with a shorter and less prominent set of telephone wires running along Mission
Boulevard. The above-grade Union City BART (BART) tracks are located south
of the project site, and run southeast to the northwest on a concrete-supported
aerial structure, approximately 30 feet high. Adjacent to the BART tracks are
tracks of the UPRR Oakland Subdivision—a freight line running at grade near
the project area. The at-grade UPRR Niles Subdivision tracks run parallel to
these a little further northeast, carrying freight and passenger trains.
Visible land uses in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site include the
following:


North: One- and two-story industrial development consisting of large
warehouses, storage tanks, and associated structures painted in white or grey
is located to the north of the site beyond the Niles Subdivision railroad
tracks. A PG&E substation and overhead utility lines flank this northerly
edge of the site, just beyond the railroad tracks. Relatively new residential
development is located north of the industrial lands between 7th Street and
Mission Boulevard.



South: The Union City BART Station is directly south of the site, featuring a
two-level station building, with elevated tracks extending on both sides, and
a large, landscaped surface parking lot. The BART Station is currently a onesided station that is accessed from the southwest side because of the Oakland
Subdivison railroad tracks that run parallel to the BART tracks currently
prohibit access from the northeast. Adjacent to the BART Station parking
lots is a 438 apartment unit development (Avalon Bay) that was built at a
density of 75 units per acre. Just beyond the BART Station are additional
multi-story apartments that are constructed at a density of 45 units per acre.



East: Southeasterly of the site is a 216-unit townhouse development 2 and the
Pacific States Steel Corporation (PSSC) cap site that is reserved for Research
and Development Campus uses. The 16-acre cap site is elevated
approximately 25 feet above 11th Street due to the placement of encapsulated
slag from the former PSSC steel mill. The townhouses are mainly three-story
structures, with parking at the ground floor under the units. The development
is painted in neutral colors.



West: The established Decoto neighborhood is located west of the site,
across Decoto Road. The neighborhood is predominantly single-family
residential, but also includes pockets of multi-family properties. West of the
BART station and southwest of the project site (and visible beneath the
elevated BART tracks) is the Charles F. Kennedy Community Park
(Kennedy Park), and ball fields associated with James Logan High School.
Visual features of the park include large lawn areas, mature trees, community
buildings, and play structures.

A minimal amount of hillside development is visible from the project area and
the vicinity, including the Masonic Homes for Seniors (Masonic Homes), which
2

The townhouses are part of the “Pacific Terrace” development of KB Home.
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is located approximately 0.75 mile northeast of the site, and a residential
subdivision located just south of the Masonic Homes, across O’Connell Lane. On
the southern edge of the residential development is Seven Hills Park. Views of
the project area from this park site are completely blocked by ornamental
vegetation planted around the park boundary. A farm complex is situated on the
hillside further north from these areas and directly north of the project site. These
clusters of development are located near the base of the hills, and from the
project site appear within the lower one-third of the visible hillside face.
Conversely, the project area is visible from parts of these developed hillside sites,
with the site itself appearing as a minor component of the larger developed urban
area.
The Dry Creek Pioneer Regional Park, managed by the East Bay Regional Park
District, is located in the hills north of the site. The High Ridge Loop Trail,
Tolman Peak Trail, and South Fork Trail are located near the southern edge of
the park boundary, traversing up the hillside face from a starting point near the
eastern terminus of Whipple Road. The Tolman Peak and South Fork Trail leads
trail users to Tolman Peak, which is located approximately 2 miles north of the
project site. The High Ridge Loop Trail provides access to Gossip Rock in the
south and leads to a series of trails in the northern portion of the park. The project
site is visible from parts of the High Ridge Loop Trail (see discussion below).
The project site is not visible from the Tolman Peak and South Fork Trail due to
intervening topography.
Key viewpoints depicting existing representative views of the surrounding areas
are shown in Figures 3.1-1 to 3.1-4.
Viewpoint A in Figure 3-1.1 shows a northeast-facing view from the sidewalk at
the corner of Decoto Road and 11th Street, near the edge of the project site.
Distant vegetated hillsides are seen in the background, and intervening features
include ornamental trees, pole-mounted street and traffic lights, buildings, offstreet parking, and roadway infrastructure with vehicles are in the mid- and
foreground. This viewpoint possesses a moderate degree of vividness, due to
views of the distant hillside, but the intervening features limit the intactness and
unity of the view, which would be considered low.
Viewpoint B in Figure 3.1-1 shows a north-facing view from the more densely
developed area further south along Decoto Road, with the hillsides barely visible
beyond intervening structures and vegetation. Here, the project site is blocked
from view. This is representative of many views from locations in this developed
portion of Union City. This viewpoint has a low degree of vividness, intactness,
and unity.
Viewpoint C in Figure 3.1-2 shows an east-facing view toward the project site
from Kennedy Park, with the hillside predominately visible above the elevated
BART tracks. Note that the Masonic Homes is slightly visible beneath the BART
aerial structure. This viewpoint has a moderate degree of vividness due to views
of the distant hillsides, but the presence of the BART tracks makes the intactness
and unity low.
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a. Northeast view from Decoto Road and 11th Street

b. North view from Decoto Road

Figure 3.1-1
Key Viewpoints
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c. East View from Kennedy Park towards the Proposed Project site

d. Northeast view from the Proposed Project site

Figure 3.1-2
Key Viewpoints

Graphics … 00943.07 (7/10) AB

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
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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 2009.

Figure 3.1-4
Existing View and Visual Simulation
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Viewpoint D in Figure 3.1-2 shows a view facing northeast from within the
project site boundaries. From this vantage point, trees, street lights, and power
lines are visible in the mid-ground. Industrial warehouses and a large electric
tower are clearly visible. This viewpoint has a low degree of vividness because of
the lack of memorable visible components; the absence of intervening structures
makes the intactness moderate; and the overall unity is also moderate,
particularly for the presence of wide open-sky views.
Viewpoint E in Figure 3.1-3 shows a view facing south from a vantage point
along the High Ridge Loop Trail. This vantage point overlooks the extensive
development existing in the cities of Union City and Fremont, mostly consisting
of residential uses, though some industrial uses are evident as well. The project
site is evident within a disturbed area, devoid of buildings, surrounded by
industrial structures. This viewpoint has a moderate degree of vividness, as the
view is expansive but does not include specifically memorable visible
components. However, the view has a high degree of intactness and unity
because of the openness of the view and absence of intervening structures.
Viewpoint G in Figure 3.1-4 shows a view facing north towards the Proposed
Project site from Kennedy Park. This street-level vantage point includes park
structures, lawns, and the BART overpass. This viewpoint has a low degree of
vividness because of the lack of memorable visual components, and a low degree
of intactness and unity due to the intervening built structures.

Viewer Groups and Viewer Response
Viewer groups with views of the project site and the proposed development
include drivers/bicyclists/pedestrians traveling on local roadways, recreational
park users, residents of homes surrounding the project site, employees of area
businesses, and BART patrons. The visibility of the site to these viewer groups
and their varying response/sensitivity to these views is discussed below.
Motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians travel on major roadways and associated
sidewalks in the area, including Decoto Road, Alvarado-Niles Road, and Mission
Boulevard, in addition to the grid of smaller collectors providing access to the
area’s residential, industrial, commercial, and industrial development. These
travelers would have brief views of the project site as they pass through going to
and from their destination. In general, motorists traveling through a developed
area such as that surrounding the project site have limited sensitivity to visual
change, as the act of driving requires concentration on road conditions rather than
the scenic elements of their surroundings. Furthermore, most drivers are
commuters or otherwise regular travelers of the local roads, and therefore are
likely to pay little attention to features of the built environment as they grow
accustomed to scenery. Bicyclists would have a somewhat greater sensitivity to
views than motorists due to their slower speeds than drivers, but their attention
would still be on roadway conditions and they too possess low sensitivity to the
scenery in this developed area. Pedestrians would have the greatest sensitivity of
this group, and would have a visual experience similar to park users.
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Park users with partial views of the project area include users of Kennedy Park.
In general, park users are sensitive to the visual elements of their surroundings
due to the leisurely nature of their activities. Kennedy Park users enjoy a welllandscaped facility that features play structures, grassy areas, and mature trees.
As shown in Figure 3.1-2, the existing aerial BART tracks cut through the park,
interrupting views of the hillsides, and of the project site. In addition, the park is
surrounded by other development, including roadways (Decoto Road, 12th
Street, and Meyers Drive), the railroad crossing, and single-family homes.
Residents with open views toward of the project site include those in the
predominantly single-family Decoto neighborhood immediately west of the site
and the new row homes east and southeast of the site. Other residences in the
vicinity of the project site have distant partial views of the project area, but these
would be limited by intervening structures and/or trees. Residential viewers are
often highly sensitive to visual elements, as residents tend to take ownership of
the views from their homes.
BART riders have views of the project site as they approach the Union City
Station from the north and the south. The project site is between the BART tracks
and the nearby hillsides, and riders looking out the train’s northern-facing
windows receive views of the hills in the distance, with foreground views of the
local urbanized area and vacant, disturbed land planned for development. BART
riders are primarily commuters who possess limited sensitivity to surrounding
visible features due to the routine nature of their travel. However, the hillside
views afforded from the elevated tracks may be valued by some riders as a scenic
break from the primarily developed setting through which BART otherwise
passes through.
Recreational users of the High Ridge Loop Trail have views of the project site.
These users include hikers, bicyclists, and horseback riders. Trail users are
sensitive to the visual elements of their surroundings because they are generally
engaged in their activities purely for purposes of pleasure, and because views,
especially those from higher elevation areas, generally play a major role in
enhancing the recreational experience of trail-based activities. As shown in
Viewpoint E of Figure 3.1-3, the project site is set in a predominately developed
area.

Scenic Resources and Scenic Vistas
Views of scenic resources of and from the project site are limited. Views of the
grass-covered hillsides are available to viewers facing north and northeast in the
vicinity of the project site. These views provide a degree of visual relief from the
surrounding developed environment. Accordingly, these hillsides are considered
scenic resources. However, there are no locations in the vicinity of the project
site that offer completely undisturbed views of these hillsides. Buildings, light
poles, utility lines, and/or other built structures exist in the fore- and mid-ground
of all long-range views of these hillsides, reducing their value as scenic
resources. There are no other known scenic resources located in the vicinity of
the site.
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The project site is visible from the High Ridge Loop Trail located north of the
site within Dry Creek Pioneer Regional Park. Because of the openness and
expansiveness of these trail views, depicted in Viewpoint E of Figure 3.1-3, and
because of their importance to the recreational experience for trail users, the
views are considered scenic vistas. However, it is important to note that these
views are of an already densely developed urban area.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section describes the impact analysis relating to aesthetics for the Proposed
Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the project and
lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be significant.
Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or
compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Methods
Using the concepts and setting described above, the following analysis of the
visual effects of the project is based on:


direct field observation from vantage points, including neighboring
buildings, property, and roadways (conducted from May to August 2008);



photographic documentation of key views of and from the project site, as
well as regional visual context;



review of project construction drawings; and



review of the project relative to compliance with state and local ordinances
and regulations and professional standards pertaining to visual quality.

Thresholds of Significance
Thresholds of significance were determined based on Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines and by using professional judgment and standard practices. An
impact was considered significant if it would:


have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;



substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings along a scenic highway;



substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings; or



create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact AES-1: Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic
Vista
The project site is visible from a scenic vista available to recreational users of the
High Ridge Loop Trail within Dry Creek Pioneer Regional Park, which is located
north of the site. Users of this trail include hikers, bicyclists, and horseback
riders, all of whom would be sensitive to changes in the environment visible from
these trails due to the leisure-oriented nature of their activities and the important
role scenery plays in the enjoyment of their activities. Viewpoint F of Figure 3.14 shows a visual simulation of the project as viewed from the High Ridge Loop
Trail, and compares it to existing conditions. The existing conditions photograph
(Viewpoint E) shows that the view from the trail is expansive and open, but as
shown, the project site is in an area surrounded by extensive urban development.
The site itself is devoid of buildings, and is situated among a series of vacant
parcels and industrial structures. As the visual simulation (Viewpoint F) shows,
the project’s structures would be visible from this vantage point. Proposed
buildings would be larger than the existing nearby buildings that are currently
visible and would be prominent components of the vista. However, because the
existing view from this vantage point is of a densely developed area, the addition
of the project’s structures would not constitute a substantial adverse effect on this
scenic vista. Additionally, the project’s buildings would not block or obscure
views of any specific visual components of high value. Because the project
would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista (as viewed from
the High Ridge Loop Trail) impacts related to substantial adverse effects on a
scenic vista are considered less than significant. Potential light and glare-related
impacts on trail users’ views are discussed in Impact AES-4 below.

Impact AES-2: Substantially Damage Scenic Resources
The project site is a flat, disturbed parcel of land that is currently occupied by
construction trailers and lighted parking lots for BART patrons. The site does not
contain any known scenic resources. Scenic resources existing in and around the
project site are limited to the views of the undeveloped, grass-covered hillsides
located east of the site, which provide a degree of visual relief from the
surrounding developed environment. Only partial views are available from and
around the project site, as a result of existing building development and
intervening elements such as landscaping, utility poles and wires, and BART’s
aerial structure. Viewpoint H of Figure 3.1-4 shows a visual simulation of the
project as viewed from within Kennedy Park, and compares it to existing
conditions. The existing conditions photograph (Viewpoint G) shows how views
of the hillside are already partially obstructed by the BART overpass and existing
development. The visual simulation (Viewpoint H) shows that the project
development would be visible from this vantage point and would further obstruct
the views of the distant hillsides. The Design Guidelines considered the views to
the hills by identifying the orientation of the high-rise buildings and provided
general limitations on the length and width of these buildings. Because views of
these scenic resources are already substantially obstructed by existing
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development, the project would not result in substantially damaging scenic
resources. No other known scenic resources are available to viewers in and
around the project site. Therefore, impacts related to substantial damage to scenic
resources is considered less than significant.

Impact AES-3: Substantially Degrade the Existing Visual
Character or Quality
The project would construct a series of large buildings and a developed plaza
area on a vacant, disturbed parcel of land surrounded by industrial, commercial,
and residential development. The project’s buildings will be of a scale that is
greater than the existing development in the site’s vicinity, and will be highly
visible from areas surrounding the site. The visual character would change from a
parcel devoid of buildings, surrounded by residential and industrial developed
uses (buildings, homes, accessory structures) that are generally one to two-stories
in height, to one of more dense residential and commercial development,
including high rise buildings with modern finishes. Although this is considered a
change in visual character, it is not necessarily a change that would be considered
to be of lesser visual quality. However, as the project would result in a substantial
visual change from what currently exists, the impact is considered to be
significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, there is no feasible mitigation that
would reduce the potential change in visual character of the proposed project
without substantially changing the overall size and design of the Proposed
Project. As such, no mitigation is recommended.
It should be noted that the scale and visibility of the proposed structures is
generally consistent with City’s General Plan goal of having the Station District
“signify Union City’s rising status as the ‘Gateway to Silicon Valley’” (Goal CDB.1), and its related policies to “encourage tall mixed-use buildings adjacent to
the intermodal facility designed to provide a landmark image for the area”
(Policy CD-B.1.13), and to encourage taller buildings immediately around the
BART station (Policy CD-B.1.28). In addition, the Design Guidelines prepared
for the project area as well as the deign recommendations in the Intermodal
Station District and Transit Facility Plan emphasize high-density, urban
development. Lastly, the current General Plan density would allow residential
development up to 80 units per acre.
Each phase of the project is subject to Site Development Review, which will
ensure that the development’s appearance will be consistent with applicable
development standards, applicable design guidelines, as well as the General Plan
goals/policies shown above.

Impact AES-4: Create a New Source of Substantial Light
or Glare
The proposed building structures would include lighting at or near the ground
level for safety and security purposes, and may include illuminated signs for
commercial businesses. According to the City’s General Plan Policy CD-E.1.5,
the project’s lights will, to the maximum extent feasible, be required to be lowStation District Mixed-Use Development Project
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energy lights, shielded, and directed downward to minimize nighttime glare “that
might impair views of the surrounding hillsides and become a nuisance for the
Masonic Homes.” Signage lighting must comply with Chapter 18.30 of the
Union City Municipal Code, which prohibits internally illuminated lights and
requires artificial light sources to be shielded “to prevent light spillage, glare or
annoyance to persons on or inside adjoining properties or to public or private
rights-of-way.” Furthermore, signage included as part of the project would be
subject to the parameters set forth in the Design Guidelines, which would include
development of a signage program that would be reviewed by Union City
Economic and Community Development Department staff.
Because of the project’s large scale, a substantial amount of lighting may be
included in project design, and has the potential to be intrusive to viewers in the
vicinity of the site. Sensitive viewers in the vicinity of the site include nearby
residents, motorists, and patrons of nearby Kennedy Park and more distant
viewers from the High Ridge Loop Trail. However, it should be noted that
existing nearby uses (including residential development to the east and south as
well as the parking lots) also has existing exterior lighting. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AES-4 would reduce potential lighting and resultant glare
impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure AES-4: Implement Measures to Reduce Light and
Glare
The Applicant will implement the following measures to reduce the levels of
light and glare that may be received by viewers in the area surrounding the
project site:


Lighting fixtures shall be fitted with glare shields to minimize overflow of
lighting onto adjacent properties;



On the first level of built structures that front 11th Street, incorporate
shielding in the design of exterior light fixtures and avoid dark or mirrored
glass, therefore reducing resultant glare impacts; and,



Prepare and submit a lighting plan to the Union City Economic and
Community Development Department for review and approval that reflects a
minimum of .50 candle lighting level at all doors and windows, and a
minimum of 1.0 candle lighting level in parking areas.

Cumulative Impacts
As discussed, the Proposed Project is located in an area already planned for highdensity transit-oriented development per the General Plan and Intermodal Station
District and Facility Plan. Scenic vistas that include the project site area would
not be adversely affected by the Proposed Project and future planned
development, because this area is already surrounded by developed uses.
Furthermore, there are no known scenic resources visible on or from the project
site, other than the distant hillsides. These views are of moderate to low quality
and are already partially obscured by existing development. The Proposed
Project in combination with future planned uses would result in an overall change
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in the visual character of the area, from a vacant area devoid of buildings into a
highly-developed regional transportation hub and mixed-use center. The change
from its existing condition to a dense and built-out area complementary to
existing uses, should not necessarily be considered a loss in visual quality, but
would be considered a significant change in character. Regarding light and glare,
Mitigation Measure AES-4 would reduce the Project’s contribution to light and
glare impacts. Other development projects would be required to address light and
glare issues on a project by project basis. With the exception of the significant
change in visual character, the Proposed Project is not expected to make a
considerable contribution to aesthetic cumulative impacts. The change in visual
character with the large new buildings, in combination with the buildout of the
Station District would result in a substantial cumulative visual change that is
considered a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.
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Summary
Table 3.2-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to air quality. As shown in Table 3.2-1, the Proposed
Project would have significant but mitigable impacts related to construction
emissions and less than significant operational emission impacts.
Table 3.2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Air Quality

Impact

Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact AIR-1: Conforms with
Implementation of Air Quality
Attainment Plan

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact AIR-2: Generation of
PM10 and Construction Vehicle
Exhaust Emissions

Significant Impact

Mitigation Measure AIR-2:
Implement Dust and Vehicle
Emission Control Measures

Less Than Significant

Impact AIR-3: Increase in
Ozone Precursor (ROG and
NOX) and PM2.5 emissions
during Project Operation

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact AIR-4: Exposure of
Sensitive Receptors to
Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations of CO

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact AIR-5: Expose Sensitive
Receptors to Substantial
Pollutant Concentrations

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact AIR-6: Expose Sensitive
Receptors to Objectionable
Odors

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A
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Introduction
This section provides information on the existing air quality at the Proposed
Project site. It includes a discussion of federal and state ambient air quality
standards, and the overall regulatory framework for air quality management in
the region. Potential impacts of the Proposed Project on air quality are identified,
and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
level where possible. This section discusses impacts related to criteria pollutants
and toxic air contaminants. Greenhouse gas emissions are discussed separately in
Section 3.4, Climate Change.

Regulatory Setting
The project site, located in Alameda County, lies within the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). Air quality within the SFBAAB is under the
jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The
BAAQMD is responsible for implementing emissions standards and administers
air quality regulations developed at the federal, state, and local levels. Federal,
state, and local air quality regulations applicable to the Proposed Project are
described below.

Federal
The federal Clean Air Act, promulgated in 1970 and amended twice thereafter
(including the 1990 amendment), establishes the framework for modern air
pollution control. The Act directs the EPA to establish ambient air standards for
six pollutants: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), lead, nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide (SO2). The standards are divided into
primary and secondary standards; the former are set to protect human health
within an adequate margin of safety and the latter to protect environmental
values, such as plant and animal life.
The primary legislation that governs federal air quality regulations is the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA). The CAAA delegates primary
responsibility for clean air to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
The EPA develops rules and regulations to preserve and improve air quality, as
well as delegating specific responsibilities to state and local agencies.
The EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
criteria pollutants. Criteria pollutants include CO, NO2, SO2, O3, particulate
matter less than 2.5 and 10 microns in diameter (PM2.5 and 10), and lead.
Areas that do not meet the federal NAAQS are called “nonattainment” areas. For
these nonattainment areas, the federal Clean Air Act requires each state to
develop and adopt a state implementation plan (SIP); i.e., a plan showing how air
quality standards will be attained. The SIP, which is reviewed and approved by
the EPA, must demonstrate how federal standards will be achieved. Failing to
submit a plan or secure approval could lead to denial of federal funding and
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permits for such improvements as highway construction and sewage treatment
plants. In cases where a SIP is submitted by a state but fails to demonstrate
achievement of the standards, the EPA is directed to prepare a federal
implementation plan. In California, the EPA has given responsibility for
preparing SIPs to the California Air Resources Board (ARB), which, in turn, has
delegated the task to individual air districts.

State
Maintaining California’s air quality standards, which are more stringent than
federal standards, is the responsibility of the ARB and local air pollution control
districts and is to be achieved through district-level air quality management plans
that will be incorporated into the SIP.
The ARB has traditionally established state air quality standards, maintaining
oversight authority in air quality planning, developing programs for reducing
emissions from motor vehicles, developing air emission inventories, collecting
air quality and meteorological data, and approving state implementation plans.
Responsibilities of air districts include overseeing stationary source emissions,
approving permits, maintaining emissions inventories, maintaining air quality
stations, overseeing agricultural burning permits, and reviewing air quality–
related sections of environmental documents required by CEQA.

California Clean Air Act
The California Clean Air Act of 1988 (CCAA) substantially added to the
authority and responsibilities of air districts. The California CAA designates air
districts as lead air quality planning agencies, requires air districts to prepare air
quality plans, and grants air districts authority to implement transportation
control measures. It focuses on attainment of the state ambient air quality
standards, which, for certain pollutants and averaging periods, are more stringent
than the comparable federal standards.
The California CAA requires designation of attainment and nonattainment areas
with respect to state ambient air quality standards. If the district violates state air
quality standards for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, or O3,
the California CAA also requires that local and regional air districts
expeditiously prepare an air quality attainment plan. These plans, specifically
designed to attain state standards, must be designed to achieve an annual five
percent reduction in district-wide emissions of each nonattainment pollutant or its
precursors. No locally prepared attainment plans are required for areas that
violate state PM10 standards.
The California CAA requires that the state air quality standards be met as
expeditiously as practicable but, unlike the federal CAA, does not set precise
attainment deadlines. Instead, the act established increasingly stringent
requirements for areas that will require more time to achieve the standards.
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The California CAA emphasizes the control of indirect and area-wide sources of
air pollutant emissions. The California CAA gives local air pollution control
districts explicit authority to regulate indirect sources of air pollution and to
establish traffic control measures (TCM). Although the California CAA does not
define indirect and area-wide sources, Section 110 of the federal CAA defines
an indirect source as “…a facility, building, structure, installation, real property,
road, or highway, which attracts, or may attract, mobile sources of pollution.
Such term includes parking lots, parking garages, and other facilities subject to
any measure for management of parking supply.”
TCMs are defined in the California CAA as “any strategy to reduce trips, vehicle
use, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling, or traffic congestion for the purpose of
reducing vehicle emissions.”
Recently enacted amendments to the California CAA impose additional
requirements designed to ensure an improvement in air quality within the next
five years. More specifically, local districts with moderate air pollution that had
not achieved “transitional nonattainment” status by December 31, 1997 must
have implemented the more stringent measures applicable to districts with
serious air pollution.

California Toxic Air Contaminants
California regulates TACs primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act
(AB1807) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987
(AB 2588).
The Tanner Act sets forth a formal procedure for ARB to designate substances as
TACs. This includes research, public participation, and scientific peer review
before ARB designates a substance as a TAC. To date, ARB has identified 21
TACs, and has also adopted EPA's list of HAPs as TACs. Since August 1998,
diesel particulate matter (DPM) was added to the ARB list of TACs (ARB 1998).
The Hot Spots Act requires that existing facilities that emit toxic substances
above specified levels: (1) prepare a toxic emission inventory; (2) prepare a risk
assessment if emissions are significant (i.e. 10 tons per year or on District's HRA
list); (3) notify the public of significant risk levels; and (4) prepare and
implement risk reduction measures.
In September 2000, the ARB approved the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce
Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (Diesel
Risk Reduction Plan) (ARB 2000). The Diesel Risk Reduction Plan outlines a
comprehensive and ambitious program that includes the development of
numerous new control measures over the next several years aimed at
substantially reducing emissions from new and existing on-road vehicles (e.g.,
heavy-duty trucks and buses), off-road equipment (e.g., graders, tractors,
forklifts, sweepers, and boats), portable equipment (e.g., pumps), and stationary
engines (e.g., stand-by power generators). According to the Plan, ARB will work
with the heavy-duty truck companies and operators to develop an emission
reduction program for trucks.
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San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
The BAAQMD has jurisdiction over air quality issues within the SFBAAB. Air
pollution control programs were established in California before federal
requirements were enacted. However, federal CAA legislation in the 1970s
resulted in a gradual merging of state and federal air quality programs,
particularly those relating to industrial sources. Air quality management
programs developed by California since the late 1980s have generally responded
to requirements established by the federal CAA.
The enactment of the California CAA in 1988 and the federal CAA Amendments
of 1990 has produced additional changes in the structures and administration of
air quality management programs. The California CAA requires preparation of
an air quality attainment plan for any area that violates state standards for CO,
SO2, NO2, or O3. Locally prepared attainment plans are not required for areas that
violated the state standards for PM10, but the ARB is currently addressing PM10
attainment issues.
All areas designated as non-attainment under the CCAA are required to prepare
plans showing how the area would meet the State air quality standards by its
attainment dates. The Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) is the region’s plan
for improving air quality. It addresses the California CAA and CCAA
requirements and demonstrates attainment with ambient air quality standards.
The BAAQMD prepared the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy. The Ozone Strategy
is a roadmap showing how the region will continue to make progress toward
meeting the State one-hour ozone standard and how the region will reduce
transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins.
The Ozone Strategy was prepared in compliance with the CCAA. The California
CAA requires a triennial update to the Ozone Strategy. The BAAQMD is
currently in the process of updating the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with
the requirements of the CCA to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone.
In March 2010, BAAQMD released the Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan
(CAP) as well as the Draft Programmatic EIR on the CAP. The public comment
period ended on April 26, 2010. The 2010 is the update to the 2005 Ozone
Strategy.
In addition, the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard was lowered from 65 µg/m3 to
35 µg/m3 in 2006, and the EPA issued their final attainment status designations
for the 35 µg/m3 standard on October 8, 2009. The BAAQMD was designated as
nonattainment for PM2.5, and this designation became effective on December
14, 2009. The District has three years from the effective date (December 14,
2012) to submit to develop and submit a SIP.
SB 656 requires the ARB, in consultation with local air quality districts, to
develop and adopt a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective
control measures that could be used by CARB and air districts to reduce
particulate matter. To comply with the requirements of SB 656, the BAAQMD
has adopted a PM Implementation Schedule for appropriate CARB and air
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district measures to reduce public exposure to PM10 and PM2.5 and to make
progress toward attainment of state and national PM10 and PM2.5 standards. On
November 16, 2005, the BAAQMD’s Board of Directors adopted a Particulate
Matter Implementation Schedule, based on the BAAQMD’s review of the list of
103 potential PM control measures prepared by the CARB.
On June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted new CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and
CEQA thresholds of significance, which were effective on June 2, 2010. In
addition, the new risk and hazards thresholds for new receptors are effective on
June 2, 2011. However, it is the BAAQMD policy that the new thresholds only
apply to projects for which a Notice of Preparation is published, or
environmental analysis begins, on or after the applicable effective date
(BAAQMD 2010a). The Notice of Preparation for the Proposed Project was
issued on April 17, 2008, and the environmental analysis began soon thereafter.
As such, the Proposed Project is not required to comply with the new CEQA
criteria air pollutant or risk and hazard thresholds and the prior CEQA guidelines
are used in this document.

Environmental Setting
The Proposed Project area is located in southern Alameda County. This region
encompasses the low-lying area on the southeast side of the San Francisco Bay,
south of Highway 580/Dublin Canyon and north of the City of Milpitas. The
region is bordered on the east by the East Bay Hills and on the west by the San
Francisco Bay. Most of the area is very flat.
Situated between the western and eastern portions of the Coast Range, this region
is protected from the direct effects of the marine air flow. Marine air entering
through the Golden Gate is forced to diverge into northerly and southerly paths
because of the blocking effect of the east bay hills. The southern flow is directed
southeasterly down the bay, parallel to the hills, where eventually it passes over
southwestern Alameda County. These sea breezes are strongest in the afternoon.
The further from the ocean the marine air travels, the more it is modified. Thus,
although the climate in this region is affected by sea breezes, it is affected less so
than the regions closer to the Golden Gate, to the north.
The climate of southwestern Alameda County is also modified by its close
proximity to the San Francisco Bay. Evaporation from the bay will cool the air in
contact with it during warm weather, while during cold weather, the bay can act
as a heat source. The normal northwest wind pattern will then carry this air
onshore. During periods of flat pressure gradients, the bay can generate its own
circulation system. This bay breeze, similar to the sea breeze, pushes cool air
onshore during the daytime and draws air from the land offshore at night. Bay
breezes are common in the morning, before the sea breeze begins.
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. Cold air over land areas creates high pressure to the east, which forces
air toward the west. Easterly surface flow into southern Alameda County passes
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through three major gaps: Hayward/Dublin Canyon, Niles Canyon, and Mission
Pass. Areas north of the gaps then experience southeast winds, while areas south
of the gaps experience northeast winds. 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.
Air temperatures are moderated by both the proximity to the bay and to the sea
breeze. Temperatures in this region are slightly cooler in the winter and slightly
warmer than east bay cities to the north. Average daily maximum temperatures in
winter in the Union City area in the high 50's to 60 degrees. During the summer
months, average daily maximum temperatures are in the mid 60's. Average
minimum temperatures are in the low 40's in winter and mid-50's in the summer
(BAAQMD 2008).
Rainfall amounts in the region are lower than other east bay sites to its north.
Areas near the bay, such as Union City have lower rainfall amounts because of
the rain shadow effect of the Santa Cruz Mountains. Union City’s annual rainfall
is 14 inches. Areas closer to the hills have higher rainfall amounts because they
are further from the Santa Cruz Mountains and because of orographic effects.
That is, air that is forced to ascend the mountains will cool and condense, leading
to increased rain.
Pollution potential is relatively high in this region during summer and fall
months. When high pressure dominates the weather, low mixing depths and bay
and ocean wind patterns can concentrate and carry pollutants from other cities to
this area, adding to the locally emitted pollutants. The polluted air is then pushed
up against the East Bay Hills. Flow eastward through the gaps is weak because
winds in the Livermore Valley are usually from the east. Wintertime pollution
levels are only moderate.

Criteria Pollutants and Local Air Quality
Pollutants and Effects
Criteria Pollutants
Air quality studies generally focus on five pollutants that are most commonly
measured and regulated: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide
(NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter (PM10, and PM2.5).
Carbon Monoxide
CO is a colorless and odorless gas, which can interfere with the transfer of
oxygen to the brain. It can cause dizziness and fatigue, and can impair central
nervous system functions. CO is emitted almost exclusively from the incomplete
combustion of fossil fuels. In urban areas, CO is emitted by motor vehicles,
power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. Automobile
exhausts release most of the CO in urban areas. CO is a non-reactive air pollutant
that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient CO concentrations generally follow
the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are
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influenced by local meteorological conditions; primarily wind speed, topography,
and atmospheric stability. CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally
concentrated when surface-based temperature inversions are combined with calm
atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban areas between
November and February.
Ozone
O3 is a colorless toxic gas, which is the chief component of urban smog. It enters
the blood stream and interferes with the transfer of oxygen, depriving sensitive
tissues in the heart and brain of oxygen. It also damages vegetation by inhibiting
their growth. Although O3 is not directly emitted, it forms in the atmosphere
through a chemical reaction between reactive organic gas (ROG) and NOX under
sunlight. The damaging effects of photochemical smog are generally related to
the concentration of O3. Meteorology and terrain play major roles in O3
formation. Ideal conditions occur during summer and early autumn, on days with
low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures, and cloudless skies. The
greatest source of smog-producing gases is the automobile.
Nitrogen Dioxide
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a brownish gas that irritates the lungs. It can cause
breathing difficulties at high concentrations. Like O3, NO2 is not directly emitted,
but is formed through a reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric
oxygen. NO and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOX and are major
contributors to O3 formation. NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10 (see
discussion of PM10 below). At atmospheric concentration, NO2 is only
potentially irritating. In high concentrations, the result is a brownish-red cast to
the atmosphere and reduced visibility. There is some indication of a relationship
between NO2 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis. Some increase in bronchitis in
children (two and three years old) has also been observed at concentrations below
0.3 parts per million (ppm).
Sulfur Dioxide
SO2 is a product of high-sulfur fuel combustion. Main sources of SO2 are coal
and oil used in power stations, in industries, and for domestic heating. Industrial
chemical manufacturing is another source of SO2. SO2 is an irritant gas that
attacks the throat and lungs. It can cause acute respiratory symptoms and
diminished ventilator function in children. SO2 can also cause plant leaves to turn
yellow, as well as erode iron and steel. In recent years, SO2 concentrations have
been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source
emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels. SO2 concentrations
have been reduced to levels well below the state and national standards, but
further reductions in emissions are needed to attain compliance with standards
for sulfates and PM10, of which SO2 is a contributor.
Health Effects of Criteria Air Pollutants
Exposure to high concentrations of air pollutants can trigger respiratory diseases,
such as asthma, bronchitis, and other respiratory ailments; and cardiovascular
diseases. A healthy person exposed to high concentrations of air pollutants may
be become nauseated or dizzy, may develop a headache or cough, or may
experience eye irritation and/or a burning sensation in the chest. Ozone is a
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powerful irritant that attacks the respiratory system, leading to the damage of
lung tissue. Inhaled particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide can
directly irritate the respiratory tract, constrict airways, and interfere with the
mucous lining of the airways. Exposure to carbon monoxide, when absorbed into
the bloodstream, can endanger the hemoglobin, the oxygen-carrying protein in
blood, by reducing the amount of oxygen which reaches the heart, brain, and
other body tissues. When air pollutants levels are high, a common occurrence in
California, children, elderly, and people with respiratory problems are advised to
remain indoors. Outdoor exercise also is discouraged because strenuous activity
may cause shortness of breath and chest pains. A brief discussion of the criteria
pollutants and their effect on human health and the environment is provided in
Table 3.2-2.
Table 3.2-2. Health Effects Summary of the Major Criteria Air Pollutants
Pollutants

Sources

Primary Effects

Ozone

Atmospheric reaction of organic gases
with nitrogen oxides in sunlight.

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO2)

 Motor vehicle exhaust.
 High temperature stationary
combustion.
 Atmospheric reactions.

Carbon Monoxide
(CO)

 Incomplete combustion of fuels and
other carbon containing substances,
such as motor exhaust.
 Natural events, such as
decomposition of organic matter.

 Aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular
diseases.
 Irritation of eyes.
 Impairment of cardiopulmonary function.
 Plant leaf injury.
 Aggravation of respiratory illness.
 Reduced visibility.
 Reduced plant growth.
 Formation of acid rain.
 Reduced tolerance for exercise.
 Impairment of mental function.
 Impairment of fetal development.
 Death at high levels of exposure.
 Aggravation of some heart diseases (angina).

Particulate Matter
(PM2.5 and PM10)






Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

 Combustion of sulfur-containing
fossil fuels.
 Smelting of sulfur bearing metal ores.
 Industrial processes.

Stationary combustion of solid fuels.
Construction activities.
Industrial processes.
Atmospheric chemical reactions.
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 Reduced lung function.
 Aggravation of the effects of gaseous
pollutants.
 Aggravation of respiratory and cardiorespiratory diseases.
 Increased cough and chest discomfort.
 Soiling.
 Reduced visibility.
 Aggravation of respiratory diseases (asthma,
emphysema).
 Reduced lung function.
 Irritation of eyes.
 Reduced visibility.
 Plant injury.
 Deterioration of metals, textiles, leather,
finishes, coatings, etc.
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Pollutants

Sources

Primary Effects

Lead (Pb)

Contaminated soil.

 Impairment of blood function and nerve
construction.
 Behavioral and hearing problems in children.

Source: CARB 2008.

Toxic Air Contaminants
Although ambient air quality standards exist for criteria pollutants, no standards
exist for toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs are a category of air pollutants
that have been shown to have an impact on human health but are not classified as
criteria pollutants. Many pollutants are identified as TACs because of their
potential to increase the risk of developing cancer or because of their acute or
chronic health risks. For TACs that are known or suspected carcinogens, the Air
Resources Board (ARB) has consistently found there are no levels or thresholds
below which exposure is risk-free. Individual TACs vary greatly in the risk they
present. At a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many
times greater than another. For certain TACs, a unit risk factor can be developed
to evaluate cancer risk. For acute and chronic health risks, a similar factor called
a Hazard Index is used to evaluate risk. In the early 1980s, the ARB established a
statewide comprehensive air toxics program to reduce exposure to air toxics. Air
toxics are generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources, such as
dry cleaners, gas stations, and combustion sources; mobile sources, such as diesel
trucks, ships and trains; and area sources, such as farms, landfills, and
construction sites. Adverse health effects of TACs can be carcinogenic (cancercausing), short-term (acute) noncarcinogenic, and long-term (chronic)
noncarcinogenic. In 1998, the ARB identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as
a carcinogen (CARB 1998).

Background Air Quality
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
The federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards
for six pollutants called “criteria” pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM 10 and PM
2.5) and lead (see Table 3.2-3). The State of California has also established
ambient standards for lead, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), vinyl chloride, and sulfates.
Ozone and NO2 are considered to be regional pollutants because they or their
precursors affect air quality on a regional scale: NO2 reacts photochemically with
reactive organic gases (ROG) to form ozone, and this reaction occurs at some
distance downwind of the source of pollutants. Pollutants such as CO, PM10, and
PM2.5 are considered to be local pollutants because they tend to disperse rapidly
with distance from the source. The health effects of the pollutants of concern
were discussed above.
Table 3.2-3 shows the state and federal standards for a variety of pollutants.
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.2-10

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.2 Air Quality

Table 3.2-3. Ambient Air Quality Standards and Bay Area Attainment Status
California Standards1
Pollutant
Ozone

Carbon Monoxide

Nitrogen Dioxide

Sulfur Dioxide

Averaging Time
8 Hour

Concentration
0.070 ppm
(137 µg/m3)

Attainment
Attainment
Concentration3
Status
Status
9
N
N4
0.075 ppm
3
(147 µg/m )

1 Hour

0.09 ppm
(180 µg/m3)

N

–

See Note 5

8 Hour

9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

A

9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

A6

1 Hour

20 ppm
(23 mg/m3)

A

35 ppm
(40 mg/m3)

A

1 Hour

0.18 ppm
(339 µg/m3)

A

0.100 ppm
See Note 11

U

Annual Arithmetic Mean

0.030 ppm
(57 µg/m3)

A

0.053 ppm
(100 µg/m3)

A

24 Hour

0.04 ppm
(105 µg/m3)

A

0.14 ppm
(365 µg/m3)

A

1 Hour

0.25 ppm
(655 µg/m3)

A

–

-

–

–

A

20 µg/m3

N7

0.030 ppm
(80 µg/m3)
–
3

Annual Average
Particulate Matter
(PM10)

National Standards2

Annual Arithmetic Mean
24 Hour

-

3

N

150 µg/m

U

3

7

3

A

3

35 µg/m
See Note 10

N

50 µg/m

Particulate Matter - Fine Annual Arithmetic Mean
(PM2.5)
24 Hour

12 µg/m
–

–

Sulfates

24 Hour

25 µg/m3

A

Lead

Calendar Quarter

–

–

1.5 µg/m3

A

3

N

15 µg/m

30 Day Average

1.5 µg/m

A

–

–

Hydrogen Sulfide

1 Hour

0.03 ppm
(42 µg/m3)

U

–

–

Vinyl Chloride
(chloroethene)

24 Hour

0.010 ppm
(26 µg/m3)

No
information

–

–

Visibility Reducing
Particles

8 Hour (1000 to1800 PST)

See Note 8

U

–

–

Notes:
A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter; ppm = parts per
million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
1
California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour),
nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter - PM10, and visibility reducing particles are values that are not to
be exceeded. The standards for sulfates, Lake Tahoe carbon monoxide, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride
are not to be equaled or exceeded. If the standard is for a 1-hour, 8-hour or 24-hour average (i.e., all standards
except for lead and the PM10 annual standard), then some measurements may be excluded. In particular,
measurements are excluded that ARB determines would occur less than once per year on the average. The Lake
Tahoe CO standard is 6.0 ppm, a level one-half the national standard and two-thirds the state standard.
2
National standards shown are the “primary standards” designed to protect public health. National standards other
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.2-11

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.2 Air Quality

than for ozone, particulates and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The
1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent three-year period, the average number of days per year
with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. The 8-hour ozone standard is
attained when the 3-year average of the 4th highest daily concentrations is 0.075 ppm (75ppb) or less. The 24hour PM10 standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less
than 150 µg/m3. The 24-hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the 3-year average of 98th percentiles is less
than35 µg/m3.
Except for the national particulate standards, annual standards are met if the annual average falls below the
standard at every site. The national annual particulate standard for PM10 is met if the 3-year average falls below
the standard at every site. The annual PM2.5 standard is met if the 3-year average of annual averages spatiallyaveraged across officially designed clusters of sites falls below the standard.
3
National air quality standards are set at levels determined to be protective of public health with an adequate
margin of safety. Each state must attain these standards no later than 3 years after that state's implementation plan
is approved by the Environmental Protection Agency.
4
In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a marginal nonattainment area of the national 8-hour ozone
standard. US EPA lowered the national 8-hour ozone standard from 0.80 to 0.75 PPM (i.e. 75 ppb) effective May
27, 2008. EPA issued final designations based upon the new 0.75 ppm ozone standard on January 16, 2009.
5
The national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by U.S. EPA on June 15, 2005.
6
In April 1998, the Bay Area was redesignated to attainment for the national 8-hour carbon monoxide standard.
7
In June 2002, ARB established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.
8
Statewide VRP Standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction
coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to
limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10-mile
nominal visual range.
9
The 8-hour CA ozone standard was approved by the Air Resources Board on April 28, 2005 and became effective
on May 17, 2006.
10
U.S EPA lowered the 24-hour PM2.5 standard from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3 in 2006. EPA designated the
BAAQMD as non-attainment for for the 35 µg/m3 standard on October 8, 2009. These designations became
effective on December 14, 2009.
11
To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each
monitor within an area must not exceed 0.100ppm (effective January 22, 2010).
Source: BAAQMD 2010b. < http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm>

Attainment Status
The CAA requires the ARB to designate areas within California as either
attainment or non-attainment for each criteria pollutant based on whether the
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) have been achieved. Under
the CCAA, areas are designated as non-attainment for a pollutant if air quality
data shows that a State standard for the pollutant was violated at least once
during the previous three calendar years. Exceedances that are affected by highly
irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations of a State standard,
and are not used as a basis for designating areas as non-attainment. Attainment
status is noted in Table 3.2-3.
Areas such as the BAAQMD are classified as either in attainment or
nonattainment with respect to state and federal ambient air quality standards.
These classifications are determined by comparing actual monitored air pollutant
concentrations to state and federal standards. Under the California standard, the
BAAQMD is a nonattainment area for both 1-hour and 8-hour O3. The
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BAAQMD is also in nonattainment for both respirable particulate matter (PM10)
and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) (BAAQMD 2010). Under the federal
standard, the BAAQMD is in non-attainment for 8-hour O3. The pollutants of
greatest concern in this area are O3 and inhalable particulate matter. As seen from
Table 3.2-4 below, the project area has experienced violations of the standards
for state O3 standards and particulate matter smaller than or equal to 10 microns
in diameter (PM10) and 2.5 microns (PM2.5) during the last four years.

Existing Air Quality Conditions
Criteria Pollutants
Existing air quality conditions in the Proposed Project area can be characterized
by monitoring data collected in the region. PM2.5 and PM10, CO, and O3
concentrations are measured at several monitoring stations. These are the
pollutants of greatest concentration within the BAAQMD and the pollutants of
most concern from the Proposed Project. Air quality monitoring data for the
Fremont–Chapel Way Monitoring Station (the closest monitoring station) for
four preceding years are presented in Table 3.2-4.
Table 3.2-4. Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data from Fremont Chapel Way Monitoring Station
Pollutant Standards

2006

2007

2008

2009

Ozone
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm)

0.102
0.074

0.079
0.068

0.112
0.079

0.099
0.075

4
0
3

0
0
0

1
1
3

4
0
2

Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3)
Annual average concentration (µg/m3)
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

56.6
19.9

60.6
19.6

38.7
18.7

31.4
18.3

NAAQS (24-hour) > 150 µg/m3
CAAQS (24-hour) > 50 µg/m3
CAAQS (annual) > 20 µg/m3 exceeded?

0
4.3
Yes

0
6.0
Yes

0
NA
No

0.01
0.01
No1

43.9
10.3

51.2
8.7

28.6
9.5

39.3
9.3

5.9
No
No

6.0
No
No

0.0
No
No

3.1
No
No

Number of Days Standard Exceeded
CAAQS (1-hour) > 0.09 ppm
NAAQS (8-hour) > 0.075 ppm
CAAQS (8-hour) > 0.070 ppm
Particulate Matter (PM10)

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3)
Annual average concentration (µg/m3)
Number of Days Standard Exceeded
NAAQS (24-hour) > 35 µg/m3
NAAQS (annual) > 15 µg/m3 exceeded?
CAAQS (annual) > 12 µg/m3 exceeded?
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Pollutant Standards

2006

2007

2008

2009

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm)
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

1.81
2.9

1.57
2.5

1.43
2.4

1.20
NA

NAAQS (8-hour) > 9 ppm
NAAQS (1-hour) > 35 ppm

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
NA

CAAQS (8-hour) > 9.0 ppm
CAAQS (1-hour) > 20 ppm

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
NA

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Annual average concentration (µg/m3)

0.063
0.015

0.058
0.014

0.062
0.014

0.051
0.013

0

0

0

Number of Days Standard Exceeded
CAAQS (1-hour) > 0.18 ppm

0

1

th

Year 2009 PM10 monitoring data is from the Berkeley – 6 Street monitoring station, as the 2009 data for
Fremont - Chapel Way was not available.
NA = not available from current website data, ppm = parts per million, µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter, mg/m3
= milligrams per cubic meter, > = greater than, > = greater than or equal to
Source: ARB 2010. http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html (Top 4 Summary, all pollutants except 1-hour CO);
USEPA 2010. www.epa.gov/air/data/monvals.html (Monitor Values Report – Criteria Air Pollutants, 1-hour CO)

Regional TAC Background Levels
Ambient levels of selected TACs are measured by the ARB at several locations
within the San Francisco Bay Area. The closest TAC monitoring stations to
Union City are in Fremont and Hayward, approximately 6 miles and 9 miles
south and north of the Proposed Project site, respectively. Both of these stations
may potentially contain higher, as well as different, TAC concentrations than
those near the Proposed Project because of the distance from the project site and
the myriad of land uses in those areas. Because DPM is not collected at the two
monitoring stations, background concentrations for this TAC were obtained from
the 2009 California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality (ARB 2009). The
annual average concentration for DPM in the San Francisco Bay Area Basin
(SFBAB) is 1.6 micrograms per cubic meters (µg/m3). The total estimated cancer
risk associated with all TAC’s in the SFBAB is 659 chances in one million: 480
chances in one million of which are attributed to DPM.
For perspective, one out of three Americans will eventually develop cancer, and
one out of four will die from cancer. Therefore, the national average background
cancer incidence is equivalent to 333,000 chances in one million.

Sensitive Land Uses
Sensitive land uses are generally defined as locations where people reside or
where the presence of air emissions could adversely affect the use of the land.
Typical sensitive receptors include (but are not limited to) residents, school
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children, hospital patients, and the elderly. Residential and other land uses are
represented by a nearby, recently constructed residential development (KB
Homes) and the community of Avalon Bay. Implementation of the Proposed
Project would also locate sensitive receptors (i.e., residential land uses) at the
project area.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section describes the impact analysis relating to air quality for the Proposed
Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the project and
lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be significant.
Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or
compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to air quality was considered significant
under CEQA if it would result in any of the following environmental effects,
which are based on professional practice and State CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).
Based on standard professional practice and State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
the Proposed Project would have a significant impact on air quality if it would:


conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
management plan;



violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation;



result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for O3 precursors);



expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or



create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

In addition to the above significance criteria, operational emission thresholds are
contained in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the Air Quality
Impacts of Projects and Plans (BAAQMD1999). Project operations would result
in a significant impact on air quality if they would result in any of the following:


a net increase in pollutant emissions of 80 pounds per day (ppd) or 15 tons
per year (tpy) of ROG, NOX, or PM10.



a probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual
(MEI) exceeding 10 in one million.
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The 1999 BAAQMD CEQA guidelines do not contain significance threshold for
PM10 from construction activities. Instead, it requires implementation of
effective and comprehensive feasible control measures to reduce PM10
emissions, which are listed below.
As noted above, BAAQMD adopted new CEQA guidelines in June 2010.
However, as noted by BAAQMD, it is the policy of BAAQMD to not require the
application of the new guidelines to projects with an NOP or start of
environmental analysis prior to the effective date of the new guidelines. As noted
above, this project’s NOP and environmental analysis commencement were both
in 2008, nearly two years before adoption of the new guidelines. As such, this
project, in conformance with BAAQMD policy, utilizes the prior CEQA
guidelines.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots
The significance of localized project impacts under CEQA depends on whether
ambient CO levels in the vicinity of the project are above or below State and
federal CO standards. If ambient levels are below the standards, a project is
considered to have a significant impact if project emissions result in an
exceedance of one or more of these standards. The following are applicable local
emission concentration standards for carbon monoxide:


California State one-hour CO standard of 20 ppm



California State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm



National one-hour CO standard of 35 ppm



National eight-hour CO standard of 9 ppm

As in most urban areas, high short-term concentrations of CO, known as
“hotspots,” can be a problem in San Francisco Bay Area. Hotspots typically
occur in areas of high motor vehicle use, such as in parking lots, at congested
intersections, and along highways. Since CO build-up typically occurs at
locations where traffic is congested, CO concentrations are often correlated with
LOS at intersections. LOS expresses the congestion level for an intersection and
is designated by a letter from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating
conditions and LOS F the worst. Significant concentrations of CO sometimes
occur (depending on temperature, wind speed, and other variables) at
intersections where LOS is rated at D or worse.
Significance of CO emissions from vehicles was evaluated based on the
following criteria. The first criterion is based on whether the traffic associated
with the Proposed Project would change the LOS of an intersection, and thereby
have the potential to generate CO hotspots. If the LOS remained unaffected, it
would be assumed that vehicle emissions would not contribute to CO hotspots. A
significant impact would occur if: a) project-generated traffic degrades the LOS
at intersections to level D or worse, and b) sensitive receptors are nearby, and c)
CO hotspot modeling indicates the standards noted above would be exceeded.
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Methods
The Proposed Project would generate construction-related emissions and
operational emissions. The methods used to evaluate construction and operational
impacts are described below.

Construction Emissions
Construction of the Proposed Project would result in the temporary generation of
emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10 and PM2.5. Emissions would originate from
construction equipment exhaust, employee vehicle exhaust, dust from clearing
the land, exposed soil eroded by wind, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
from asphalt paving. Construction-related emissions would vary depending on
the level of activity, length of construction, specific construction operations,
equipment type, personnel, wind and precipitation conditions, and soil moisture.
BAAQMD does not require quantification of construction emissions. Instead, it
requires implementation of effective and comprehensive feasible control
measures to reduce PM10 emissions (BAAQMD1999). Experience has shown
that there are a number of feasible control measures that can be reasonably
implemented to reduce PM10 emissions during construction. These control
measures are aimed at controlling PM10 emissions and are summarized in Table
3.2-5. According to the BAAQMD, if all control measures indicated in Table 3.25 are implemented (as appropriate, depending on the size of the project area), air
pollutant emissions from construction activities are considered less than
significant (BAAQMD 1999).
Table 3.2-5. BAAQMD Feasible Control Measures for Construction Emissions of PM10
BAAQMD Measures
Basic Control Measures1
 Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.
 Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of
freeboard.
 Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas
and staging areas at construction sites.
 Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites.
 Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets.
Enhanced Control Measures2
 Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (i.e., previously graded areas inactive
for ten days or more).
 Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.)
 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.
 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.
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BAAQMD Measures
 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.
Optional Control Measures3
 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving site.
 Install wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas.
 Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph.
 Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity at any one time.
1

Should be implemented at all construction sites
Should be implemented at construction sites greater than four acres in area
3
Strongly encouraged at construction sites that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors or which for any
other reason may warrant additional emissions reductions
Source: BAAQMD 1999.
2

Construction equipment also emits CO and O3 precursors. Construction-related
emissions of these pollutants were not estimated, however, because they are
already included in the emission inventory that forms the basis for the
BAAQMD’s regional air quality plans and because those emissions are not
expected to impede attainment or maintenance of O3 and CO standards in the Bay
Area (BAAQMD 1999).

Area Source and Vehicular Emissions from Project
Operation
The primary operational emissions associated with the project are CO, PM10 and
PM2.5, and ozone precursors emitted from vehicle exhaust and area sources. The
effects of emissions of PM10, PM2.5, and ozone precursors were evaluated using
the URBEMIS2007 model while cumulative CO emissions were evaluated
through CO dispersion modeling. Both models are briefly described below.

URBEMIS2007 Model
Traffic associated with the Proposed Project is the primary source of operationrelated emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10. Emissions of criteria pollutants
associated with development of new building space and increased vehicle trips
were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 model. Criteria pollutants associated
with residential, commercial, and industrial development would be emitted from
1) natural gas combustion for water and space heating, 2) personal household
product use, and 3) landscape maintenance equipment. In addition, criteria
pollutants would be emitted as vehicle exhaust from increased passenger car
trips. Emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 were estimated using the
URBEMIS2007 model.
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Carbon Monoxide Impacts at Congested Intersections
The CALINE4 Model
Localized increases in CO concentrations from vehicle congestion at
intersections affected by development were modeled using the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) CALINE4 line source dispersion model
(Benson 1989). CO concentrations at intersections with the highest traffic
volumes and those with level of service (LOS) E or F near the vicinity of the
project site were estimated using CALINE4. LOS is a measure of traffic delay,
rated A-F, with F indicating the worst delay.
CO Modeling Procedures
Roadway and Traffic Conditions
Traffic volumes and operating conditions used in the modeling runs were
obtained from the traffic analysis (see Appendix I, Fehr & Peers 2010). CO
modeling was conducted using AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes for the
existing (2007) and cumulative year 2035.
Vehicle Emission Rates
Vehicle emission rates were determined using the ARB Board’s EMFAC2007
(Version 2.3) emission rate program. The free flow vehicle traveling speed for
the analyses was selected to be 1 mile per hour (mph) for links at the
intersections. A slow speed of 1 mph was selected because it is the highest CO
value as compared to all other speeds, as estimated by the EMFAC2007 model.
Receptor Locations
CO concentrations were estimated at four receptor locations near the
intersections. Receptors were chosen based on the CO protocol developed for
Caltrans by the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California,
Davis (Garza et al. 1997), and were located 3 meters from the edge of the
intersection in all directions to represent a worst-case scenario. Receptor heights
were set at 5.9 feet.
Meteorological Conditions
Meteorological inputs to the CALINE4 model were determined using
methodology recommended in the CO protocol (Garza et al. 1997). The
meteorological conditions used in the modeling represent a calm winter period.
The worst-case wind angles option was used to determine a worst-case
concentration for each receptor. The meteorological inputs include: 0.5 meter per
second wind speed, ground-level temperature inversion (atmospheric stability
class G), wind direction standard deviation equal to five degrees, and a mixing
height of 1,000 meters.
Background Concentrations and 8-Hour Values
A background concentration of 2.9 ppm was added to the modeled 1-hour values
to account for sources of CO not included in the modeling. Eight-hour modeled
values were calculated from the 1-hour values using a persistence factor of 0.7.
Background concentration of 1.81 ppm was added to the modeled 8-hour values.
1-hour background concentration data were taken from the monitoring data
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provided by the ARB (ARB 2010) and 8-hour background concentration data
were taken from the EPA (USEPA 2010). Actual 1-hour and 8-hour background
concentrations would likely be lower than those used in the CO modeling
analysis because the maximum value for the previous four years was applied as
background concentrations, and background levels of CO are anticipated to lower
as older, more polluting vehicles are replaced with cleaner, less polluting
vehicles.

Diesel Risk Characterization
A diesel risk characterization was conducted as part of the EIR Union City
Intermodal Passenger Rail Project (Jones & Stokes 2006). This evaluation is
applicable to the current project for evaluation of potential health risks to new
residents from adjacent passenger rail service. The methodology used for this
prior study is described below.
In August 1998, the ARB identified diesel exhaust as a toxic air contaminant
(TAC) (ARB, 1998). In the identification report, Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) provided an inhalation noncancer chronic
reference exposure level (REL) of 5 micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) and a
range of inhalation cancer potency factors of 1.3 x 10-4 to 2.4 x 10-3 per μg/m3.
The Scientific Review Panel on Toxic Air Contaminants recommended a
“reasonable estimate” inhalation unit risk factor of 3.0 x 10-4 per μg/m3. From
the unit risk factor an inhalation cancer potency factor of 1.1 per mg/kg/day may
be calculated. These noncancer and cancer health factors were developed based
on whole (gas and particulate matter) diesel exhaust. The surrogate for whole
diesel exhaust is diesel PM. PM10 (particulate matter, ten microns or less in size)
is the basis for the potential risk calculations (ARB 1998).

Cancer
When evaluating health risks from diesel exhaust exposure, the potential cancer
risk from inhalation exposure to diesel PM will outweigh the potential noncancer
health impacts. Therefore, inhalation cancer risk is the primary consideration for
health effects according to OEHHA and ARB guidelines. When comparing
whole diesel exhaust to speciated diesel exhaust (e.g., Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbon (PAHs), metals), potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to
whole diesel exhaust will outweigh the multipathway cancer risk from the
speciated components. For this reason, an analysis of multipathway risk is not
necessary.
A health risk assessment of diesel particulate matter from train engine exhaust
was prepared to evaluate the increase in cancer risk from diesel trains at a
location 100 feet from the track, which is the closest distance between new
residences and the nearest rail track.
The EPA model CAL3QHCR was used to calculate ground-level concentrations
of PM10, and the OEHHA unit risk factor 0.0003 per μg/m3 for diesel particulate
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matter was used to calculate cancer risk. Impacts were modeled on the section of
track where residences are closest. Five years of meteorological data for Union
City were obtained from the BAAQMD and used in the dispersion modeling.
The health risk of train activities was based on a weighted average of locomotive
emissions over the next 70-years, as new or remanufactured locomotives are
subject to EPA tier requirements for diesel engines. As such, emission factors
will gradually reduce over the next 70-years. Train emissions were based on the
fleet average of locomotive emission factors for the years 2010 and 2040. The
fleet average locomotive emission factor in 2010 is 4.7 grams per gallon, or
0.226 grams per brake horsepower-hour of PM10. The fleet average locomotive
emission factor in 2040 is predicted to be 0.4 grams per gallon, or 0.019 grams
per brake horsepower-hour of PM10 (EPA 2009). The modeling assumed that for
the first 40 years of the 70-year risk assessment period, the engines would be the
fleet average of 2010, and for the remaining 30 years, the engines would be the
fleet average of 2040.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section evaluates the potential air quality impacts of the Proposed Project.
Project construction is scheduled over three phases from 2012 to 2022.
Operational impacts include emissions associated with the project, including
traffic. For purposes of estimating emissions and evaluating air quality impacts, it
was assumed that the project would be built out by 2022.

Impact AIR-1: Conforms with Implementation of Air
Quality Attainment Plan
The California CAA requires that districts that do not meet the State ozone
standard prepare plans for attaining the standard and to update this plan every
three years. Regional air quality plans are required to achieve a reduction in
district-wide emissions of 5 percent per year for ozone precursors. If an air
district is unable to achieve this 5 percent reduction, the adoption of all feasible
measures on an expeditious schedule is acceptable, as an alternate strategy.
The currently applicable Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) for the region is
the 2005 Ozone Strategy (the Draft 2010 Clean Air Plan has not yet been
adopted; it is scheduled for approval in September 2010). The 2005 Ozone
Strategy recognizes growth of the population and economy within the air basin,
using growth projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). Projects that
propose development consistent with the growth projected by the General Plan
would be consistent with the Ozone Strategy, in that the development would not
result in emissions that exceed the emissions projected in the Ozone Strategy. If a
project proposes development that is greater than that anticipated in the General
Plan, the project would potentially be in conflict with the Ozone Strategy and
would potentially have a significant impact on air quality.
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Another measure of a project’s consistency with the Ozone Strategy is whether
the development would achieve the underlying goals and objectives of the
General Plan. In this case, the Proposed Project would create more residences
and less commercial square footage than what was evaluated in the 2002 General
Plan Environmental Impact Report for the Intermodal Station District. However,
given the proximity of the site to public transit facilities and amenities within
walking distance, the Proposed Project would generate fewer emissions that
contribute to existing ozone violations compared to a project that was not located
adjacent to transit and commercial/retail amenities. Furthermore, the Proposed
Project achieves the underlying goals and objectives of the General Plan:
specifically the General Plan’s vision for the Station District to locate
commercial, residential, and commercial land uses around the Intermodal Station.
The Proposed Project would also be consistent with the goal of the General Plan
Transportation Element which is to enhance the regional accessibility of Union
City through public transit and provide alternatives to single-occupant
automobile trips.
Although the project is not consistent with the current Union City General Plan
and thus not consistent with the growth projections in the 2005 Ozone Strategy,
the project is exactly the kind of mixed use transit-oriented development that the
2005 Ozone Strategy (and the 2010 Draft Clean Air Plan) call for as one of the
solutions to reducing regional ozone emissions.
Given this broader regional perspective (which is the point of the Ozone
Strategy), for the purposes of this analysis, the Proposed Project is considered
consistent with the spirit of the applicable AQAP and the technical differences
between the emissions forecasts of the AQAP and the Station District Mixed-Use
Development Project are considered less than significant. Were the project not
built as proposed, the end result would be regionally less dense, less transitoriented development, which would not be consistent with current air quality
planning.
The Proposed Project is thus considered consistent with the spirit of AQAP,
would not obstruct implementation of the AQAP, and impacts related to the
inconsistency of emissions forecasts between the AQAP and the 2002 General
Plan are considered to be less than significant.

Construction Impacts
Impact AIR-2: Generation of PM10 and Construction
Vehicle Exhaust Emissions
During construction of the Proposed Project, emissions would be produced by a
variety of sources. They would include criteria pollutant emissions produced by
construction equipment and fugitive dust created by wind and the operation of
construction equipment over exposed earth. The BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines
do not require that emissions be estimated for construction activities. Instead,
specific construction-related mitigation measures must be implemented to
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minimize dust generation. Consequently, construction-related emissions were not
estimated for the Proposed Project.
Because construction activities could result in a significant increase in PM10 and
construction vehicle exhaust emissions, this impact is considered significant.
Mitigation Measure AIR-2: Implement Dust and Vehicle Emission
Control Measures
The construction contractor will implement feasible control measures presented
in Table 3.2-5 to control dust emissions during construction. Implementation of
these measures would reduce impacts from PM10 and construction vehicle
exhaust emissions to a less-than-significant level.

Operational Impacts
The main operational impacts associated with the Proposed Project would result
from project-related traffic. Minor impacts would be associated with area
sources, such as space heating and landscaping.

Impact AIR-3: Increase in Ozone Precursor (ROG and
NOX) and PM2.5 emissions during Project Operation
To address whether the Proposed Project would result in emissions that would
violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
proposed air quality violation, the emissions associated with the project traffic
were compared with the BAAQMD significance criteria. According to the traffic
engineer, the project-generated daily traffic is estimated to be 5,700 total trips by
the completion of the project (Personal Communication with Seth Andrzejewski
2010). The traffic analysis estimated that approximately 342 AM peak hour and
570 PM peak hour trips would be generated from the project (Fehr and Peers
2010).
To estimate emissions associated with project operations, the URBEMIS2007
(version 9.2.4) model was used. Operational emissions were modeled for full
buildout year 2022 assuming that the project will be completed by then.
Emissions associated with landscaping and energy use were included in the area
source emission estimates. Note that URBEMIS does not include an option for
estimating emissions for the year 2022. Thus, the year 2020 was used for this
analysis.
The Proposed Project inherently includes various design features that reduce
motor vehicle trips. Based on information provided by the traffic engineers (Fehr
and Peers 2010), trip generation rates for the Proposed Project’s land uses were
calculated based on the design of the Project. The trip generation rates applied
within the URBEMIS model reflect the likelihood that the high-density and
transit-oriented nature of the Proposed Project reduces overall motor vehicle
trips. In addition, the following measures were applied to the unmitigated Project
scenario in URBEMIS to reflect the favorable location relative to transit and
alternate transportation opportunities:
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500 housing units within a ½ mile radius of the project (not including the
Project’s residential units);



The presence of local-serving retail;



100 percent of sidewalks within ½ mile of the project site with sidewalks on
both sides; and



50 percent of arterials/collectors with bike lanes.

The maximum daily unmitigated operational emissions anticipated from the
Proposed Project are presented in Table 3.2-6 below. The URBEMIS2007 model
outputs are presented in Appendix F of this EIR.
Table 3.2-6. 2022 Unmitigated Build-Out Operational Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds per day)
Area Source Emissions

ROG
45

NOX
18

CO
10

PM10
<1

PM2.5
<1

Vehicular Emissions

19

22

170

48

9

Total Emissions
Significance Criteria

65

40

178

49

10

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. Therefore, totals may not add up.
Source: URBEMIS modeling, ICF 2010.

As indicated in Table 3.2-6, operational emissions are below the applicable
BAAQMD thresholds of significance for each criteria pollutant. Therefore,
impacts related to the Proposed Project are considered less than significant. No
mitigation is required.

Impact AIR-4: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Substantial Pollutant Concentrations of CO
Project-generated vehicle trips would increase traffic volumes at roadway
intersections in the Proposed Project vicinity once the project becomes
operational following completion of the first phase of project construction.
During periods of near-calm winds, heavily congested intersections can produce
elevated levels of CO that could potentially impact nearby sensitive receptors.
Therefore, a CO hot spot analysis was conducted to determine whether the
Proposed Project would contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality
standards for CO at any local intersections.
The Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Garza et al. 1997)
was followed to determine whether a CO hot spot is likely to form due to projectgenerated traffic. In accordance with the Protocol, CO hot spots are typically
evaluated when (a) the LOS of an intersection decreases to a LOS D or worse;
(b) signalization and/or channelization is added to an intersection; and (c)
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.2-24

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.2 Air Quality

sensitive receptors such as residences, commercial developments, schools,
hospitals, etc. are located in the vicinity of the affected intersection. In general,
CO hot spots would be anticipated near affected intersections because operation
of vehicles in the vicinity of congested intersections involves vehicle stopping
and idling for extended periods.
As described in the traffic report (Appendix I), implementation of the Proposed
Project would result in certain intersections operating at LOS D or worse in the
existing plus project conditions, existing plus project plus intermodal
development condition and/or the cumulative conditions. As a result and as
described below, an analysis of cumulative traffic of local intersections was
conducted. The cumulative traffic conditions are the worst of the studied
conditions, and thus use of those conditions is a worst-case analysis. As indicated
below in Table 3.2-7, for the cumulative conditions, CO levels would be less than
applicable state and federal standards.
Therefore, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

Impact AIR-5: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial
Pollutant Concentrations
ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective
(ARB 2005) provides ARB recommendations for the siting of new sensitive land
uses (including residences) near major sources of emissions, including freeways,
rail yards, ports, refineries, and gasoline dispensing facilities.
The relevant sources of TAC emissions to the project include existing and
proposed rail operations and bus use at the Intermodal Station.
The Proposed Project would locate residents approximately 100 feet south of an
existing railway (the Niles Subdivision), 350 feet north of another existing
railway (the Oakland Subdivision), and 550 feet north of the bus depot at the
Intermodal Station south of the project site.
The Niles Subdivision rail line is currently used by the Capitol Corridor
passenger service with approximately 4 round trip trains (8 train trips per day).
This Subdivision does not currently connect to rail lines heading east through
Niles Canyon which limits its freight use between the Port of Oakland and the
Central Valley. Freight use in 2005 was approximately 12 trains per week
between Oakland and Niles Junction (HNTB 2006) likely primarily between the
Port of Oakland and the NUMMI Plant. With closure of the NUMMI plant, there
is limited freight use of this subdivision although it is available for use to connect
from Oakland to Fremont and Milpitas.
The Oakland Subdivision is not used for passenger service nor through freight
service at present, although it is used for limited local freight movement
(Earthtec/Korve 2007). It is proposed that Capitol Corridor move its passenger
rail to the Oakland Subdivision and that the proposed Dumbarton Rail project
also use this rail line. Thus, in the future there could be passenger rail service to
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the south of the Proposed Project instead of the present Capitol Corridor rail
service to the north.
At the current Intermodal Station, BART provides electric-powered train service
which is not an emissions concern. Multiple bus agencies service the Intermodal
Station, including AC Transit, Union City Transit, and the Dumbarton Express.
City buses that service the Intermodal Station are a mix of diesel and natural gas
(CNG) powered. However, in the future a number of diesel-powered buses will
be replaced by CNG-powered buses. Since 2000, the City has been committed to
purchasing new vehicles that run on CNG. About eight years ago, the City
adopted the “Alternative Fuel Path” for its bus fleet, committing to the ARB that
all future bus replacements and expansions will be with alternative fueled
vehicles. So far, four diesel buses have been replaced with CNG buses, two
additional CNG replacement buses are on order and six additional buses are
anticipated to be ordered within the next few years. 1 Given the distance (>~550
feet) from the proposed project location, bus emissions effects were not modeled
for this project.
Given the minimal/infrequent freight service at present along the rail lines near
the proposed project, the analysis of potential health risks focused on passenger
rail service. There is a separate proposal to shift freight lines from the UP Coast
Subdivision (west of I-880 in Union City) to the Niles Subdivision that is not part
of the proposed project; that potential is discussed in the cumulative analysis
below.
The health effects of residences adjacent to the Capitol Corridor passenger rail
and the potential future Dumbarton Rail Corridor (DRC) service was evaluated
for the EIR for the Union City Intermodal Passenger Rail Project (Jones &
Stokes 2006). Based on input from Capitol Corridor and the DRC, that analysis
included the following assumptions:

1



32 Capitol Corridor trains (16 roundtrips) operating daily (note that at present
8 trains/4 roundtrips occur for this service)



12 DRC train trips (6 roundtrips) daily. Due to limitations in the model used
for the analysis, the model included DRC traffic on weekends; however,
DRC is a commuter rail and would likely not operate on weekends.



12 trips to and from the layover yard daily for DRC, leaving between 5:30
and 9:00 a.m. and returning between 6:00 and 10:00 p.m.)



Existing Capitol Corridor trains currently meet EPA Tier 2 standards for
diesel locomotives and would meet EPA Tier 3 standards prior to proposed
project occupancy.



All new locomotives for Capitol Corridor and DRC would meet EPA Tier 3
standards.



The distance to receptor is 50 feet from the rail line.

Based on correspondence with Carmela Campbell of the City, June, 2008.
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The health risk assessment used the assumptions noted above and the
methodology described earlier in this section. The significance threshold of 10 in
1 million is based on the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Risk
Management Policy. A project is considered acceptable by the BAAQMD if the
annual emissions associated with the project would result in an incremental
cancer risk equal to or less than ten in a million, were the exposure to continue
for 70 years (BAAQMD 1999).
The results of the analysis show that the project would result in an increased
health risk of 5 in one million, which is less than the BAAQMD’s significance
threshold of 10 in one million. The risk calculation is based on air quality
modeling that includes five year’s worth of hourly wind speed and direction data
for the general project vicinity. It should be noted that the closest new residences
in the proposed project would come to the rail line would be 100 feet (Niles
Subdivision) and would be much greater (350 feet) if the Capitol Corridor and
DRC are ultimately located on the Oakland subdivision.
Based on the distance to sources of diesel TAC emissions and the level of
expected activity, diesel TAC emissions are not expected to exceed the relevant
BAAQMD risk threshold. Therefore, this impact is considered to be less than
significant.

Impact AIR-6 Expose Sensitive Receptors to
Objectionable Odors
The BAAQMD established a Project Screening Distance for siting new sensitive
receptors near potential odor sources. The Proposed Project is within the project
1-mile screening distance for receptors near a transit station. Therefore, there is a
potential for new residents of the proposed mixed-use development to be exposed
to objectionable odors associated with the Intermodal Station due to diesel
emissions associated with the day to day bus operations (BART trains are electric
and thus not an odor issue; passenger and freight rail service is far less frequent
than BART and bus operations and thus of lesser odor concern). The City is
currently in the process of replacing diesel powered buses with CNG buses which
will reduce diesel odors. Therefore, impacts related to exposure of sensitive
receptors to objectional odors are considered less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
The State CEQA Guidelines require that projects be evaluated with respect to
their contribution to the cumulative baseline conditions. This contribution with
respect to air emissions would include both construction and operational
emissions.
Cumulative impacts include impacts from closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects which could, in combination with
the impacts from the Proposed Project, result in cumulatively considerable
impacts. Past, present, and probable projects have been identified in Chapter 4,
Table 4-1 that may result in cumulative impacts within the project vicinity.
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Criteria Pollutants
Cumulative impacts to air quality could occur as a result of air pollutant
emissions from mobile, area, and stationary sources attributed to buildout of the
Proposed Project in combination with other cumulative projects. However,
cumulative thresholds for a project’s cumulative contribution are the same as
those used when considering a project-specific air quality impact because the
thresholds are related to a project’s contribution to the regional air quality
baseline. If a project would result in exceedance of daily emission limits, then it
can be considered to contribute to cumulatively considerable air quality impacts.
The Proposed Project is a mixed-use residential and commercial project that
would not violate relevant air quality standards, as determined by the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 1999). According to the Guidelines, “any project
that does not individually have significant operational air quality impacts, the
determination of significant cumulative impact should be based on an evaluation
of the consistency of the project with the local general plan and of the general
plan with the regional air quality plan.” If the above holds true, then the Proposed
Project will have not have a significant cumulative impact.
That document contains screening criteria for residential and commercial
facilities such as are proposed in the project. According to the Guidelines, the
criteria “may provide a simple indication of whether a project may exceed the
threshold,” but “should be used only for project screening, and should not be
considered absolute thresholds of project significance.” (BAAQMD, 1999) The
threshold for potentially-significant emissions is 510 apartment units. The 973unit development proposed exceeds the project-screening significance threshold.
As shown in Table 3.2-6, unmitigated emissions calculated for project operations
are less than the applicable BAAQMD daily significance thresholds, which are
designed to assist the region in attaining the applicable State and national
ambient air quality standards. These standards apply to both primary (criteria and
precursor) and secondary pollutants (ozone). The project is within the Station
District, a mixed-use residential, commercial, and retail land use area designed
around an intermodal transit station. Given its mixed-use nature and its proximity
to the transit station, emissions from project operations will be below the level of
significance, even though the development exceeds the screening criteria for
number of apartment units. Implementation of the project will concentrate
residents, jobs, shopping, and mass transit options in one area, thereby reducing
motor vehicle trips and subsequent air quality impacts of the project. Therefore,
the Proposed Project is consistent with the AQAP, which is intended to bring the
Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants.
In combination with the Proposed Project, the projects listed in Table 4-1 have
the potential to exceed the threshold of significance established by the
BAAQMD. However, since operational criteria pollutant emissions from the
Proposed Project are not expected to exceed the threshold of significance, the
project will not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative criteria
pollutant emissions impact.
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Cumulative CO Concentrations
The Transportation Impact Analysis (Fehr & Peers 2010) identified multiple
intersections that would operate at LOS E or F during the AM and/or PM peak
hours under the 2035 cumulative scenario. Given the increase in traffic
associated with Proposed Project, intersections for analysis within the vicinity of
the project area were sorted and screened based on both LOS and traffic volumes,
and include the following:


Decoto Road and 7th Street



Decoto Road and 11th Street



Mission Boulevard and Appian Way



Alvarado-Niles Boulevard and East – West Connector



Alvarado-Niles Boulevard and Linda Drive



Paseo Padre Parkway and Decoto Road

The analysis was conducted using the CALINE4 line source dispersion model.
Input parameters required for the CALINE4 model include traffic volumes, CO
emission factors, receptor locations, meteorological conditions, and background
concentrations. Both AM and PM peak traffic volumes that include the existing,
2035 baseline (e.g. future no project), and 2035 cumulative with projectgenerated traffic were modeled. The EMFAC2007 emission rate program was
used to estimate CO emission factors in year 2035. EMFAC2007 model outputs
are presented in Appendix F.
Meteorological inputs to the CALINE4 model were determined using
methodology recommended in the CO Protocol (Garza et al. 1997). The
meteorological conditions used in the modeling represent a calm winter period.
The worst-case wind angles option was used to determine a worst-case
concentration for each receptor. Results are presented in Table 3.2-7.
The Proposed Project’s CO concentrations for AM and PM 1- and 8-hour CO
levels for cumulative 2035 both with project and without the project are
presented in Table 3.2-7. The EMFAC2007 and CALINE4 output files are in
Appendix F. Therefore, based on the information shown, the Proposed Project
would not have a significant impact upon 1-hour or 8-hour local CO
concentrations due to mobile source emissions.
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Table 3.2-7. Modeled Carbon Monoxide Levels at Receptors in the Vicinity of Affected Intersections for
Cumulative 2035 Conditions (parts per million)
Existing (2007)
a

b

No Project (2035)
b

b

With Project (2035)
b

1-hourb

8-hourb

3.7

2.37

Intersection

Peak Period

7th and Decoto

AM
PM

7.1

4.75

3.5

2.23

3.8

2.44

11th and Decoto

AM

7.1

4.75

3.8

2.44

3.8

2.44

PM

7.9

5.31

3.9

2.51

3.9

2.51

Alvarado-Niles and
East-West Connector

AM

N/A

N/A

4.3

2.79

4.3

2.79

PM

N/A

N/A

4.3

2.79

4.3

2.79

Mission and Appian

AM

8.0

5.38

4.3

2.79

4.3

2.79

PM

8.1

5.45

4.2

2.72

4.2

2.72

Alvarado-Niles and
Linda Drive

AM

5.8

3.84

3.5

2.23

3.6

2.3

PM

6.2

4.12

3.5

2.23

3.5

2.23

Paseo Padre and
Decoto

AM

N/A

N/A

4.3

2.79

4.3

2.79

PM

N/A

N/A

4.3

2.79

4.3

2.79

No

No

No

No

No

No

Significant Impact?

1-hour

8-hour

6.2

c

4.12

1-hour
3.7

8-hour
2.37

Notes:
N/A = Intersection does not currently exist.
a
Peak hour traffic volumes are based on the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the project by Fehr & Peers 2010.
b
Highest 4 yrs ambient background concentrations were 2.9 ppm (2006) for 1-hour and 1.96 ppm (2006) for 8-hour
(2006).
c
The State standards are 20 parts per million (ppm) for the 1-hour concentration and 9.0 ppm for the 8-hour
average concentration. The Federal standards are 35 ppm for the 1-hour concentration and 9 ppm for the 8-hour
concentration.
CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and Emfac2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix F.

Based on these results, project-related CO concentrations would be less than
significant near intersections with the highest traffic volumes. Therefore, the
cumulatively considerable air quality impacts would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.

Cumulative TAC Emissions
The following cumulative projects are relevant to the cumulative analysis of
TAC emissions.


The Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project, including approximately 12 trains per
day arriving at the Intermodal Station and 12 trips to a layover yard (Jones &
Stokes 2006).



The Union City Intermodal Station Passenger Rail project, which would
relocate the Capitol Corridor service from the Niles Subdivision to the
Oakland Subdivision (Jones & Stokes 2006).
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Potential future expansion of Capitol Corridor service from 8 trains per day
to 32 trains per day (see Jones & Stokes 2006).



A proposal in the Regional Rail Plan. Construction of a new connection
between the Niles Subdivision and Niles Junction allowing use of the Niles
Subdivision to connect from Oakland to the Central Valley, resulting in
relocation of freight traffic from the Coast Subdivision to the Niles
Subdivision (Earthtech et al. 2007).

The project itself will not create substantial operational TAC emissions, so the
concern about cumulative impacts is the cumulative impacts on new residents at
the proposed project. As described above, the future Capitol Corridor and DRC
passenger service near the project was assessed and found to result in a cancer
risk level of 5 in a million for receptors within 50 feet, while this rail traffic is
likely to be located more than 300 feet away when passenger rail is consolidated
on the Oakland Subdivision.
The potential effects of relocating freight rail from the Coast Subdivision to the
Niles Subdivision were quantitatively assessed using the CALINE model. In
order to facilitate the increase of freight rail, a new connection of the Niles
Subdivision to the eastward heading Oakland subdivision at Niles Junction would
need to be made. At present, the Coast Subdivision between Oakland and
Newark has freight traffic estimated as 4 to 6 freight trains per day
(Earthec/Korve 2006). Analyzing this amount of rail traffic located
approximately 100 feet from the nearest residence, the additional cancer risk is
estimated as less than 2 in a million. Thus, the combined risk due to passenger
rail and freight rail diesel emissions (less than 7 in a million cancer risk) at this
location would be less than the 10 in a million threshold As noted above, the
analysis of passenger rail impacts is overly conservative and thus the risk level
would likely be lower than this.
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Biological Resources

Summary
Table 3.3-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to biological resources. As shown in Table 3.3-1, the
Proposed Project would have no significant impacts on biological resources
within the project area.
Table 3.3-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Biological Resources
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact BIO-1: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of Candidate,
Sensitive, or Special-Status
Species or Their Habitat

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact BIO-2: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of On-Site Trees,
Vegetation, and/or Natural
Communities

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact BIO-3: Potential
Disturbance or Loss of Waters
of the United States (including
Wetlands)

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact BIO-4: Affect Wildlife
Dispersal or Migration Corridors

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact BIO-5: Conflict with any
Local Policies or Ordinances
Protecting Biological Resources

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact BIO-6: Potential Conflict
with Adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan,
or Other Approved Local,
Regional, or State Habitat
Conservation Plan

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact
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Introduction
This section describes the biological resources located in the Proposed Project
area. It includes a discussion of federal, state, and local laws, policies, and
regulations that influence these resources. Potential impacts of the Proposed
Project on biological resources that would result from the project and mitigation
measures that would reduce these impacts are identified.

Methodology
The methods used to identify biological resources in the Proposed Project study
area included a pre-field investigation and a field survey.

Pre-Field Investigation
To prepare for the field surveys, biologists reviewed existing resource
information related to the project area to evaluate whether special-status species
or their habitats could occur there. The key sources of data and information used
in the preparation of this section are as follows.


California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) search for the Newark, San Leandro, Redwood Point, Palo Alto,
Hayward, Mountain View, Niles, Milpitas, and Dublin 7.5 minute
quadrangles (CNDDB, 2008), accessed on January 9, 2008



California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2008. Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-08a). California Native Plant Society.
Sacramento, CA



Hickman, J. C. (ed.), 1993. The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California.
University of California Press, Berkeley, CA



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Species list for the Newark 7.5
minute quadrangle (Doc no. 080218052235 dated February 18, 2008) (U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, 2008)

The information gathered was used to develop lists of special-status species and
other sensitive biological resources that could be present in the region. Species
were included in these lists if they were known to occur in the project region and
if their habitats could be located in the Proposed Project area.

Field Surveys
An ICF Jones & Stokes botanist and wildlife biologist conducted field surveys of
the study area on February 6 and February 18, 2008, respectively. The purpose of
the surveys was to collect information on the habitats present in the study area, to
identify potential wetlands and waters, and to evaluate the potential for
occurrence of special-status plants and wildlife species. This survey was
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performed at the reconnaissance level and did not include a formal delineation or
protocol-level surveys for wildlife or plants.

Special-Status Species
Special-status species are defined as follows:


Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Title 50, Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR], Section 17.12 for listed plants, 50 CFR 17.11 for listed
animals, and various notices in the Federal Register [FR] for proposed
species)



Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or
endangered under ESA (67 FR 40657; June 13, 2002)



Species that are federal species of concern (i.e., former U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service [USFWS] C1 or C2 candidates);



Species that are listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as
threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA) (Title 14, California Code of Regulations [CCR], Section 670.5);



Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977
(California Fish and Game Code Section 1900 et seq.);



Plants considered by CNPS to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in
California”;



Species that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15380); and,



Animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code
Section 3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]).

Regulatory Setting
Federal
Endangered Species Act
The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 protects fish and wildlife
species (and their habitats) that have been identified by the USFWS and/or the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries
Service (NOAA Fisheries) as threatened or endangered, and their habitats.
Endangered refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments that are
in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion of their range;
threatened refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments likely to
become endangered in the near future.
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The ESA is administered by the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries. In general,
NOAA Fisheries is responsible for protection of ESA-listed marine species and
anadromous fishes while other listed species are under USFWS jurisdiction.
The following sections summarize specific provisions of the ESA (Sections 9, 7,
and 10) that are relevant to the Proposed Project.

ESA Prohibitions (Section 9)
ESA Section 9 prohibits the take of any fish or wildlife species listed under the
ESA as endangered. Take of threatened species is also prohibited under Section 9
unless otherwise authorized by federal regulations. Take, as defined by the ESA,
means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect,
or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Harm is defined as “…any act that
kills or injures the species, including significant habitat modification.” In
addition, Section 9 prohibits removing, digging up, cutting, and maliciously
damaging or destroying federally listed plants on sites under federal jurisdiction.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703) enacts the provisions of treaties
between the United States, Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the former Soviet
Union and authorizes the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to protect and regulate the
taking of migratory birds. It establishes seasons and bag limits for hunted species
and protects migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs (16 USC 703,
50 CFR 21, 50 CFR 10). Most actions that result in taking or in permanent or
temporary possession of a protected species constitute violations of the Act.
Examples of permitted actions that do not violate the Act include the possession
of a hunting license to pursue specific game birds; legitimate research activities;
display in zoological gardens; bird-banding; and other similar activities. USFWS
is responsible for overseeing compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Animal Damage Control Officer makes
recommendations on related animal protection issues.

Clean Water Act
The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal law protecting the quality of
the nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. As
such, it empowers the EPA to set national water quality standards and effluent
limitations and establishes permit review mechanisms to enforce them, operating
on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are unlawful unless
specifically authorized by a permit. Key provisions of the CWA are described in
detail in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Most of the CWA’s provisions are at least indirectly relevant to the management
and protection of biological resources because of the link between water quality
and ecosystem health. The portions of the CWA that are most directly relevant to
biological resources management are contained in CWA Section 404, which
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regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the United
States, including the following:


Areas within the ordinary high water mark of a stream, including nonperennial streams with a defined bed and bank and any stream channel that
conveys natural runoff, even if it has been realigned.



Seasonal and perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands.

Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3, 40 CFR 230.3).
CWA Section 404 requires project proponents to obtain a permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for all discharges of dredged or fill material
into waters of the United States, including oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes,
ponds, and wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed activity. The Corps may
issue either an individual permit (evaluated on a case-by-case basis) or a general
permit (evaluated at a program level for a series of related activities). General
permits are preauthorized and issued to cover multiple instances of similar
activities expected to cause only minimal adverse environmental effects.
Nationwide permits (NWPs) are a type of general permit issued to cover
particular fill activities. Each NWP specifies particular conditions that must be
met in order for the NWP to apply to a particular project. Waters of the United
States in the project area are under the jurisdiction of the Corps, San Francisco
District.
Compliance with CWA Section 404 requires compliance with several other
environmental laws and regulations, including the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the ESA, the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, and the
National Historic Preservation Act. In addition, the Corps cannot issue or verify
any permit until a water quality certification, or waiver of certification, has been
issued pursuant to CWA Section 401 (see Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water
Quality). Section 404 permits may be issued only if there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less impact to the aquatic
ecosystem and has no other significant adverse environmental consequences.
Section 3.8 provides additional information on Section 404 permitting.

State
California Endangered Species Act
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) protects wildlife and plants
listed as threatened and endangered by the California Fish and Game
Commission; it is administered by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG). CESA prohibits all persons from taking species that are state-listed as
threatened or endangered except under certain circumstances; the CESA
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definition of take is any action or attempt to “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or
kill.”
CESA Section 2081 provides a means by which agencies or individuals may
obtain authorization for incidental take of state-listed species, except for certain
species designated as fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code
(see below). Take must be incidental to—and not the purpose of—an otherwise
lawful activity. Requirements for a Section 2081 permit are similar to those used
in the ESA Section 7 process. They include identification of impacts on listed
species, development of mitigation measures that minimize and fully mitigate
impacts, development of a monitoring plan, and assurance of funding to
implement mitigation and monitoring.

California Native Plant Protection Act
The California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) of 1977 prohibits
importation of rare and endangered plants into California; take of rare and
endangered plants; and sale of rare and endangered plants. The threatened
category replaced rare when CESA was enacted in 1984. CESA prohibits take of
listed plants except as otherwise authorized by the CNPPA, which ensures that
state-listed plant species are protected when state agencies are involved in
projects subject to CEQA.
Removal of plants for performance of a public service by a public agency or a
publicly or privately owned public utility is exempt from CNPPA. Accordingly,
some Proposed Project activities may be considered exempt from the CNPPA.
However, evaluation of potential impacts on state-listed plant species is required
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(c)(1).

California Fish and Game Code
Protections for Individual Species
The California Fish and Game Code (Code) provides protection from take for a
variety of species, defining take as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or
attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.”
Certain species are considered fully protected, meaning that the Code explicitly
prohibits all take of individuals of these species, except for take required for
scientific research, which may be authorized by CDFG in some situations.
Section 5050 of the Code lists fully protected amphibians and reptiles, Section
5515 lists fully protected fishes, Section 3511 lists fully protected birds, and
Section 4700 lists fully protected mammals.
The Code provides less stringent protection for other species, prohibiting most
take, but permitting CDFG to issue regulations authorizing take under some
circumstances. Eggs and nests of all birds are protected under Section 3503,
nesting birds (including raptors and passerines) under Sections 3513 and 3503.5,
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birds of prey under Section 3503.5, migratory nongame birds under Section
3800, and other specified birds under Section 3505.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act), also
known as the California Water Code, is California’s statutory authority for the
protection of water quality. Under this act, the state must adopt water quality
policies, plans, and objectives that protect the state’s waters. The act sets forth
the obligations of the SWRCB and RWQCBs pertaining to the adoption of water
quality control plans (basin plans) and establishment of water quality objectives.
Unlike the federal CWA, which regulates only surface water, the Porter-Cologne
Act regulates both surface water and groundwater.
Under this act, the SWRCB and RWQCBs have authority over both waters that
are under the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act as well as isolated and other
waters and wetlands that are outside federal jurisdiction.

Local
Union City General Plan
The Union City’s General Plan states that “Specimen trees and significant stands
of existing trees will be protected to the extent possible in the design of new
development” (City of Union City 2002, NCR-D.1.10). Union City’s General
Plan designates riparian woodland and scrub, freshwater marsh/wetland areas,
and grassland areas as “sensitive habitat areas.” (Union City 2002, NCR-A.1.1).

Environmental Setting
The Proposed Project site is a highly disturbed vacant lot consisting of ruderal
vegetation. Typical vegetation on the site consists of invasive weeds and nonnative plant species such as jubata grass (Cortaderia jubata), milk thistle
(Silybum marianum), common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), bristly ox tongue
(Picris echioides), bull mallow (Malva nicaeensis), Russian-thistle (Salsola
tragus), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), prickly lettuce (Lactuca
serriola), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), shortpod
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), smilo grass (Piptatherum milliaceum), annual
bluegrass (Poa annua), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum), oats (Avena fatua),
and Italian ryegrass (Lolium perenne ssp. multiflorum).
Wildlife observed on or near the Proposed Project site included red-winged
blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American
crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), and signs of raccoon (Procyon lotor) and broadfooted mole (Scapanus latimanus) were also observed.
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Impact Analysis
This section describes the impact analysis relating to biological resources for the
Proposed Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the
project and lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be
significant. Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate,
or compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Methods
The methods used to determine whether biological resources would be impacted
by the project were qualitative. This included combining the information learned
during the pre-field investigation of biological resources known from the project
region, and professional judgment of whether any of those biological resources
occurred in the project area during the field visit. The most important information
was gathered during the reconnaissance level field investigation. This allowed
ICF Jones & Stokes biologists to assess the project area for the presence of
sensitive biological resources, including potential habitat for special-status
species. When biological resources were found in the field, ICF Jones & Stokes
biologists made a determination of whether those resources would be
compromised by the project itself, based on the Chapter 2.0, Project Description.
The significance of each impact that the project would have on each resource in
the project area is based on the Thresholds of Significance discussed below.

Thresholds of Significance
Thresholds of significance were determined based on Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines and by using professional judgment and standard practices. An
impact was considered to be significant if it would:


have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specialstatus species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFG
or USFWS;



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 Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service;



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, and coastal wetlands) or state waters or wetlands under the
authority of the Porter Cologne Water Quality Act through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;



interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;
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conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or,



conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan (HCP),
natural communities conservation plan (NCCP), or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact BIO-1: Potential Loss or Disturbance of Candidate,
Sensitive, or Special-Status Species or Their Habitat
Special-Status Plants
Thirty-three special status plant species have potential to occur on the site based
on the search of CNDDB and CNPS records for the nine quads centered on the
project site (Appendix F). Seventeen of these species were eliminated before
visiting the site because the species range does not extend into the study area.
None of the special status plant species were identified during the field survey.
Special-Status Wildlife
Of the 37 special-status wildlife species resulting from CNDDB and USFWS
database searches, all were eliminated from further consideration as having
potential to occur on the site. This is due to the fact that suitable habitat for these
species is not present, or the species’ range does not extend into the study area.
This is primarily due to the highly disturbed nature of the site and lack of
connectivity with population sources for these species. A brief explanation for
the absence of these species and their habitats is provided in Appendix F.
Although special status wildlife species do not occur on the project site, they
have been identified in the project vicinity.
No special status species or their habitats were identified on the project site.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impacts related to the potential
loss or disturbance of candidate, sensitive, or special-status species or their
habitat.

Impact BIO-2: Potential Loss or Disturbance of On-Site
Trees, Vegetation, and/or Natural Communities
There are no trees or natural plant communities located on the project site.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impacts related to the potential
loss or disturbance of on-site trees, vegetation, and/or to natural communities.

Impact BIO-3: Disturbance or Loss of Waters of the United
States or California (including Wetlands)
The project site does not support any wetland habitats such as riparian or vernal
pool habitats. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impacts related to
the disturbance or loss of waters of the United States or California (including
wetlands).
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Impact BIO-4: Affect Wildlife Dispersal or Migration
Corridors
The project site is completely surrounded by urban development and does not
connect any areas of substantial wildlife habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would have no impact to wildlife dispersal or migration corridors.

Impact BIO-5: Conflict with any Local Policies or
Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources
There are no trees on the project site and the project would not conflict with any
other local policy or ordinance that protects biological resources. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would have no impacts related to conflict with local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources.

Impact BIO-6: Potential Conflict with Adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat
Conservation Plan
A habitat conservation plan (HCP) exists within Alameda County; however it is
under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and does
not include the project site area. The HCP is located in the Fremont/Sunol area
and extends into the unincorporated areas of the County, south of these cities.
There are no other adopted HCPs or natural community conservation plans
(NCCPs) in the project vicinity. As such, the Proposed Project would not conflict
with an adopted HCP or NCCP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no
impacts related to potential conflict with an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
approved local, regional, or state HCP.

Cumulative Impacts
The Proposed Project does not have the potential to impact biological resources
on the project site or the surrounding area because the project site is surrounded
by urban development. Thus, the Proposed Project would not have any
cumulative impacts on biological resources.
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Climate Change

Summary
Table 3.4-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to climate change. As shown in Table 3.4-1, the
Proposed Project would not have potentially significant impacts or contribute
considerably to climate change.
Table 3.4-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Climate Change
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact CLI-1: Emission of
GHGs During Construction and
Operation

Less than Significant/
Less than
Cumulatively
considerable

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact CLI-2: Consistency with
AB 32

Less than Significant/
Less than
Cumulatively
considerable

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact CLI-3: Impact of Climate
Change on the Project

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Introduction
This section provides background information on climate change and discusses
the potential impacts that occur as a result of the Proposed Project. The Proposed
Project would generate greenhouse gases (GHG) which would be emitted during
the construction and operation phases. This section covers federal and state
policies associated with the regulation of GHG, provides the existing
environmental setting and discusses the potential project and cumulative impacts
that could result. An analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with
Assembly Bill 32, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act 2006, is also
presented.
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Regulatory Setting
Federal
Although there is currently no federal overarching law or policy related to
climate change or regulation of GHGs, recent activity suggests that regulation
may be forthcoming. Foremost among legal developments to date has been the
U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Massachusetts v. EPA, the “Endangerment
Finding,” and “Cause or Contribute Finding,” which is described below. Despite
these findings, the future of GHG regulations at the federal level is still uncertain.
While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is considering
regulation of GHG sources, EPA authority may be pre-empted by congressional
action.
The following summarizes recent federal legal cases, legislation, and policies
related to climate change and GHG regulation.

Massachusetts et al. v. U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (2007)
Twelve U.S. states and cities including California, in conjunction with several
environmental organizations, sued the EPA in an effort to force the agency to
regulate GHG as a pollutant pursuant to the CAA in Massachusetts et al. v.
Environmental Protection Agency. On April 2, 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court
held that the EPA has the authority to regulate GHG emissions as pollutants
pursuant to the CAA. However, at the time of the ruling, the court did not decide
whether the EPA is required to regulate GHG emissions, or may exercise
discretion to not regulate at this time.

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007
The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 mandates a host of actions
that would aid in the reduction of GHG emissions. These include (but are not
limited to): fuel economy standard of 35 miles per gallon (mpg) by 2020;
improved energy efficiency in lighting and appliances; and investments in
efficiency and renewable energy use (White House 2008).

Update to Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE)
Standards (2009)
The new CAFE standards incorporate stricter fuel economy standards
promulgated by the State of California into one uniform standard. Additionally,
automakers are required to cut GHG emissions in new vehicles by roughly 25
percent by 2016. Rule-making to adopt these new standards is still in process and
thus the standards are not yet in effect. When the national program takes effect,
California has committed to allowing automakers who show compliance with the
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national program to also be deemed in compliance with state requirements (EPA
2010).

HR 2454: American Clean Energy and Security Act of
2009
On June 26, 2009, the U.S. House of Representatives passed the American Clean
Energy and Security Act, also known as the Waxman-Markey Clean Energy Bill.
The bill’s centerpiece is the establishment of a cap and trade program for GHGs
and includes the following key provisions: (1) requirement that electric utilities
meet 20 percent of their demand with renewable sources of power by 2020; (2)
investments of $190 billion in clean energy technologies and energy efficiency;
(3) mandates for new energy saving standards for buildings, appliances, and
industry; and (4) goal set to reduce GHG emissions from U.S. sources by 17
percent before 2020 and 80 percent by 2050.
The passage of the legislation marked the first time that either house of Congress
passed a bill limiting the emissions of GHGs. On July 7, 2009, the bill was
placed on the Senate Legislative Calendar. At the writing of this document, a
companion bill has been drafted by Senators Barbara Boxer and John Kerry (S.
1733: Clean Energy Jobs and American Power Act). The bill was approved by
the Committee on Environment and Public Works in November of 2009 but has
not yet been debated by the Senate. Recent news reporting has indicated that
action by the U.S. Senate is not likely to occur in 2010.

EPA Rule: Mandatory Reporting of GHGs (2009)
Under the rule, suppliers of fossil fuels or industrial GHGs, manufacturers of
vehicles and engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more per year
of GHG emissions are required to report annual emissions to the EPA. The first
annual reports for the largest emitting facilities, covering calendar year 2010, will
be submitted to the EPA in 2011. The mandatory reporting rule does not limit
GHG emissions but establishes a standard framework for emissions reporting and
tracking of large emitters (EPA 2010).

EPA “Endangerment Finding” and “Cause or
Contribute Finding” (2009)
In its “Endangerment Finding,” the Administrator of the EPA found that GHGs
in the atmosphere, as described above, threaten the public health and welfare of
current and future generations. The Administrator also found that the combined
emissions of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor
vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution that threatens public health and
welfare. Although the Endangerment Finding does not place requirements on
industry, it is an important step in the EPA’s process to develop regulation. This
action is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA’s proposed GHG emission standards
for light-duty vehicles, which were jointly proposed by EPA and the Department
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of Transportation’s National Highway Safety Administration on September 15,
2009 (EPA 2010).
In its “Cause or Contribute Finding” the Administrator found that the combined
emissions of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor
vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution that threatens the public health
and welfare (EPA 2010).

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA
Guidance on Consideration of Effects of Climate
Change and GHG Emissions (2010)
This guidance was intended to help explain how agencies of the Federal
government should analyze the environmental effects of GHG emissions and
climate change when they describe the environmental effects of a proposed
agency action in accordance with Section 102 of NEPA and the CEQ Regulations
for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA, 40 CFR 1500–1508. The
guidance affirmed the requirements of the statute and regulations and their
applicability to GHGs and climate change impacts. CEQ proposed to advise
federal agencies that they should consider opportunities to reduce GHG
emissions caused by proposed federal actions and adapt their actions to climate
change impacts throughout the NEPA process and address these issues in their
agency NEPA procedures.
The guidance advised federal agencies to consider whether analysis of the direct
and indirect GHG emissions from their proposed actions may provide meaningful
information to decision makers and the public. The guidance identified a
“reference point” of 25,000 metric tons of direct CO2-equivalent GHG emissions
as an “indicator” that the proposed federal action’s anticipated GHG emissions
warrant detailed consideration in a NEPA review. For indirect GHG emissions
(i.e., GHG emissions that have a causal nexus to, but are not directly emitted by,
or the direct result of, the project), the guidance did not propose a reference point
indicating when such indirect emissions are significant, and cautioned that any
consideration of indirect GHG emissions needed to recognize the limits of
feasibility in evaluating upstream and downstream effects of proposed federal
actions.
The guidance did not propose this reference point as an indicator of a level of
GHG emissions that may significantly affect the quality of the human
environment, but rather as a minimum standard for reporting emissions under the
Clean Air Act.

State
The State of California has adopted legislation, and regulatory agencies have
enacted policies, addressing various aspects of climate change and GHG
emissions mitigation. Much of this legislation and policy activity is not directed
at citizens or jurisdictions but rather establishes a broad framework for the state’s
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long-term GHG mitigation and climate change adaptation program. This program
includes research, energy conservation and infrastructure, transportation,
emissions reporting protocols, the role of local governments, and adaptation
planning. Additionally, the Governor has issued several executive orders related
to the state’s evolving climate change policy

SB 1078/SB 107—Renewable Portfolio Standard
Senate Bills (SB) 1078 and 107—California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard
(RPS)— obligate investor-owned utilities (IOUs), energy service providers
(ESPs), and Community Choice Aggregations (CCAs) to procure an additional 1
percent of retail sales per year from eligible renewable sources until 20 percent is
reached, no later than 2010. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
and CEC are jointly responsible for implementing the program.
EO S-14-08 set forth a longer range target of procuring 33 percent of retail sales
by 2020. The Air Resources Board is considering adopting regulation concerning
the 33 percent requirement presently. At the same time, the California legislature
is considering new legislation (SB 722) mandating the 33 percent requirement.

AB 1493—Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards for
Automobiles
Known as “Pavley I,” Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 standards are the nation’s first
GHG standards for automobiles. AB 1493 requires CARB to adopt vehicle
standards that will lower GHG emissions from new light duty autos to the
maximum extent feasible beginning in 2009. Additional strengthening of the
Pavley standards (Pavley II) has been proposed for vehicle model years 2017–
2020. Together, the two standards are expected to increase average fuel economy
to roughly 43 mpg by 2020 and reduce GHG emissions from the transportation
sector in California by approximately 14 percent. In June 2009, the EPA granted
California’s waiver request enabling the state to enforce its GHG emissions
standards for new motor vehicles beginning with the current model year. The
new federal CAFE standards, described above, are the analogous national policy.

Executive Order S-3-05—Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction Targets
In 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger issued California Executive Order S-3-05
establishing the following GHG emission reduction targets for California:


reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010;



reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; and,



reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.
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Executive Orders are binding only on State agencies. Accordingly, S-3-05 will
guide state agencies’ efforts to control and regulate GHG emissions, but have no
direct binding effect on local efforts.

AB 32—The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
AB 32 codified the state’s GHG emissions target by requiring that the state’s
global warming emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. Since being
adopted, the CARB, CEC, CPUC, and Building Standards Commission have
been developing regulations that will help meet the goals of AB 32 and EO S-0305. The Scoping Plan for AB 32 identifies specific measures and actions to
reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and requires CARB and other
state agencies to develop and enforce regulations and other initiatives for
reducing GHGs.

AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan
A Scoping Plan for AB 32 (CARB 2008a) was adopted by CARB in December
2008 and identifies measures to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels, which is
approximately 30 percent less than BAU emission levels projected for 2020, or
about 15 percent less than current levels as they were in 2008. The Scoping Plan
includes GHG reduction strategies in the following focus areas: a cap and trade
program with other western states, vehicle fuel economy, building energy
efficiency, renewable power sources, carbon intensity of transport fuels,
agriculture, forestry, mass transit, industrial sources, water, waste, and recycling.
The Scoping Plan has a range of GHG reduction actions, including direct
regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary
incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms such as a cap-andtrade system. It requires CARB and other state agencies to develop and enforce
regulations and other initiatives reducing GHGs by 2012. The complete AB 32
Scoping Plan as well as additional information about individual programs can be
found through the AB 32 Scoping Plan website:
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm).

Senate Bill 97 Chapter 185, Statutes of 2007
Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) requires that Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to
prepare guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency regarding
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions as
required by CEQA. The Natural Resources Agency adopted Amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16,
2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed
them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of
Regulations. The Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. The
adopted guidelines recommend quantification of GHG emissions, assessment of
their significance, and adoption of feasible mitigation of GHG emissions when
significant impacts are identified.
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Executive Order S-01-07
Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted by Governor Schwarzenegger on January
18, 2007. The order mandates the following: 1) that a statewide goal be
established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by
at least 10 percent by 2020; and 2) that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for
transportation fuels be established in California.

Senate Bill 375—Sustainable Communities Strategy,
Chapter 728, Statues of 2008
SB 375 provides for a new planning process that coordinates land use planning,
regional transportation plans, and funding priorities in order to help California
meet the GHG reduction goals established in AB 32. Further, SB 375 provides
incentives to locate housing developments closer to where people work and go to
school, allowing them to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) every year.
SB 375 requires regional transportation plans, developed by metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs) relevant to the project area, including MTC, to
incorporate a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) in their Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs). The goal of the SCS is to reduce regional VMT
through land use planning and consequent transportation patterns. The CARB
will set regional GHG reduction targets that will focus each SCS. The regional
targets are scheduled to be released by the CARB in September 2010. SB 375
also includes provisions for streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects
such as transit-oriented development. However, those provisions will not become
effective until an SCS is adopted. MTC has not yet developed an SCS and is not
expected to adopt an RTP incorporating an SCS until the next RTP update in
2013.

California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential
and Non-Residential Buildings (Title 24)
Energy Conservation Standards for new residential and nonresidential buildings
were adopted by California Energy Resources Conservation and Development
Commission in June 1977 and most recently revised in 2008 (24 CCR 6). Title
24 requires that building shells and building components be designed to conserve
energy. The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and
possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. This
program has been partially responsible for keeping California’s per capita energy
use approximately constant over the past 30 years.
On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the
nation’s first green building standards. The California Green Building Standards
Code (proposed Part 11, Title 24) was adopted as part of the California Building
Standards Code (24 CCR). Part 11 establishes voluntary standards that will
become mandatory in the 2010 edition of the code, including planning and design
for sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California
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Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and
internal air contaminants.

Assembly Bill 939, Titles 14, 17, and 27 (Chapter 1095,
Statutes of 1989)
GHG emissions from landfills are regulated under AB 939, as set out in Titles 14,
17, and 27 of the CCR. AB 939 mandated local jurisdictions to meet waste
diversion goals of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000. In addition, AB
939 established an integrated statewide system for compliance and program
implementation. Titles 14 and 27 contain detailed rules on daily operations,
handling of specific waste types, monitoring, closure, and record-keeping.
At its June 25, 2009, public hearing, the CARB approved for adoption CCR, title
17, article 4, sub-article 6, sections 95460 to 95476, Methane Emissions from
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills. This regulation is a discrete early action GHG
reduction measure, as described in the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006 (AB 32; Stats. 2006, chapter 488). It will reduce methane emissions from
landfills primarily by requiring owners and operators of certain uncontrolled
landfills to install gas collection and control systems, and by requiring existing
and newly installed gas collection and control systems to operate optimally.

CARB Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule (Title 17)
In December of 2007, the CARB approved a rule requiring mandatory reporting
of GHG emissions from certain sources, pursuant to AB 32. Facilities subject to
the mandatory reporting rule must report their emissions from the calendar year
2009 and have those emissions verified by a third party in 2010. In general the
rule applies to facilities emitting more than 25,000 metric tons of CO2e in any
given calendar year or electricity generating facilities with a nameplate
generating capacity greater than 1 megawatt (MW) and/or emitting more than
2,500 metric tons CO2e per year. Additional requirements also apply to cement
plants and entities that buy and sell electricity in the state.

CARB Local Government Operations Protocol
On September 25, 2008, the Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP) was
adopted by CARB. The protocol, prepared by the CARB, California Climate
Action Registry, ICLEI—Local Governments for Sustainability, and the Climate
Registry, provides methods and techniques for the preparation of GHG emissions
inventories for local government municipal operations. The adopted protocol
does not contain recommendations for GHG reductions by local governments
(The Climate Registry 2008). The protocol was updated in May 2010 (The
Climate Registry 2010).
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Proposition 23 (2010)
Proposition 23, a ballot initiative qualified for the November 2010 statewide
election, proposes to suspend regulatory action under AB 32 until state
unemployment levels reach 5.5 percent. The initiative would prevent state
regulatory bodies from adopting new regulations pursuant to the authority of AB
32, and would suspend implementation of prior regulations adopted pursuant to
AB 32. Regulations adopted in the past or in the future pursuant to separate
legislative authority from AB 32 would be unaffected. The initiative would not
change requirements under CEQA to analyze GHG emissions.

Local
Union City Programs
In 2000, the Union City Public Works Department installed a Compressed
Natural Gas (CNG) system at the Corporation Yard. Since the system was
installed, the City has been committed to purchasing new vehicles that run on
CNG. In the year 2000, the City adopted an “Alternative Fuel Path” for its
vehicle fleets, committing to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) that
future replacements or expansions of high mileage vehicles would be powered by
an alternative fuel. To date, the City owns 33 compressed natural gas (CNG)
vehicles, 20 are high mileage vehicles; 19 vehicles are operated by Union City
Transit, including 12 fixed-route buses, and 6 paratransit vans; and 14 are owned
by various departments in the City, including 2 CNG street sweepers.
The City adopted Resolution No. 3742-09 establishing a City GHG emission
reduction goal to reduce emissions 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2020.
The City is preparing a Climate Action Plan presently and the plan will include
feasible local measures for GHG reductions under the City’s authority to meet
the City’s reduction goal. That plan is scheduled for completion in October 2010.

Environmental Setting
This environmental setting provides a background on GHG emissions, climate
change, and global, California, County, and City GHG emissions.

Greenhouse Effect and Climate Change
According to the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), a GHG is any
gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere. This absorption traps heat
within the atmosphere, maintaining Earth’s surface temperature at a level higher
than would be the case in the absence of GHGs. GHGs include water vapor,
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), halogenated
chlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), ozone (O3), perfluorinated carbons (PFCs), and
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). Naturally occurring GHGs include water vapor,
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CO2, CH4, N2O, and O3. Human activities add to the levels of most of these
naturally occurring gases. The sources and sinks of each GHG are discussed later
in this section.
Increasing levels of GHG in the atmosphere result in an increase in the
temperature of the Earth’s lower atmosphere, a phenomenon which is commonly
referred to as global warming. Warming of the Earth’s lower atmosphere induces
a suite of additional changes including changes in: global precipitation patterns;
ocean circulation, temperature, and acidity; global mean sea level; species
distribution and diversity; and changes in the timing of biological processes.
These large-scale changes are collectively referred to as climate change.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has been established by
the World Meteorological Organization and United Nations Environment
Programme to assess scientific, technical, and socioeconomic information
relevant to the understanding of climate change, its potential impacts, and options
for adaptation and mitigation. As the leading authority on climate change
science, their best estimates are that the average global temperature rise between
2000 and 2100 could range from 0.6°C (with no increase in GHG emissions
above 2000 levels) to 4.0°C (with substantial increase in GHG emissions) (IPCC
2007b). Large increases in global temperatures could have massive deleterious
impacts on the natural and human environments.
Since the industrial revolution (approximately 1800), the concentration of CO2 in
the Earth’s atmosphere has increased from 270 ppm to roughly 379 ppm.
Atmospheric concentrations of CH4 and N2O have similarly increased since the
beginning of the industrial age. Over this same time period, global average
surface temperature has increased by 0.6ºC, global average sea level has
increased by nearly 60 mm, and northern hemisphere snow cover (data available
since 1920) has decreased nearly 3 million square kilometers. These recently
recorded changes can be attributed with a high degree of certainty to increased
concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere (IPCC 2007c). Sinks of CO2 1 (which
remove, rather than emit, CO2), include uptake by vegetation and dissolution into
the ocean. Global GHG emissions greatly exceed the removal capacity of natural
sinks. As a result, concentrations of GHG in the atmosphere are increasing
(California Energy Commission 2006).
GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants (such as ozone
precursors) and TACs. Criteria air pollutants, such as O3 precursors and TACs,
are pollutants solely of regional and local concern, and local concentrations
respond to locally implemented control measures. The long atmospheric lifetimes
of GHGs allow them to be transported long distances from sources and to
become well-mixed, unlike criteria air pollutants, which typically exhibit strong
concentration gradients away from point sources.

1

A CO2 sink is a resource that absorbs CO2 from the atmosphere. The classic example of a sink is a forest in which
vegetation absorbs CO2 and produces oxygen through photosynthesis.
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Greenhouse Gases
The greenhouse gases listed by the IPCC (CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and
sulfur hexafluoride [SF6]) are documented in this section, in order of abundance
in the atmosphere. Water vapor, although the most abundant GHG, is not
included in this list because, natural concentrations and fluctuations far outweigh
anthropogenic influences. The sources and sinks of each of these gases are
discussed in detail below.
To simplify reporting and analysis, methods have been set forth to describe
emissions of GHGs in terms of a single gas, CO2. Generally, GHG emissions are
quantified in terms of metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) emitted
per year. GHGs are compared in terms of their respective global warming
potentials (GWP), that is, the warming capacity per molecule given an
atmospheric lifetime of 100 years. The IPCC defines the GWP of various GHG
emissions on a normalized scale that recasts all GHG emissions in terms of CO2e,
which compares the gas in question to that of the same mass of CO2 (CO2 has a
GWP of 1 by definition).
The atmospheric residence time of a gas is equal to the total atmospheric
abundance of the gas divided by its rate of removal. The atmospheric residence
time of a gas is, in effect, a half-life measurement of how long a gas is expected
to persist in the atmosphere when taking into account removal mechanisms such
as chemical transformation and deposition. Table 3.4-2 lists the GWP of each
GHG, its lifetime, and abundance in the atmosphere in parts per trillion (ppt),
parts per billion (ppb) or parts per million (ppm).
Table 3.4-2. Lifetimes, Global Warming Potentials, and Abundances of Several
Significant Greenhouse Gases

Gas
CO2

Global Warming
Potential (100 years)
1

Lifetime (years)
50–200

CH4

21

N2O

310

120

0.32

11,700

264

1.8 x 10-5

HFC-23

9–15

2005 Atmospheric
Abundance (ppm)
379
1.7

HFC-134a

1,300

14.6

3.5 x 10-5

HFC-152a

140

1.5

3.9 x10-6

CF4

6,500

50,000

7.4 x10-5

C2F6

9,200

10,000

2.9 x10-6

SF6

23,900

3,200

5.6 x10-6

Notes: CF4 and C2F6 are PFCs. The GWP values presented above are based on the IPCC
Second Assessment Report (SAR) and United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) reporting guidelines (IPCC 1996). Although the IPCC
Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) presents different GWP estimates, the current inventory
standard relies on SAR GWPs to comply with reporting standards and consistency with
regional and national inventories (EPA 2010).
Sources: IPCC 1996, 2001, 2007c.
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Carbon Dioxide
CO2 is the most important anthropogenic GHG and accounts for more than 75
percent of all anthropogenic GHG emissions. Its long atmospheric lifetime (on
the order of decades to centuries) ensures that atmospheric concentrations of CO2
will remain elevated for decades even after GHG mitigation efforts to reduce
GHG concentrations are promulgated (IPCC 2007b).
Primary sources of anthropogenic CO2 in the atmosphere are the burning of fossil
fuels (including motor vehicles), gas flaring, cement production, and land use
changes, including deforestation. CO2 emissions due to the burning of fossil fuels
represent nearly 60 percent of total GHG emissions worldwide, of which
approximately 23 percent is from the transportation sector. In California the
percentage of transportation-related CO2 emissions is approximately 39
percent.CO2 emissions resulting from deforestation are the second largest source
of GHGs worldwide (17 percent).

Methane
CH4, the main component of natural gas, is the second most abundant GHG and
has a GWP of 21 (IPCC 1996). Sources of anthropogenic emissions of CH4
include growing rice, raising cattle, combusting natural gas, landfill outgassing,
and mining coal (NOAA 2005). Atmospheric CH4 has increased from a preindustrial concentration of 715 ppb to 1,775 ppb in 2005 (IPCC 2007a).

Nitrous Oxide
N2O is a powerful GHG, with a GWP of 310 (IPCC 1996). Anthropogenic
sources of N2O include agricultural processes, nylon production, fuel-fired power
plants, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions. N2O also is used in rocket
engines, racecars, and as an aerosol spray propellant. More than 70 percent of
U.S. N2O emissions are related to agricultural soil management practices,
particularly fertilizer application. N2O concentrations in the atmosphere have
increased from pre-industrial levels of 270 ppb to 319 ppb in 2005, an 18 percent
increase (IPCC 2007a).

Hydrofluorocarbons
HFCs are human-made chemicals used in commercial, industrial, and consumer
products and have high GWPs (EPA 2006). HFCs generally are used as
substitutes for ozone-depleting substances (ODS) in automobile air conditioners
and refrigerants. As seen in Table 4.4-1, the most abundant HFCs, in order from
most abundant to least, are HFC-134a (35 ppt), HFC-23 (17.5 ppt), and HFC152a (3.9 ppt). Concentrations of HFCs have risen from zero to current levels
since pre-industrial times.
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Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
The most abundant PFCs are CF4 (PFC-14) and C2F6 (PFC-116). These humanmade chemicals are emitted largely from aluminum production and
semiconductor manufacturing processes. PFCs are extremely stable compounds
that are destroyed only by very high-energy ultraviolet rays, which results in the
very long lifetimes of these chemicals, as shown in Table 4.4-1 (EPA 2010).

Sulfur Hexafluoride
SF6, another human-made chemical, is used as an electrical insulating fluid for
power distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry, and in semiconductor
manufacturing; and also as a trace chemical for the study of oceanic and
atmospheric processes (EPA 2010).
In 1998, atmospheric concentrations of SF6 were 4.2 ppt and steadily increasing
in the atmosphere. SF6 is the most powerful of all GHGs listed in IPCC studies,
with a GWP of 23,900 (IPCC 1996).

Climate Change Impacts in California
Increases in the globally averaged atmospheric concentration of GHGs will cause
the lower atmosphere to warm, in turn inducing a myriad of changes to the global
climate system. These large scale changes will have unique and potentially
severe impacts in the western United States, California, and the region
surrounding the city. Current research efforts coordinated through the CARB,
California Energy Commission (CEC), California EPA (Cal/EPA), University of
California (UC) system, and others are examining the specific changes to
California’s climate that will occur as the Earth’s surface warms.
Existing evidence indicates that climate change could impact the natural
environment in California in the following ways, among others:


Rising sea levels along the California coastline, particularly in San Francisco
and the San Joaquin Delta due to ocean expansion;



Extreme-heat conditions, such as heat waves and very high temperatures,
which could last longer and become more frequent;



An increase in heat-related human deaths, infection diseases and a higher risk
of respiratory problems caused by deteriorating air quality;



Reduced snow pack and stream flow in the Sierra Nevada mountains,
affecting winter recreation and water supplies;



Potential increase in the severity of winter storms, affecting peak stream
flows and flooding;



Changes in growing season conditions that could affect California
agriculture, causing variations in crop quality and yield;
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Changes in distribution of plant and wildlife species due to changes in
temperature, competition from colonizing species, changes in hydrologic
cycles, changes in sea levels, and other climate-related effects (CEC 2009).

These changes in California’s climate and ecosystems are occurring at a time
when California’s population is expected to increase from 34 million to 59
million by the year 2040 (California Energy Commission [CEC], 2006). As such,
the number of people potentially affected by climate change, as well as the
amount of anthropogenic GHG emissions is expected to significantly increase.
Similar changes as those noted above for California also would occur in other
parts of the world, with regional variations in resources affected and vulnerability
to adverse effects.

Emissions Summary
California Emissions
CARB estimates that 1990 gross emission were 433 MMTCO2e. Factoring in the
reduction in GHG emissions due to the functioning of existing forests and
rangeland as carbon sinks, California’s GHG emissions in 1990 were 427
MMTCO2e (CARB 2010).
Worldwide, California is presently estimated to be the 12th to 16th largest
emitter of CO2 (California Energy Commission, 2006) and is responsible for
approximately 2 percent of the world’s CO2 emissions (California Energy
Commission, 2006). The California Energy Commission estimates that California
is the second largest emitter of GHG emissions of the United States (only Texas
emits more GHG). However, California has relatively low carbon intensity when
considering per capita GHG emissions or GHG emissions per unit gross state
product.
In the year 2008, transportation was estimated to be responsible for 37 percent of
the state’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation (25 percent), the
industrial sector (21 percent), agriculture and forestry (6 percent) and other
sources (12 percent). California GHG emissions in 2008 (exclusive of land use
changes and forestry) totaled approximately 478 MMT of CO2e (CARB 2010). In
general, California’s sectoral emissions are similar to the pattern of emissions at
the national level. Emissions associated with electricity generation for California
customers (25 percent) are slightly less than those for the U.S as a whole (34
percent), due to the diminished role of coal in California’s power mix. Emissions
from the residential and commercial sectors are primarily due to onsite
combustion of fossil fuels (i.e., natural gas) for heating or cooking.
CARB forecasts California’s business-as-usual (BAU) 2020 net GHG emissions
will amount to 596 MMTCO2e, representing an approximately 30 percent
increase from 1990 emissions (CARB 2010).
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Bay Area and Alameda County
In 2006 the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) released
Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions based on the emissions
from 2002. The inventory was updated in 2010 and was based on emissions
produced in the year 2007. The inventory includes GHG emitted directly and
indirectly from transportation, power plants, landfills, agriculture, domestic,
commercial forestry, and industrial land uses from the nine Bay Area Counties
(Napa, Contra Costa, Sonoma, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Marin, San Francisco,
Solano, and Alameda). According to the inventory, approximately 36 percent of
all GHGs from within the Bay Area are from each the transportation and
industrial/commercial sectors, with 15.9 percent from electricity production and
co-generation, 7 percent from residential fuel use (including natural gas), 3
percent from off-road equipment, and 1 percent from agriculture and farming.
According to the report, Alameda County accounts for approximately16 percent
of all of the GHG emitted within the nine Bay Area Counties. Of the GHG
emissions emitted from within Alameda County, approximately 54 percent of
GHG emissions are from transportation, 21 percent from industrial/commercial
land uses, 8 percent from residential fuel, 3 percent from offroad equipment, and
less than one percent from agriculture and farming (BAAQMD 2010b).

Union City
Union City has an inventory of 2005 GHG emissions and a forecast of 2020
emissions completed by ICLEI (Union City Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Inventory Report Base Year 2005 Conducted by ICLEI’s Cities for Climate
Protection® Campaign In partnership with Union City).
In 2005, Union City emitted approximately 373,128 tons of CO2e from the
residential, commercial/industrial, transportation and waste sectors. Table 3.4-3
below shows Union City’s total GHG emissions from all major sources for the
year 2005.
Burning fossil fuels in vehicles and for energy use in buildings and facilities is a
major contributor to Union City’s GHG emissions. Energy consumption in the
transportation sector is the single biggest source of emissions, contributing 43
percent of total emissions.
The residential and commercial/industrial sectors represent emissions that result
from electricity and natural gas used in both private and public sector buildings
and facilities. The transportation sector includes emissions from private,
commercial and fleet vehicles driven within the City’s geographical boundaries
as well as the emissions from transit vehicles and the city-owned fleet. Because
approximately 75 percent of the methane produced from Union City’s solid
waste is estimated to be recovered (either captured perpetually under the liner of
the landfill or captured and then flared), waste emissions appear to be slightly
negative. However, because the inventory model does not capture the emissions
credit achieved through the City’s recycling efforts, this negative number will be
zeroed out.
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Table 3.4-3. Union City Community Emissions Summary
Potential Sources
Residential

CO2e (tons)
81,632

Percent
22 %

Commercial/Industrial

132,271

35 %

Transportation

159,226

43 %

Total
Source: ICLEI 2007.

373,128

Based on the community emissions inventories developed for Union City for the
base year 2005, future emissions were forecasted for the year 2020. The emission
forecast represents a BAU prediction of how GHG emissions may change in
Union City over time for the community.
The forecast projects the growth (or reduction) in GHG emissions that will occur
in a given future year. Projections are based on the assumption that energy
consumption will grow as population increases. For the community, the forecast
was conducted by applying population growth factors to Union City’s base year
residential, commercial/industrial, and transportation data. Table 3.4-4 provides
an emissions summary for Union City’s base year and forecast year.
Table 3.4-4. Union City Community BAU Emissions Forecast (2020)
Year
Indicators used to generate forecast

2005
2020
1.06% (Population growth rate based on
ABAG 2000 and 2020 data)

CO2e emissions
(tons)
Source: ICLEI 2007

373,128

432,560

Impact Analysis
Thresholds of Significance
The new State CEQA Guidelines, which became effective in March 2010,
require a discussion of the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the
environment. Specifically, Section 15064.4(a) states that “a lead agency should
make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to describe, calculate
or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.”
The California Resources Agency, with input from OPR and the public, recently
adopted revisions to the State CEQA Guidelines that address GHG impacts in the
context of CEQA documents. While the new State CEQA Guidelines do not
specifically establish significance thresholds, they do describe some of the
factors that agencies should consider in determining whether GHG impacts are
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.4-16

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.4 Climate Change

significant. Specifically, a Lead Agency should consider the following factors,
among others, when assessing the significance of GHG emissions:


the extent to which a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as
compared to the existing environment;



whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead
agency determines applies to the project; and



the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements
adopted to implement a statewide, regional or local plan for GHG reduction
or mitigation.

Based on the first of these three factors, lead agencies should undertake a projectby-project analysis to determine the GHG impacts of the project and whether
such impacts are cumulatively considerable. Based on the second of the above
factors, the project emissions should be compared to an established threshold of
significance that the lead agency determines to be applicable to the project.
The CEQA guidelines are silent on the issue of potential impacts of climate
change on a project, through changes in sea level for example. Union City
considers if appropriate that a CEQA lead agency should consider whether
climate change would significantly impact the proposed project. In conducting
such an evaluation, the evaluation should focus on the long-term impacts of the
project that are more likely to experience the effects of climate change in the
future.
In summary, the project would result in a significant impact relative to
greenhouse gas emission or climate change if it would:


Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment.



Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.



Expose property and persons to the physical effects of climate change,
including but not limited to flooding, public health, wildfire risk, or other
impacts resulting from climate change.

In determining the significance of the project, the recently (June 2010) adopted
BAAQMD CEQA thresholds for GHG emissions from land use development
projects were used (BAAQMD 2010a). However, it is the BAAQMD policy that
the new thresholds only apply to projects for which a Notice of Preparation is
published, or environmental analysis begins, on or after the applicable effective
date (BAAQMD 2010a). The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Proposed
Project was issued on April 17, 2008, and the environmental analysis began soon
thereafter. As such, the Proposed Project is not required to comply with the new
GHG thresholds. However, in order to provide an analysis consistent with an
already established methodology and thresholds of significance, the BAAQMD
GHG thresholds are used in the following analysis.
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According to the BAAQMD, a project would result in a less than significant
impact with respects to GHG emissions if a project:


is in compliance with a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, or



annual emissions are less than 1,100 metric tons of CO2e per year, or



annual emissions are less than 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service
population.

Service-population is defined as the total number of residents and employees
within a mixed-use project area. At a state level, considering the AB 32 reduction
goal for 2020 and the projected population in 2020, the AB 32 goal is equivalent
to approximately 4.6 MTCO2e per service population (BAAQMD 2010a). With
respects to the proposed project, if GHG emissions would be more efficient (i.e.
less emissions per service population) than the statewide equivalent, then the
project can be deemed to not result in GHG emissions that would have a
significant effect on the environment.

Methods
Emissions of GHGs are anticipated to occur with the Proposed Project from the
following sources: vehicular emissions resulting from the combustion of gasoline
or diesel fuel in motor vehicles; area source emissions resulting from the burning
of fuel in fireplaces as well as from landscaping activities of commercial and
residential facilities; indirect emissions associated with the purchase of
electricity; emissions associated with the burning of natural gas for water and
space heating; indirect energy consumption related to the conveyance, supply and
treatment of water and wastewater, and; emissions associated with the transport
and off-site landfilling of solid waste.
Project-related GHG emissions were estimated using the following methodology:


URBEMIS2007 was utilized to calculate project-related CO2 emissions from
on-road mobile and area sources (not including natural gas), and



The BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Model (BGM) was used to estimate direct
and indirect GHG emissions associated with natural gas, electricity, water,
wastewater, and solid waste. BGM was also used to calculate non-CO2
emissions resulting from on-road mobile sources.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact CLI-1: Emission of Greenhouse Gases During
Construction and Operation
Project construction would result in short term GHG emissions during the 10
year infrastructure and development phases. The infrastructure phase includes
improvements in the public right-of-way, including utilities, public streets,
sidewalks, lighting and landscaping. The development phase includes the
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buildout of Blocks 2 and 3. The GHG emissions from the infrastructure and
development phase would result from the following construction related
activities: (1) construction equipment emissions, (2) emissions from workers’
vehicles traveling to and from the construction sites, and (3) emissions from
construction material deliveries to and spoils hauling from the construction sites.
The primary emissions occur as CO2 from gasoline and diesel combustion, with
more limited vehicle tailpipe emissions of CH4 and N2O as well as other GHG
emissions related to vehicle cooling systems. An estimate of construction
emissions was not prepared as this would necessitate a detailed inventory of all
construction equipment and activity, which would be too speculative at this time.
Although GHG emissions such as CO2 can persist in the atmosphere for decades,
construction emissions are a one-time event. Thus, the one-time emissions
associated with construction are limited in comparison to ongoing GHG sources.
As noted in Section 3.2, Air Quality, the Proposed Project inherently includes
various design features that reduce motor vehicle trips. Based on information
provided by the traffic engineers (Fehr and Peers 2010), trip generation rates for
the Proposed Project’s land uses were calculated based on the design of the
Project. The trip generation rates applied within the URBEMIS model reflect the
high-density and transit-oriented nature of the Proposed Project that will reduce
overall motor vehicle trips compared to low-density residential development. In
addition, the following measures were applied to the unmitigated Project scenario
in URBEMIS to reflect the favorable location relative to transit and alternate
transportation opportunities:


500 housing units within a ½ mile radius of the project (not including the
Project’s residential units);



The presence of local-serving retail;



100 percent of sidewalks within ½ mile of the project site with sidewalks on
both sides; and



50 percent of arterials/collectors with bike lanes.

Table 3.4-5 presents the project onsite operations-period GHG emissions in
metric tons of CO2e per year assuming project buildout in opening year 2022. As
shown in Table 3.4-5, the Proposed Project would result in an increase in GHG
emissions as the Proposed Project would create more motor vehicle trips and
increased energy consumption from within the project area. The majority of
project-related GHG emissions would be from motor vehicles (56 percent),
electricity (18 percent), natural gas (14 percent) and solid waste (10 percent).
Note that it is assumed that there are currently no GHG emissions emitted from
the project area, as the project is an unutilized parcel. Therefore, project GHG
emissions shown below represent the net increase in GHG emissions.
As shown in Table 3.4-5, buildout of the Proposed Project would result in
emissions that are significantly more efficient that BAAQMD’s threshold of 4.6
MTCO2e per service population. As a result, the impacts caused by emissions
from the proposed project are considered to be less than significant and the
cumulative contribution of the project to climate change would be less than
significant and no mitigation would be required.
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Table 3.4-5. Estimate of Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Emission Source
Transportation

CO2e a
4,657

CO2e b
3,753

Area Source

6

6

Electricity

1,519

1,519

Natural Gas

1,181

1,181

Water and Wastewater

116

116

Solid Waste

835

835

Total Project Emissions
Total Service Populationc

8,313
2181

7,409
2181

MTCO2e per Service Population

3.8

3.4

Significant?

No

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 E.
Source: URBEMIS2007 and BGM modeling, ICF Jones & Stokes, July 2010.

Cumulative Impacts
Because global warming is the result of GHG emissions, and GHGs are emitted
by innumerable sources worldwide, global climate change is clearly a significant
cumulative impact. GHG emissions from the project could contribute to
cumulative GHG emissions in California and to the potential adverse
environmental impacts of climate change.
Unlike conventional residential developments that cause urban sprawl and autodependency, the Proposed Project would be developed in the Intermodal Station
District, which is a center for public transit. The location of the Proposed Project
would provide future residents and employees of the commercial space with
access to numerous modes of public transit, including Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART), AC Transit, Union City Transit and ultimately Capitol Corridor,
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), Dumbarton Rail. Although the Proposed
Project would emit GHG during the construction phase, upon completion, it
would reduce the average energy consumption of residents compared to business
as usual development by providing alternative modes of mass transit and highdensity structures.
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There are a number of features included in the Proposed Project that would
reduce future GHG emissions, including the following:


Compact Development—By concentrating residential, commercial, and
retail development closer to public transit, commercial centers, and services
in Union City, the Proposed Project would likely reduce overall vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) compared to a more spread out pattern of single-family
development.



Energy Efficiency—The Proposed Project is required to comply with
Chapter 15.76, Green Building and Landscaping Practices, of the Municipal
Code. This Chapter requires the Proposed Project to meet a minimum
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED™) Silver rating and
be so certified by the U.S. Green Building Council.



Non-Vehicle Transportation Opportunities—The Proposed Project’s
location in the Station District would provide convenient access to regional
and local public transit, which would offset some emissions that would
otherwise occur due to vehicle trips.

Although the Proposed Project would generate GHG during construction and
operational phases, GHG generation during construction represents a one-time
contribution, and GHG generated during the operation phase would be offset by
the location of alternative modes of transportation and implementation of GHG
reduction features. GHG emissions from the Proposed Project would be
substantially less than emission from a comparable project of similar size and
configuration that would not be near a public transit hub.
As noted above, the City is currently preparing its Climate Action Plan and will
be adopting an overall goal to reduce GHG emissions below current levels.
Because GHG from construction activities would be limited and GHG emissions
from project operations would be substantially less than from a business as usual
project due to project features, and because Union City is engaging in a
comprehensive approach to reduce GHG emissions below current levels, overall
City emissions are expected to be substantially reduced below BAU levels and
thus the impacts related to the project’s emission of GHGs are considered to be
less than cumulatively considerable.

Impact CLI-2: Consistency with AB 32
The Climate Change Scoping Plan prepared by the ARB outlines the proposed
plan to meet the goals set forth by AB 32. Although the document does not
outline a plan to reduce GHG levels through land use practices, it does state
strong support for in-fill, transit oriented, and mix-use developments like the
Proposed Project. Below is a quote from the document that states:
While improved vehicle technology and lower carbon
fuels provide most of the transportation reductions in
2020, additional reductions can be achieved by making
the connection between transportation and land use. This
scenario reflects an increased emphasis on urban infill
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development: more mixed use communities, improved
mobility options, and better designed suburban
environments.
The Proposed Project is consistent with AB 32 because it would provide
alternative modes of public transit, consume less energy than conventional
residential developments, and consist of a mix of residential, commercial, and
retail land uses. In addition, the project would result in emissions that are below
BAAQMD’s adopted efficiency threshold, as discussed under Impact CC-1
above. Therefore, impacts related to consistency with AB 32 are considered less
than significant and less than cumulatively considerable.

Impact CLI-3 Impacts of Climate Change on the Project
Although the new CEQA Guidelines are silent on whether CEQA evaluations
should address the potential impacts of climate change on a project, the City has
evaluated this potential.
As noted earlier, climate change impacts in California include, but are not limited
to: sea level rise; extreme heat events; increase in infectious diseases and
respiratory illnesses; reduced snowpack and water supplies, and potential
increase in wildfires.
The project site is not estimated to be inundated by a predicted rise of up to 1.4
meters in sea level rise by 2100 (California Climate Change Center 2009). The
project is in the middle of the urban core and thus is not subject to immediate
wildfire risks.
While regional water supplies are subject to potential future climate change
effects that could affect both local and distant water supplies, each of the Project’
proposed residential units would be equipped with water-efficient plumbing
fixtures that may include high efficiency toilets, washers, water heaters,
showerheads, faucet aerators, etc. Additionally, the Proposed Project is required
to incorporate water-efficient landscape features in accordance with the City’s
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (see Section 3.12, Public Services,
Utilities, and Recreation), which will help to reduce per-capita water demand,
thus helping to alleviate demand for scarce statewide water resources.
There are a range of other potential effects of climate change to which the
citizens of Union City may be subject to including increased temperatures and
heat stress days, for example, but the new Mixed-Use Development will not
exacerbate those potential effects nor create a particular hazard to those potential
effects. Thus, the project would not result in a significant exposure of property or
persons to the potential effects of climate change. This impact is considered to be
less than significant.
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Summary
Table 3.5-1 provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project related to cultural resources. As shown in Table 3.5-1, with
implementation of mitigation measures, the Proposed Project is considered to
have less-than-significant impacts to cultural resources.
Table 3.5-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Cultural Resources
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact CUL-1: Inadvertent
Discovery of Buried
Archaeological Resources

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure CUL-1:
Stop Work if Buried
Resources Are Discovered

Less Than Significant

Impact CUL-2: Inadvertent
Discovery of Human Remains

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure CUL-2:
Comply with State Laws
Relating to Native American
Remains

Less Than Significant

Introduction
This section addresses cultural resources in the project area and includes
regulatory, regional, and project settings to provide a context for analyzing the
effects of the project.
Information on existing conditions has been derived from the following sources:


Field surveys



A detailed records search



Input from Native American tribes and historical organizations



A review of historical literature and previous reports



Additional primary research
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Cultural resources is the term used to describe several types of properties:
prehistoric and historical archaeological sites; architectural properties, such as
buildings, bridges, and infrastructure; and resources of importance to Native
Americans.
Historic properties is a term defined by the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) as any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object
included in, or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), including artifacts, records, and material remains related to such a
property.
Historical resources is a CEQA term that includes buildings, sites, structures,
objects, or districts (each of which may have historical, prehistoric, architectural,
archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance) listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).

Regulatory Setting
State
CEQA requires that public or private projects financed or approved by public
agencies assess the effects of the project on historical resources. Historical
resources are defined as buildings, sites, structures, objects or districts that may
have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific significance.
CEQA also requires that if a project results in an effect that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, alternative
plans or mitigation measures must be considered; however, only significant
historical resources need to be addressed.
The steps performed in a cultural resources investigation for CEQA compliance
are typically as follows:
1. Identify potential historical resources.
2. Evaluate the eligibility of historical resources.
3. Evaluate the effects of a project on all eligible historical resources.

CEQA Determination of Significant Historical
Resources
CEQA guidelines define three ways that a property can qualify as a significant
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA review:
1. the resource is listed in or determined eligible for listing in the CRHR;
2. the resource is included in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code (PRC) or identified as
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.5-2

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.5 Cultural Resources

significant in a historical resource survey, meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC (unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant); or
3. the lead agency determines the resource to be significant as supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record (California Code of
Regulations [CCR Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, section 15064.5).
For a historical resource to be eligible for listing on the CRHR, it must be
significant at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the
following four criteria:
1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.
2. It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.
3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual or
possesses high artistic values.
4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory
or history.
Historical resources automatically listed in the CRHR include those historic
properties listed in, or formally determined eligible for listing in, the NRHP
(PRC Section 5024.1).

Local
Union City General Plan
The 2002 General Plan includes a natural and cultural resources element.
According to Section NHR-C.1, the purpose of this element is to assist the City
in protecting, to the greatest extent possible, the City’s significant archaeological,
historical, and cultural resources.
Union City has a number of historic properties that provide an important link in
reconstructing its past. The City has completed an inventory (i.e., The Union City
Cultural Resources Survey) of 137 historic and cultural resources (Union City
2002). The City has designated certain sites as local historic properties.
According to Section NHR-C1.6, the City will support efforts to protect and
recover archaeological resources. This will partly be done by developing
standards for monitoring of mitigation measures established for the protection of
historical resources prior to development (Section NHR-C.3). The General Plan
also states in Section NHR-C.6 that if archaeological resources are uncovered
during site excavation, grading, or construction, work on the site will be
suspended until the significance of the features can be determined by a qualified
archaeologist. If significant resources are found to exist, the archaeologist will
make recommendations for protection or recovery of the resource (Union City
2002).
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Environmental Setting
This section discusses the existing conditions related to potential cultural
resources in the project study area.

Prehistoric Context
Results from previous archaeological investigations within the project area and
the surrounding region showed that the San Francisco Bay Area was inhabited by
mobile hunter-gatherers. Over time, their foraging strategies became more
focused on resources obtainable locally and their lives became increasingly more
sedentary. These changes are reflected in the cultural sequence developed by
Fredrickson and Bennyhoff. They defined three basic cultural patterns throughout
the San Francisco Bay Area and interior Delta for the period between 2500 BC
and AD 1500 (Fredrickson and Bennyhoff, 1969).
The Windmiller Pattern (2500 BC to 1000 BC) is thought to have been a mixed
economy of game procurement and the use of wild plant foods. The
archaeological record contains numerous projectile points associated with a wide
range of faunal remains. Hunting was not limited to terrestrial animals, as
indicated by the presence of fishing hooks and fish bone at Windmiller sites
(Moratto ,1984: 201). Plant resources were also used, as indicated from the
presence of stone tools such as milling slabs and handstones. The Windmiller
Pattern reflects a seasonal adaptation in which habitation sites in the valley were
occupied during the winter and camps in the foothills were occupied in the
summer (Fredrickson and Bennyhoff, 1969).
The Windmiller Pattern shifted to the Berkeley Pattern, which spanned the period
from about 1500 BC to AD500. The archaeological record shows a decrease in
the presence of milling slabs and hand stones and a shift to mortar and pestle
technology, indicating an increased dependence on acorns. Large shell mounds
are found near water sources and the presence of projectile points and atlatls
suggests that hunting remained an important part of subsistence (Fredrickson,
1973: 125a-126). Within the southern Bay Area, the Berkeley Pattern is
demonstrated by a heavy reliance on the bayshore environment.
The Augustine Pattern followed the Berkeley Pattern around AD500. This
adaptation was adopted by the ethnographically known people of the historic
period. During the Augustine Pattern, there was an increase in ceremonialism,
social organization, and stratification. Trade was an important element of this
adaptation, as illustrated by the presence of different types of obsidian and shell
beads from other regions. The presence of shaped Gunther Barbed series
projectile points indicates the use of the bow and arrow. The increase in
ceremonialism is found in the occurrence of flexed burials with associated
artifacts including shell beads, mortars and pestles, and projectile points.
Throughout the Late Holocene, the environment of the southern Bay Area
continued to evolve into what became a local tidal marsh-wetland. The
prehistoric inhabitants created large shell mounds in which the dominant species
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of shellfish were horn snail, oyster, clam, and bay mussel. Sites closer to the bay
indicate that subsistence was based on tidal marsh resources while the interior
valley sites to the north reveal an emphasis on terrestrial resources (Hylkema,
1998:31).
The Emergent Period (AD 1200–1777) in the southern Bay Area is characterized
by an elaborate social organization and the formation of small autonomous sociopolitical groups called tribelets. An economic relationship was maintained among
the many small groups and trade was frequent between the coastal groups and the
valley and/or bay shore groups. The Augustine Pattern toolkit is found through
the Emergent Period. Artifacts from this period include well shaped mortars and
pestles, decorated Olivella beads, rectangular Olivella beads, tubular stone pipes,
and many small projectile points that were used with the bow and arrow. Haliotis
pendants and large amounts of Olivella beads are also found in association with
graves (Hylkema, 1998).

Ethnographic Context
The Ohlone were one of the first groups to come into contact with Europeans in
California. The first Europeans to document this contact were Spanish Fathers
Fages and Crespi, who traveled along the east side of the San Francisco Bay in
1772. The subsequent establishment of Spanish missions in Santa Clara, San
Jose, and San Francisco resulted in a rapid and devastating effect on the
indigenous population. Recruitment of Native American converts, the linguistic
and cultural mingling of various Native American groups in the missions,
disease, and military actions all but obliterated the Ohlone way of life. Available
ethnographic information comes from early explorers, mission records, and a few
ethnographers working with native informants who were surviving members of
the Ohlone people.
The modern descendents of the Ohlone were referred to as “Costanoans” by the
Spanish explorers and early settlers. The name is derived from the Spanish
“Costaños,” meaning “coast people.” Costanoans now call themselves Ohlone.
As Ohlone is the name that is preferred by members of the group, that is the
name that will be used in this report. The term refers to a language family
composed of inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula, the eastern Bay Area
south of the Delta, and the Santa Clara Valley down to Monterey and inland
south of San Juan Bautista (Levy, 1978).
The Ohlone were hunter-gatherers and relied heavily on acorns and seafood.
They also exploited a wide range of other foods, including various seeds (the
growth of which was promoted by controlled burning), buckeye, berries, roots,
land and sea mammals, waterfowl, reptiles, and insects (Bean, 1994). Ohlone
subsistence followed a seasonal round of resource availability. Life varied with
the seasons, requiring dispersed family groups to move over the territory during
seasons of abundance when a heavy labor effort was required; resources were
stored for the lean winter and early spring when the tribelet tended to congregate
(Levy, 1978).
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The main trading partners with the Ohlone were the Plains Miwok, Sierra
Miwok, and Yokuts. Mussels, abalone shells, dried abalone, and salt were traded
with the Yokuts, and Olivella shells to the Sierra Miwok. Bow wood was traded
to the Plains Miwok. The only known resource the Ohlone received in return
were piñon nuts from the Yokuts (Levy, 1978).
Seven Spanish missions were founded in Ohlone territory between 1777 and
1797. While living within the mission system, the Ohlone commingled with other
groups, including Esselen, Yokuts, Miwok, and Patwin. The mission period saw
the disruption of traditional Ohlone culture, as mission padres discouraged or
banned traditional customs, rites, and rituals. Ohlone and other Native Americans
provided agricultural labor at the missions and traditional native subsistence
practices were overtaken by European agricultural and stock-raising practices
(Milliken, 1995). Interaction with the Spanish caused the introduction of disease
to local populations. Mission life was devastating to the Ohlone population
(Milliken, 1995). It has been estimated that, in 1770, when the first mission was
established in Ohlone territory, the Native American population numbered
around 10,000 (Kroeber, 1925). The population rapidly declined to fewer than
2,000 by 1832 as a result of introduced disease, harsh living conditions, and
reduced birth rates. After the secularization of the missions, circa 1830, Native
Americans gradually left the missions, and many went to work as wage laborers
on the ranchos and mines and in domestic positions. There was a partial return to
aboriginal religious practices and subsistence strategies, but for the most part, the
Ohlone culture was greatly diminished (Levy, 1978).
Although they have yet to receive formal recognition from the federal
government, the Ohlone are becoming increasingly organized as a political unit
and have developed an active interest in preserving their ancestral heritage.
Descendants of the Ohlone still live in the area, and many are active in
maintaining their traditions and advocating for Native American issues.

Historical Context
Spanish Exploration and Settlement
The first Euroamerican exploration of Alameda County was led by José
Francisco Ortega in 1769. A component of the Spanish conquest of Alta
California, the Ortega expedition’s purpose was to establish a land route up the
eastern shore of the newly discovered San Francisco Bay. Ortega’s reports of the
difficult terrain of the “Contra Costa” (coast opposite to San Francisco)
discouraged further incursions into present Alameda County until expeditions led
by Pedro Fages in 1770 and 1772 established a suitable trail through the region.
Captain Juan Batista de Anza led a third Spanish expedition into Alameda
County in 1776 and was accompanied by his second in command Lieutenant José
Moraga. All of these expeditions were augmented with military support and the
ecclesiastical presence of Franciscan priests, who were responsible for
establishing mission authority and converting California’s Native American
inhabitants to Christianity (Bean and Rawls, 1983; Hoover et al., 1990; Merrit,
1928)
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Despite these explorations, the eastern shores of San Francisco Bay remained
unsettled by Euroamericans for nearly two decades after the Anza expedition.
Eventually, the need to establish a stronger Spanish presence in the region led to
the founding of Mission San José in 1797. Located in the southern portion of
Alameda County, near the present town of Fremont, Mission San José became
one of the most prosperous and populous of the 21 Spanish missions in
California. The mission’s success is commonly attributed to the work of Father
Narciso Durán, whose tenure at San José lasted from 1806 until 1833. In addition
to his successful missionary work, Father Durán presided over a highly
productive agricultural and craft-based economy that flourished throughout the
mission’s active period. During the 1830s and much of the 1840s, Mission San
José and its surrounding pueblo functioned as the focal point of social life for the
east side of San Francisco Bay. Its prominence as a center of economic and
cultural activity endured through the difficult years that followed the
secularization of the missions in 1834 and the subsequent division of their
holdings into individual land grants (Hart, 1978; Hoover et al., 1990; Merrit,
1928)

The Mexican Period
In 1821 Mexico achieved independence from Spain; the following year
California was declared a territory of the Mexican republic. The Mexican
government’s order for the secularization of the missions, however, would have a
major impact on the subsequent development of California. The 1834
secularization order downgraded the missions to the status of parish churches and
divided their vast holdings into individual land grants, or ranchos. Secularization
not only brought a massive influx of Mexican settlers to California, it also
allowed for the emergence of a powerful new class of wealthy land owners,
known as rancheros (Robinson, 1948; Chapman, 1921).

American Conquest and Settlement
A series of historical developments dating from the Spanish period (1769–1821)
led to the conquest of Mexican California by the United States and its admission
as a state in 1850. As early as the 1790s, American merchants sought business
opportunities in Spanish California. Numerous entrepreneurs from the eastern
United States traded in furs, hides, and other goods at California ports--despite
the Spanish government’s ban on foreign trade and visitation.
Commercial activity between United States and California increased during the
Mexican period (1821–1848) and included an influx into the region by overland
trappers and mountain men in search of beaver and other fur-bearing animals. By
the early 1840s, expansionist fervor had gripped the nation and a steady stream of
pioneers, bent on settlement, began crossing the Sierra into Mexican California.
Tensions between the new arrivals and native Californians intensified as the
United States government cast a covetous eye on the Mexican province. Hostility
between the two powers culminated in the American seizure of Mexican
installations known as the Bear Flag Revolt and the subsequent outbreak of the
Mexican War in 1846. The conflict, marked by repeated American victories,
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formally ended with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in February
1848 and the cession of California to the United States (Bean and Rawls 1983;
Hart, 1978).
Just over a week before the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, James
Marshall discovered gold in the Sierra Nevada foothills while constructing a saw
mill for John A. Sutter. Marshall’s discovery led to a massive influx of
immigrants into California known as the Gold Rush (1848–1852). Coming from
many corners of the globe, the gold seekers converged primarily on the so-called
Mother Lode region, which stretched roughly from Mariposa in present Merced
County to Georgetown in present El Dorado County. The growth of Alameda
County and its cities and towns is a product of the larger pattern of settlement
and economic development of California that began with the great Gold Rush
(Hart, 1978).

Union City
Union City grew out of a portion of Agustín Alviso’s Rancho Portrero de los
Cerritos that was acquired in 1850 by John M. Horner. Though not an official
City until 1957, the name came from Horner’s steamboat “The Union.” An
American agriculturalist and shipper, Horner conceived Union City as a
commercial center to compete with San Francisco. Immediately after laying out
the community, Horner began selling plots of land to settlers and entrepreneurs
who established hotels, stores, mills, and various other businesses. By the early
1850s, Union City was one of the fastest growing communities in the East Bay.
Though it never posed any serious threat to the economic supremacy of its rival
across the bay, Union City along with the communities of Alvarado and New
Haven had a favorable position along the southerly slough, which ensured its
early commercial success as a shipping center for traders from Mission San José
and other settlements to the east. The communities of New Haven, Alvarado, and
Decoto were brought together with Union City when it was officially
incorporated in 1957. Union City remains an important industrial and residential
center and has enjoyed steady growth to its current population of approximately
74,000 (Hoover et al., 1990; Merrit, 1928; Sandoval, 1986).

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section describes the impact analysis relating to cultural resources for the
Proposed Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the
project and lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be
significant. Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate,
or compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Methods
Information on cultural resources in the project area was gathered by:


completing a records search;
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contacting the NAHC, Native American representatives with interests in the
project area, and local historical organizations; and



conducting site visits, resource surveys, and archival research to prepare a
detailed historical context of the project area.

On March 27, 2008 an ICF Jones & Stokes archaeologist requested a records
search of the project area and a ½- mile radius around the project area from the
NWIC of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS)
located at Sonoma State University in Rohnert Park, California. A response was
received from NWIC on April 10, 2008. Review of historical literature and maps
on file at the NWIC gave no indication of archaeological sites or historic era
structures in the project area. The records search indicated that one recorded
cultural resource is located within ½-mile of the project area. This resource, an
industrial complex (C-1299), is located east of the project area boundary. The
records search also indicated that no cultural resources studies have taken place
within the project area.
On December 19, 2007, an ICF Jones & Stokes archaeologist sent a fax to the
NAHC requesting a search of their sacred lands database and a list of Native
American representatives for Alameda County. A response was received on April
8, 2008, indicating that a search of the sacred lands database was negative. The
NAHC also attached a list of seven Native American representatives along with
their contact information. On April 22, 2008, ICF Jones & Stokes sent letters and
project area maps to each representative requesting any information they may
have regarding potential cultural resources within the project area. As of May 1,
2010, no responses have been received.
A qualified ICF Jones & Stokes archaeologist conducted a pedestrian survey of
the project area on January 18, 2008. Because the project area is largely developed,
a cursory survey was undertaken for parts of the project area that were paved.
Intuitive or focused pedestrian surveys were conducted in all undeveloped areas,
focusing on areas with ground visibility. No cultural resources were located as a
result of the survey. The area appeared to be highly disturbed due to past industrial
activities and remediation actions. In 2002, the project site went through a
remediation process that resulted in the removal of approximately 4 feet of subsurface soils and no cultural resources were discovered at that time (SECOR Inc.,
2003).

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to cultural resources was considered
significant under CEQA if it would result in any of the following environmental
effects, which are based on professional practice and State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).


cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in section 15064.5,
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cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5,



directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature, or



disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

Actions that would materially impair the significance of a historic resource are
any actions that would demolish or adversely alter those physical characteristics
of a historic resource that convey its historical significance and qualify it for
inclusion in the CRHR or in a local register or survey that meets the requirements
of sections 5020.1(k) and 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact CUL-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Buried
Archaeological Resources
Although it is unlikely that unanticipated archaeological resources would be
found in the project area, there is the possibility that a unique archaeological
resource may be encountered during excavation and grading activities. This
impact is considered potentially significant. Implementation of the following
mitigation would reduce the potential for adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Stop Work if Buried Resources Are
Discovered
If buried cultural resources, such as chipped or ground stone, historic debris,
building foundations, or human bone are discovered inadvertently during grounddisturbing activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find
until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures in consultation with Alameda
County and other appropriate agencies.

Impact CUL-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains
According to the California Health and Safety Code, disturbance of Native
American cemeteries is a felony (Section 7052). Section 7050.5 requires that
construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human
remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a
Native American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the
coroner must contact the NAHC.
No human remains are known to be located in at the project site. However, there
is always the possibility that unmarked burials may be unearthed during
construction activities (grading and excavation). This impact is considered
potentially significant. Implementation of the following mitigation would reduce
this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measure CUL- 2: Comply with State Laws Relating to
Native American Remains
If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during project
construction, it will be necessary to comply with state laws relating to the
disposition of Native American burials, which fall under the jurisdiction of the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) (Public Resources Code,
Section 5097). If any human remains are discovered or recognized in any
location other than a dedicated cemetery, there will be no further excavation or
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains until:
1. The Alameda County Coroner has been informed and has determined that no
investigation of the cause of death is required; and,
2. If the remains are of Native American origin and the descendents of the
deceased Native Americans have made a recommendation to the landowner
or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated
grave goods a provided in Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, or
NAHC is unable to identify a descendent or the descendent fails to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the NAHC.

Cumulative Impacts
The project site is not known to contain any sensitive cultural resources and
implementation of the mitigation presented related to discovery of unknown
resources and/or human remains would reduce any potential impacts to resources
found at the project site. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contributions to
cumulative cultural resources impacts are considered to be less than significant.
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Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Summary
Table 3.6-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to geology, seismicity, and soils. As shown in Table
3.6-1, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts on geology,
seismicity, and soils within the project area.
Table 3.6-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Impact

Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact GEO-1: Potential Structural
Damage and Injury from Fault Rupture

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-2: Potential Structural
Damage and Injury from
Groundshaking

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-3: Potential Structural
Damage and Injury from Development
on Materials Subject to Liquefaction

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-4: Potential Structural
Damage and Injury from Slope Failure

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-5: Potential Accelerated
Runoff, Erosion, and Sedimentation
from Grading Activities

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-6: Potential Loss of
Topsoil

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-7: Potential Structural
Damage as a Result of Development on
Expansive Soils

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not
required.

Less Than Significant

Impact GEO-8: Construction on Soils
Incapable of Adequately Supporting the
Use of Septic Tanks or Alternative
Wastewater Disposal Systems

No Impact

Mitigation not
required.

No Impact
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Introduction
This section describes the geology and soils of the Union City Intermodal Station
District area and the regulations that cover geologic hazards and practices.
Potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to geology, geologic hazards,
and soils and the mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts are
identified.

Sources of Information
The key sources of data and information used in the preparation of this section
are listed and briefly described below.


Maps and reports by United States Geological Survey (USGS),



Maps and reports by the California Geological Survey (CGS),



Maps and reports by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service (USDA NRCS),



Geotechnical Investigation, Decoto Road Mixed-Use Residential
Development (Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007), and



Union City General Plan. Union City. 2002. Health and Safety Element.
Union City, CA. 2002. City of Union City 2002 General Plan: Policy
Document. Adopted: February 12, 2002. Union City, CA.

Regulatory Setting
Federal
Clean Water Act 402/National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System
The CWA is discussed in detail in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.
However, because CWA Section 402 is directly relevant to excavation, additional
information is provided below.
Amendments in 1987 to the CWA added Section 402p, which establishes a
framework for regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. The
EPA has delegated to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) the
authority for the NPDES program in California, which is implemented by the
state’s nine regional water quality control boards. Under the NPDES Phase II
Rule, construction activity disturbing 1 acre or more must obtain coverage under
the state’s General Construction Permit. General Construction Permit applicants
are required to prepare a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement and maintain Best Management
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Practices (BMPs) to avoid adverse effects on receiving water quality as a result
of construction activities, including earthwork.

State
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
California’s Alquist-Priolo Act (Public Resources Code [PRC] 2621 et seq.),
originally enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act and
renamed in 1994, is intended to reduce the risk to life and property from surface
fault rupture during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits the location of
most types of structures intended for human occupancy across the traces of active
faults and strictly regulates construction in the corridors along active faults
(Earthquake Fault Zones). It also defines criteria for identifying active faults,
giving legal weight to terms such as “active” and establishes a process for
reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to Earthquake Fault Zones.
Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned, and construction along or across
them is strictly regulated if they are “sufficiently active” and “well-defined.” A
fault is considered sufficiently active if one or more of its segments or strands
shows evidence of surface displacement during Holocene time (defined for the
purposes of the Act as within the last 11,000 years). A fault is considered welldefined if its trace can be clearly identified by a trained geologist at the ground
surface or in the shallow subsurface, using standard professional techniques,
criteria, and judgment (Hart and Bryant, 1997).

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (PRC
2690–2699.6) is intended to reduce damage resulting from earthquakes. While
the Alquist-Priolo Act focuses on surface fault rupture, the Seismic Hazards
Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards, including strong
ground shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced landslides. Its provisions
are similar in concept to those of the Alquist-Priolo Act: the state is charged with
identifying and mapping areas at risk of strong ground shaking, liquefaction,
landslides, and other corollary hazards, and cities and counties are required to
regulate development within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones.
Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, permit review is the primary
mechanism for local regulation of development. Specifically, cities and counties
are prohibited from issuing development permits for sites in Seismic Hazard
Zones until appropriate site-specific geologic or geotechnical investigations have
been carried out, and measures to reduce potential damage have been
incorporated into the development plans.
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2007 California Building Standards Code (SBSC)
The State of California’s minimum standards for structural design and
construction are given in the CBSC (CCR Title 24). The CBSC is based on the
UBC (International Code Council, 2006), which is used widely throughout
United States (generally adopted on a state-by-state or district-by-district basis)
and has been modified for California conditions with numerous, more detailed or
more stringent regulations 1. In addition, the City has adopted some local
amendments to CCR Title 24 that will apply to the Proposed Project. The CBSC
requires that “classification of the soil at each building site will be determined
when required by the building official” and that “the classification will be based
on observation and any necessary test of the materials disclosed by borings or
excavations.” In addition, the CBSC states that “the soil classification and
design-bearing capacity will be shown on the (building) plans, unless the
foundation conforms to specified requirements.” The CBSC provides standards
for various aspects of construction, including (i.e., not limited to) excavation,
grading, and earthwork construction; fills and embankments; expansive soils;
foundation investigations; and liquefaction potential and soil strength loss.

Local
Geotechnical Investigations
Local jurisdictions typically regulate construction activities through a multistage
permitting process that may require the preparation of a site-specific geotechnical
investigation. The purpose of a site-specific geotechnical investigation is to
provide a geologic basis for the development of appropriate construction design.
Geotechnical investigations typically assess bedrock and Quaternary geology,
geologic structure, soils, and the previous history of excavation and fill
placement.
The City requires investigations by both registered soils engineers and
engineering geologists prior to issuing building permits or discretionary
approvals (i.e., general plan amendment, rezoning, conditional use permit,
tentative subdivision map, etc.) for any new construction unless waived due to
current existing information and location. Soils engineering reports specifically
address secondary seismic hazards, especially potential for soil liquefaction,
ground shaking, lateral spreading, local subsidence and lurch cracking. All
reports are independently evaluated, on behalf of the City, for completeness and
accuracy.
A site-specific geotechnical investigation 2007 Geotechnical Investigation,
Decoto Road Mixed-Use Residential Development, has been completed for the
project area (Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007). All recommended mitigation

1

Local jurisdictions have the right/responsibility to adopt building codes, and they can choose to use UBC, CBC, or
something similar, although certain aspects of the project would be required to comply with all provisions of the
CBSC.
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measures identified in this report have been included in the Project Impacts and
Mitigation Measures section below.

Local Grading and Erosion Control Ordinances
The Union City Public Works Department is responsible for issuing grading
permits (Union City 2008). Grading permits are required for any project that
involves removal or disturbance of 50 cubic yards of material or more. Besides
the required fee that accompanies the permit, the permit also requires a basic
erosion control plan. Standard conditions in the grading permit include a
description of BMPs similar to those contained in a SWPPP. The only erosion
control ordinance (besides the submittal of an erosion control plan) adopted by
the City is that all earth-moving activities have to occur during the dry period of
the year (i.e., April 15 to October 15).

Union City General Plan
The following goals and policies from the Union City General Plan Health and
Safety Element are applicable to the Proposed Project:
Health and Safety Element
Goal HS-A.1. To protect the public health and safety and minimize the
damage to structures, property, and infrastructure as a result of natural and
manmade hazards.
Policy HS-A.1.1. The City shall evaluate proposed projects and land use policy
decisions based on the environmental hazards identified in this element, its
hazard maps and reports, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps, and hazard maps
prepared by the California Division of Mines & Geology and the Association of
Bay Area Governments.
Policy HS-A.1.3. The City shall maintain information on soil and geologic
hazards in the Planning Area, including maps that identify the locations of known
hazard zones, as reported to the City or available from information published by
State and Federal agencies. This information shall be used by the City to inform
and guide review of proposed development.
Goal HS-B.1. To minimize the risks associated with geologic and soils
hazards in order to protect public health, safety, and property.
Policy HS-B.1.1. The City shall require investigations by both registered soils
engineers and engineering geologists prior to issuing building permits or
discretionary approvals (i.e., general plan amendment, rezoning, conditional use
permit, tentative subdivision map, etc.) for any new construction unless waived
due to current existing information and location. Soils engineering reports shall
specifically address secondary seismic hazards, especially potential for soil
liquefaction, ground shaking, lateral spreading, local subsidence and lurch
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cracking. All such reports shall be independently evaluated, on behalf of the City,
for completeness and accuracy.
a. All development proposals for lands west of Union City Boulevard shall
coordinate with Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District to evaluate the stability of all levees in order to identify potential
hazards and necessary mitigation measures. Such evaluation will be the
responsibility of the applicant(s) to prepare.
b. Soils and geologic engineering reports shall be required for sites within the
"Special Seismic Studies Zone”and lands east of Mission Boulevard to deal
specifically with risks related to primary effects of ground rupture along fault
traces and secondary seismic effects of slope instability and erosion control.
c. For buildings larger than single-family residences, there shall be a soils
report and an engineer-of-record. Contract services for structural review of
plans, when necessary, should be done at the applicant’s expense. Soils
engineer reports shall address secondary seismic hazards, especially potential
for soil liquefaction, lateral spreading and lurch cracking.
Policy HS-B.1.4. The City shall continue to implement updated editions of the
Uniform Building Code published by the International Conference of Building
Officials.
Policy HS-B.1.5. All environmental analyses submitted to the City under the
California Environmental Quality Act in support of development proposals shall
include sections evaluating seismic and geologic hazards.
Policy HS-B.1.7. The City shall not develop any lands which are found to contain
potential geologic or seismic hazards defined as an "unacceptable risk.” An
unacceptable risk is a level of risk above which specific action by government is
deemed to be necessary to protect life and property.
Policy HS-B.1.8. The City shall not extend utility service lines and streets across
known or suspected active fault traces or active or historic slide planes. The City
may permit exceptions when special engineering practices or techniques are
employed that ensure that the extension can remain operational after a disaster.
Policy HS-B.1.9. The City shall require all structures designed for human
occupancy in high risk areas and all critical structures throughout the city to meet
local and State-applied code regulations.

Environmental Setting
This section discusses the existing conditions related to geology, seismicity, and
soils in the project area.
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Geology and Topography
Union City is situated at the foot of the East Bay Hills uplift, with the eastern
edge of the city located in the hills, east of the Hayward fault. Most of the city,
including the project area, is located on the alluvial valley floor.
Geologically, the basement rocks underneath the project area consist of Upper
Jurassic- Lower Cretaceous Franciscan Complex. The Franciscan Complex
consists of an assemblage of serpentinized ultramafic rock, chert, limestone,
metagraywacke, sandstone, shale, conglomerate, and greenstone. On top of this
assemblage are undivided Tertiary marine sedimentary rocks of the Great Valley
sequence. On the surface is older (i.e., Pleistocene) alluvium. These dissected,
unconsolidated stream and basin deposits range in size from clay to boulder
(Wagner et al., 1991). Elevations range from approximately 47 to 60 feet.
Topography of the project area is nearly level, and slopes gently to the south.

Seismicity
There are a number of active faults in the vicinity of the project area. Alameda
County, as well as the San Francisco Bay Area as a whole, is located in one of
the most seismically active regions in the United States. Major earthquakes have
occurred in the vicinity of the project area in the past and can be expected to
occur again in the near future. The 2002 Working Group on California
Earthquake Probabilities estimated that there is a 62 percent probability of at
least one magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake to occur on one of the major faults
within the San Francisco Bay region before 2030 (US Geological Survey
Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities Report, 2003).
Furthermore, in a previous study, it determined that there is a 30 percent chance
of one or more magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquakes occurring somewhere along
the Calaveras, Concord, Green Valley, Mount Diablo Thrust, or Greenville faults
before 2030, faults very close to the project area (US Geological Survey 1999).
Seismic hazards are earthquake fault ground rupture and ground shaking
(primary hazards) and liquefaction and earthquake-induced slope failure
(secondary hazards), discussed below. Groundshaking is the most significant
earthquake-related hazard within the project area.

Fault Rupture Hazard
The project area is not located within a State-designated Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. No known surface expression of fault traces is known to
cross the project area (Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007; Hart and Bryant, 1997;
International Conference of Building Officials, 1997; Jennings, 1994).

Ground-Shaking Hazard
The measurement of the energy released at the point of origin, or epicenter, of an
earthquake is referred to as the magnitude, which is generally expressed in the
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Richter Magnitude Scale or as moment magnitude. The scale used in the Richter
Magnitude Scale is logarithmic so that each successively higher Richter
magnitude reflects an increase in the energy of an earthquake of about 31.5
times. Moment magnitude is the estimation of an earthquake magnitude by using
seismic moment, which is a measure of an earthquake size utilizing rock rigidity,
amount of slip, and area of rupture.
The greater the energy released from the fault rupture, the higher the magnitude
of the earthquake 2. Earthquake energy is most intense at the fault epicenter; the
farther an area from an earthquake epicenter, the less likely that ground shaking
will occur there. Geologic and soil units comprising unconsolidated, clay-free
sands and silts can reach unstable conditions during ground shaking, which can
result in extensive damage to structures built on them (see Liquefaction Hazard
below).
The project area is located in a region of California characterized by locally high
historical seismic activity. The CBC and the State of California recognize a series
of active seismic sources in the project area vicinity (International Code Council
2006, CBC 2007,; Hart and Bryant, 1997), described below.
Active faults that present a significant ground-shaking risk include the Hayward
Fault (proper), located 0.6 miles east and northeast of the project area; the
Calaveras Fault, located approximately 7 miles east and northeast of the project
area; and the Hayward Fault (southeast extension), located 11 miles east and
southeast of the project area (Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007). All of these faults
are seismic source type A faults within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones
(Hart and Bryant, 1997).

2

Ground shaking is described by two methods: ground acceleration as a fraction of the acceleration of gravity (g)
or the Modified Mercalli scale, which is a more descriptive method involving 12 levels of intensity denoted by
Roman numerals. Modified Mercalli intensities range from I (shaking that is not felt) to XII (total damage).
The intensity of ground shaking that would occur in the project area as a result of an earthquake is partly related to
the size of the earthquake, its distance from the project area, and the response of the geologic materials within the
project area. As a rule, the earthquake magnitude and the closer the fault rupture to the site, the greater the
intensity of ground shaking. When various earthquake scenarios are considered, ground-shaking intensities will
reflect both the effects of strong ground accelerations and the consequences of ground failure. The potential for a
large-magnitude seismic event to occur in the project vicinity is expressed in terms of the Maximum Credible
Earthquake (MCE), the largest earthquake with the potential to occur on a given fault.
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Table 3.6-2. California Building Code (CBC) Classification, Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE), and
Recurrence Interval for Principal Active Faults in Project Area

Fault

UBC Seismic
Source Type*

MCE Magnitude

MCE Recurrence Interval

San Andreas

A

7.0–7.9a

210–400 years a

Hayward

A

Entire fault: 7.1a

Entire fault: 330 years a

Southern segment: 6.5a–6.9c

Southern segment: 161c–167 b years

Ortigalita

B

6.5–6.75b, 6.9a

2,000–5,000 years b

Calaveras (northern)

A

6.8a

187 years c

Greenville

B

6.9a

Southern segment: 623 years c
Northern segment: 644 years c

* The CBC defines active seismic sources as faults “that have evidence of Holocene displacement (last 11,000
years), are exposed at the ground surface, [and] have reported slip rates greater than about 0.1 mm per year”
(International Conference of Building Officials, 1997). Type A seismic sources are faults that are “capable of
producing large magnitude events and that have a high rate of seismic activity.” Type B seismic sources have a
lesser but still substantial maximum moment magnitude and slip rate.
Sources:
a
International Conference of Building Officials, 1997.
b
Anderson et al., 1982.
c
U.S. Geological Survey Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, 2003 and 2007.

There are additional active faults 20 to 50 miles away from the project area,
including the San Andreas Fault, a seismic source type A fault. As seen with
damage in San Francisco and Oakland due to the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake
that was centered about 50 miles south, significant damage can occur at
considerable distances. Higher levels of shaking and damage would be expected
for earthquakes occurring at closer distances.
Furthermore, buried thrust faults and inferred faults are located near the Project
Area. These faults are not officially recognized yet by the State of California or
the UBC, but they are potential seismic sources. For example, recent research
suggests that the Mount Diablo fault system (referred to as the Mount Diablo
Thrust) is a complex active thrust system with some blind strands and likely
poses a substantial seismic hazard (Sawyer, 1999; Unruh, 2000; Sawyer and
Unruh, 2004). Accordingly, the seismic hazards for the Project Area are affected
by both the San Andreas fault system and these buried thrust faults and inferred
faults. The buried thrust faults and inferred thrust faults are not listed in AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zones because they do not have surface ruptures and are
not officially recognized.
Based on existing published data on officially recognized faults, the following
faults are considered to have the greatest potential to impact the project area: the
Hayward Fault (proper); the Calaveras Fault; and the Hayward Fault (southeast
extension) (Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007).

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.6-9

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.6 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Estimates of Earthquake Shaking
The CGS maintains a web-based computer model that estimates probabilistic
seismic ground motions for any location within California. The computer model
estimates the “Design Basis Earthquake” ground motion, which is defined as the
Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) with a 10 percent chance of exceedance in 50
years (475-year return period). For an alluvial soil type, the estimated PGA for
the project area is approximately 0.69g, thus indicating that the ground-shaking
hazard in the project area is high (Cao et al., 2003; California Geological Survey,
2003a; Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007).

Liquefaction and Related Hazards
Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which the strength and stiffness of
unconsolidated sediments are reduced by earthquake shaking or other rapid
loading. Poorly consolidated, water-saturated fine sands and silts having low
plasticity and located within 50 feet of the ground surface are typically
considered to be the most susceptible to liquefaction. Soils and sediments that are
not water-saturated and that consist of coarser or finer materials are generally less
susceptible to liquefaction. Geologic age also influences the potential for
liquefaction. Sediments deposited within the past few thousand years are
generally much more susceptible to liquefaction than older Holocene sediments;
Pleistocene sediments are even more resistant; and pre-Pleistocene sediments are
generally immune to liquefaction (California Division of Mines and Geology,
1997).
The State of California maps seismic hazards statewide. These maps assist cities
and counties in fulfilling their responsibilities for protecting the public safety
from the effects of earthquake-triggered ground failure as required by the
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Based on the final map for the Newark
Quadrangle, the site is not located within a State of California Seismic Hazard
Zone for liquefaction (California Geological Survey, 2003b). Liquefaction
susceptibility maps compiled by the USGS (Wentworth et al., 2000) and ABAG
(ABAG, 2005) also verify that Union City is not highly susceptible to
liquefaction.
As determined by Cornerstone Earth Group, some discontinuous sandy and silty
lenses underlying the project area theoretically can liquefy. However, because
these lenses are relatively thin, potential settlement due to liquefaction would be
minimal (less than 0.25 inch). Based on Cornerstone Earth Group’s analysis and
engineering judgment, the potential for impact to the development due to
liquefaction is low.
Two potential ground failure types associated with liquefaction in the region are
lateral spreading and differential settlement (Association of Bay Area
Governments, 2001). Lateral spreading involves a layer of ground at the surface
being carried on an underlying layer of liquefied material over a gently sloping
surface toward a river channel or other free face. The project site is located on
relatively flat topography, and there are no free faces within close proximity of
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the project area where lateral spreading could occur; therefore, the potential for
lateral spreading to affect the project area is considered low (Cornerstone Earth
Group, 2007).
Another common hazard in the region is differential settlement (also called
ground settlement and, in extreme cases, ground collapse) as soil compacts and
consolidates after the ground shaking ceases. Differential settlement is usually,
but not always, related to liquefaction. Differential settlement may occur when
the layers that liquefy are not of uniform thickness, a common problem when the
liquefaction occurs in artificial fills. Settlement can range from 1 to 5 percent,
depending on the cohesiveness of the sediments (Tokimatsu and Seed, 1984).
Limited field and laboratory data is available regarding ground deformation due
to settlement in the project area; however, in clean sand layers settlement on the
order of 2 to 3 percent of the liquefied layer thickness can occur. As described
above, soils most susceptible to liquefaction are loose, non-cohesive soils that are
saturated and are bedded with poor drainage, such as sand and silt layers bedded
with a cohesive cap. Accordingly, differential settlement is not expected to be a
significant hazard in the project area (Cornerstone Earth Group, 2007).

Seismically-Induced Ground Failure and General Slope
Stability
The existing potential for landslides (both seismically and non-seismically
induced) in the project area is expected to be low because the topography is
virtually flat and surface elevations are generally uniform, varying from
approximately 47 to 60 feet across the area. Based on a review of aerial
photographs and site reconnaissance, the project area is not located in a landslide
runout zone.

Soils
According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey
(Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2008) and the Soil Survey of Alameda
County, California, Western Part (Welch, 1981), the project area includes two
soil map units:


Rincon clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes—occupies approximately 94 percent
(approximately 8.5 acres) of the project area. Typically, the surface layer is
grayish brown and dark grayish brown neutral clay loam about 16 inches
thick. The subsoil extends to a depth of 52 inches. It is dark grayish brown,
neutral heavy clay loam in the upper part, and brown, neutral and mildly
alkaline clay in the lower part. The substratum is yellowish brown,
calcareous clay loam and extends to a depth of 60 inches or more. Its parent
material consists of alluvium derived from sedimentary rock. It is welldrained, has a slight hazard of erosion. It is highly expansive.



Clear Lake clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes, drained—occupies approximately 6
percent (approximately 0.5 acre) of the project area. Typically, the surface
layer is very dark gray, neutral and moderately alkaline clay about 37 inches

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.6-11

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.6 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

thick. The underlying material is calcareous, dark gray and grayish brown
clay and silty clay to a depth of 60 inches or more. Its parent material
consists of alluvium derived from sedimentary rock. It is poorly-drained and
has no hazard of erosion. It is highly expansive.
Based on field exploration and review of available data, the site is generally
underlain by undocumented fill material (resulting from the remediation actions)
and highly variable interbedded alluvial soils. Where undisturbed, subsurface
materials are dominated by clayey soils. Surficial fills were encountered in
several borings to depths of 1 to 4 feet; they appear to be derived from the native
soils. Near-surface native soils generally consist of highly plastic clays from 4 to
16 feet in depth, which are underlain by lean silty clays interbedded with
occasional lenses of silt and sand to depths of 30 to 70 feet, with very dense sand
layers encountered generally below a depth of 50 feet (Cornerstone Earth Group,
2007).
According to Cornerstone Earth Group, remnants of past developments,
including concrete pads, foundations, wood debris, and other materials are
scattered across the project area. At the time of their site reconnaissance, several
portable structures and storage containers were located toward the western end of
the project area near Decoto Road. Soil stockpiles were being placed near the
center of the project area. Soils from the stockpiles appeared to have been
generated from nearby construction projects. A site access road running generally
in a northwest-southeast direction was located along the northeast site boundary.
Accordingly, much of the surface soil (and a majority of the subsurface soil to a
depth of approximately 4 feet) has been removed and/or modified.

Impact Analysis
Methods
Evaluation of the geology and soils impacts in this section is based on the results
of technical maps, reports, and other documents that describe the geologic,
seismic, and soil conditions of the project area, and on professional judgment.
The analysis assumes that the project applicants will conform to the latest CBSC
standards, Union City General Plan policies, Union City grading ordinance, and
NPDES requirements. This analysis also assumes the Proposed Project Applicant
will conform to all recommended mitigation measures in Cornerstone Earth
Group’s 2007 Geotechnical Investigation, Decoto Road Mixed-Use Residential
Development.

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to geology, seismicity, and soils was
considered significant under CEQA if it would result in any of the following
environmental effects, which are based on current standards of professional
practice and State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).
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expose people or structures to increased risk from 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;



expose people or structures to increased risk related to strong seismic ground
shaking;



expose people or structures to increased risk related to seismically induced
ground failure, including liquefaction;



expose people or structures to increased risk of landslides or other slope
failure;



result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;



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 an onsite or offsite
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; or



be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC
(International Conference of Building Officials, 1997), creating substantial
risks to life or property; or



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.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact GEO-1: Potential Structural Damage and Injury
from Fault Rupture
Fault rupture has the potential to compromise the structural integrity of proposed
new facilities and cause injury to construction workers and residents. However,
based on available knowledge of fault locations, the risk of surface fault rupture
in the project area is generally low because of its distance to active faults—no
known faults or faults suspected to be active cross the site (Cornerstone Earth
Group, 2007). Therefore, because of the low hazard of surface fault rupture, this
impact is considered to be less than significant.

Impact GEO-2: Potential Structural Damage and Injury
from Groundshaking
A large earthquake on a nearby fault could cause strong ground shaking in the
project area, which in turn could increase the risk of structural loss, injury, or
death. However, as part of the design process described above, the Proposed
Project Applicants are required to implement CBSC standards (or applicable
building code standards in effect at the time of building permit issuance) into the
project design for applicable features to minimize the potential ground shaking
hazards on associated project features. Therefore, assuming implementation of
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CBSC standards to reduce the potential for ground shaking hazards, this impact
is considered less than significant.

Impact GEO-3: Potential Structural Damage and Injury
from Development on Materials Subject to Liquefaction
and Other Types of Seismically Induced Ground Failure
Liquefaction and related hazards such as lateral spreading and differential
settlement have the potential to compromise the structural integrity of proposed
new facilities and cause injury to construction workers and residents. However,
liquefaction susceptibility maps compiled by the CGS, USGS, and ABAG
suggest that the project area is not highly susceptible to liquefaction. Site-specific
evaluation by Cornerstone Earth Group confirms a low risk of liquefaction and
other types of seismically induce ground failure. Therefore, impacts related to
seismically induced ground failure are considered less than significant.

Impact GEO-4: Potential Structural Damage and Injury
from Slope Failure
The existing potential for landslides (both seismically and non-seismically
induced) in the project area is expected to be low because the topography is
virtually flat and surface elevations are generally uniform. The project area is not
located in a landslide runout zone.
Per recommendation of Cornerstone Earth Group, the contractor will be
responsible for maintaining all temporary slopes and providing temporary
shoring where required. Temporary shoring, bracing, and cuts/fills should be
performed in accordance with the strictest government safety standards. On a
preliminary basis, the upper 30 feet at the site may be classified as OSHA Type C
materials. A Cornerstone representative should be retained to confirm the
preliminary site classification. Recommended soil parameters for temporary
shoring are provided in the “Temporary Shoring” section of the Cornerstone
Report Therefore, with implementation of measures including maintenance of
slopes and temporary shoring where required, impacts related to structural
damage and injury from slope failure is considered to be less than significant.

Impact GEO-5: Potential Accelerated Runoff, Erosion, and
Sedimentation from Grading Activities
Grading, excavation, removal of vegetation cover, and loading activities
associated with construction could temporarily increase erosion and
sedimentation. Construction activities also could result in soil compaction and
wind erosion effects that could adversely affect soils and reduce the revegetation
potential at the construction sites and staging areas.
However, as previously discussed in this section and the Hydrology and Water
Quality section, a SWPPP will be developed by a qualified engineer or erosion
control specialist and implemented before construction. The SWPPP will be kept
on-site during construction activity and will be made available upon request to
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representatives of the RWQCB. The objectives of the SWPPP will be to: (1)
identify pollutant sources that may affect the quality of stormwater associated
with construction activity; and (2) identify, construct, and implement stormwater
pollution prevention measures to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges
during and after construction. Therefore, the SWPPP will include a description of
potential pollutants, the management of dredged sediments, and hazardous
materials present on the site during construction (including vehicle and
equipment fuels). The SWPPP also will include details of how the sediment and
erosion control practices, referred to as Best Management Practices (BMPs),
would be implemented. Therefore, with implementation of the measures and
BMPs included in the SWPPP, impacts related to runoff, erosion, and
sedimentation are considered less than significant.

Impact GEO-6: Potential Loss of Topsoil
Ground-disturbing activities such as grading, excavation, removal of vegetation
cover, and loading are expected to result in the removal or loss of topsoil in the
project area. Per recommendation of Cornerstone Earth Group, surface
vegetation and topsoil should be stripped to a sufficient depth to remove all
material greater than 3 percent organic content by weight. Therefore, because
surface soils in the project area are already mostly disturbed and no topsoil is
present, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

Impact GEO-7: Potential Structural Damage as a Result of
Development on Expansive Soils
The soil units in the project area have been identified as having high shrink-swell
potential. Expansive soils have the potential to compromise the structural
integrity of proposed new facilities. However, as part of the design process
described above, the Proposed Project Applicants are required to implement
CBSC standards (or applicable building code standards in effect at the time of
building permit issuance) into the project design for applicable features to
minimize the potential shrink-swell hazards on associated project features.
Therefore, because the project will be built in compliance with CBSC standards,
impacts from expansive soils are considered to be less than significant.

Impact GEO-8: Construction on Soils Incapable of
Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or
Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems
The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. The Project would be connected to the local wastewater sewer
system. Therefore, there are no impacts related to septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems.
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Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project related to geology, seismicity, and
soils are limited to the project area. Although the Proposed Project would result
in the addition of residents and visitors to the project area, potentially exposing
them to a geologic or seismic event, the risk would be no greater than in other
areas of the Bay Area. The Proposed Project would include new construction
compliant with current seismic safety standards per the CBC, which would be a
beneficial impact compared to occupation in older structures. Therefore, the
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative geology, seismicity, and soils
impacts are less than significant.
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Summary
Table 3.7-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project. As shown in Table 3.7-1, the Proposed Project would have
some significant adverse impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials
within the project area. With the implementation of the mitigation measures
described within this section, all of the impacts listed, except one would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels. One impact, related to potential accidents
at a neighboring industrial facility, is considered significant and unavoidable.
Table 3.7-1. Summary of Significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts

Impact
Impact HAZ-1: Upset and
Accident Conditions Involving
the Release of Hazardous
Materials into the Environment
at the Project site

Level of Significance
before Mitigation
Potentially Significant
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a:
Follow the Union City Fire
Department and Other
Guidelines for Storage and
Handling of Hazardous
Materials
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b:
Immediately Contain Spills,
Excavate Spill-Contaminated
Soil, and Disposal at an
Approved Facility
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c:
Develop and Implement
Plans to Reduce Exposure of
People and the Environment
to Hazardous Conditions
During Construction
Activities

Level of Significance
after Mitigation
Less than Significant
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Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HAZ-2: Fire and
Explosion Risk Due to
Proximity to the Air Liquide
Facility

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a:
Develop and Implement a
Site-Specific Emergency
Response Plan for the Project
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b:
Require Safety Glass for
Portions of the Project at Risk
of Overpressure Greater than
1 psi

Impact HAZ-3: Hazardous
Emissions or Hazardous
Materials, Substances, or Waste
Handling Within One-Quarter
Mile of a School

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

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

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

Impact HAZ-5: Routine
Transport, Use, or Disposal of
Hazardous Materials

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

Less than Significant

Impact HAZ-6: Interference
with an Adopted Emergency
Response Plan or Emergency
Evacuation Plan

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure HAZ-6:
Provide an Evacuation Route
through the Project Site

Less than Significant

Significant and
Unavoidable

Introduction
This section presents the existing setting and potential impacts related to hazards
and hazardous materials associated with the proposed project. The Setting section
below includes a definition of hazardous materials and waste, an overview of the
most relevant hazardous materials regulations that are applicable to the project
area, a description of general environmental conditions in the project area with
respect to the presence of hazardous materials and wastes, and a general
description of hazardous building materials likely to be present within the project
area. Based on this information, impacts of the Proposed Project associated with
hazardous materials are identified.

Sources of Information
The key sources of data and information used in the preparation of this section
are listed and briefly described below.


Department of Toxic Substances Control final determination letter to Pacific
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) dated June 30, 2003.
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Final Remedial Action Completion Report for PG&E Decoto Pipeyard at
1100 Decoto Road, dated June 25, 2003.



USEPA 1998. Risk Management Program Guidance for Offsite
Consequences Analysis. United States Office of Solid Waste EPA 550-B-99009. Environmental Protection and Emergency Response April 1999.
Agency (5104) www.epa.gov/ceppo/



USEPA. RMP*Comp. Version 1.07. Offsite consequences analysis software.
No date.



Air Liquide America LP, Risk Management Plan. 2007. Prepared August 13.
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Environmental Setting
Hazardous wastes are defined in the California Code of Regulations Title 22,
Sections 66260 through 66261.10. As defined in Title 22, hazardous wastes are
grouped into four general categories:


toxic (causes human health effects);



ignitable (has the ability to burn);



corrosive (causes severe burns or damages materials); or



reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gasses).

Hazardous materials as defined in the California Health and Safety Code
§25501(o) are: “any material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or
physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential
hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the
workplace or the environment. "Hazardous materials" include, but are not limited
to, hazardous substances, hazardous waste, and any material that a handler or the
administering agency has a reasonable basis for believing that it would be
injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if
released into the workplace or the environment.
In general, discarded, abandoned, or inherently waste-like hazardous materials
are referred to as hazardous wastes. A hazardous material or waste can be present
in liquid, semi-solid, solid, or gaseous form.
This section describes general environmental conditions in terms of potential
sources of hazardous materials or wastes in soil or groundwater in the project
area. The discussion of environmental conditions is based primarily on
information from a Final Remedial Action Completion Report (FRAC)
completed by SECOR International on behalf of PG&E in 2003. The
environmental conditions documented in these reports provide a historical
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background and overview of the project area to assess general types of potential
impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence.

Site History
The Station District site is an approximately 30-acre property that was a steel gas
pipe storage and handling yard for PG&E since the early 1950’s. The site appears
to have been vacant and/or in agricultural use prior to the 1950’s. PG&E’s site
activities included storage and preparing steel gas pipe for future use. Pipe
preparation included blasting rust off the pipe (using steel shot), coating the pipe
exterior with tar, and wrapping the pipe with plastic prior to installation at other
locations. Pipe welding also occurred at the site. Pipe blasting, coating, and
wrapping activities were discontinued in the early 1990’s. Since then, the site
was used for storage and distribution of unused natural gas pipe and various other
utility related equipment and materials.
PG&E also stored transformers and capacitors, and received and transferred
PCB-containing equipment from other PG&E facilities pursuant to a hazardous
waste facility permit issued on March 9, 1983 by the Department of Health
Services (DSH), which was DTSC’s predecessor agency. In 1984, PG&E
terminated operations associated with materials containing or likely to contain
PCBs and initiated facility closure procedures. Several locations within a
maintenance building were found to contain PCB contamination as well as a
bermed area for cleaning materials and equipment, and a covered work area
south of the maintenance building. After cleaning, only the bermed area was still
determined to be contaminated. The area was sealed with an epoxy sealant and
monitored for several years. On March 7, 1988, DHS stated in a letter that the
facility was officially closed contingent upon PG&E’s continued monitoring and
if necessary, resealing of monitoring areas in accordance with the California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) program.
Consequently, on January 5, 1990, DHS officially clean closed the facility and
the permit was no longer in effect.
The Feasibility Study/Remedial Action Plan prepared for the Site and approved
on September 2, 2002 required that soil and concrete containing excess levels of
contamination for certain contaminants be excavated and disposed of at an
approved off-site facility.
Remedial actions were initiated in September 2002 and completed in May 2003.
In total, approximately 60,000 cubic yards of soil were excavated and removed
from the site for off-site disposal. Confirmation samples have shown that all
remediation goals were met and that the site is appropriate for unrestricted land
use.

Surrounding Areas
The approximately 6-acre Proposed Project site is surrounded by residential
subdivisions, Union City BART, Charles F. Kennedy Park, an Air Liquide
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facility, a PG&E Substation, Niles and Oakland UPRR track Subdivisions, and
commercial and industrial land uses.
The housing subdivisions are south and southwest of the site. The Union City
BART station is southwest of the site and Charles F. Kennedy Park is west.
Adjacent to the Union City BART station, across Union Square, is a mall that
includes a Rite Aid, Safeway, Dollar Tree, and other miscellaneous commercial
businesses. The Niles Subdivision is northeast and the Oakland Subdivision to
the southwest of the project site. The Air Liquide facility and the PG&E
Substation are located north of the Niles Subdivision and north of the project site
along Decoto Road.

Air Liquide Facility
The Air Liquide facility owned by Air Liquide America is compressed gas and
cryogenic liquid (refrigerated, liquefied gas with a low boiling point) gas
transfilling facility and acetylene gas manufacturing and filling facility. The
hazardous materials stored on site include gases: argon (gas and liquid), liquid
carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, helium (gas and liquid), hydrogen (gas and
liquid), methane, nitrogen (gas and liquid), liquid nitrous oxide, oxygen (gas and
liquid), liquid propane, propylene, sulfur hexafluoride; liquids – acetone and
ethylene glycol, and solids: calcium carbide, calcium chloride and calcium
hydroxide. The manufacturing and handling of acetylene and the handling of
hydrogen involve the potential of fire and explosion due to accident conditions.
The facility has prepared a Risk Management Plan (RMP) per compliance with
Union City Municipal Code (see description below) (Air Liquide America LP,
2007). The latest version of the RMP, on file with the City, describes the
industrial processes of the facility and associated fire and explosion for worstcase and less than worst-case scenarios.

PG&E Substation
This electrical power substation provides electrical power for the cities of
Fremont and Union City. Hazardous materials on-site include batteries for
backup power, non-flammable compressed gases and insulating oil containing
low-levels of PCBs containing insulating oil in the transformers (PG & E 2009).
The site does not generate hazardous waste or contain aboveground or
underground storage tanks according to PG&E (PG&E 2009).

Regulatory Setting
Federal
The principal federal regulatory agency that regulates exposure to hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes is the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
The two key federal regulations pertaining to hazardous materials and wastes are
described below.
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
The RCRA enables the EPA to administer a regulatory program that extends
from the manufacturing of hazardous materials to their disposal, regulating the
generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste at
all facilities and sites in the nation. This responsibility has been delegated to the
State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), who in turn
has delegated administration to Certified Unified Program Agencies
(CUPAs).The City was certified to be a CUPA in 1997.

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
The CERCLA, also known as Superfund, was passed to facilitate the cleanup of
the nation's toxic-waste sites. In 1986, the CERCLA was amended by the
Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Title III (community
right-to-know laws), which states that past and present owners of land
contaminated with hazardous substances can be held liable for the entire cost of
the cleanup, even if the material was dumped illegally when the property was
under different ownership.
Other applicable federal regulations are contained primarily in Titles 29, 40, and
49 of the CFR.

State
In California, state regulations are equal to or more stringent than federal
regulations. The state has been granted primary oversight responsibility by the
EPA to administer and enforce hazardous waste management programs. State
regulations have detailed planning and management requirements to ensure that
hazardous materials and wastes are handled, stored, and disposed of properly to
reduce risks to human health and the environment. Several key laws pertaining to
hazardous materials and wastes are discussed below.

Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and
Inventory Act
This act, also known as the Hazardous Materials Business Plan Act, requires
businesses using hazardous materials over threshold amounts to prepare a plan
that describes their facilities, inventories, emergency response plans, and training
programs. Hazardous materials are defined as raw or unused materials that are
part of a process or manufacturing step and not considered hazardous wastes.
Health concerns pertaining to the release of hazardous materials, however, are
similar to those relating to hazardous wastes.
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Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA)
The Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA) created the State Hazardous Waste
Management Program, which is similar to, but more stringent than, the federal
RCRA program. The HWCA is implemented by regulations contained in Title 26
of the CCR, which describes requirements for the proper management of
hazardous wastes, including criteria for:


identification and classification;



generation and transportation;



design and permitting of recycling, treatment, storage, and disposal facilities;



treatment standards;



operation of facilities and staff training; and



closure of facilities and liability requirements.

These regulations list more than 800 potentially hazardous materials and
establish criteria for identifying, packaging, and disposing of such wastes. Under
the HWCA and Title 26, the generator of hazardous waste must complete a
manifest that accompanies the waste from the generator to the transporter to the
ultimate disposal location. Copies of the manifest must be filed with the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control.

California Codes (i.e., Fire, Building, etc.)
The California Fire Code (CFC) regulates the site’s storage and use of hazardous
materials at commercial and industrial facilities by requiring permits for use and
installation of equipment utilizing hazardous materials. The CFC states the
quantity of materials that can be stored and when additional protective measures
are required to mitigate a hazard. The California Building Code (CBC) regulates
how protective measures within a structure will be built and/or implemented.

Emergency Services Act
Under the Emergency Services Act, the state developed an emergency response
plan to coordinate emergency services provided by federal, state, and local
agencies. Quick response to incidents involving hazardous materials or hazardous
waste is a key part of the plan, which is administered by the California
Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA). Cal EMA coordinates the
responses of other agencies, including the EPA, the California Highway Patrol,
Regional Water Quality Control Boards, air quality management districts, and
county disaster response offices. All releases or potential releases of hazardous
materials must be reported to the California State Warning Center at (800) 8527550.
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California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration Standards
Worker exposure to contaminated soils, vapors that could be inhaled, or
groundwater containing hazardous constituents would be subject to monitoring
and personal safety equipment requirements established in Title 8 of Cal-OSHA
regulations. The primary intent of the Title 8 requirements is to protect workers,
but compliance with some of these regulations would also reduce potential
hazards to non-construction workers and project area occupants because required
controls related to site monitoring, reporting, and other activities would be in
place.

Other Laws and Regulations
Other laws pertaining to hazardous materials include the Safe Drinking Water
and Toxic Enforcement Act (Proposition 65) and the California Government
Code, Section 2.65962.5, which require the Office of Permit Assistance to
compile a list of potentially contaminated sites throughout the state.

Local
CUPAs
Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs), such as Union City, are
authorized to carry out the various hazardous materials regulatory programs
administered by the State of California and/or Federal government. This
designation allows the City to have local control over hazardous materials
programs and streamlines hazardous materials programs – providing a single
point of contact for permitting, billing, and inspections. The Environmental
Programs Division (UCEPD) of the City’s Economic and Community
Development Department is responsible for the safe management of hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes within the City. Programs that are administered
by the City include: Hazardous Materials Business Plan. Hazardous Waste
Generator Program, Underground Storage Tank Program, Aboveground Storage
Tank Program, Risk Management Plan/California Accidental Release Program,
and the Clean Water Program. 1.

Union City General Plan
The Union City General Plan provides the following goals and objectives related
to hazards and hazardous materials, which apply to the Proposed Project:
Goal HS-G.1: To protect the public health and safety by reducing the use,
storage, and disposal of toxic hazardous substances.

1

http://www.union-city.ca.us/commdev/environmental%20programs.html
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Policy HS-G.1.1 The City shall strictly control the use, storage and transport of
toxic, explosive or other hazardous materials and wastes at facilities within
Union City.
Policy HS-G.1.2 The City shall limit locations of hazardous materials storage and
use to those areas where potential accidents will not cause undue risk to people
and property, and where effective emergency response can be provided. Actions,
as found appropriate, shall include the prohibition of certain hazardous materials,
combinations of materials or quantities of materials in particular land use areas
and/or facilities. This shall be accomplished during the facility review, permitting
and site development review processes.
Policy HS-G.1.3 Where potential for contamination exists or for critical facilities
and/or uses, the City shall require an Applicant for new development to prepare a
Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment.
The property owner shall:
a. Provide appropriate notification to the City, and any additional responsible
agencies concerning the source(s) of any contaminate(s) found and their
extent.
b. Remediate all environmental hazards and contamination to the most stringent
requirements of Federal, State and local law, code or practice.
Policy HS-G.1.4 The City shall monitor the transportation of hazardous materials
within the city limits.
Policy HS-G.1.5 The City shall encourage the appropriate county and state
agencies to monitor and respond promptly to questions and/or complaints
regarding possible public health threats related to environmental hazards.

Union City Municipal Code
Chapter 15.20.180, Section 2701.5.2 of the Union City Municipal Codes
provides that if the Fire Chief, or his authorized representative, determines
that a facility poses a significant likelihood of risk to public health and safety
or the environment, whether or not the facility handles acutely hazardous
materials, the Fire Chief can require at the expense of the owner or operator
that the facility manager prepare a Risk Management and Prevention Plan in
accordance with the California Prevention Program. This requirement is
relevant to the adjacent Air Liquide facility.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section describes the impact analysis relating to hazards and hazardous
materials for the proposed project. It describes the methods used to determine the
impacts of the project and lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact
would be significant. Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce,
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eliminate, or compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact
discussion.

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to hazardous substances and materials was
considered significant under CEQA if it would result in any of the following
environmental effects, which are based on professional practice and State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).


create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous substances into the environment;



emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or
proposed school;



be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment;



create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous substances; or



impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact HAZ-1: Upset and Accident Conditions Involving
the Release of Hazardous Materials into the Environment
at the Project site (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Although construction of the Proposed Project would require excavation and
movement of large quantities of soils, the Final Remedial Action Completion
Report and subsequent letter regarding the project site (2003) indicated that
hazardous materials conditions on the site from the prior use of the site have been
satisfactorily cleared. Subsequent testing of soil samples from the parcel
indicated that there are no excessive levels of contamination on the site that
would create a hazard to the public or the environment (Department of Toxic
Substances Control 2003).
Construction of the Proposed Project could expose construction workers, the
public or the environment to hazardous materials through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment. Small quantities of potentially toxic substances (e.g., petroleum
and other chemicals used to operate and maintain construction equipment) would
be used and disposed of at the project site and transported to and from the site
during construction. Accidental releases of small quantities of these substances
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could contaminate soils and degrade the quality of surface water and
groundwater, resulting in a public safety hazard.
In addition, if there are utility lines located underground on the project site, this
could present a potential hazard to construction workers during excavation and
construction.
This impact is potentially significant. Implementation of the Mitigation Measures
HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, described below, would reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level. Mitigation measures included in Section 3.2, Air Quality, which
require construction emission control measures, and in Section 3.12, Public
Services Utilities, and Recreation, which outline procedures to avoid
unintentional utility service disruptions during construction, would also
contribute to the reduction of Impact HAZ-1.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Follow the Alameda County Fire
Department and Other Guidelines for Storage and Handling of
Hazardous Materials and City of Union City Environmental Programs
To minimize the potential for an accidental release of hazardous materials, the
City shall require that contractors transport, store, and handle hazardous materials
required for construction in a manner consistent with relevant regulations and
guidelines, including those recommended and enforced by the Alameda County
Fire Department and Union City Environmental Programs during the duration of
project.
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 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.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c: Develop and Implement Plans to
Reduce Exposure of People and the Environment to Hazardous
Conditions During Construction Activities
Prior to beginning construction, the City will require the Applicant to develop
plans to prevent the pollution of surface water and groundwater and to promote
the health and safety of workers and other people in the project vicinity prior to
the beginning of project. These programs shall include an operation and
maintenance plan, a site-specific Health and Safety plan, and a fire prevention
plan, in addition to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) required
for storm water impacts. In addition, the City will require the Applicant to
develop a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) that discloses basic
information on the type, quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials stored,
used, or disposed of (as defined by Chapter 6.95 of the Health and Safety Code).
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The programs are required by law and shall require approval by several
responsible agencies. Required approvals are as follows:


the SWPPP shall be approved by the Union City Department of Public
Works;



the site-specific safety plan and the operations and maintenance plan shall be
approved by Union City Environmental Programs Division;



the fire safety plan shall be approved by the Alameda County Fire
Department; and



the HMBP shall be approved by the Union City Environmental Programs
Division.

Finally, the City shall require the Applicant and its designated contractors to
comply with appropriate articles of the California Fire Code that regulate the safe
storage, dispensing and handling of flammable and combustible liquids, and the
storage, use and handling of hazardous materials.

Impact HAZ-2: Fire and Explosion Risk Due to Proximity
to the Air Liquide Facility (Significant and Unavoidable
with Mitigation)
The property boundary of the Air Liquide facility at its nearest point is
approximately 500 feet from the project property boundary north of Block 2. The
nearest edge of Block 2 is approximately 1,000 feet from the northern part of the
Air Liquide facility where acetylene manufacture and acetylene and hydrogen
cylinder filling activities occur. The nearest edge of Block 3 is approximately
1,400 feet from the northern part of the Air Liquide facility.
Due to the handling of acetylene and hydrogen at this nearby facility, there is a
risk of fire and explosion that could affect the proposed project.
Using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Risk Management Program
Guidance (USEPA 1998), a worst-case explosion scenario (a highly unlikely but
possible event) for acetylene and hydrogen would involve a vapor cloud
explosion involving the maximum amount of acetylene or hydrogen that could be
on the facility at any one time. Such a scenario would result in a blast radius of
0.2 miles (1,100) feet from the location of the material storage. This distance was
confirmed by the Union City Fire Department using the USEPA’s RMP*Comp
software (Perez., pers. comm. 2008). The blast radius is defined as that point at
which the overpressure due to the blast is one pound per square inch (PSI). In
other words, the areas within the blast radius are subject to “overpressure” due to
an explosion which results in pressure greater than atmospheric conditions. An
overpressure of 1 psi is the threshold for potentially serious to people from flying
glass, falling debris, and other explosion effect (USEPA 1998). The effects of
overpressure depend on the amount of peak overpressure which is related to the
distance from the source explosion. Structural damage and bodily injury increase
with greater amounts of overpressure.
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The facility has the following process controls in use to reduce the potential for
fire and explosion and reduce the potential effects of a fire or explosion should it
occur: vents, relief valves, check valves, manual and automatic shutoffs,
interlocks, alarms, emergency and backup power, grounding equipment, rupture
disks, quench system, purge system; a water deluge system over the acetylene
filling areas, fire walls, and a leak detection system. The facility has an
Emergency Response Plan defining response actions and agency notification
procedures.
Although the worst-case explosion is a highly unlikely event (by definition), for
the purposes of CEQA, it is considered a possible event. In this event, the project
site would be subject to blast overpressure that could shatter glass, damage
structures, and/or cause bodily injury. Less than worst-case scenarios also entail
risks to the project site due to fire and explosion, but the effects will be less than
for a worst-case scenario and the intensity and scale of effects would be less.
A fire or explosion would also have the potential for spread of fire from the
adjacent facility to the project site and for injury related to exploding acetylene or
hydrogen cylinders. When acetylene cylinders are involved in a fire, cylinders
can be launched as a projectile due to explosion up to several hundred meters and
the heated cylinders can present an explosion hazard up to 18 to 24 hours after
the fire is extinguished (U.K. Department for Communities and Local
Government 2007).
A further risk would be for pedestrians who may be walking from the project site
northward along Decoto Road (including children who may be attending
Emanuele Elementary School (100 Decoto Road), which is north of the Air
Liquide facility) who may be located at close proximity to the facility during an
accident.
Emergency response in this location would likely be dispatched from Fire Station
#3, which is located at 33942 7th Street, just north of the Air Liquide facility and
south of Emanuele Elementary School.
While the Air Liquide has a range of process controls in use, these controls do
not presently eliminate the potential for fire and explosion and for effects on
adjacent areas.
Structural damage or bodily injury due to fire or explosion from the adjacent
facility would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
HAZ-4 and HAZ-5, described below, would reduce the potential for structural
damage and bodily injury at the proposed project site, but would not eliminate
the potential for personal injury, and thus this impact is considered significant
and unavoidable as there will remain the potential for personal injury in the event
of a fire or explosion at the adjacent industrial facility.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a: Develop and Implement a Site-Specific
Emergency Response Plan for the Project
The Applicant shall develop an Emergency Response Plan for the project to
address the contingency of fire, explosion or other hazardous release at the
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adjacent Air Liquide facility. The Plan will be reviewed and shall be approved by
the Alameda County Fire Department prior to occupancy of the residential or
commercial space.
The plan shall include the following:


Risk Characterization—A description of the potential risks to residents and
commercial users associated with worst-case and less than worst-case
scenarios at the adjacent facility;



Alarm and Notification system—The project shall have an alarm and
public announcement system in the residential and commercial areas in order
to inform the residents and workers of potential hazardous events. In the
event of a fire, explosion or the release of hazardous material from the Air
Liquide facility, the City shall require Air Liquide to notify the City, which
will allow the City to inform the residents and commercial tenants. The City
has a “reverse 911” system set up to provide calls to residents during
emergency events including Intermodal Station residents in the event of a
situation at Air Liquide. The Emergency Response Plan shall require public
posting of this notification process within the residential and commercial
areas of the Proposed Project.



Evacuation routes and safe assembly areas—The Plan shall identify
evacuation routes and safe assembly areas for residents/commercial users of
the Proposed Project in the event of fire or explosion.



The Plan shall be provided to all Project residents and commercial tenants.

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 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 project wherever it determines a potential for glass shatter
due to blast-related overpressure may occur on the project site.

Impact HAZ-3: Hazardous Emissions or Hazardous
Materials, Substances, or Waste Handling Within OneQuarter Mile of a School (No Impact)
Although several schools are located in the project vicinity, none are within a
quarter mile of the project site. The closest campuses include Emanuele
Elementary, James Logan High, and Searles Elementary, all of which are located
more than 0.3 miles from the project site. As such, hazardous materials
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emissions, use, and transport associated with the construction and operation of
the Proposed Project would not impact nearby schools. No mitigation is
necessary.

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 cleanup 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 would pose a hazard to the public or
environment.
Several nearby locations have been included on a list of hazardous materials
sites, but are not expected to impact the Proposed Project parcels. Therefore, this
impact is considered to be less than significant. No mitigation is necessary.

Impact HAZ-5: Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of
Hazardous Materials (Less than Significant)
Upon build-out, the Proposed Project would include residential and commercial
land uses. These land uses have the potential to create a hazard to the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials, in the form of household and commercial hazardous wastes.
Normal landscaping operation techniques for the landscape areas may involve
pesticides, fertilizers, and fungicides. However, impacts resulting from
landscaping are considered to be less-than-significant.
Impacts regarding stormwater runoff are discussed in Section 3.7, Hydrology and
Water Quality.
Under the Proposed Project, potentially significant impacts resulting from the
routine, transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials could be associated with
household and commercial hazardous wastes. However, Alameda County has
two household hazardous waste facilities that are available to Union City
residents. The Alameda County and Fremont Household Hazardous Waste
Facilities are open throughout the week for residents to drop-off hazardous waste.
Furthermore, a county website, <www.stopwaste.org>, provides information
about the materials that can be recycled at the facilities. The two drop-off
facilities and the county website provide disposal sites and information regarding
the appropriate handling of household hazardous waste.
Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation is
necessary.
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Impact HAZ-6: Interference with an Adopted Emergency
Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
The project is located in the middle of existing neighborhoods, in an undeveloped
area that is not currently used for an evacuation route or for an emergency
vehicle route. The proposed project would not alter existing emergency vehicle
routes or interfere with evacuation routes in surrounding areas during operation
or construction. However, the ability to evacuate the proposed residents on the
project site must exist to ensure adequate emergency and fire response. This
impact is less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure
HAZ-6.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-6: Provide an Evacuation Route through the
Project Site
The Applicant will provide an evacuation route for all residential units on the
project site to evacuate in case of a natural disaster or other hazard before any
residents move in. The City shall include this requirement in its conditions of
approval for the proposed development. The proposed evacuation route will be
reviewed and approved by the Alameda County Fire Department prior to final
project approvals.

Cumulative Impacts
Based on the cumulative projects in Table 4-1, there aren’t any cumulative
projects that would substantially increase the potential safety risks for residents
of the existing project as there aren’t any new industrial sources proposed for
construction in the project vicinity. Increased freight and passenger rail
operations that would result from the rail projects in Table 4-1 are governed by
federal rail safety regulations.
While some of the cumulative projects may handle hazardous materials or
generate hazardous waste, operationally the proposed project, as a
residential/commercial mixed use project will use limited hazardous material and
generate limited hazardous waste. Thus, the project will not contribute
considerably to potential cumulative hazardous material or hazardous waste
impacts.
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Summary
Table 3.8-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to hydrology and water quality. As shown in Table
3.8-1, with implementation of mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would
have less than significant impacts to hydrology and water quality within the
project area.
Table 3.8-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact

Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HYD-1: Impacts on
Water Quality as a Result of
Construction-Related Earth
Disturbing Activities

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure HYD-1a:
Comply with National
Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)
Requirements
Mitigation Measure HYD-1b:
Clean Paved Areas with
Street Sweeping Equipment

Less Than Significant

Impact HYD-2: Water Quality
Impacts as a Result of
Construction-Related Hazardous
Materials

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure HYD-2:
Implement a Spill Prevention
and Control Program

Less Than Significant

Impact HYD-3: Water Quality
Impacts from Construction
below the Water Table

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure HYD-3:
Implement Provisions for
Dewatering

Less Than Significant

Impact HYD-4: Increased
Amounts of Surface Runoff and
Associated Impacts on Water
Quality and Drainage Facilities
during Operation

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure HYD-4:
Design Adequate Storm
Drain Capacity and
Implement Best Management
Practices to Maximize
Stormwater Quality

Less Than Significant

Impact HYD-5: Decrease in
Groundwater Recharge

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A
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Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HYD-6: Substantial
Depletion of Groundwater
Supplies

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact HYD-7: Impacts on
Groundwater and Surface Water
from Infrastructure Failure

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact HYD-8: Water Quality
Impacts from Discharges to
CWA 303(d)-Listed Surface
Water Bodies

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact HYD-9: Impacts on
Housing from Placement in a
100-Year Floodplain

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact HYD-10: Impacts on
Flood flows from Structures in
100-Year Floodplain

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact HYD-11: Flood Hazards
associated with Levee or Dam
Failure

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact

Introduction
This section describes the affected environment for hydrology and water quality,
the regulatory setting associated with hydrology and water quality, the impacts
on hydrology and water quality that would result from the project, and the
mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts.

Sources of Information
The key sources of data and information used in the preparation of this section
are listed and briefly described below.


2002 Union City General Plan



Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) list of Impaired Waterbodies. (State
Water Resources Control Board 2006)



California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118, Update 2003 (Bulletin 118)
(California Department of Water Resources 2006)



Groundwater Monitoring Report (Alameda County Water District 2007)



California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region, Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, Order R2-2009-

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.8-2

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

0074, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008 with Alameda County Clean Water
Program, October 14, 2009

Regulatory Setting
Federal
Federal Clean Water Act
The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal law promulgated to protect
the quality of the nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal
wetlands. It operates on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters
are unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit; permit review is the
CWA’s primary regulatory tool. The following paragraphs provide additional
details on specific sections of the CWA.

CWA Permits for Fill Placement in Waters and Wetlands
CWA, Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into
“waters of the United States,” which include oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes,
ponds, and wetlands. Project proponents must obtain a permit from the Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) for all discharges of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States, including wetlands, before proceeding with a
proposed activity. Before any actions that may impact surface waters are carried
out, a delineation of jurisdictional waters of the United States must be completed,
following Corps protocols in order to determine whether the Project area
encompasses wetlands or other waters of the United States that qualify for CWA
protection. These include any or all of the following:


Areas w ithin the ordinary hi gh w ater m ark of a s tream, i ncluding non perennial streams with a d efined bed and bank and any stream channel that
conveys natural runoff, even if it has been realigned.



Seasonal and perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands.

Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3, 40 CFR 230.3).
CWA, Section 404 permits may be issued only for the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative. That is, authorization of a proposed discharge
is prohibited if there is a practicable alternative that would have less adverse
impacts and lacks other significant adverse consequences. If the Proposed Project
intends on dumping any fill material for grading purposes, then this permit will
be applicable.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.8-3

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

Permits for Stormwater Discharge (Section 402)
CWA Section 402 regulates construction-related stormwater discharges to
surface waters through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems
(NPDES) program, administered by the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is
authorized by the EPA to oversee the NPDES program through the nine
geographically separated Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs)
(see related discussion under “Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act”
below). The NPDES program provides for both general permits (those that cover
a number of similar or related activities) and individual permits. Relevant
NPDES permits are discussed in more detail under “State Regulations,” below.
Most construction projects that disturb 1 acre of land or more are required to
obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities
(General Construction Permit), which requires the property owner to file a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to discharge stormwater and to prepare and implement a Storm
Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP includes a site map
and a description of proposed construction activities, along with demonstration of
compliance with relevant local ordinances and regulations. The SWPPP must
also describe the project specific best management practices (BMPs) that will be
implemented to prevent or reduce the discharge of construction-related
pollutants, including sediments, into stormwater runoff and surface drainage.
Permittees are required to conduct monitoring and reporting to ensure that BMPs
are correctly implemented and effective in controlling the discharge of
construction-related pollutants into stormwater runoff. This permit will apply to
the Proposed Project because the project involves developing up to 973
residential units on 6 acres.

Water Quality Certification (Section 401)
Under CWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct
activities that may result in the discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United
States must obtain certification from the state in which the discharge would
originate or, if appropriate, from the interstate water pollution control agency
with jurisdiction over affected waters at the point where the discharge would
originate. Therefore, all projects that have a federal component and may affect
state water quality (including projects that require federal agency approval, such
as the issuance of a Section 404 permit) also must comply with CWA Section
401.

Clean Water Act Section 303(d)
Section 303(d) of the federal CWA requires states to develop an impairment list
that allows regulators to determine the priority schedule of the waterbodies need
for a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). A TMDL is the amount of loading
that the waterbody can receive and still meet water quality standards. The
relevant 303(d) listings for water bodies in the project vicinity are described
under “Surface Water Quality.”
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Safe Drinking Water Act
The Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended in 1986 and 1996, requires the
protection of drinking water and its sources (i.e., rivers, lakes, reservoirs, springs,
and groundwater wells). The act authorizes the EPA to set national standards for
drinking water to protect against pollutants. The EPA, states, and local agencies
work together to enforce these standards.

Regulations Covering Development on Floodplains
Federal Flood Insurance Program
The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act
of 1973 have been enacted to reduce the need for large, publicly funded flood
control structures and disaster relief by restricting development on floodplains.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National
Flood Insurance Program to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities
that comply with FEMA regulations limiting development in floodplains. FEMA
issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for communities participating in the
National Flood Insurance Program. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in
urbanized areas and in some rural areas. The locations of FEMA-designated
floodplains in the Project area are included in the discussion of physical setting
below.

Executive Order 11988
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) addresses floodplain issues
related to public safety, conservation, and economics. It generally requires
federal agencies constructing, permitting, or funding to:


Avoid incompatible floodplain development,



Be consistent with the standards and criteria of the National Flood Insurance
Program, and



Restore and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values.

This order will apply to the Proposed Project if construction related to the CWA,
Section 404 permit falls under any of the bulleted categories listed above.

State
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act), also
known as the California Water Code, is California’s statutory authority for the
protection of water quality. Under this act, the state must adopt water quality
policies, plans, and objectives that protect the state’s waters. The act sets forth
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the obligations of the SWRCB and RWQCBs pertaining to the adoption of water
quality control plans (basin plans) and establishment of water quality objectives.
Unlike the federal CWA, which regulates only surface water, the Porter-Cologne
Act regulates both surface water and groundwater.

State Water Resources Control Board and San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
The SWRCB administers state water rights and water quality functions. The
SWRCB and its nine RWQCBs administer water rights and enforce pollution
control standards. The SWRCB and RWQCBs are responsible for ensuring
implementation and compliance with the provisions of the federal CWA and
California’s Porter-Cologne Act.
The Proposed Project is situated within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay
RWQCB. The San Francisco Bay RWQCB has the authority to implement water
quality standards through the issuance of permits for discharges to waters within
its jurisdiction. It includes programs such as the CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certifications, and NPDES permitting that requires the development of
Storrmwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to protect water quality during
construction activities.
In October 2009, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
adopted a Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) governing discharges from
municipal storm drains operated by 76 local government entities, including those
in Alameda County. Provision C.3 of the preceding permit included specific
requirements for development projects and was in effect from 2005 until 2009.
Additional requirements will be phased in during the 5-year term of the new
MRP (2009–2014). The C.3 requirements are separate from, and in addition to,
requirements for erosion and sediment control and for pollution prevention
measures during construction.
Project site designs must minimize the area of new roofs and paving. Where
feasible, pervious surfaces should be used instead of paving so that runoff can
infiltrate to the underlying soil and ultimately the aquifer. Runoff from
impervious areas must be captured and treated. The MRP specifies the sizes and
types of facilities that may be used. In addition, project applicants must prepare
plans and execute agreements to ensure the stormwater treatment and flowcontrol facilities are maintained in perpetuity.
The C.3 requirements are implemented through the Alameda Countywide Clean
Water Program, which is described below.
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Local
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program
The Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) was initiated with
the goal of forging consistent, effective countywide strategies to control sources
of stormwater pollution. In support of this program, the San Francisco Bay
RWQCB (SFBRWQCB) has issued a joint municipal stormwater permit to the
17 agencies and cities participating in the ACCWP, recently reissued on October
14, 2009. The participating entities include Alameda County; the Alameda
County Flood Control Department and its Zone 7; and the cities of Alameda,
Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark,
Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, and Union City. The ACCWP is
responsible for helping participant entities ensure that they are fulfilling their
obligations under the permit and for preparing detailed reports that describe what
each entity is doing to prevent stormwater pollution. The program coordinates its
activities with other pollution prevention programs, such as wastewater
treatment, hazardous waste disposal, and waste recycling.
Generally, new development and redevelopment projects must now incorporate
on-site stormwater treatment devices into project designs. These requirements
apply to projects creating or replacing more than 10,000 square feet of
impervious surface area. The ACCWP published a guidance manual, which
directs member agencies on application and implementation of stormwater
control measures. Provision C.3 requirements of the ACCWP permit are enforced
according to this guidance manual. In some cases, new development and
redevelopment projects must also develop a hydrograph modification
management plan (HMP) that includes analysis of the project’s potential to
modify the stormwater hydrograph. Specifically, projects must address potential
increases in the frequency and duration of flow magnitude and runoff volume
from increased impervious surfaces.

Union City General Plan
The Public Facilities and Services Element of the Union City General Plan
include the following policy and implementation measures to help reduce urban
contaminants from polluting receiving water bodies.
Public Facilities and Services Element
Goal PF-E.1 To collect and dispose of stormwater in a manner that
minimizes inconvenience to the public, minimizes potential water-related
damage, and enhances the environment.
Policy PF-E.1.3: The City shall promote sound soil conservation practices and
carefully examine the impact of proposed urban developments with regard to
water quality and effects on drainage courses.
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Policy PF-E.1.4: The City shall improve the quality of runoff from urban and
suburban development through use of appropriate and feasible mitigation
measures including, but not limited to, artificial wetlands, grassy swales,
infiltration/sedimentation basins, riparian setbacks, oil/grit separators, and other
best management practices.
Policy PF-E.1.5: New development shall have surface drainage disposal
accommodated in one of the following ways:
a. Positive drainage to a City-approved storm drain, stream, creek, or other
natural water course.
b. On-site drainage that is retained within the development.
Policy PF-E.1.10: The City shall encourage project designs that minimize
coverage with impermeable surfaces.
Policy PF-E.2 The City shall continue the user fee-based funding program and
shall regularly review the fee schedule to ensure that revenues are adequate for
operating and maintaining the storm drain system.

Environmental Setting
Surface Water Hydrology
The only water feature near the project site is the Alameda County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District (ACFCWCD) Line M Channel, which is a
culverted flood control facility on the southern edge of the project area. Line M
drains to Alameda Creek.
As shown in Figure 3.8-1 Water Features in the Project Vicinity, Alameda Creek
is the main drainage feature in the region. Imported water from the State Water
Project (SWP) is released from the South Bay Aqueduct and combines with local
runoff from the Alameda Creek watershed (15 percent of water supply) to flow
down Alameda Creek into the Alameda Creek Flood Control Channel. Alameda
Creek flows east to west and eventually drains directly into the San Francisco
Bay.

Groundwater Hydrology
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
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Figure 3.8-1
Water Features in the Project Vicinity
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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.
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). The current estimated storage capacity
corresponding to mean sea level is 47,000 acre-feet (af) (California Department
of Water Resources, 2006).

Surface Water Quality
The San Francisco Bay RWQCB defines the beneficial uses for certain creeks,
rivers, lakes and bays. Beneficial uses of waterways can be impaired from
pollutants. Beneficial use impairments result from several factors but are
generally due to point-source and non-point-source pollutants. Generally, surface
water quality in Union City’s boundaries are considered sufficient for wildlife,
urban, agricultural, and recreational activities. Point-source pollutants include
discharges of wastewater from municipal sewage treatment plants, and industrial
and commercial facilities. Non-point-sources include urban runoff containing
oils, grease, and toxic chemicals; construction runoff; livestock and animal
wastes; and runoff from agricultural and residential areas.
Alameda Creek was listed as impaired in 1998 for diazinon according to Section
303(d) of the CWA (see the “Regulatory Setting” section), but was removed in
2006 due to a completed U.S. Environmental Protection Act (USEPA) approved
TMDL (State Water Resources Control Board, 2007). CWA Section 303(d)
establishes the TMDL process to assist in guiding the application of state water
quality standards, requiring states to identify streams with “impaired” water
quality (those affected by the presence of pollutants or contaminants) and
establish the TMDL or the maximum quantity of a particular constituent that a
water body can assimilate without experiencing adverse effects. In general, the
water quality of Alameda Creek is representative of urban runoff. Urbanized
environments can capture pollutants from many sources such as oil from vehicles
and tires. Other sources may include household chemicals such as pesticides and
fertilizers. During the dry season, such chemicals collect on impervious surfaces.
Many of the chemicals may break down prior to a storm event; however, some
chemicals breakdown products are often resilient in the environment and can
impact beneficial uses. During the first major storm event, water quality is often
degraded in urbanized environments due to all the pollutant build up during the
dry season.
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Groundwater Quality
The western and central sections of the Niles Cone Subbasin are predominated by
a sodium chloride groundwater type, while the eastern section is characterized by
a sodium bicarbonate groundwater type (California Department of Water
Resources 2006). Water quality samples were taken from 113 wells in the region.
Total dissolved solids ranged from 286 to 39,734 milligrams per liter (mg/L), and
averaged about 2,204 mg/L (California Department of Water Resources 2006).
Saline water intrusion was first noted in the 1920’s in the Newark Aquifer. Water
overdraft over several decades has increased the inland migration of saline water
that now reaches as far as the Hayward Fault. Since the Hayward Fault acts as a
barrier between the AHF and BHF aquifers, the AHF has never been affected by
saline intrusion. However, saline water has traveled into deeper aquifers and
other areas of the alluvial fan where aquitards dividing the aquifers are weak or
nonexistent (California Department of Water Resources, 2006).

Flooding
The proposed building sites are located in Zone X outside of the 100-year flood
zone as defined by FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). The ACFWCD
Line M Channel is located on the southern edge of the project, but the project
will not encroach on the channel. The Line M channel contains the 100-year flow
within the channel (FEMA, 2000). The AFWCD is responsible for flood control
in the project area.
However, according to the Dam Inundation Areas Map from the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the southeastern edge of the project site
overlaps the inundation area of two different dams. 1

Groundwater Supply
Union City receives its water supply from two sources: groundwater from local
municipal wells and surface water imported from the SWP (55percent of water
supply) and the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir near Yosemite (30percent of water
supply). Over several decades chronic overdraft lowered groundwater levels to
below sea level, but have since been recharged due to water imported from the
SWP. Artificial recharge has been improved through the construction of three
inflatable dams in Alameda Creek that divert water to the Quarry Lakes where
surface water percolates down to recharge the groundwater basin (Alameda
County Water District, 2007).
Groundwater is obtained from the Newark, Centerville, and Fremont aquifers,
which with the recharge from the SWP have provided a safe, reliable, and
sustainable supply since the 1960’s when the importation of water began.
Additionally, the Aquifer Reclamation Program (ARP) has installed nine wells
1

ABAG website accessed in September 2008. http://gis.abag.ca.gov/?go=floodplain
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that pump intrusive saline water from the basin into San Francisco Bay to create
increased usable storage and prevent further intrusion of salt water into ACWD
wells (California Department of Water Resources, 2006).
Estimated groundwater annual inflows include natural recharge of 8,400 af,
artificial recharge from imported water of 33,000 af, and applied recharge of
8,400 af. There are no known sources of subsurface inflow. Annual groundwater
outflows for urban extraction are considered to be 23,000 af, and an additional
300 af/year is dedicated to agricultural use. Approximately 6,300 af of water is
extracted from the ARP. Subsurface outflow is estimated to be about 7,400 af
with an additional 10,900 af being suspect to have been discharged to surface
water sources within the basin (California Department of Water Resources,
2006).
Sixteen wells in the area are used to extract groundwater and are capable of
extracting a maximum of 47.5 million gallons/day. Once extracted, this water is
blended with water from the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir prior to distribution
(Alameda County Water District, 2007).

Impact Analysis
Thresholds of Significance
Thresholds of significance were determined based on Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines and by using professional judgment and standard practices. An
impact was considered to be significant if it would:


violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade water quality;



substantially deplete groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with
groundwater recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level;



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 that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on site or off site;



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 that would result in
flooding on site or off site;



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;



otherwise substantially degrade water quality;



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;
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place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or
redirect flood flows; or,



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.

Review of the thresholds of significance indicated the Proposed Project would
not cause exposure of persons or property to increased risks involving seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow because of the project area’s distant location from the ocean
and the relatively flat topography of the area. Therefore, further discussion of
these topics in this EIR was determined to not be necessary.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact HYD-1: Impacts on Water Quality as a Result of
Construction-Related Earth Disturbing Activities
Construction-related earth disturbing activities would occur during the
development of the Proposed Project. These construction activities would
introduce the potential for increased erosion and sedimentation, with subsequent
effects on water quality. During site grading, trenching, and other construction
activities create areas of bare soil that can be exposed to erosive forces for long
periods of time. Bare soils are much more likely to erode than vegetated areas
because of the lack of dispersion, infiltration, and retention properties created by
covering vegetation. Construction activities involving soil disturbance,
excavation, cutting/filling, stockpiling, and grading could result in increased
erosion and sedimentation to surface waters, if proper BMPs are not used.
While existing activities at the project site may already result in the release of
sediment, the extent of earth disturbance resulting from construction of the
project is anticipated to result in a new and intensified potential for the release of
sediments. Specific proposed activities with the potential to generate
construction-related water quality effects include the construction of the housing
developments, parking lots, roads, and community facilities; and trenching for
sewer and stormwater facilities. If precautions are not taken to contain or capture
sedimentation, earth-disturbing construction activities could result in substantial
sedimentation in stormwater runoff and result in a significant impact on the
existing surface water quality. The implementation of Mitigation Measures
HYD-1a and HYD-1b would minimize the potential erosion- and sedimentationrelated water quality impacts and would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.
Mitigation Measure HYD-1a: Comply with NPDES Requirements
The City will require the project contractors to obtain coverage under the General
Construction Permit before the onset of any construction activities, where the
disturbed area is 1 acre or greater in size. A SWPPP will be developed by a
qualified engineer or erosion control specialist in accordance with the San
Francisco Bay RWQCB requirements for NPDES compliance and implemented
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prior to the issuance of any grading permit before construction. The SWPPP will
be kept on site during construction activity and will be made available upon
request to representatives of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB.
Compliance and coverage with the General Construction Permit will require
controls of pollutant discharges that utilize BMPs and technology to reduce
erosion and sediments to meet water quality standards. BMPs may consist of a
wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in stormwater and other nonpoint-source runoff. Measures range from source control, such as reduced surface
disturbance, to the treatment of polluted runoff, such as detention basins.
BMPs to be implemented as part of the General Construction Permit (and
SWPPP) may include the following practices.


Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw
bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag
dikes, and temporary revegetation or other ground cover) will be employed
to control erosion from disturbed areas.



Use a dry detention basin (which is typically dry except after a major
rainstorm, when it will temporarily fill with stormwater), designed to
decrease runoff during storm events, prevent flooding, and allow for off-peak
discharge. Basin features will include maintenance schedules for the periodic
removal of sediments, excessive vegetation, and debris that may clog basin
inlets and outlets.



Cover, or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to, inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more) that could contribute
sediment to waterways.



Enclose and cover exposed stockpiles of dirt or other loose, granular
construction materials that could contribute sediment to waterways.



Ensure that no earth or organic material will be deposited or placed where it
may be directly carried into a stream, marsh, slough, lagoon, or body of
standing water.



Prohibit the following types of materials from being rinsed or washed into
the streets, shoulder areas, or gutters: concrete, solvents and adhesives,
thinners, paints, fuels, sawdust, dirt, gasoline, asphalt and concrete saw
slurry, and heavily chlorinated water.



Ensure that grass or other vegetative cover will be established on the
construction site as soon as possible after disturbance.

The City, its contractors, or applicants for specific development projects within
the Proposed Project, will select a combination of BMPs that is expected to
minimize runoff flows and remove contaminants from stormwater discharges.
The final selection of BMPs will be subject to approval by the RWQCB. The
City will verify that an NOI has been filed with the SWRCB and that a SWPPP
has been developed before allowing construction to begin. The City will perform
inspections of the construction area, to verify that the BMPs specified in the
SWPPP are properly implemented and maintained. The City will notify
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contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will require
compliance. If necessary, the City will require that additional BMPs be designed
and implemented if those originally constructed do not achieve the identified
performance standard.
Mitigation Measure HYD-1b: Clean Paved Areas with Street
Sweeping Equipment
To minimize the amount of pollutants entering the storm drain system during
construction, project roadways and other paved areas will be cleaned regularly
using street-sweeping equipment. Additionally, litter and debris that may
accumulate on the streets of the project site will be regularly collected and
properly disposed of. These activities will be the responsibility of the developer
or its contractors, subject to review by the City.

Impact HYD-2: Water Quality Impacts as a Result of
Construction-Related Hazardous Materials
Due to the proximity of the project site to storm drain inlets, construction
equipment and activities for the Proposed Project would have the potential to
leak hazardous materials, such as oil and gasoline, and potentially affect surface
or groundwater quality. Improper use or accidental spills of fuels, oils, and other
construction-related hazardous materials, such as construction-borne sediment,
hydrocarbons, and heavy metals from vehicles, also could pose a threat to water
quality. While water quality at the project site may currently be affected by
contaminants in urban runoff, construction of the project would represent a
different type of potential contaminant release associated with constructionrelated hazardous materials.
Leaks or spills of the construction-related materials described above, if not
contained, would be considered a potentially significant impact on groundwater
and surface water quality, specifically in Alameda Creek and its tributaries, as
well as jurisdictional wetlands. The implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD2 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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.
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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.

Impact HYD-3: Water Quality and Hydrogeology Impacts
from Construction below the Water Table
Because of the possibility of presence of shallow groundwater within the project
area (estimates in the region are surface level to 76 feet bgs), trenching and
excavation activities associated with the various project facilities could reach a
depth that could expose the water table, which immediately and directly would
become available for contaminants to enter the groundwater system. Similarly, if
construction is initiated in an area with direct contact with surface water, then the
potential for contaminants to enter the surface water system increases. The
discharge of construction-related dewatering effluent also could result in the
release of contaminants to surface water. Primary construction-related hazardous
materials that could be discharged include oil and grease and construction-related
hazardous materials. In addition, short-term water quality impacts are possible,
such as local changes in turbidity and possibly changes in dissolved oxygen. This
impact would be significant, but the implementation of Mitigation Measure
HYD-3, as applicable, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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 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.
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
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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. 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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Impact HYD-4: Increased Amounts of Surface Runoff and
Associated Impacts on Water Quality and Drainage
Facilities during Operation
The Proposed Project would involve creation of a substantial amount of new
impervious surface, which would increase the amount of surface runoff as well as
convey non-point-source contaminants to surface waters via drainage facilities
during storm events. Additional runoff could contribute to the flood potential of
natural stream channels, accelerate soil erosion and stream channel scour, and
provide a more effective means of transport for pollutants to enter the waterways.
During the dry season, vehicles and other urban activities release contaminants
onto the impervious surfaces, where they will accumulate until the first storm
event. During this initial storm event, or first flush, the concentrated pollutants
will be transported via runoff to stormwater drainage systems. Anticipated runoff
contaminants associated with the Proposed Project include sediment, pesticides,
oil and grease, nutrients, metals, bacteria, and trash. It bears noting that some of
these contaminants may be expected in the existing urban runoff from the project
site.
This impact is considered potentially significant. However, the Proposed Project
would include BMPs to maximize stormwater quality consistent with the City’s
NPDES Phase II Stormwater Permit (and therefore the additional requirements of
Provision C.3). The BMPs would include a combination of source control,
structural improvements, and treatment systems to the extent required to ensure
compliance with the applicable CWA regulations. Furthermore, the Applicant
has identified potential storm treatment methods that would also reduce the effect
of stormwater and runoff including: permeable pavers, stormwater flow through
planter boxes, vegetated roofs, rain barrels/cisterns, vegetated filter strips,
infiltration trenches, bioretention cells, and grassy swales. These are detailed on
page AO.3 of the Phase 1 Submittal included in Appendix D. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure HYD-4 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure HYD-4: Incorporate Site-Specific Water Quality
Treatment Devices into Site Drainage Plan and Implement Best
Management Practices
Before the beginning of the construction phase, the project developer shall
determine the adequate storm drain capacity needed for the Proposed Project so
onsite flooding does not occur. This could be done with a Location Hydraulic
Study that uses the Rational Method to calculate flows from the Proposed Project
from an increase in the impervious surface. In addition, the Study should also use a
HEC-RAS model to determine if the outfall to which the storm drain ends has
sufficient capacity to handle the additional flow.
To reduce or eliminate water quality effects from polluted runoff from the project,
the developer or Applicant will incorporate stormwater treatment devices into the
site design per C.3 provisions and implement multiple BMPs in areas with a
potential to drain into storm drainage systems or surface waters.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.8-17

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

BMPs may include the practices and methods of treatment below:


Paved project roadways and parking areas will be cleaned regularly using
street sweeping equipment. Additionally, litter and debris that may
accumulate on the project site will be regularly collected and properly
disposed of. These measures will be carried out at least monthly if
construction occurs during the rainy season (October–April).



Dry detention basins, which are typically dry except after a major rainstorm
when they temporarily fill with stormwater, will be created and designed to
decrease runoff during storm events, prevent flooding, and allow for off-peak
discharge. Basin features will include maintenance schedules for the periodic
removal of sedimentation, excessive vegetation, and debris that may clog
basin inlets and outlets.



Grass buffer strips, high infiltration substrates, tree box filters, and grassy
swales will be used where feasible throughout the project site to reduce
runoff, serve as biofilters, and provide initial stormwater treatment. This type
of treatment will apply particularly to parking lots.



Physical devices will be placed at outlets of pipes and channels to reduce the
velocity or the energy of exiting water. Outlet protection helps to prevent
scour and minimize the potential for downstream erosion by reducing the
velocity or energy of concentrated stormwater flows.



Methods of treatment that could be used in combination to provide additional
stormwater treatment include use of permeable pavers, planters, vegetated
roofs, rain barrels and cisterns, vegetated filter strips, infiltration trenches,
bioretention cells, and grassed swales (detailed in Appendix D).

The project developer shall select a combination of BMPs that is expected to
remove contaminants from stormwater discharges. The final selection and design
of BMPs will provide maximum contaminant removal, represent the best
available technology that is economically achievable, and explicitly identify the
expected level of effectiveness at contaminant removal.
The City will conduct inspections following the construction to ensure that all
identified BMPs have been properly installed. The project will adopt a regular
maintenance and monitoring schedule to ensure that these BMPs function properly
during project operations. If necessary, the City will require that additional BMPs
be designed and implemented if those originally constructed do not achieve the
identified performance standard.
As a performance standard, measures to be implemented will be designed to meet
C.3 requirements to ensure no net increase in off-site flow velocities. All flow
from the project will be captured and treated per the requirements of Provision
C.3.

Impact HYD-5: Decrease in Groundwater Recharge
The Proposed Project would involve an increase in impervious surfaces (e.g.,
roads and structures), which would reduce the infiltration of groundwater to the
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underlying aquifer on the project site. However, the project area (approximately
6 acres) is less than 1 percent of the total Niles Cone Subbasin surface area
(65,800 acres) and would not interfere with the overall recharge of the subbasin.
The majority of runoff from the project area would drain to local drainage
facilities and the channel extending south of the rail station site. Therefore, there
would be no impact on groundwater recharge.

Impact HYD-6: Substantial Depletion of Groundwater
Supplies
Union City water is currently supplied by the ACWD, which obtains 15 percent
of its water from groundwater sources, and imports 85 percent of its water from
the SWP and Hetch-Hetchy Reservoir. Approximately 33,000 af/year is used for
groundwater recharge, which has raised regional groundwater levels consistently
and restored the significant overdraft from previous decades and restored
groundwater supplies (Alameda Water District, 2007). A majority of the water
the project would use would be from imported water and would therefore have a
less-than-significant impact on groundwater supplies.

Impact HYD-7: Impacts on Groundwater and Surface
Water from Infrastructure Failure
The Proposed Project would include the installation of infrastructure such as
water supply and wastewater pipelines. The possibility of a pipeline rupturing
because of exceedances of pipeline capacity, improper design, installation,
maintenance, seismic activity, or other catastrophic events could pose a
temporary negative impact on water quality resulting from increased erosion and
sediment, as well as discharge of any contaminants contained in the water
released from the pipeline (e.g., sewage from influent pipelines). However, the
infrastructure system(s) would be designed and engineered with sufficient
capacity to accommodate anticipated peak flows, minimizing the potential for
upset. In addition, infrastructure would be designed to relevant seismic and other
standards to minimize the potential for upset from seismic activity or other
geologic hazards. Because all facilities would be adequately sized, and designed
and constructed to current standards that are considered adequately protective
(i.e., the Uniform Building Code), including standards related to seismic safety
and geologic hazards, these impacts are considered less than significant.

Impact HYD-8: Water Quality Impacts from Discharges to
CWA 303(d)-Listed Surface Water Bodies
Surface water runoff from the Proposed Project ultimately could be discharged
into Line M which flows into Alameda Creek—which is on the CWA 303(d) list
of water quality limited segments being addressed by USEPA approved TMDLs
for diazinon. Alameda Creek was moved to this list from the CWA 303(d) list of
impaired water bodies because of a completed USEPA approved TMDL.
The approved TMDL addresses not only diazinon, but also other pesticides used
in the urban watersheds with the goal of reducing pesticide-related toxicity in
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.8-19

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

urban creeks and San Francisco Bay. Diazinon is no longer used in most
commercial applications.
The Proposed Project will mostly have impervious surfaces, but will contain
limited areas of landscaping, that may require pesticide applications. However,
all site runoff will be treated through the design means adopted for stormwater
runoff prior to discharge into waterways or the storm sewer. Pesticide use will be
done in compliance with all applicable state and federal requirements. Given the
limited amount of landscaping, water quality treatments, and compliance with
pesticide application regulations, the project would have a less than significant
impact on water quality related to pesticide uses.

Impact HYD-9: Impacts on Housing from Placement in a
100-Year Floodplain
The building footprint of the project lies in Zone X, which is outside the 100-year
flood zone. The Line M channel contains the 100-year flood within the channel.
There would be no impact on housing from placement in a 100-year floodplain.

Impact HYD-10: Impacts on Flood Flows from Structures
in 100-Year Floodplain
The project is not located in the 100-year floodplain and would not encroach on
the 100-year floodplain associated with Line M and thus there is no impact
related to 100-year floodplain encroachment.

Impact HYD-11: Flood Hazards associated with Levee or
Dam Failure
Flooding as a result of the failure of one or more of the levees on either side of
Alameda Creek could result from structural failure or a major and catastrophic
seismic event. The only dams that could affect the area are the SFPUC dams on
San Antonio and Calaveras dams in Sunol. Review of the ABAG dam failure
map indicates that the southeast corner of the project site could be included in the
very edge of the inundation zone. Therefore, although the risk of dam failure and
its potential effect on the project site is remote, it could occur.
As a result of this risk, the ACFCWCD, inspects dams, local floodways, the
predicted pattern/direction of floodwaters, evacuation plans, and designated City
evacuation routes for adequacy of evacuation procedures. Because of the
relatively small potential for such failure, and the existing emergency evacuation
procedures, this impact is considered less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
As described above, all stormwater from the Proposed Project will be treated
prior to being discharged into local waterways or the storm sewer in accordance
with existing water quality regulations. Similarly, due to the existing urbanized
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environment, cumulative increases in stormwater runoff from other cumulative
projects will be addressed by designing adequate storm drainage facilities that
take into account all drainage capacities and any existing planned development.
The Proposed Project will comply with the NPDES Phase II Stormwater permit.
Thus the Proposed Project will not make a considerable contribution to
potentially significant cumulative impacts associated with water quality.
The project is not located in a flood zone and the project will be designed in
compliance with the C.3 requirements to avoid any increase in stormwater runoff
rates beyond existing rates and thus the project will not contribute considerable to
cumulative flooding impacts.
As described above, the project will not result in significant impairment of
groundwater water supplies or recharge and thus will not contribute considerably
to a cumulative impact on water supplies or recharge.
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Summary
Table 3.9-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Project related to land use. As shown in Table 3.9-1, the Proposed
Project would have less-than-significant impacts related to land use within the
Proposed Project area.
Table 3.9-1. Summary of Potential Impacts on Land Use
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact LAN-1: Division of an
Established Community

No Impact

Mitigation is not required.

N/A

Impact LAN-2: Conflict with an
Existing Land Use Plan or
Policy

Less Than Significant
(with approval of
GPA and Zoning text
change)

Mitigation is not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact LAN-3: Conflict with an
Existing HCP or NCCP

No impact

Mitigation is not required.

N/A

Impact

Introduction
This section describes the regulatory federal, state, and local setting of the
Proposed Project, the potential impacts to land use that would result from the
Proposed Project, and the mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts.
Growth-inducing impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.

Sources of Information
The key sources of data and information used in the preparation of this section
are listed and briefly described below.


2002 Union City General Plan



City of Union City Website
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Regulatory Setting
State
California planning law requires each city and county in the state to adopt a
general plan for its future development. This plan identifies the allowable uses of
land within the city’s boundaries and establishes policies for both the
development and protection of resources. They form the foundation for zoning
and establish regulatory standards for development and resource protection.

Local
Union City General Plan
The City of Union City General Plan (General Plan) is the long term vision for
the physical, economic, and social evolution of Union City and outlines policies,
standards, and programs to guide development. The Land Use Element of the
Plan describes the City’s Land Use Diagram, the land use designations that
appear on the diagram, and related development standards. It also sets out goals,
policies and implementation programs. Relevant General Plan goals and policies
are provided as follows.
Land Use Element
Goal LU-B.1: To create an environment surrounding the intermodal facility
that is mixed use and transit-oriented and which has good connectivity with
the rest of the city while integrating well with the surrounding
neighborhoods.
Policy LU-B.1.5 The area surrounding the intermodal facility shall have strong
public space integrated with ground floor retail commercial uses.
Policy LU-B.1.6 The City shall ensure that the Station District includes inviting
parks, plazas, and community gathering places that complement the intermodal
facility and the surrounding land uses.
Policy LU-B.1.7 The Station District should be pedestrian-friendly with a design
that minimizes the impact of parking on the quality of the streetscape and the
neighborhood.
Goal LU-B.4:To encourage and support the timely redevelopment of the
Station District as an area of high quality commercial, office, research and
development (R&D), light industrial, residential and service commercial
industries and uses, with appropriate associated uses, such as transportation
links, parks, schools, etc.
Goal LU-B.5:To encourage a variety of densities and types of residential
uses in the area to help achieve a variety of densities and types of residential
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uses in the area to help achieve City housing goals, ensure proper
relationships to adjoining lands, and to support existing and future
commercial uses within and nearby the Station District.
Policy LU-B.5.1 The City shall locate high density/mixed-income residential
uses close to the intermodal facility.
Policy LU-B.5.2 Where necessary, the City shall provide a transition from
existing or planned lower density residential uses to new office, light industrial,
and service commercial areas and/or retail commercial use areas. Land use
intensity/density should be highest adjacent to the intermodal facility and
transition to lower intensity/density land use toward the edge of the Station
District.
Policy LU-B.5.3 The City shall provide a sufficient variety of housing
development to accommodate different family sizes including a sufficient
number of rental and for sale units for larger families.
Goal LU-B.6: To provide, or ensure the provision of affordable housing in
concert with the goals, policies, and standards of the adopted Union City
Housing Element and Redevelopment Area requirements.
Policy LU-B.6.1 The City shall require all new development to comply with the
affordable housing requirements of the Housing Element and the Redevelopment
Plan.
Goal LU-B.7: To guide all new development in the Station District in such a
way as to ensure harmony with existing and potential uses both within the
Station District and in adjacent neighborhoods.
Goal LU-B.8 To balance residential, commercial and light industrial land
uses so as to achieve a high quality of life for the Station District and
minimize adverse impacts on the greater community.
Policy LU-B.8.1 The intermodal facility shall be designed and linked to reduce
the need for area residents to use private automobiles for daily work, shopping
and service needs.
Policy LU-B.8.2 The City shall create opportunities for mixed uses within the
Station District t so that people can live close to work, shopping, and service
activities.

Union City Zoning Ordinance
The first purpose of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 18 of the Union City Municipal
Code) is to promote and protect the public health, safety, morals, comfort,
convenience, and general welfare of the people. The adopted Zoning Map divides
the City into districts. The Zoning Ordinance identifies regulations for each
district that regulate the location, construction, alteration and use of buildings.
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Development standards such as building lines (setbacks), height limits, and
parking standards are also included in the Zoning Ordinance for each district.

Environmental Setting
Regional Land Uses
The Proposed Project is located in Union City, California (refer to Figure 2-1).
Union City is located in the San Francisco Bay region, approximately 30 miles
southeast of San Francisco and 20 miles north of San Jose. The City is accessed
regionally by Interstate 880 (I-880) from the north or south and Interstate 580 (I580) from the east. Neighboring cities include Hayward (to the north), Newark,
and Fremont (to the south). The region can be characterized as suburban, and
single-family residential development is the predominant land use in the City. In
addition, the City has a sizeable industrial base primarily located in three
industrial parks. Supporting land uses include commercial/retail,
institutional/educational, recreational facilities and transportation/infrastructure.
This includes shopping centers (including Union Landing), schools, parks, and
the Union City BART station. The suburban character of the region is typical of
Alameda County.

Adjacent Land Uses
The Proposed Project site is roughly rectangular in shape and adjacent land uses
include the Air Liquide facility to the north, miscellaneous industrial uses to the
north and northeast, the Decoto neighborhood (residential subdivision) to west
and northwest of the project site, the Charles F. Kennedy Park to the west, and
the Union City BART station and the Marketplace Shopping Center to the south.
To the south and southeast are residential developments including a 438 Avalon
Bay apartment complex and 216 KB Homes multi-family units. In addition,
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks run parallel to the northern and southern
borders of the project site, immediately adjacent to Railroad Avenue and the
BART station.

Project Site Existing and Proposed General Plan and
Zoning Designations
The current General Plan designation for the Proposed Project site is Station
Mixed Use Commercial (CSMU) and Civic Facility (CF), which are defined in
the General Plan (GP) as follows:


CSMU (1.0-4.0 floor area ratio [FAR] with an average of 2.0)—This
designation is primarily commercial in nature and is intended to promote
retail and office opportunities, subject to high aesthetic and design standards.
High density residential land use between 45 and 80 units per acre is
allowed. This designation prescribes 544 square feet for each dwelling unit
and a minimum parcel size of 5,000 square feet for commercial development.
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CF—This designation is applied to the City’s public buildings and facilities
that serve the general public



The Applicant has applied for a General Plan Amendment to increase the
maximum density from 80 to 165 units per acre and update the required site
area per dwelling accordingly. The General Plan Amendment also includes a
modification to Figure LU-3 to allow for residential mixed-use in addition to
commercial uses (Figure 2-4). The City recently adopted a new General Plan
Element on Environmental Sustainability. As part of that movement, the City is
re-evaluating existing land use patterns and increasing densities near transit to
encourage more people to use public transit and decrease Union City’s
carbon footprint.

The existing zoning classification for the project site is CSMU (Station Mixed
Use Commercial). The purpose of the CSMU district is to establish a mixed use
town center/central business district of high-intensity residential, commercial,
office, and research and development uses. The CSMU permits commercial and
civic uses, and conditionally allows other uses such as childcare facilities and fast
food restaurants. This zoning designation includes performance standards,
including specific standards relative to walls, fences, shrubbery, setbacks, heights
of building and structures, signage, and parking.
The Proposed Project includes a Zoning Text Amendment to incorporate the
development standards listed in the Design Guidelines that were prepared for
Blocks 2, 3 and 4 (Appendix C) and to accommodate the project. These include
the following changes to Chapter 18.38, Station Mixed Use Commercial:


Increase maximum allowed residential density to be consistent with the
revised General Plan wording



Increase allowed height from 8 to14 stories and from 100 feet to 155 feet 1



Allow for glass fiber reinforced concrete (GFRC) with integral color as a
building material



Allow for flexibility in loading berths requirements for mixed-use
developments and residential storage requirements

FOCUS Program and Priority Development Areas
The Intermodal Station District has been identified as a Priority Development
Area for the region through the FOCUS program. FOCUS is a regional
development and conservation strategy that promotes a more compact land use
pattern for the Bay Area. It unites the efforts of four regional agencies, including
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), into a single program that
links land use and transportation. Priority Development Areas are typically
characterized as complete, livable communities, located on in-fill sites that are

1

Buildings in excess of 14 stories or 160 feet will be reviewed pursuant to Section 18.38.250 of the Municipal
Code.
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served by transit, where amenities and services can be accommodated to meet the
day-to-day needs of residents in a pedestrian-friendly environment.
ABAG requires Union City to absorb a certain percentage of new population
moving to the Bay Area, which is reflected in their bi-annual regional population
projections. Priority Development Areas are characterized as places where future
growth should occur. The proposed increase in density reflects the City’s desire
to accommodate this projected growth and be consistent with the regional
population projections for the Intermodal Station District.

Impact Analysis
This section describes the impact analysis relating to land use for the Proposed
Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the Project and
lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be significant.
Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or
compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Methods
Potential land use impacts are based on the Proposed Project’s potential to
conflict with existing or planned land uses at the site and in the project vicinity
during both the construction and operation phases of the proposed project.
Information regarding current land uses was gathered from the General Plan
Land Use Element, the Zoning Ordinance, and a review of the Proposed Project’s
preliminary plans.

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to Land Use was considered significant
under CEQA if it would result in any of the following environmental effects,
which are based on professional practice and State CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.):


physically divide an established community;



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



conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact LAN-1: Division of an Established Community
The Proposed Project site is a vacant parcel bordered by existing development to
the west, and planned development on the north, south, and east. Development
would primarily occur within the two-block area. The Proposed Project uses
would be compatible with adjacent land uses which include a mixture of
residential and transit-related development. Potential land use compatibility
issues related to construction activities such as site grading, excavation,
construction staging and building erection could result in nuisance effects (i.e.,
air quality, noise, traffic, and aesthetics). Potential impacts related to these effects
are addressed in other sections of this document.
Existing access to the residential neighborhood, parks, school, and
commercial/retail centers via Decoto Road, Railroad Avenue, and 11th Street
would not be impeded by the Proposed Project. As part of the Proposed Project,
Gallano Way, Berger Way, and Cheeves Way would be constructed.. A
pedestrian promenade would also connect Cheeves Way to 11th Street at the
southern end of the Project site. Therefore, no impacts related to the physical
division of an established community are anticipated.

Impact LAN-2: Conflict with an Existing Land Use Plan,
Policy or Regulation
Consistency of the Proposed Project with individual General Plan policies is
discussed in further detail in Appendix G, Consistency Analysis. As indicated
there, the project is considered consistent with the General Plan policies, with the
adoption of the proposed General Plan amendments included in the project
description.
The existing General Plan land use designation allows for the development of up
to 80 residential units per acre, and a FAR not to exceed 4.0.
Development of the Proposed Project would result in an increased development
intensity of approximately 165 dwelling units per acre. The increased
development would result in a higher concentration of residences, increased
population, visitors/customers, and traffic (refer to Section 3.11 Population and
Housing and Section 3.13 Traffic and Circulation).
Approval of the proposed amendments would reconcile any inconsistency with
the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, which would be a less-thansignificant impact.
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Impact LAN-3: Conflict with a HCP or NCCP
As described in Section 3.3 Biological Resources, although Alameda County has
a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), it is under the jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and does not include the Proposed Project
site area. There are no other adopted HCPs or other natural community
conservation plans (NCCPs) that include the project site. As such, the Proposed
Project could not conflict with an adopted HCP or NCCP. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would have no impacts related to potential conflicts with an
adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or state HCP.

Cumulative Impacts
The Proposed Project was previously conceived in the Intermodal Station District
and Transit Facility Plan that was incorporated into the General Plan. The Station
District Plan envisions a high-density mixed-use, transit-oriented development.
The Project would not result in division of an established community, convert
farmland or agricultural lands, or result in a loss of existing housing. Adoption of
the proposed General Plan Amendment and Zoning text change would ensure
that the Proposed Project is consistent with existing land use plans, policies, and
regulations. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative changes
to land use would not be considerable.
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Summary
Table 3.10-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts
of the Proposed Project related to noise. As shown in Table 3.10-1, with
implementation of mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would have less
than significant impacts related to noise and vibration in the project area.
Table 3.10-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Noise and Vibration
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact NOI-1: Exposure of New
Land Uses to Exterior
Transportation Noise Levels in
Excess of City Standards

Significant

Mitigation Measure NOI -1:
Employ Measures to Reduce
Transportation Noise Levels
to Comply with Applicable
Noise Standards

Less than Significant

Impact NOI-2: Exposure of
Persons to Excessive
Groundborne Vibration Levels

Less than Significant

No mitigation is necessary.

Less than Significant

Impact NOI-3: Exposure of Offsite Noise Sensitive Land Uses
to Increased Traffic Noise

Less than Significant

No mitigation is necessary.

Less than Significant

Impact NOI-4: Exposure of Offsite Noise Sensitive Land Uses
to Short-term Construction
Noise

Significant

Mitigation Measure NOI-4:
Employ Measures to Reduce
Construction Noise to
Comply with Applicable
Construction Noise Standards

Less than Significant

Introduction
This section describes the affected environment for noise and vibration
(including existing noise conditions), background information on the
fundamentals of environmental noise, the regulatory setting associated with noise
and vibration, noise impacts that would result from the project, and mitigation
measures that would reduce these impacts.
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Fundamentals of Environmental Noise and
Vibration
Environmental Noise
Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. It may be loud, unpleasant,
unexpected, or undesired sound typically associated with human activity that
interferes with or disrupts normal noise-sensitive ongoing activities of others.
Although exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing
loss, the principal human response to environmental noise is annoyance. The
response of individuals to similar noise events is diverse and influenced by the
type of noise, the perceived importance and suitability of the noise in a particular
setting, the time of day and type of activity during which the noise occurs, and
the sensitivity of the individual. The response to vibration is similar: First, the
vibration needs to be of sufficient magnitude to be perceived, and, second, it
typically would have to interfere with a desirable activity to cause annoyance.
Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel
through a medium such as air that are sensed by the human ear. Sound is
generally characterized by frequency and intensity. Frequency describes the
sound’s pitch and is measured in hertz (Hz); intensity describes the sound’s level,
volume, or loudness and is measured in decibels (dB). Sound frequency is a
measure of how many times each second the crest of a sound pressure wave
passes a fixed point. For example, when a drummer beats a drum, the skin of the
drum vibrates at a certain number of times per second. Vibration of the drum skin
at a rate of 100 times (or cycles) per second generates a sound pressure wave that
is said to be oscillating at 100 Hz, and this pressure oscillation is perceived as a
tonal pitch of 100 Hz. Sound frequencies between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz are
within the range of sensitivity of the best human ear.
Sound from a tuning fork contains a single frequency and may therefore be
referred to as a pure tone. However, most sounds heard in the environment do not
consist of a single frequency but rather a broad band of frequencies differing in
individual sound levels. The method commonly used to quantify environmental
sounds consists of evaluating all the frequencies of a sound according to a
weighting system that reflects that human hearing is less sensitive at low
frequencies and extremely high frequencies than at the mid-range frequencies.
This frequency-dependent modification is called A-weighting, and the decibel
level measured is called the A-weighted sound level (dBA). In practice, the level
of a noise source is conveniently measured using a sound level meter that
includes a filter corresponding to the dBA curve.
A sound level of 0 dBA is approximately the threshold of human hearing and is
barely audible under extremely quiet listening conditions. Normal speech has a
sound level of approximately 60 dBA. Sound levels above about 120 dBA begin
to be felt inside the human ear as discomfort and eventually pain at still higher
levels. In general, human sound perception in a community environment is such
that a change in sound level of 3 dB is just noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly
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noticeable, and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or halving sound
level. Because of the logarithmic scale of the decibel unit, sound levels cannot be
added or subtracted arithmetically. A simple rule of thumb is useful in dealing
with sound levels: if a sound’s physical intensity is doubled, the sound level
increases by 3 dB, regardless of the initial sound level. For example, 60 dB plus
60 dB equals 63 dB, and 80 dB plus 80 dB equals 83 dB. As mentioned earlier,
however, a perception of doubling of sound level requires about a 10-decibel
increase.
Although the A-weighted sound level may adequately indicate the level of
environmental noise at any instant in time, community noise levels vary
continuously. Most environmental noise includes a mixture of noise from distant
sources that create a relatively steady background noise in which no particular
source is identifiable. A single descriptor called the Leq (equivalent sound level)
is used to describe the average acoustical energy in a time-varying sound. Leq is
the energy-mean A-weighted sound level present or predicted to occur during a
specified interval. It is the “equivalent” constant sound level that a given source
would need to produce to equal the fluctuating level of measured sound. It is
often desirable to also know the range of acoustic levels of the noise source being
measured. This is accomplished through the Lmax and Lmin noise descriptors. They
represent the root-mean-square maximum and minimum obtainable noise levels
measured during the monitoring interval. The Lmin value obtained for a particular
monitoring location represents the quietest moment occurring during the
measurement period and is often called the acoustic floor for that location.
Likewise, the loudest momentary sound during the measurement is represented
by Lmax.
To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, the statistical
noise descriptors L10, L50, and L90 (or other percentile values) may be used. They
are the noise levels equaled or exceeded 10, 50, and 90 percent, respectively, of
the time during the measured interval. The percentile descriptors are most
commonly found in nuisance noise ordinances to allow for different noise levels
for various portions of an hour. For example, the L50 value would represent
30 minutes of an hour period, the L25 would be associated with 15 minutes of an
hour, and so on. Of particular interest in this analysis are other descriptors of
noise that are commonly used to help determine noise/land use compatibility and
to predict an average community reaction to adverse effects of environmental
noise, including traffic-generated and industrial noise. One of the most universal
descriptors is the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL or Ldn). The Ldn noise
metric represents a 24-hour period and applies a time-weighted factor designed to
penalize noise events that occur during nighttime hours, when relaxation and
sleep disturbance is of more concern than during daytime hours. Noise occurring
during the daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. receives no penalty.
Noise occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. is penalized by adding 10 dB
to the measured level. In California, the use of the Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) descriptor is permitted. CNEL is identical to Ldn except CNEL
adds a 5 dB penalty for noise occurring during evening hours between 7:00 p.m.
and 10:00 p.m.
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Ground-Borne Vibration
Vibration is an oscillatory motion that can be described in terms of displacement,
velocity, or acceleration. The response of humans to vibration is very complex.
However, the general consensus is that for the vibration frequencies generated by
passenger trains, human response is best approximated by the vibration velocity
level. Therefore, vibration velocity has been used in this study to describe traingenerated vibration levels.
When evaluating human response, ground-borne vibration is usually expressed in
terms of root mean square (RMS) vibration velocity. RMS is defined as the
average of the squared amplitude of the vibration signal. To avoid confusion with
sound decibels, the abbreviation VdB is used for vibration decibels.
Although there has been relatively little research into human and building
response to ground-borne vibration, there is substantial experience with vibration
from rail systems. In general, the collective experience indicates that:


It is rare that ground-borne vibration from transit systems results in building
damage, even minor cosmetic damage. The primary consideration therefore
is whether vibration will be intrusive to building occupants or will interfere
with interior activities or machinery.



The threshold for human perception is approximately 65 VdB. Vibration
levels in the range of 70 to 75 VdB are often noticeable but acceptable.
Beyond 80 VdB, vibration levels are often considered unacceptable. (FTA
2006).



For human annoyance, there is a relationship between the number of daily
events and the degree of annoyance caused by ground-borne vibration. The
FTA guidance manual includes an 8 VdB higher impact threshold at
residential and institutional land uses if there are fewer than 70 trains per day
(FTA 2006).

Regulatory Setting
The State of California and the City have each established plans and policies
designed to limit noise exposure at noise sensitive land uses. These plans and
policies are contained in the following documents: (1) the State CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, (2) the California State Building Code (Title 24), (3)
the City of Union City General Plan, and (4) the Union City Community Noise
Ordinance.

State
California Building Code and Guidelines
Section 1207of the California Building Code specifies that interior noise levels
attributable to exterior noise sources shall not exceed 45 dBA Ldn or CNEL in
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.10-4

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.10 Noise

any habitable room of new multi-family dwellings (includes hotels). Residential
structures proposed where the noise level exceeds 60 dBA Ldn or CNEL are
required to have an acoustical analysis showing that the proposed design will
limit exterior noise to the prescribed allowable interior level.

Local
Union City General Plan
The Union City General Plan considers single and multi-family residential, group
homes, hospitals and extended medical facilities, schools and other learning
institutions, libraries, and similar uses to be noise sensitive land uses (HS-C.1.1).
Based on the General Plan Policies (summarized from Table HS-2 in the General
Plan), exterior noise levels of 60 dBA CNEL or less are considered to be
normally acceptable for single and multi-family residences. For multi-family
residences, exterior noise levels from 60 to 70 dBA CNEL are considered
conditionally acceptable. Office, commercial, and professional uses are
considered normally acceptable in areas where exterior noise levels are 65 dBA
CNEL or less and conditionally acceptable in areas where exterior noise levels
are 75 dBA CNEL or less. Where noise levels are considered conditionally
acceptable, new construction or development should be undertaken only after a
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed
insulation features included in the design. For noise sensitive land uses,
mitigation shall be included in structural design to reduce interior noise levels to
a maximum of 45 dBA CNEL (HS-C.1.2).
For new development projects that are impacted by noise or cannot meet the
standards specified in Table HS-2 (summarized above), the construction of
barriers to mitigate sound emissions are required where necessary or where
feasible (HS-C.1.6).
The Union City General Plan limits construction activities to between the hours
of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.
on Saturdays, and Sundays and holidays, between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. (HSC.1.7).

Union City Community Noise Ordinance
Section 9.40.053 of the Union City Municipal Code addresses noise from
construction. Construction operations that occur between the hours of 8:00 a.m.
and 8:00 p.m. on Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays,
and 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and holidays are exempt from the
provisions of the Noise Ordinance, if they meet at least one of the following
noise limitations:
A. No individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding 83
dBA at a distance of 25 feet. If the device is housed within a structure on the
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property, the measurement shall be made outside the structure at a distance as
close to 25 feet from the equipment as possible.
B. The noise level at any point outside the property plane of the project shall not
exceed 86 dBA.

Groundborne Vibration
The City of Union City has not identified quantifiable vibration limits that can be
used to evaluate the compatibility of land uses with the expected vibration
environment. Although there are no local standards which control the allowable
vibration in a new residential development, the U.S. Department of
Transportation has developed vibration impact assessment criteria for evaluating
vibration impacts associated with rapid transit projects. Vibration impact criteria,
based on maximum overall levels for a single event, have been proposed by the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
The FTA vibration criteria are based on the maximum ground vibration caused
by a typical train passby. Unlike the FTA noise criteria, the vibration criteria do
not incorporate any factor to account the number of trains per day with one
exception. The exception is that for relatively infrequent service as is typical for
commuter and intercity passenger rail systems, the FTA impact thresholds are 8
VdB higher than for frequent service. FTA defines “frequent” service to be more
than 70 trains per day, and “infrequent” service to be less than 30 trains per day.
The infrequent criteria are applicable to trains along the Oakland and Niles
Subdivision tracks and the frequent criteria would be applicable to Union City
BART (BART).
The FTA vibration criteria are based on three land use categories. Table 3.10-2
shows FTA criteria for ground-borne vibration from rail transit systems. For
residential buildings (Category 2), the thresholds applicable to this project are 80
VdB for UPRR and 72 VdB for BART.
Table 3.10-2. Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria
Ground-Borne Vibration (VdB re 1 micro inch/sec)
Land Use Category
Category 1. Buildings where low ambient
vibration is essential for interior operations.

Frequent Events1
65 VdB

Occasional Events2
65 VdB

Infrequent Events3
65 VdB

Category 2. Residences and buildings where
people normally sleep.

72 VdB

75 VdB

80 VdB

75 VdB
78 VdB
83 VdB
Category 3. Institutional land uses with
primarily daytime use.
Notes:
1 “
Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day.
2
“Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day.
3 “
Infrequent Events” is defined as less than 30 events per day.
Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment, May 2006.
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.10-6

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.10 Noise

Sleep Disturbance
The City’s interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for residential land uses is a
weighted average of sound levels measured over a 24-hour period. While this
standard is sufficient to achieve an acceptable interior noise environment with
most environmental noise sources, very loud intermittent noise sources, such as
train pass-bys, create maximum interior noise levels that are loud enough to
cause sleep disturbance and annoyance within residences. Studies have shown
that limiting maximum noise levels to 55 dBA within bedrooms during train
pass-bys will limit the probability of waking future residents when trains pass the
site to less than 5 percent per occurrence (Kryter, 1985). This criterion has been
used for this analysis.

Environmental Setting
Land Uses
The project site is situated in Union City, south of Decoto Road between Mission
Boulevard and Alvarado-Niles Road. To the southwest of the project site is the
BART Station, two BART rail lines and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
Oakland Subdivision line. The Niles Subdivision UPRR line is located to the
northeast of the site. Residential land uses are located southeast of the site and
commercial and residential land uses are located to the northwest.

Noise Monitoring Survey
A noise monitoring survey was performed from April 23rd to 25th, 2008 to
establish baseline noise conditions and to identify noise sensitive receptors in the
vicinity of the site and along the surrounding roadway network. Two long-term
(24+ hour) and two short-term (10- minute) measurements were conducted (see
Figure 3.10-1). Sound level measurements were made using Larson Davis Model
700 and 812 Sound Level Meters, set to slow time response and using
A-Weighting (dBA). Traffic volume counts were conducted concurrent to shortterm noise measurement ST-2, where the primary noise source was traffic along
Decoto Road.

Long Term Measurements
Long-term measurement LT-1 was located about 40 feet from the UPRR
Oakland Subdivision railroad tracks, which are located to the southwest of the
site, and about 130 feet from the BART Station. BART is elevated by about 15
feet above the grade of the site at this location and the UPRR tracks are elevated
by about 2 feet. The primary noise source at this location was BART trains,
which pass by the site at regular intervals, about 1 train every 4 minutes during
daytime hours. Occasional airplanes and freight trains also generate intermittent
high noise levels. Based on the BART train schedule, a total of 266 BART trains
pass by the site each weekday; with 188 trains during daytime hours (7:00 am to
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7:00 pm), 28 trains during evening hours (7:00 pm to 10:00 pm), and 50 trains
during nighttime hours (10:00 pm to 7:00 am). There are no BART trains
scheduled between the hours of 1:15 am and 4:05 am.- Maximum noise levels
generated during BART train passbys typically ranged from 65 to 70 dBA Lmax.
Aircraft generated lower noise levels, in the range of 50 to 60 dBA Lmax. Based
on review of the data, freight trains generate maximum noise levels in the range
of 75 to 85 dBA Lmax and pass by the site during late night hours. 24-hour
average noise level of 61 dBA CNEL was calculated at this location. The hourly
trend in noise levels at LT-1 is displayed graphically in Figure 3.10-2. Based on
noise levels measured at LT-1, noise levels at a distance of 100 feet from the
centerline of the Oakland Subdivision (and 165 feet from the centerline of the
BART right-of-way) were estimated to be about 63 dBA CNEL, with a
contribution of 62 dBA CNEL from BART.
Long term location LT-2 was situated about 50 feet from the UPRR Niles
Subdivision tracks, which are located to the northwest of the site. Background
noise levels at this location were generated by distant transportation noise
sources, including traffic on Decoto Road, BART, and aircraft overflights.
Freight trains typically generated maximum noise levels in the range of 70 to 90
dBA Lmax, with maximum noise levels reaching 105 dBA during train horn
soundings. Based on overview of the data, approximately 59 train operations
occurred over the 49 hour monitoring period, including nighttime and early
morning hours. The 24-hour average noise level at this location was calculated to
be 71 dBA CNEL. The hourly trend in noise levels at LT-2 is displayed
graphically in Figure 3.10-3.

Short Term Measurements
Two attended short-term measurements (ST-1 and ST-2) were conducted at
locations representative of project setbacks on April 24th, 2008 between 11:00 am
and 12:00 pm. Measurements were conducted at a height of 5 feet above the
surrounding ground. Meteorological conditions during the short-term
measurements consisted of partly cloudy skies with temperatures around 62oF
and winds speeds from 2 to 3 mph. The results of the sound level measurements
are summarized in Table 3.10-3.
Table 3.10-3. Baseline Noise Measurements

Site
ID
ST-1

Measurement Location
(Date, Start Time)
Near location LT-2
(4/23/2008, 11:20 am)

Primary Noise
Source
Distant BART,
traffic, and aircraft

ST-2

~95 feet from center of
Decoto Road
(4/23/2008, 11:50 am)

Traffic on Decoto
Road
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Figure 3.10-1
Noise Monitoring Locations
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Figure 3.10-2
Noise Levels at LT-1, 130 Feet from BART, April 23-25, 2008
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Figure 3.10-3
Noise Levels at LT-2, 50 feet from Union Pacific Raliroad Line, Niles Subdivision
April 23-25, 2008
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Impact Analysis
This section describes the impact analysis relating to noise for the Proposed
Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the project and
lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be significant.
Measures to mitigate significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Methods
Vehicular Traffic Noise Levels
AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes supplied in 2008 by Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultants were used in this analysis. Traffic noise levels were
calculated based on noise measurements made during the noise monitoring
survey, traffic volumes supplied by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, and
traffic noise modeling using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Traffic Noise Model (TNM).
Project generated noise increases are calculated by comparing project traffic
conditions to no-project traffic conditions within the same time frame (i.e.,
project + existing vs. existing, 2035 cumulative with project vs. 2025 cumulative
without project). In general, CNEL values are approximately equal to the Leq
peak hour under normal traffic conditions (Caltrans, 1998). For this assessment,
PM Peak Hour Leq and CNEL noise levels are considered to be equivalent.

Railroad Operations Noise Levels
Future noise levels generated by railroad operations were calculated based on
noise measurements made during the noise monitoring survey and information
supplied by the Union City Intermodal Station Passenger Rail Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (Union City, April 2005).
The Union City Passenger Rail Project would reroute current and future Capital
Corridor trains from the Niles Subdivision to the Oakland Subdivision. The
Capital Corridor currently operates 11 passenger trains per day on the Niles
Subdivision and the operations are predicted to increase to 32 trains per day with
16 trains per day operating along each of the two subdivisions. Train service
would be between 5:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. with an estimated average maximum
speed of 50 mph adjacent to the project site. It is assumed that the trains would
be evenly distributed between 5:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., which means that one
train in each direction would pass between the nighttime hours of 5:00 a.m. and
7:00 a.m.
With 16 passenger trains per day operating at speeds of approximately 50 mph
during daytime and nighttime hours, noise levels generated along the Oakland
Subdivision are predicted to be about 67 dBA CNEL at 100 feet from the
centerline of the tracks. The Union City Passenger Rail Project would actually
reduce noise along the Niles Subdivision as a result of rerouting current trains.
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As a conservative assumption, this analysis assumes that future noise levels along
the Niles Subdivision would remain unchanged.

Railroad Vibration Levels
Predictions of future vibration levels from Capital Corridor and Dumbarton Rail
trains on the Oakland subdivision were based on the procedures for a General
Assessment given in the FTA Guidance Manual (FTA 2006). The basic approach
is to use a curve of typical vibration level vs. distance to estimate the level of
ground-borne vibration at each representative receptor. This vibration level is
then adjusted to account for other factors.
Figure 3.10-4. Generalized Ground Surface Vibration Curves (FTA, 2006)

The top curve in Figure 3.10-4 shows typical vibration levels from locomotivepowered passenger or freight trains as a function of distance. This curve is for a
train speed of 50 mph, which is the same as the estimated speed through the
project area.

Thresholds of Significance
Thresholds of significance were determined based on Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the Union City noise standards, and by using professional
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judgment and standard practices. Impacts pertaining to noise were considered
significant if it resulted in any of the following environmental effects.


Noise and Land Use Compatibility—Exterior: A significant noise impact
would occur if proposed land uses would be exposed to exterior noise levels
exceeding 60 dBA CNEL for new single and multi-family residential uses, or
65 dBA CNEL for offices, commercial, and professional uses.



Noise and Land Use Compatibility—Interior: A significant noise impact
would occur if noise levels inside residences would be exposed to noise
levels exceeding 45 dBA CNEL or if maximum noise levels within bedrooms
during train pass-bys are anticipated to exceed 55 dBA Lmax.



Groundborne Vibration: The Proposed Project is considered to result in a
significant groundborne vibration impact if project buildings would be
exposed to vibration levels exceeding the FTA vibration impact thresholds
(80 VdB for UPRR and 72 VdB for BART).



Project Generated Traffic Noise Increases: Neither Union City nor the
State of California identifies significance thresholds for increases in noise
due to increases in traffic generated by a project. Accordingly, the following
significance thresholds have been developed based on city noise standards
and professional judgment. The Proposed Project is considered to result in a
significant traffic noise impact at existing offsite noise residential uses if it
would:


Result in a noise increase of 3 dBA or more where the resulting outdoor
noise levels with project traffic would exceed the noise and land use
compatibility thresholds; or



Result in a noise increase of 5 dBA or more where the resulting outdoor
noise levels with project traffic would continue to meet the noise and
land use compatibility thresholds.

In both cases the increase in noise is based on comparing project and no
project conditions within the same time frame.


Construction Noise: A construction noise impact would be considered
significant if noise generating construction activities would occur outside of
the construction hours specified in the City of Union City noise ordinance
(8:00 am to 8:00 pm Monday through Friday, 9:00 am to 8:00 pm Saturday,
10:00 am to 6:00 pm Sunday and Holidays).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
The Proposed Project would develop up to 973 residential units, up to 37,500
square feet of retail and commercial uses, and up to 6,200 square feet of business
condominiums. Noise sensitive uses proposed to be developed as part of the
project would be exposed to noise from existing traffic, railroad, and aircraft
operations. Development of the Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes
on the local roadway network, which would result in increased traffic noise
levels at existing off-site noise sensitive receptors located along these roadways.
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Construction of the project would generate short term increases in noise at nearby
noise sensitive receptors.

Noise and Land Use Compatibility
Impact NOI-1: Exposure of New Land Uses to Exterior
Transportation Noise Levels in Excess of City Standards
The Proposed Project would develop residential and commercial uses adjacent to
11th Street and the UPRR Niles Subdivision railroad tracks. Other noise sources
include traffic on Decoto Road and operations along the BART and UPRR
Oakland Subdivision tracks.
Exterior Noise Levels
Cumulative 2035 with Project traffic noise levels along 11th Street and Decoto
Road were calculated based on noise measurements made during the noise
monitoring survey, traffic volumes (supplied in 2008 by Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultants), and traffic noise modeling using the FHWA TNM.
Future noise levels generated by railroad operations were calculated based on
noise measurements made during the noise monitoring survey and information
supplied by the Union City Intermodal Station Passenger Rail Project EIR
(Union City, April 2005).
The calculated distances to the 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL noise contours from
the center of 11th Street, Decoto Road, the UPRR Niles Subdivision tracks, the
UPRR Oakland subdivision tracks, and the BART tracks are summarized in
Table 3.10-4 for the cumulative with project traffic condition and the future
railroad operation estimates. Note that in areas that are exposed to more than one
of these noise sources (this is especially of note for the UPRR Oakland
Subdivision and the BART tracks), noise levels would result from a combination
of noise source levels.
Table 3.10-4. Unshielded Distances to 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL Noise
Contours under Cumulative with Project Traffic and Railroad Conditions
Distance from center of Road/Tracks to Noise Contour
Noise Source
11th Street

60 dBA CNEL
435 ft

65 dBA CNEL
200 ft

70 dBA CNEL
95 ft

Decoto Road

350 ft

165 ft

75 ft

UPRR Niles Subdivision

225 ft

125 ft

70 ft

UPRR Oakland
Subdivision
(including BART)

260 ft

145 ft

80 ft

The closest proposed noise sensitive receptors are located about 80 feet from the
center of 11th Street, about 350 feet from the center of Decoto Road, about 100
feet from the UPRR Niles Subdivision, and about 350 feet from the UPRR
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Oakland Subdivision (about 450 feet from the center of the BART tracks). With
the acoustical shielding provided by project structures, the impact of these noise
sources would be reduced in areas located away from and/or shielded from the
noise source. As the remaining blocks are built out, the project uses would be
further shielded from Decoto Road, the UPRR Oakland Subdivision, and BART.
Unshielded residences located adjacent to 11th Street are predicted to be exposed
to a traffic noise level of 71 dBA CNEL, resulting primarily from traffic on 11th
Street. Residences adjacent to the UPRR Niles Subdivision would be exposed to
noise levels of about 67 dBA CNEL, resulting primarily from railroad operations.
Based on the project plans, common exterior use areas would be located in
courtyard areas, which would typically be well shielded from the surrounding
noise sources by the project building structure. City noise guidelines are not
typically applicable to small private uses such as upper level balconies. With the
acoustical shielding provided by project structures, noise levels would be reduced
in areas located away from and/or shielded from the adjacent noise sources.
However, since the building plans are not yet finalized, it is possible that some
noise sensitive exterior use areas could have partial or full exposure to 11th Street
and/or the UPRR Niles Subdivision. As a result, this impact is considered to be
significant.
Interior Noise Levels
Residences throughout the site would be exposed to exterior noise levels that
exceed 60 dBA CNEL. Standard California residential construction typically
provides about 15 dBA of exterior-to-interior noise reduction with windows
partially open, and 20 to 25 dBA of exterior-to-interior noise reduction with
windows closed. As a result, the interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for
residences would typically be met if the exterior noise levels do not exceed the
exterior noise and land compatibility threshold of 60 dBA CNEL. The
incorporation of forced air mechanical ventilation systems in residential units is
considered sufficient to allow occupants the option of maintaining windows in
the closed position.
Due to the shielding provided by the project structures, units would be exposed
primarily to noise generated by the noise source that has a line-of-sight to the unit
(i.e., units along 11th Street would be exposed primarily to traffic noise and units
along the railroad would be exposed primarily to railroad noise). Taking into
account the shielding provided by the project buildings, noise levels outside the
façades of residences are predicted to be about 71 dBA CNEL at ground level
units fronting 11th Street (assuming a distance of 80 feet from the centerline of
the roadway), about 67 dBA CNEL in units fronting the Niles Subdivision
(assuming a distance of 100 feet from tracks). In addition, instantaneous
maximum noise levels generated by railroad operations would typically range
from 75 to 90 dBA Lmax during train passbys at the facades of adjacent units with
maximum noise levels reaching 105 dBA during train horn soundings. Noise
exposure at the 3rd and 4th story is often 2 to 4 dBA higher than that of the ground
floor because noise reduction due to ground absorption and shielding is reduced.
Above the 4th floor, noise levels tend to drop off slightly as the distance from the
ground level noise sources increases.
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Using ground floor noise exposure, noise levels inside units with façades fronting
11th Street are predicted to be about 56 dBA CNEL, assuming typical California
construction methods with windows open, and about 46 to 51 dBA CNEL with
windows in the closed position. Noise levels inside units with façades fronting
the UPRR Niles Subdivision are predicted to be about 54 dBA CNEL with
windows open and about 44 to 49 dBA CNEL with windows in the closed
position. Instantaneous maximum noise levels generated by railroad operations
inside adjacent units are predicted to be in the range of 60 to 75 dBA Lmax during
train passbys with windows open and in the range of 50 to 65 dBA Lmax with
windows closed. During train horn soundings, maximum noise levels are
predicted to be about 15 dBA higher. The current development proposal and
Design Guidelines assume that ground floor uses would be primarily
commercial. As indicated above, noise levels would be 2 to 4 dBA higher at the
3rd and 4th story, where residences are proposed, and drop off above the 4th floor.
To meet the State standard (45 dBA CNEL), forced-air ventilation and sound
rated construction would be required throughout the site. The exact specifications
of window and wall systems cannot be accurately predicted at this time. These
specifications can be made once final building elevations and floor plans are
developed. Preliminary calculations estimated that to meet the 45 dBA CNEL
interior criteria windows with STC ratings of 30 to 32 would be required for
residential façades fronting 11th Street and windows with STC ratings of 28 to 30
would be required for residential façades fronting the UPRR Niles Subdivision.
To control interior maximum noise levels to minimize the potential for activity
interference and sleep disturbance, noise insulation features such as stucco-sided
walls with resilient furring elements and sound-rated windows and doors would
be required for residences located near the adjacent railroad. To reduce sleep and
indoor activity disturbance during train passbys, the noise control treatments
should be designed to reduce typical maximum instantaneous noise levels from
the railroad operations to 55 dBA inside bedrooms and other noise sensitive
rooms. Again, noise insulation features to be included in the project’s design will
need to be developed once detailed plans are available. Preliminary calculations
estimated that stucco siding with resilient channels and windows with Sound
Transmission Class (STC) ratings of 38 to 43 would be required in units adjacent
to the railroad to reduce maximum instantaneous noise levels during train
passbys. 1 Additional noise insulation features would be needed to reduce
maximum noise levels generated during train horn soundings. This impact is
considered to be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would
reduce potential impacts from exposure of new land uses to exterior
transportation noise levels in excess of City standards to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Employ Measures to Reduce
Transportation Noise Levels to Comply with Applicable Noise
Standards
The Applicant shall employ measures to reduce transportation noise to levels that
comply with applicable noise standards (i.e. 60 dBA CNEL for exterior areas of
1

STC ratings are a way to measure the attenuation of sound. STC ratings are used for windows, doors, walls, and
most building materials.
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new single and multi-family residential uses, 65 dBA CNEL for exterior areas of
offices, commercial, and professional uses, 45 dBA CNEL for interior areas of
residential uses, and maximum noise levels within bedrooms during train passbys of 55 dBA Lmax.) The Applicant shall retain a qualified acoustical consultant
to prepare a report describing design level noise-reducing treatments to be
implemented. The report shall be submitted to the City for review and approval
prior to issuance of the project building permits.
Measures that can be implemented to achieve compliance with applicable noise
standards include but are not limited to the following:


Locate noise-sensitive outdoor use areas away from adjacent noise sources.



Shield noise-sensitive spaces with building or noise barriers whenever
possible (i.e. construct outdoor use areas as courtyard areas).



Include the provision of forced-air mechanical ventilation for all units, so
that windows could be kept closed at the occupant’s discretion to control
noise.



Implement special building construction techniques at residential uses where
necessary. These treatments include, but are not limited to, sound rated
windows and doors, sound rated wall constructions, acoustical caulking, etc.
The specific determination of what treatments are necessary shall be
conducted on a unit-by-unit basis.

Groundborne Vibration
Impact NOI-2: Exposure of Persons to Excessive
Groundborne Vibration Levels
Based on Figure 3.10-2, vibration levels are estimated to be 78 VdB re 1 micro
in./sec at a distance of 100 feet from the either the Oakland or Niles Subdivisions
and 67 VdB re 1 micro in./sec at a distance of 100 feet from BART. Vibration
levels would be below the applicable FTA vibration impact thresholds (80 VdB
for UPRR and 72 VdB for BART) at a distance of 80 feet or further from the
Oakland or Niles Subdivision tracks and about 60 feet or further from the BART
tracks. The closest proposed structures are located about 100 feet from the UPRR
Niles Subdivision, about 350 feet from the UPRR Oakland Subdivision, and
about 450 feet from BART. As a result, this impact is considered to be less-thansignificant.

Project Generated Traffic Noise
Impact NOI-3: Exposure of Off-site Noise Sensitive Land
Uses to Increased Traffic Noise
Development of the Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes on the local
roadway network, which would result in increased traffic noise levels at noise
sensitive receptors located along these roadways. Project generated noise
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increases are calculated by comparing project traffic conditions to no-project
traffic conditions within the same time frame (i.e., project + existing vs. existing,
2035 cumulative with project vs. 2035 cumulative without project). Based on
AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes supplied in 2008 by Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultants, the project would not result in any measureable
increases in traffic noise above those generated without the project (i.e., traffic
noise increases are calculated to be less than 1 dBA). Since the project would not
result in traffic noise increases of 3 dBA or greater at any off-site noise sensitive
uses, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

Construction Noise
Impact NOI-4: Exposure of Off-site Noise Sensitive Land
Uses to Short-term Construction Noise
Construction of the project would occur in several phases over a period of about
10 years. Noise impacts resulting from construction depend on the noise
generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the timing and duration
of noise generating activities, and the distance and shielding between
construction noise sources and noise sensitive areas. Construction noise impacts
primarily result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive times of
the day (early morning, evening, or nighttime hours), the construction occurs in
areas immediately adjoining noise sensitive land uses, or when construction lasts
over extended periods of time. Detailed plans for construction of the project and
the selection of construction equipment have not yet been determined. Table
3.10-5 summarizes noise levels produced by commonly used construction
equipment.
Table 3.10-5. Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels
Equipment

Typical Noise Level (dBA) 50 feet from Source

Grader

85

Bulldozers

85

Truck

88

Loader

85

Roller

74

Air Compressor

81

Backhoe

80

Pneumatic Tool

85

Paver

89

Concrete Pump

82

Source: Federal Transit Administration, 2006.

Pile driving would not be employed as a construction method. Individual types of
construction equipment are expected to generate noise levels ranging from 74 to
89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Noise generated by construction is anticipated to
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be the greatest during site grading activities and excavation for underground
utilities. Noise generated during building construction would be lower. Hourly
average construction noise levels are typically 75 dBA to 85 dBA Leq measured
at a distance of 50 feet from the center of the site during busy construction
periods. Construction noise levels typically attenuate over distance at a rate of
about 6 dBA per doubling of distance between the source and receptor. Shielding
by buildings or terrain often result in much lower construction noise levels at
distant receptors.
The closest noise sensitive receptors are townhome residences located adjacent to
and southeast of the project site. Hourly average construction generated noise
levels would be about 75 to 85 dBA at the closest townhomes to the southeast
when construction in located in the southern portion of the site. Construction
noise would be lower in acoustically shielded locations, at noise sensitive
receivers located further from the project site, or when construction occurs on the
northern portion of the site.
Hourly average construction noise levels could reach more than 10 to 20 dBA
above ambient noise levels at townhomes to the southeast. The noise levels could
be high enough to interfere with conversation in backyards and possibly inside
homes. During other phases of construction and when activities are located to the
north, noise levels would be lower but would still potentially interfere with
indoor and outdoor activities.
Although any increase in the background noise level due to project construction
would be temporary, construction could potentially occur outside of the hours
specified in the City noise ordinance. This impact is therefore considered to be
significant. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-4 would
reduce potential impacts from exposure of off-site noise sensitive land uses to
short-term construction noise to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure NOI-4: Employ Measures to Reduce Construction
Noise to Comply with Applicable Construction Noise Standards
The construction contractor shall employ measures to reduce construction noise
such that noise from construction activity does not violate applicable construction
noise standards. Measures that can be implemented to reduce construction noise
to acceptable levels include but are not limited to:


Limiting all construction activities, including loading and unloading of
materials and on-site truck movements, to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and
8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, 9:00 am to 8:00 pm Saturday, 10:00 am
to 6:00 pm Sunday and Holidays, and to the provisions listed in Section
9.40.053 of the Union City Municipal Code.



Using available noise suppression devices and techniques, including:


Equipping all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with
mufflers, air-inlet silencers, and any other shrouds, shields, or other
noise-reducing features that are in good operating condition and
appropriate for the equipment.
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Utilizing “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise
sources where such technology exists.



Utilizing electrically powered equipment instead of pneumatic or internal
combustion powered equipment, where feasible.



Using of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and
bells, for safety warning purposes only.



Locating stationary noise-generating equipment, construction parking,
and maintenance areas as far as reasonable from sensitive receptors when
sensitive receptors adjoin or are near the construction project area.



Prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (i.e., in
excess of five minutes).



Placing temporary barriers or enclosure around stationary noisegenerating equipment when located near noise sensitive areas.



Ensuring that project-related public address or music systems are not
audible at any adjacent receptor.



Notifying adjacent residents in advance of construction work.

Cumulative Impacts
The State CEQA Guidelines require that projects be evaluated with respect to
their contribution to the cumulative baseline conditions. This contribution with
respect to air emissions would include both construction and operational
emissions.
Cumulative impacts include impacts from closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects which could, in combination with
the impacts from the Proposed Project, result in cumulatively considerable
impacts. Past, present, and probable projects have been identified in Chapter 4,
Table 4-1 that may result in cumulative impacts within the project vicinity.
There are two different types of potential cumulative noise impacts relative to the
Proposed Project:


Contribution of traffic noise from the Proposed Project affecting off-site
noise sensitive receptors in combination with cumulative noise sources



Cumulative impacts of existing and future sources of noise on the new
residents at the Proposed Project.

Project Traffic Noise Cumulative Contribution
The Proposed Project is considered to contribute to a significant cumulative noise
impact at other noise sensitive locations where the project-related increase is at
least 1 dBA and the predicted noise level exceeds the applicable noise land
compatibility standards (60 dBA CNEL for residences). Based on AM and PM
peak hour traffic volumes supplied in 2008 by Fehr & Peers Transportation
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Consultants, the project would not result in any measureable increases in traffic
noise above those generated without the project (i.e., traffic noise increases are
calculated to be less than 1 dBA). Since the project would not result in traffic
noise increases of 1 dBA or greater at any off-site noise sensitive uses, the
Proposed Project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative
traffic noise impact.

Cumulative Noise for New Residential Receptors
In addition to existing noise sources, which include traffic along Decoto Road
and 11th avenue, existing passenger and freight rail operations, and BART, the
following cumulative sources of noise would also affect the new project
residents:


Cumulative traffic along 11th Street and Decoto Road.



The Dumbarton Rail Corridor (DRC) Project would add approximately 12
trains per day arriving at the Intermodal Station (HNTB 2006).



The Union City Intermodal Station Passenger Rail project would relocate the
Capitol Corridor service from the Niles Subdivision to the Oakland
Subdivision and Capitol Corridor is planning to expand service in the future
from 8 trains per day to 32 trains per day (see Jones & Stokes 2006).



Construction of a new connection between the Niles Subdivision and Niles
Junction is proposed in the Regional Rail Plan which would allow use of the
Niles Subdivision to connect from Oakland to the Central Valley, resulting in
potential relocation of freight traffic from the Coast Subdivision to the Niles
Subdivision (Earthtech et al. 2007).

The summary result of the cumulative rail projects would be to have Capitol
Corridor and Dumbarton Rail Corridor passenger trains (total of 56 trains)
operating along the Oakland Subdivision 350 feet south of the project and for
freight trains operating on the Niles Subdivision approximately 100 feet north of
the nearest Proposed Project residence. In addition, BART would continue to
operate approximately 450 feet south of the project.
A noise analysis was conducted as part of the EIR Union City Intermodal
Passenger Rail Project (Jones & Stokes 2006). This evaluation is applicable to
the current project for evaluation of cumulative noise for the new residents
because it assessed both existing and cumulative passenger (including BART)
and freight rail noise in the vicinity of the project. The prior noise analysis
analyzed a residential location near the Intermodal Station (Brookstone/Site R3)
that is closer than the Proposed Project to both BART and the Oakland
Subdivision but further than the Proposed Project from the Niles Subdivision. In
the cumulative condition, the modeled Site R3 location would be subject to more
noise than the Proposed Project (due to closer proximity to more active rail and
BART operations), although it would have a 8 dBA reduction due to an existing
sound wall. Removing the effect of the soundwall, the modeled site R3 location
would have cumulative noise levels of 67 to 68 dBA (= 59 to 60 dBA plus 8 dBA
added to account for the existing soundwall) (Jones & Stokes 2006).
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As noted above, the project analysis concluded that the Proposed Project would
be subject to noise levels from cumulative traffic, BART, and rail (including
Capitol Corridor and freight, but not the DRC project) of between 67 and 71
dBA. Adding in the DRC project trains would increase these levels slightly, but
given the 350 feet separation from the Oakland subdivision, the contribution will
be somewhat attenuated.
Since cumulative noise levels will exceed the outdoor noise level of 60 dBA,
there would be a significant cumulative impact due to the placement of new
residents at this location, cumulative traffic, and cumulative rail noise. This
cumulative impact on the new residents can be mitigated to a less than significant
level through the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which is
described above.
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Summary
Table 3.11-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts
of the Proposed Project related to population and housing. As shown in Table
3.11-1, the Proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on
population and housing within the project area.
Table 3.11-1. Summary of Potentially Significant Population and Housing Impacts
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact POP-1: Direct
Inducement of Substantial
Population Growth

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact POP-2: Displacement of
Existing Housing or Population

No Impact

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact

Introduction
This section describes the affected environment for population and housing
issues, the regulatory settings associated with population and housing, the
impacts on population and housing that would result from the Proposed Project,
and the mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts.
Growth-inducing impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.0.

Sources of Information
The key sources of data and information used in the preparation of this section
include:


City of Union City Official Website



U.S. Census Bureau. 2006. Fact Sheet [by Geography].



California Department of Finance, 2009
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City of Union City General Plan Housing Element, adopted March 26, 2002



Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2009

Regulatory Setting
State
State law requires each city and county to adopt a general plan for future growth.
This plan must include a housing element that identifies housing needs for all
economic segments and provides opportunities for housing development to meet
those needs. At the state level, the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) estimates the relative share of California’s
projected population growth that will occur in each county in the state based on
the California Department of Finance’s population projections and historic
growth trends. Population projections are provided by HCD to the councils of
governments, which then assign a share of the regional housing need among each
county and their cities.
Each city and county is required by statute to update its general plan housing
element on a regular basis, generally on 5-year cycles. Among other things, the
housing element must incorporate policies and identify potential sites that will
accommodate a city or county’s share of the regional housing need. Before
adopting an update to its housing element, the city or county must submit the
draft element to HCD for review. HCD will then inform the local jurisdiction
whether its housing element complies with the provisions of California Housing
Element Law.

Local
The City of Union City General Plan Housing Element (City of Union City,
2002) lists the following relevant goals and policies with regard to population
and housing:
Housing Element
Goal HE-H1 To promote mixed use and transit-oriented development,
especially around the intermodal station, that has good connectivity with the
rest of the city while integrating well with the surrounding neighborhoods.
Policy HE-H.1.1 As appropriate, the City shall ensure that residential
development occurs concurrently with or following other types of development
to create a mixed-use district identity and infrastructure.
Policy HE-H.1.2 The City shall locate high density/mixed-income residential
uses close to the intermodal facility.
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Policy HE-H.1.3 Where necessary, the City shall provide a transition from
existing or planned lower density residential uses to new office, light industrial,
and service commercial areas and/or retail commercial use areas. Land use
intensity/density should be highest adjacent to the intermodal facility and
transition to lower intensity/density land use toward the edge of the Station
District.
Policy HE-H.1.5 The City shall encourage a mix of residential densities within
the Station District when such mix will enhance the opportunities for
neighborhood design. Specific objectives include unique streetscapes with a
sense of openness, landscaping opportunities, and varied building setbacks.
Further, mixed densities should be permitted when this approach will allow
maximizing open space and recreational opportunities within the neighborhood.
Policy HE-H.1.6 The intermodal facility shall be designed and linked to reduce
the need for area residents to use private automobiles for daily work, shopping
and service needs.
Policy HE-H.1.7 The City shall create opportunities for mixed uses within the
Station District so that people can live close to work, shopping, and service
activities.
Policy HE-H.1.8 The City should ensure that Station District land uses are in
balance with citywide uses to help ensure that Union City will be a complete
community, serving the diverse needs of its residents.

Environmental Setting
The Proposed Project is located in Union City; California (Figure 2-1) Union
City is located in the San Francisco Bay region, approximately 30 miles
southeast of San Francisco and 20 miles north of San Jose. The City is accessed
regionally by Interstate 880 (I-880) from the north or south, Interstate 580 (I-580)
from the east and Highway 101 (Hwy 101) from the north (Union City Website,
2008).
The study area of the Project encompasses Blocks 2 and 3 of the City’s Station
District, as shown in Figure 2-3. The Station District is located adjacent to the
Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station, south of Decoto Road
between Mission Boulevard and Alvarado-Niles Road. The size of the project
site is 6 acres. The Station District is designated as Station Mixed Use
Commercial (CSMU) that allows for a mix of land-use types, including
commercial and high-density housing. (City of Union City General Plan Housing
Element, 2002)

Population Trends
The population of Union City was 73,977 in 2009 (California Department of
Finance, 2009). This represents an approximate 10 percent increase from the
2000 population of 66,869 (California Department of Finance, 2010). The
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Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates a population of 85,200
by 2020 (Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009). About 8 percent (4,850)
of Union City’s population is under five years old and about 11 percent is 65
years or older. Eighty-three percent of the population age 25 or older has earned
at least a high school diploma. Union City’s median household income is
$76,223, compared to the state average of $48,451 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006).

Housing Trends
As of 2000, there were 19,042 housing units in the city, representing a 10.8
percent increase over the previous 5-year mark (Union City General Plan
Housing Element, 2002). By 2020, ABAG estimates that the number of
households in Union City will increase to 23,470. This would add 4,428 units,
representing an increase of approximately 19 percent over a 20-year timeframe
(Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009). The Proposed Project would
provide approximately 22 percent of the total number of housing units projected
for Union City between 2000 and 2020.

Impact Analysis
This section describes the impact analysis relating to population and housing for
the Proposed Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of
the Proposed Project.

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to population and housing was considered
significant under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if it would result
in any of the following environmental effects, which are based on professional
practice and State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.):


induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension
of roads or other infrastructure);



displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or



displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact POP-1: Direct Inducement of Substantial
Population Growth
If the Proposed Project were approved, it would directly contribute to future
residential growth within Union City. The Proposed Project is estimated to
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generate an average of 1.5 persons per bedroom, which comes to 2,184 residents
for the projected 1,456 bedrooms (as described in Appendix D) in the planned
973 units (Joan Malloy, pers. comm.).
The proposed addition of up to 973 new residential units would induce
population growth by creating new housing opportunities in excess of what is
currently available. However, this increase would not contribute to a regional
level of population substantially above the level of development currently
projected by ABAG for the region. While the project would include more
residential units than considered in the current General Plan for Union City, the
project is expected to reduce the pressure regionally to develop more outlying
areas that are less dense and that are further from transit. In addition, the
proposed increase in population is consistent with the population projections for
the year 2020, estimated in Projections 2009 for the Station District. A stated
previously, the Station District has been identified as a Priority Development
Area for the region. Although there would be increased population growth in
Union City compared to that previously envisioned, the focus of planning in the
region is to promote more compact, urban-oriented transit growth to reduce a
host of environmental impacts including traffic, air quality, and the conversion of
open space which the Project does. The project’s demand for utility and public
services (discussed in other chapters) are anticipated and planned for. Thus, the
increase in local population growth at a local level more than previously
anticipated would not result in significant secondary physical impacts on the
environment that are not otherwise addressed in the other chapters in this
document, which is the concern of growth inducement.
Furthermore, the growth attributed to the new residential development would not
conflict with the goals and policies of the General Plan, which accommodate this
level of growth and seek to concentrate new residential growth within the Station
District. Because growth under the Proposed Project would not exceed that
projected for the region and the project represents focused growth that will lower
the secondary physical impacts of residential growth in the region (compared to
that in the current general plan and prior ABAG projections), this impact is
considered less than significant.

Impact POP-2: Displacement of Existing Housing or
Population
Because the Proposed Project would develop residential and retail/commercial
development on a currently undeveloped site, no existing housing or population
would be displaced by construction. There is no impact related to displacement
of existing housing or population.

Cumulative Impacts
As discussed above, the Proposed Project would generate substantial growth in
Union City. However, this growth would not exceed what was projected by
ABAG in the region by the year 2020. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.
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Summary
Table 3.12-1 below provides a summary of the potential impacts of the Proposed
Project related to public services, utilities and recreation. Services and utilities
discussed in this section include: schools, police and fire protection, solid waste,
wastewater treatment, water supply, gas and electricity, communications, and
parks.
Table 3.12-1. Summary of Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation Impacts
Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact PUB-1: Increased Demand
for Utilities

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-2: Increased Demand
for School Facilities

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-3: Increased Demand
for Police and Fire Protection

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-4: Increased Demand
for Parks

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-5: Increased demand
for Solid Waste Collection and
Disposal Capacity

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-6: Increased Demand
for Wastewater Treatment and
Sewage Capacity

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-7: Increased Demand
for Water Supply

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-8: Interference with
Emergency Access Routes or
Adopted Emergency Access Plans

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact PUB-9: ConstructionRelated Service Disruptions

Less Than Significant

Mitigation not required.

Less Than Significant

Impact
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Introduction
This section provides information on the public services, utilities, and recreation
facilities located in the Proposed Project area. The regulatory setting and
potential impacts of the Proposed Project on services, utilities, and recreation
facilities are identified, and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts
to a less-than-significant level where possible.

Sources of Information
The key sources of data and information used in the preparation of this section
are as follows.


Union City 2002 General Plan



Water Supply Assessment for Union City Transit-Oriented Development
Project



Engineer’s Report for Landscape Lighting Maintenance District No.3

Regulatory Setting
This section discusses the state and local policies and regulations that are relevant
to the analyses of public services and utility impacts of the Proposed Project.

State
California Integrated Waste Management Act
In 1989, Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939), known as the Integrated Waste
Management Act, was passed into law. Enactment of AB 939 established the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), and set forth
aggressive solid waste diversion requirements. Under AB 939, every city and
county in California is required to reduce the volume of waste sent to landfills by
50 percent, through recycling, reuse, composting, and other means. AB 939
requires counties to prepare a Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan
(CIWMP). In 2003 the Alameda County Waste Management Authority adopted
the Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan (ACIWMP), which
contains a summary plan that includes goals and objectives, a summary of waste
management issues, programs, infrastructure, and problems identified in the
incorporated and unincorporated areas of the county existing and proposed solid
waste facilities, and an overview of specific steps that will be taken to achieve
the goals outlined in the components of the CIWMP.
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California Public Utilities Commission
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned
telecommunications, electric, natural gas, water, railroad, rail transit, and
passenger transportation companies. CUPC is responsible for assuring California
utility customers have safe, reliable utility service at reasonable rates, protecting
utility customers from fraud, and promoting the health of California’s economy.
CPUC establishes service standards and safety rules, and authorizes utility rate
changes as well as enforcing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
for utility construction. CPUC also regulates the relocation of power lines by
public utilities under its jurisdiction, such as Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).
CPUC works with other state and federal agencies in promoting water quality,
environmental protection, and safety.

Government Code Section 66477 (The Quimby Act)
Government Code Section 66477, commonly called the Quimby Act, was
established by the California legislature in 1975 to provide parks for the growing
communities of the state. The Quimby Act authorizes local agencies to establish
an ordinances requiring new development to pay a fee or dedicate land for park
and recreation facilities.

Local
Union City General Plan
Several elements of the Union City General Plan (General Plan) include goals,
policies, and implementation programs that address the provision of public
facilities and services necessary to meet the demand created by existing and
future development in Union City. These goals and policies are as follows.
Public Services and Facilities Element
Goal PF-A.1 To ensure the timely development of public facilities and the
maintenance of adequate service levels for these facilities to meet the needs
of existing and future city residents.
Policy PF-A.1.1 The City shall ensure through the development review process
that adequate public facilities and services are available to serve new
development when required. The City shall not approve new development where
existing facilities are inadequate to support the project unless the applicant can
demonstrate that all necessary public facilities (including water service, sewer
service, storm drainage, transportation, police and fire protection services) will
be installed or adequately financed and maintained (through fees, special taxes,
assessments, or other mean).
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Policy PF-A.1.2 The City shall require all new development and major
modifications to existing development to construct necessary on-site
infrastructure to serve the project in accordance with City standards.
Policy PF-A.1.3 When reviewing applications for land use designation changes
(i.e., zone change, General Plan Amendment, specific plan amendment), the City
shall analyze the impacts of the proposed land use designation changes on all
aspects of the infrastructure system within the city and require mitigation as
legally appropriate. This shall include consultation with other service providers,
such as the Alameda County Water District (ACWD) and the Union Sanitary
District (USD), who have infrastructure within the city.
Policy PF-A.1.4. The City shall ensure that the provision of streets, sewer, water,
drainage and other needed infrastructure is coordinated in a logical manner
between adjacent developments so as to reduce design, construction and
maintenance costs.
Policy PF-A.1.5 The City shall ensure through the development review process
that public facilities and infrastructure are designed and constructed to meet
ultimate capacity needs, pursuant to a master plan, to avoid the need for costly
retrofitting. This does not apply to any infrastructure requirements of the ACWD
and the USD.
Goal PF-C.1 To ensure that there will be a safe and reliable water supply
sufficient to meet the future needs of the city.
Policy PF-C.1.1 The City shall coordinate its review of development proposals
with the ACWD to ensure that new development can be adequately served by the
District's water supply system.
Policy PF-C.1.3 The City shall only approve new development where an
adequate public water supply and conveyance system exists or will be provided
by the ACWD.
Policy PF-C.1.4 The City shall promote efficient water use and reduced water
demand by:
a. Requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction;
b. Encouraging water-conserving landscaping and other conservation measures;
c. Encouraging the retrofitting of existing development with water-conserving
devices;
d. Providing public education programs;
e. Distributing outdoor lawn watering guidelines; and
Goal PF-D.1 To ensure adequate wastewater collection, treatment, and
disposal.
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Policy PF-D.1.1 The City will coordinate its review of development proposals
with the USD to ensure that new development can be adequately served by the
sewage collection and treatment system.
Policy PF-D.1.2 The City shall only approve new development where it will be
served by a public sewer system.
Goal PF-E.1 To collect and dispose of stormwater in a manner that
minimizes inconvenience to the public, minimize potential water-related
damage, and enhances the environment.
Policy PF-E.1.3 The City shall promote sound soil conservation practices and
carefully examine the impact of proposed urban developments with regard to
water quality and effects on drainage courses.
Policy PF-E.1.4 The City shall improve the quality of runoff from urban and
suburban development through use of appropriate and feasible mitigation
measures including, but not limited to, artificial wetlands, grassy swales,
infiltration/sedimentation basins, riparian setbacks, oil/grit separators, and other
best management practices.
Policy PF-E.1.5 New development shall have surface drainage disposal
accommodated in one of the following ways:
a. Positive drainage to a City-approved storm drain, stream, creek, or other
natural water course.
b. On-site drainage that is retained within the development.
Goal PF-F.1 To ensure the safe and efficient disposal or recycling of solid
waste generated in Union City in an effort to protect the public health and
safety and reduce impacts on landfills.
Policy PF-F.1.6 The City shall strive to maintain the diversion of 50 percent of
all waste generated citywide for recycling and strive to increase the diversion of
waste for recycling to 75 percent by 2010.
Policy PF-F.1.8 The City shall encourage the recycling of construction debris.
Goal PF-I.1 To provide adequate law enforcement services to deter crime
and to meet the growing demand for services associated with increasing
populations and commercial/industrial development in the city.
Policy PF-I.1.1 The City Police Department should strive to increase its staffing
ratio to be consistent with the current average of cities within Alameda County.
Staffing levels for 2001 are 2.1 (1.4 sworn officers and .7 non-sworn support
staff) per 1,000 population.
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Policy PF-I.1.2 The City Police Department should strive to achieve an average
response time of four (4) minutes or less for Priority 1 calls, critical life
threatening emergencies.
Policy PF-I.1.3 The City should provide police facilities, equipment and
personnel sufficient to maintain the above service standards and using new law
enforcement technologies.
Goal PF-J.1 To protect the residents of and visitors to Union City from
injury and loss of life and to protect property from fires.
Policy PF-J.1.2 The City Fire Department shall strive to respond to all Priority 1
emergency calls in 5 minutes or less and strive to respond to all Priority 3 service
calls in 9.5 minutes ( 9 minutes and 30 seconds). The Department shall seek all
new efficiencies in operations to improve these response times.
Policy PF-J.1.3 The City shall require new development to build or fund its fair
share of fire protection facilities, personnel, operations, and maintenance that, at
minimum, maintains the above service level standards.
Policy PF-J.1.6 The City Fire Department should strive to increase its staffing
ratio to 1 full-time equivalent personnel per 1,000 population to be consistent
with urban/suburban fire department staffing levels.
Natural and Historical Resources Element
Goal NHR-D.1 To provide for a continuous system of open spaces for the
preservation, enhancement and protection of open space land.
Policy NHR-D.1.10. The City shall require new development to incorporate
nearby and distant open space views into the project design. Landscaped open
space shall be included in new developments, including in commercial and
industrial areas and along streets and trails. Use of drought-tolerant landscaping
shall be encouraged in site development review. Specimen trees and significant
stands of existing trees will be protected to the extent possible in the design of
new development.
Policy NHR-D.1.13. The City shall strive to separate incompatible uses in new
developments with open space. Incompatible uses include residential and
industrial uses. Open space may be in the form of a park, landscaped greenbelt,
or natural corridor.
Community Design Element
Goal CD-B.1.To develop and design the Station District at a level of quality
commensurate with its role as a major transit hub, business center, and
residential address and to design the Station District so as to signify Union
City's rising status as the "Gateway to Silicon Valley."
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Policy CD-B.1.21. The City shall ensure that the Station District has clear
connections to the citywide network of open spaces.
Policy CD-B.1.30. The City shall require that multi-family housing be designed
for the safety and security of children, and provide amenities for children, such as
playgrounds, within the complex.

Intermodal Station District Plan
The Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan (Station District Plan),
is a comprehensive document that outlines the proposed future development of
the Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station and surrounding land
uses into a series of commercial, retail, and residential transit-oriented facilities,
collectively called the Station District. The Station District Plan does not include
policies intended to guide project design; rather, it includes design
recommendations related to key building and design elements.
The Station District Plans offers no recommendations regarding the provision of
emergency services to the Station District area; however, it does states that “fire
service and other public safety needs for the Station District should be planned in
conjunction with the public service needs of the surrounding areas.”

Environmental Setting
Table 3.12-2 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation Providers in the Project Area
Public Services and Utilities

Provider

Communication Services

SBC, AT&T, Verizon, Comcast

Electricity and Natural Gas

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E)

Education

New Haven Unified School District (NHUSD)

Fire Protection

Alameda County Fire Department

Parks

Union City

Police

Union City Police Department

Solid Waste

Union City (franchises Allied Waste Services)

Water

Alameda County Water District (ACWD)

Wastewater

Union Sanitary District

Communication Services
AT&T (merged with SBC) provides telecommunication and Internet service in
Union City. Cable television and Internet services are provided by Comcast (City
of Union City 2008a).
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Electricity and Natural Gas
Electricity and natural gas in Union City are provided by Pacific Gas & Electric
(PG&E). PG&E currently owns and operates all electricity and natural gas
infrastructure in Union City (City of Union City 2008a).

Schools
The New Haven Unified School District (NHUSD) serves approximately 13,000
K-12 students at 12 schools in Union City and south Hayward, including the
Proposed Project area. Of the seven elementary schools (K-5) within the District,
six serve Union City: Alvarado, Delaine Eastin, Guy Emanuele, Jr., Pioneer,
Searles, and Tom Kitayama Elementary Schools. NHUSD plans to operate two
middle schools (6-8) including Alvarado and Cesar Chavez Middle Schools.
NHUSD has one high school (9-12), James Logan High School which is located
approximately 0.5 miles from the Proposed Project site. In addition, NHUSD
provides one continuation/ alternative education high school, Conley-Caraballo
(New Haven Unified School District, 2008).
NHUSD currently imposes a school district development impact (in-lieu) fee on
all new development. This fee is assessed at a standard rate per square feet of
living space. As of June 22 , 2010, the fee was assessed at a rate of $3.26 per
square feet of living space (Tangeet Stevens, NHUSD staff, pers. comm. 2010).

Fire Protection
The City of Union City recently contracted with the Alameda County Fire
Department for fire protection services effective July 1, 2010. The
four existing fire stations are listed below. Each fire station will continue to staff
one (1) three person fire apparatus. Station 1 houses the multi-purpose Quint
apparatus (75' aerial device, pump, water, hose, and ground ladders). The
remaining stations staff one (1) triple combination pumper. All apparatus are
staffed with at least one (1) Paramedic for delivery of Advanced Life Support
(ALS) and one (1) Battalion Chief is on duty locally to provide command and
control of large incidents. The fire stations and apparatus are strategically located
to provide adequate concentration and distribution of fire suppression and
emergency services throughout Union City at a 2008 population and density.


Fire Station No. 1, Central Union City-33555 Central Avenue



Fire Station No. 2, Alvarado District-31600 Alvarado Boulevard



Fire Station No. 3, Decoto District-33942 7th Street (approximately 0.5 miles
from the Proposed Project site)



Fire Station No. 4, South/West Union City-35000 Eastin Court

These fire stations will remain operational and there will be no disruption or
reductions to service. Consistent with current UCFD operations, the Alameda
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County Fire Department will function as an all-risk fire department and will
provide services in Fire Suppression, Heavy Rescue, ALS Emergency Medical
Services, Fire Prevention, Hazardous Materials Response at the Specialist level,
Public Education, Community Emergency Response Team (CERT), and Disaster
Mitigation.
The Alameda County Fire Department will provide approximately 36 full-time
fire personnel to cover Union City’s operations which translate to 13 on duty
firefighters staffing the four (4) companies and the Battalion Chief position. Over
the last 3 years, UCFD responded to approximately 5200 calls annually, on
average. It is projected that additional daily staffing will be required to serve the
Proposed Project prior to completion due to increased service demand, elevated
living space, and the complexity of the property. The Council adopted 2008
Standards of Cover report recommended staffing a dedicated, three (3)
person, Truck Company (100 feet aerial device, ground ladders, and specialized
support equipment) by 2013 due to the increased risk that this high density, high
rise project presents. Increased levels of built in fire protection are also
anticipated to offset current and future staffing levels to ensure public fire safety
and safe egress.
The closest fire station to the project site is Station No. 3, located approximately
0.30-miles north of the proposed site. Construction of this fire station was
completed in 2008 and was constructed as a green building. Fire Station #3 was
sized to accommodate one additional company to address the anticipated demand
created by the Intermodal Station as the area builds out.
All of the new residential units will be annexed into a Community Facilities
District (CFD) that requires payment of a yearly fee to pay for, among other
things, additional Fire Department Personnel to accommodate increased demand.
The current CFD fee is $220.00 per unit. The fee automatically goes up two
percent per year to accommodate inflation. The estimated contribution to the
CFD at project build-out will be approximately $214,060 per year (in 2010
dollars). It should be noted that the CFD fee automatically goes up two percent
per year to adjust for inflation so the actual contribution will be more at time of
build-out. As the project builds-out, the City Council will assess the need for
additional fire department staffing.

Parks/Open Space
The City currently operates 33 parks which include: traditional playgrounds, ball
fields, senior and community centers, picnic areas and the Union City Sports
Center, which is comprised of a state-of-the-art fitness center, aerobics room,
child care center, locker room, and gymnasium (City of Union City, 2008).
Parks within 1-mile of the Proposed Project site include:
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Charles F. Kennedy Park, which includes a World War II memorial, one
playground, a basketball court, an amphitheater, community center, teen
center, and four reservable picnic areas;



Decoto Plaza Park, which includes a children play area and decorative water
fountains;



Pride Rock Park, which includes a children’s play structure and a picnic area;



Seven Hills Park, which includes a basketball court, children’s play
structures, a picnic area, a ballfield, and a large passive use area; and



Arroyo Park, which includes baseball, softball, basketball, and tennis
facilities, two children’s play areas, and two picnic sites.



The City is currently developing a new open space amenity adjacent to the
Project site that was created by undergrounding an existing flood control
channel.

The City currently requires new residential development associated with a
subdivision to provide 3 acres of parkland or an in-lieu fee for every 1,000 new
residents. The fee is assessed at 120 percent of the cost of the land to be
developed (Sprotte pers. comm. 2008). For rental units, a one-time park Facilities
Fee of $2,200 per unit is required to be paid.

Police Services
The Union City Police Department (UCPD) is based at the Police Administration
Center, located at William M. Cann Memorial Civic Center, 34009 AlvaradoNiles Road, and provides full-service law enforcement for the City. UCPD’s
Field Operations and Support Services Divisions consist of the following sections
and units: patrol, investigations, traffic, canine unit, community policing,
personnel and training, dispatch/records unit, property unit and animal control
(Union City Police Department, 2010).
UCPD is comprised of 75 police officers supported by over 31 full-time and parttime non-sworn professional staff (Estrada pers. comm. 2010). It is anticipated
that additional staffing will be required to serve the Proposed Project at some
point in the future. All of the new residential units will be annexed into a
Community Facilities District that requires payment of a yearly fee to pay for,
among other things, additional Police Department Personnel to accommodate any
increased demand.
The estimated contribution to the CFD at project build-out will be approximately
$214,060 per year (in 2010 dollars). It should be noted that the CFD fee
automatically goes up two percent per year to adjust for inflation so the actual
contribution will be more at time of build-out. As the project builds-out, the City
Council will assess the need for additional police department staffing.
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Solid Waste
The City has a franchise agreement with Allied Waste Services for the collection,
transfer and disposal of residential and commercial solid waste. Allied Waste is
also contracted as the City’s recycling hauler for commercial properties. The City
contracts with Tri-Ced to perform residential recycling hauling and residential
green waste (Union City, 2008b).
Mixed solid waste (MSW), yard waste, and recycling from the City are
transported to the Fremont Recycling and Transfer Station (FRTS) located at
41149 Boyce Road in Fremont, CA. Materials accepted include: trash/solid
waste, green/yard waste, concrete/asphalt, clean non-contaminated soil, tires,
demolition debris and appliances (BLT Enterprises, 2008).
At the FRTS, a minimum of 12 percent of the City’s MSW is diverted for
recycling, and the remainder is transported to the Tri-Cities Landfill (Alonzo
pers. comm.). Although the landfill has been closed to the public since June 30,
2007 (City of Fremont 2008a), it continues to accept waste hauled from the
FRTS and other private sources. As of July 2007, the landfill was approaching its
maximum permitted height of 150 feet above mean sea level (msl) and was
preparing for closure (City of Fremont, 2008b).
After the eventual closure of the Tri-Cities landfill, waste from the FRTS will be
transported to the Altamont Landfill in Livermore (Alonzo pers. comm. 2008).
The Altamont Landfill has a permitted capacity of 62,000,000 cubic yards, with
approximately 45,720,000 cubic yards of landfill space remaining (California
Integrated Waste Management Board, 2008a). Based on the annual fill rate of
1,951,402 tons recorded at the Altamont Landfill in 2001, Alameda County
Waste Management Authority (ACWMA) estimated that the facility had
approximately 34 years of capacity remaining in 2003 (Alameda County Waste
Management Authority, 2003). Additionally, the ACWMA estimated that if
waste from the Tri-Cities Landfill were diverted to Altamont, “the current [2003]
permitted life of the landfill would be reduced to approximately 30 years.”
Based on jurisdictional waste stream recent data from the California Integrated
Waste Management Board (CIWMB), Union City diverted approximately 58
percent of its solid waste in 2004, the most recent data available (California
Integrated Waste Management Board, 2008b). As such, the City is currently in
compliance with the minimum waste reduction goals established by AB 939.

Wastewater (Sewer)
The Proposed Project area is provided with wastewater treatment services by the
Union Sanitary District (USD). USD provides wastewater collection, treatment,
and disposal services to the residents of the City as well as residents of
neighboring cities of Fremont and Newark. Wastewater is ultimately sent to the
District’s Alvarado Treatment Plant in Union City for treatment and disposal.
The District’s plant has a current permitted capacity of 33 million gallons per day
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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(mgd) (average dry weather flow). The 2009 average dry weather flow was 24.49
mgd (Rollie Arbolante pers. comm., 2010).

Water Supply
The Proposed Project area is supplied with water by the Alameda County Water
District (ACWD). ACWD’s service area includes Union City, Fremont, and
Newark. ACWD provides water primarily to urban customers: approximately 70
percent of supplies are used by residential customers, with the balance
(approximately 30 percent) utilized by commercial, industrial, institutional, and
large landscape customers. ACWD’s planned future water supplies include
recycled water. ACWD anticipates implementing a recycled water program to
provide up to 1,600 acre/feet (AF) per year for non-potable uses (i.e, irrigation
and industrial uses) by the year 2020 (Alameda County Water District, 2008).
Total ACWD water distribution system use (excluding system losses) was
approximately 49,900 acre-feet (AF), or an average of 44.5 million gallons per
day (mgd) in fiscal year 2006-2007. The ACWD primary sources of supply come
from the California State Water Project (SWP), the San Francisco Regional
Water System, and local supplies from the Alameda Creek Watershed and Niles
Cone Groundwater Basin (underlying the ACWD service area) (Alameda County
Water District, 2008).
California Water Code Section 10910 requires that a water supply assessment
(WSA) be provided to cities and counties for a project that is subject to CEQA,
and which surpasses a threshold for the number of housing units and/or square
feet of commercial/industrial buildings. The cities and counties are mandated to
identify the public water system that might provide water supply to the project
and then to request a water supply assessment. The water supply assessment
documents sources of water supply, quantifies water demands, evaluates drought
impacts, and provides a comparison of water supply and demand that is the basis
for an assessment of water supply sufficiency (Alameda County Water District,
2008).
ACWD prepared the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Union City TransitOriented Development Project (Proposed Project) for the City to document
existing and future water supplies for the ACWD service area and compare them
to the area’s future water demands, including the Proposed Project (refer to
Appendix J, Water Supply Assessment). The ACWD Board adopted the Water
Supply Assessment for the Union City Transit-Oriented Development Project on
May 15, 2008. ACWD provided an updated estimate of water demand in 2010
for the project (the project proposed in 2010 is smaller in scale than the project
assessed by ACWD in 2008). (Niesar, pers. comm..)
Since completion of the WSA, revised water supply information has been
published by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) reflecting multiple
biological opinions for the management of endangered and threatened species in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. ACWD has also updated its water demand
forecast (2009 Forecast) to reflect changes in local planning, current and onStation District Mixed-Use Development Project
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going water demand effects from economic and housing issues in the region, as
well as trends in improved water usage efficiency.

Impact Analysis
Thresholds of Significance
Based on standard professional practice, State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
and policies in the Union City 2002 General Plan, the Proposed Project would
have a significant impact on public services, utilities, and recreation if it would:


require a substantive expansion of the existing school system that could not
be mitigated by plan policies and/or state mandates;



result in a substantive increase in demand for law enforcement and fire
protection services or require the need for additional fire protection
infrastructure (other than improvements already planned) to maintain
acceptable levels of service (as measured by response times);



require substantial expansion of the existing parks and recreation facilities
that is not addressed in existing plan or policies;



produce substantive solid waste increase in excess of landfill capacity that
cannot be responded to be existing plans;



require the substantive extension of sewer mains and capacity, and expansion
of treatment facilities that cannot be responded to by existing plans or
policies;



result in a substantive increase in demand for domestic water supplies that
cannot be responded by existing plans or policies;



fail to provide adequate access per fire department requirement and interfere
with emergency access routes;



result in an infrastructure demand greater than the city’s existing capacity;
and,



result in prolonged service disruption to water supply, wastewater, sewage,
gas and/or electric.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact PUB-1: Increased Demand for Utilities
As previously discussed, gas and electricity in the Proposed Project area are
provided by PG&E. Communication services are provided by AT&T.
The Proposed Project would hook up to existing PG&E and AT&T utility lines
that currently serve the general area. These existing utility lines have been
designed to accommodate the anticipated level of development in the Station
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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District. (Farooq Azim pers. comm., 2008). As such, the Proposed Project would
not require substantial expansion of existing utility or service system
infrastructure, nor would it require the provision of new infrastructure beyond
what is currently existing or planned. This impact is therefore considered less
than significant.

Impact PUB-2: Increased Demand for School Facilities
To determine the approximate number of students generated by the Proposed
Project, demographic data was obtained from the Bay Area Census (Bay Area
Census, 2008). According to the Census, approximately 16.5 percent of Union
City’s population in 2006 was comprised of persons between the ages of 5 and
17, or the age range that is roughly equivalent to that of school-aged children.
Applying this same percentage to the Proposed Project, it is anticipated that
approximately 468 school-aged children would be generated by the Project at
buildout. Given the NHUSD’s challenge of a decline in student enrollment
(Campbell, pers. comm., 2008), it can be anticipated that the number of students
at project buildout would be beneficial to the school district. Therefore, impacts
related to increased demand for school facilities would be beneficial to NHUSD.

Impact PUB-3: Increased Demand for Police and Fire
Protection
As described in the Project Description (Chapter 2.0), the Proposed Project
includes construction and operation of up to 973 new dwelling units, which
would house an estimated 2,834 residents. This would result in an increased need
for police and fire protection services, which could in turn result in the need for
new or expanded fire or police facilities. However, a new UCPD substation
would be included in the design of the Intermodal Transit Facility within a
portion of the commercial space located in the new development. Thus, the
Project would not require the construction of new police facilities beyond those
that are already planned, nor would it require the expansion of existing facilities,
to maintain acceptable service levels.
UCFD has also indicated that the new fire station at 7th Street and Decoto Road
would be sufficient to serve the Project Area, and that no additional facilities
would be needed to maintain acceptable levels of service with the Project in
place.
As such, the Proposed Project would not require new or altered police or fire
facilities beyond those currently existing or planned in order to maintain
acceptable service levels. Therefore, impacts related to increased demand for
police and fire protection are considered less than significant.

Impact PUB-4: Increased Demand for Parks
The Proposed Project would be served by existing parks and recreation facilities
in the City. These include: Charles F. Kennedy Park, Decoto Plaza Park, Pride
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Rock Park, Seven Hills Park, and Arroyo Park, all of which are located within 1
mile of the Proposed Project site. In addition, the Proposed Project includes
landscaped space on top of the podium with sitting areas and recreation facilities
including a dog run, pool/spa, and an outdoor fire pit, which would assist in
reducing the effects of Project-related growth on other facilities. As discussed
above, the City also requires new residential development (either subdivided or
non-subdivided) to provide parkland or pay fees associated with the provision of
parkland. As part of the Project Approval process, the Applicant is required to
pay park in-lieu fees to off-set the impacts of the Proposed Project. The Proposed
Project is therefore expected to have a less-than-significant impact with respect
to the need for new or upgraded parks and recreational facilities or the expansion
of existing facilities in the project vicinity.

Impact PUB-5: Increased Demand for Solid Waste
Collection and Disposal Capacity
The solid waste disposal needs of the Proposed Project would be adequately
served by the FTRS, the Tri-City Landfill, and the Altamont Landfill and
Resource Recovery Facility. The project will generate additional waste but, it
would be a small percentage of the total amount of solid waste generated and
transported by the City to the Altamont landfill. Additionally, it assumed that a
portion of the waste would be diverted for recycling at the FTRS before being
transported to the landfill, so the actual volume of waste reaching the landfill
would be less than what is generated by the Project. As such, it is not likely that
this volume of solid waste would exceed landfill capacity. Furthermore, in order
to ensure continued County compliance with the requirements of AB 939, the
project would be required to comply with the County’s existing recycling and
waste diversion programs. Given the FRTS’s diversion of MSW from the City’s
waste stream, the amount of remaining capacity in existing landfill facilities, and
the City’s overall requirement to comply with local recycling and waste diversion
programs, the Proposed Project is expected to have a less-than-significant impact
with respect to the need for new or upgraded disposal facilities or the expansion
of existing facilities.

Impact PUB-6: Increased Demand for Wastewater
Treatment Capacity
The Proposed Project would increase the demand for wastewater treatment and
sewage infrastructure. On July 28, 2010, the Union Sanitary District (USD) reconfirmed that existing sewer infrastructure in the Project vicinity is adequate
and the sewage treatment plant has adequate capacity to handle and process the
wastewater generated by the Proposed Project (Rollie Arbolante pers. comm.,
2010). No new or expanded wastewater facilities beyond what is currently
existing or planned would result from the Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts
related to increased demand for wastewater treatment capacity are considered
less than significant.
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Impact PUB-7: Increased Demand for Water Supply
The Water Supply Assessment completed by ACWD in 2008 was for a larger
project than is currently being proposed. The 2008 assessment identified a water
demand of 375 acre-feet (AF). As shown in Table 3.12-3 below, the current
project demand is estimated as 330 AF (Niesar 2010). Since this amount is less
than that in the 2008 assessment, the 2008 assessment findings still hold for the
current project.
The ACWD 2006-2010 Urban Water Management Plan assumed an extra 2,550
high density housing units for the City for Smart Growth demands. As a high
density residential development located at a mass-transit hub, the Proposed
Project is considered a Smart Growth development. Given that the Proposed
Project closely matches the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
description of Smart Growth, the “unallocated” demands for the City can be
applied. Therefore 100 percent of the water demands estimated for the Proposed
Project are considered to be included in the 2006-2010 UWMP.
Under normal year conditions, ACWD’s water supplies are projected to be
sufficient to meet the future demands in the service area, including the Project’s
demands. These supplies are projected to be sufficient in either SWP supply
reliability assumption (with and without the Wanger Decision pumping
restrictions) (ACWD 2008).
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Table 3.12-3 Proposed Project Estimated Water Demand (by ACWD)
Planning Unit
Land Use
Category
Single Family
Residential
Multifamily
Residential
Commercial

Transit –Oriented
Development Land Use1
3 Project only

Unit
Demand2
230

Project
Demand
(gpd)
690

Description
Dwelling Units

Sub-Category
Townhouses

Dwelling Units

n/a

970 Project Only (1127
Including Block 4)

150

145,500

Building Area (sq. ft)

Office

950,000 sq. ft (6,200 sq. ft
proposed business
condominiums)

0.104

98,800

Building Area (sq. ft)

Retail

100,00 sq. ft

0.282

28,200

Subtotal
3

273,190

Distribution system losses (8%)

21,855

Total Projected Demand (gpd)

295,045

Total Projected Demand (mgd)

0.3

Total Projected Demand (AF/YR

330

1

Transit-Oriented Development Project information provided by the City of Union City on January 23, 2008,
revised on March 13, 2008, and updated Alameda County Water District, July 27, 2010.
2
Unit Demands were developed by ACWD as part of the demand forecast for the District’s 2006-2010 Urban
Water Management Plan, and reflect the average unit demand within the ACWD service area for each of the land
use categories.
3
Distribution system losses are calculated as the difference between total production and total measured
consumption and include water for firefighting suppression, distribution system flushing, distribution system and
service line leaks, etc.
Source: Niesar, Thomas, Alameda County Water District. 2010. Update to Water Supply Assessment for Union City
Transit-Oriented Development Project.

According to the Proposed Project WSA, potential future water shortages are
anticipated under severe drought conditions. ACWD would look to secure
additional supplies through a DWR drought water bank or similar water
purchase/transfer program under these severe drought conditions. ACWD may
also implement a drought contingency plan, which includes provisions for
ACWD customers to cut back on water use, the magnitude of which would
depend on the severity of the shortage. Because the Project’s demands are
already included in the 2006-2010 UWMP, the development of the Project will
not result in increased shortages from that which is already factored into
ACWD’s planning. During a severe drought, the ACWD anticipates to cut back
on the water supply provided to the Proposed Project and the rest of its
customers. The amount of water supply cut back would depend on the severity of
the drought.
Each of the Project’ proposed residential units would be equipped with waterefficient plumbing fixtures that may include high efficiency toilets, washers,
water heaters, showerheads, faucet aerators, etc. Additionally, as part of the
City’s site development review process, the Project Applicant would be required
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.12-17

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.12 Public Services, Utilities, and
Recreation

to submit a landscape plan to the City, which would incorporate water-efficient
landscape features in accordance with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance. With these provisions in place, it is anticipated that sufficient supplies
from existing entitlements would be available to serve the Proposed Project, even
during severe droughts and the project’s demand is anticipated by current
planning for normal years and drought years. Furthermore, the Proposed Project
is subject to review by ACWD prior to approval of the final subdivision, who
will review the project and verify that the final water demand is met by water
supply planning. As such, impacts related to increased demand for water supply
are considered less than significant.

Impact PUB-8: Interfere with Emergency Access Routes
or Adopted Emergency Access Plans
The Proposed Project is required to comply with guidelines set forth in the 2007
California Fire Code (CFC). No existing emergency access routes would be
removed by the Proposed Project or would be otherwise affected during
construction. The Proposed Project will actually add additional streets that will
increase emergency access in the area. Final project plans are subject to review
and revisions by the Fire Department prior to construction.
Therefore, impacts related to interference with emergency access routes or
adopted emergency access plans are less than significant.

Impact PUB-9: Construction-Related Service Disruptions
The Proposed Project could result in the disruption of utilities during
construction activities. However, in accordance with standard construction
practices, any utility relocation or protection in place of existing utilities would
include consultation with utility operators to avoid or minimize the potential for
disruptions of service. Furthermore, should a disruption be anticipated to occur,
adequate construction notification would be provided to those affected utility
consumers. Since no long-term disruptions are anticipated, the Proposed Project
would not result in significant impacts to the existing utility service systems or
infrastructure, and impacts are considered less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
The Proposed Project would result in incremental increases in the demand for
public services, utilities, and recreational facilities. However, the anticipated
demands for service are within the existing and planned capacities of the
respective service providers. Future projects would be required to comply with
applicable park in-lieu fees, school impact fees, and other development fees
administered by the City. Therefore, cumulative public services, utilities, and
recreation impacts are not considered to be cumulatively considerable.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

3.12-18

ICF 00943.07

Section 3.13

Transportation and Circulation

Summary
Table 3.13-1 below provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts
of the Proposed Project. With the implementation of the mitigation measures
described within this section, some of the potential impacts listed would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels. However, as shown in Table 3.13-1, the
Proposed Project would have certain significant and unavoidable impacts to
traffic, even with mitigation.
Table 3.13-1. Summary of Potentially Significant Traffic and Circulation Impacts

Impact

Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact TRA-1: Degradation of
Intersection LOS as a Result of
Construction-Generated Traffic

Significant

Mitigation Measure TRA-1:
Develop and Implement a
Traffic Control Plan

Less than Significant

Impact TRA-2: Interference with
Emergency Access and
Circulation as a Result of
Construction-Generated Traffic

Significant

Mitigation Measure TRA-1:
Develop and Implement a
Traffic Control Plan

Less than Significant

Impact TRA-3: Inadequate
Parking Facilities to Meet
Construction-Related Parking
Demands

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

N/A

Impact TRA-4: Degradation of
Intersection LOS as a Result of
Project-Generated Traffic under
Existing Plus Project Conditions

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

N/A

Impact TRA-5: Degradation of
Intersection LOS as a Result of
Project-Generated Traffic under
Existing Plus Project & Pending
Intermodal Development
Conditions

Significant

Mitigation Measure TRA-5:
Roadway Improvements for
Decoto Road/ 11th Street
Intersection

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Impact TRA-6: Increase in
Safety Hazards to
Pedestrians/Bicyclists as a
Result of a Design Features

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

N/A

Impact TRA-7: Inadequate
Emergency Access during
Project Operation

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact TRA-8: Increased
Transit Demand

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

N/A

Impact TRA-9: Conflict with an
Adopted Plan Supporting
Alternative Transportation

No Impact

Mitigation not required

N/A

Impact TRA-10: Inadequate
Parking Supply to Meet Parking
Demand during Project
Operation

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required

N/A

Impact TRA-11: Degradation of
Intersection LOS as a Result of
Project-Generated Traffic under
Future Cumulative Conditions

Significant

Mitigation Measure TRA-5:
Roadway Improvements for
Decoto Road/ 11th Street
Intersection

Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact TRA-12: Degradation of
LOS on CMP/MTS Roadways
as a Result of Project-Generated
Traffic under Future Cumulative
Conditions

Less than Significant

Mitigation not required.

N/A

Impact TRA-13: Potential
Decrease in Rail Safety

Significant

Mitigation Measure TRA-13:
Fence, Signage, and Rail
Safety Education

Less than Significant

Impact

Introduction
This section provides information on traffic and circulation in the Proposed
Project area. The regulatory setting and potential impacts of the Proposed Project
on traffic, and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level where possible.

Sources of Information
The key source of data and information used in the preparation of this section
was Fehr & Peers’ transportation impact analysis (TIA) prepared for this EIR,
which is contained in Appendix I. Additional data sources used in the preparation
of this section include:


Union City 2002 General Plan
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Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan

Traffic Terminology
The quality of service provided by a roadway or intersection is typically
measured in terms of three parameters.


Volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C): The number of vehicles that travel on a
transportation facility divided by the vehicular capacity of that facility (the
number of vehicles the facility was designed to convey).



Delay: The additional travel time experienced by a vehicle or traveler
because of inability to travel at optimal speed and/or stops due to congestion
or traffic control.



Level of service (LOS): A scale used to determine the operating quality of a
roadway segment or intersection based on V/C or average delay experienced
by vehicles on the facility. The levels range from A to F, with LOS A
representing free traffic flow and LOS F representing severe traffic
congestion.

Table 3.13-2 shows the relationship between V/C ratio, delay, driving conditions
and LOS.
Table 3.13-2. Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio, Delay, and Traffic Flow Conditions for LOS Designations
Average Delay
(seconds per vehicle)
LOS

Approximate
Maximum V/C

Stop-Controlled
Intersection

Signalized
Intersection

A

0.6

≤10

≤10

B

0.7

11–15

11–20

Reasonable free-flow conditions; only slightly
restricted ability to maneuver.

C

0.8

16–25

21–35

Flows still near free-flow speed but noticeably
restricted ability to maneuver.

D

0.9

26–35

36–55

Speeds begin to decline; maneuverability limited
and queues begin to form.

E

1.0

36–50

56–80

Operation at capacity of roadway; maneuverability
extremely limited and queues form with any
disruption.

F

>1.0

>50

>80

Traffic Flow Conditions
Free-flow operations; vehicles unimpeded in
ability to maneuver in traffic stream.

Failure conditions indicating breakdowns in
vehicular flow with long queues forming at
breakdown points.

Source: Transportation Research Board 2000.
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Environmental Setting
Principal Roadways
Regional access for Union City is provided primarily via I-880 and Mission
Boulevard (SR 238). The principal roadways in the Project Vicinity are described
below.


Decoto Road—A four-lane arterial adjacent to the project site, in a
northeast-southwest orientation through Union City. It extends between
Mission Boulevard and I-880, with bicycle lanes in each direction. West of I880, Decoto Road is SR 84. For purposes of this analysis, Decoto Road is
described as a north-south roadway.



Alvarado-Niles Road—An east-west four-lane arterial that features bicycle
lanes and sidewalks in both directions. Alvarado-Niles Road extends from
the south side of I-880 through Union City. Within Fremont, the street name
is shortened to Niles Road. This road terminates at the intersection of Niles
Canyon Road/Mission Boulevard.



I-880—An eight-lane, north-south freeway located west of the project site.
According to 2004 Traffic Volumes by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), I-880 has an average daily, two-way traffic
volume (ADT) of 204,000 vehicles near the project site. Access between the
project site and I-880 is provided primarily via the Alvarado-Niles Road
interchange.



Mission Boulevard (SR 238)—A state highway located near the project site.
Along its length, the number of travel lanes vary from four to six lanes.
According to 2004 Traffic Volumes by Caltrans, SR 238 has an ADT of
30,500 vehicles in the vicinity of the project. To the north, Mission
Boulevard serves as an interchange providing access between I-880 and I580, and to the south Mission Boulevard is a conventional highway through
Fremont, terminating at an interchange with I-680.



SR 84—A four-lane freeway that provides regional access and follows a
number of roadways near the site, including Mission Boulevard, AlvaradoNiles Road and Paseo Padre Parkway. According to 2004 Traffic Volumes
by Caltrans, the ADT is 29,500 vehicles. There was a proposal by the
Alameda County Transportation Authority (ACTA) to realign SR 84 between
Mission Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway, near the project site. This
realignment is now known as the planned East-West Connector.



Union Square—A two-lane roadway that provides a connection between
Alvarado-Niles Road and Decoto Road. This roadway provides vehicular
access for the BART station and adjacent sites south of the station, including
the Avalon Bay site.



11th Street—A four-lane east-west roadway that will serve as the primary
access route for the Project Site. It features bicycle lanes and twelve-foot
wide sidewalks in both directions, with street and pedestrian lighting as well
as a raised median. This street, which currently dead-ends just east of the

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.13-4

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.13 Transportation and Circulation

Proposed Project Site, will connect to the planned East-West Connector once
that roadway is extended south to Paseo Padre Parkway.

Study Intersections
A total of 15 intersections were evaluated in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.
Intersections 1–9 and 13 were evaluated for all scenarios, while intersections 10–
12, 14, and 15 were evaluated for the Year 2035 scenarios only. The study
intersections are listed below and shown on Figure 3.13-1.
1. Decoto Road/Mission Boulevard
2. Decoto Road/5th Street
3. Decoto Road/7th Street
4. Decoto Road/Cheeves Way
5. Decoto Road/11th Street
6. Decoto Road/ Station Way
7. Decoto Road/Meyers Drive/Union Square
8. Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles Road
9. Mission Boulevard/Appian Way
10. 7th Street/East-West Connector
11. 11th Street/East-West Connector
12. Alvarado-Niles Road/East-West Connector
13. Alvarado-Niles Boulevard/Linda Drive
14. Paseo Padre Parkway/Isherwood Drive
15. Decoto Road/Paseo Padre Parkway

Existing Levels of Service on Affected Roadways
To determine if roadways in the Project Vicinity are operating acceptably under
existing traffic conditions, Fehr & Peers conducted turning movement counts at
intersections 1-9 in December 2007. Additionally, existing year intersection
volumes of Alvarado-Niles Road and Linda Drive (#13) were obtained from
traffic counts conducted in May 2010. Existing peak hour intersection LOS
results are presented in Table 3.13-3. Under existing conditions, all study
intersections operate at mid-LOS D or better during both peak travel times with
the exception of the intersection of Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles. At the time the
traffic counts were completed, this intersection operated at LOS D (below midrange) during both peak hours. Since LOS E is acceptable on Decoto Road,
operations are acceptable at all locations under Existing Conditions. However, it
should be noted that the City recently completed reconfiguration of the
intersection of Alvarado Niles Road/Decoto Road to provide two separate leftturn lanes on each leg of the intersection, which increased traffic flow.
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Table 3.13-3. Intersection Level of Service—Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Delay
(seconds)
18.5

LOS
B

Delay
(seconds)
16.9

LOS
B

Signal

13.4

B

8.0

A

Decoto Road/7 Street

Signal

13.4

B

9.8

A

Decoto Road/Cheeves Way1

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Decoto Road/11th Street

Signal

17.2

B

16.1

B

Decoto Road/Station Way

NA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Decoto Road/Meyers Drive/Union Square

Signal

23.0

C

23.4

C

Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles Road

Signal

47.9

D

54.2

D

Mission Boulevard/Appian Way

Signal

19.7

B

20.4

C

Alvarado-Niles Road/Linda Drive

Stop

19.0 (SB Left)

C

20.3 (SB Left)

C

Intersection
Decoto Road/Mission Boulevard

Control
Signal

Decoto Road/5th Street
th

1

Notes: LOS of mid-range D or better is acceptable at all locations, and LOS E is acceptable at study intersections
located on Mission Boulevard, Decoto Road, and the planned East-West Connector.
1
Planned intersection not yet in operation.
Source: Fehr & Peers Associates 2010.

Planned Roadway Improvements
As stated above, the City completed reconfiguration of the intersection of
Alvarado Niles Road/Decoto Road to provide two separate left-turn lanes on
each leg of the intersection. This reconfiguration was not in place when
intersection volumes were counted in 2007, nor assumed as part of the existing
conditions analysis. Therefore, it is included under Existing Plus Project
conditions (Fehr & Peers 2010).
Additionally, as part of the Proposed Project, westbound 11th Street
(approaching Decoto Road) would be reconfigured to include one left turn lane
and one shared left-through-right turn lane.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
Existing Facilities
Sidewalks and the crosswalks at signalized intersections are generally provided
on both sides of the street in the vicinity of the Project Site. Sidewalks at
signalized intersections generally provide adequate access between the local
neighborhood and pedestrian activity areas such as the Union City BART station
and shopping plazas.
The existing bicycle facilities within Union City are primarily off-street bicycle
and pedestrian trails following the Alameda and Dry Creek corridors. Most of
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these routes are not continuous throughout the City. However, there are dedicated
bicycle lanes (Class II) on Alvarado-Niles Road, Decoto Road, and 11th Street,
in both directions.
The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan (2006) includes information on existing
bicycle and walking commute trips. For Union City, the Plan indicates that less
than one percent of commute trips are by bicycle and about one percent of
commute trips are by walking. Field observations by Fehr & Peers indicate that
pedestrian activity is moderate (40 to 50 pedestrians per hour), and few bicyclists
travel near the Alvarado-Niles Road/Decoto Road intersection (Fehr and Peers
2010).

Planned Facilities
The City’s General Plan calls for construction of continuous Class II bicycle
lanes on Union Square, between Decoto Road and Alvarado-Niles Road, which
have been completed to the extent feasible. In the immediate project vicinity,
pedestrian and bicycle circulation will be accommodated via the bicycle lanes
and sidewalks on 11th Street. Bicycle lanes have already been constructed on 11th
Street from Decoto Road to the dead end east of the project site. Class III (shared
use) bicycle lanes are proposed on the anticipated East West Connector, which
will be located east of the project site. Once the proposed East-West Connector is
completed, 11th Street will be extended to reach it, providing further bicycle
access to and from the project site, and to the proposed East-West Connector.
Currently, sidewalks are provided on both sides of 11th Street and generally
provide adequate access between the local neighborhood and pedestrian activity
areas south of the project site.

Transit
The following section summarizes public transit service operating in the vicinity
of the Project Site.

Dumbarton Express


DB/DB1/DB3 (contracted to VTA) routes operate Monday through Friday
between 5:20 AM and 7:31 PM with 15-minute to 90-minute headways.
Service is provided between Union City BART and Palo Alto, including
connecting with Caltrain at the Palo Alto Transit Center.

Union City Transit


Route 1A (Alvarado-Niles) operates weekdays from 4:35 AM to 9:55 PM
with 30-minute to 1-hour headways. Route 1A operates on Saturday from
7:05 AM to 6:55 PM and on Sunday from 8:05AM to 5:55 PM with 1-hour
headways.



Route 1B (Alvarado-Niles) operates weekdays from 4:50 AM to 9:35 PM
with 10-65 minute headways. Route IB operates on Saturday from 7:35 AM
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to 7:30 PM and on Sunday from 8:35 AM to 6:30 PM with 60 – 65 minute
headways.


Route 2 (Whipple) operates weekdays from 5:00 AM to 10:25 PM with 1535minute headways, and Saturday for 7:00 AM to 7:25 PM with 25-35
minute headways.



Route 3 (Almaden) operates weekdays from 5:00 AM to 10:05 PM with 1hour headways, Saturday from 7:00 AM to 7:05 PM with 1-hour headways.



Route 4 (Seven Hills) operates weekdays from 4:15 AM to 9:50 PM with 1hour headways, Saturday from 7:15 AM to 6:50 PM with 1-hour headways.

AC Transit


Route 97 (Union City BART – Hesperian Boulevard – Bay Fair BART)
operates weekdays from 5:00 AM to 12:00 AM with 15-minute headways,
and Saturday and Sundays 7:00 AM to 11:00 PM with 30 minute headways.



Route 99 (Hayward BART – Mission Boulevard – Union City BART)
operates weekdays and weekends from 5:30 AM to 11:00 PM with 30minute headways.



Route 216 (Mowry Avenue – Niles Boulevard) operates weekdays from 5:30
AM to 9:30 PM with 1-hour headways.



Route 232 (Union City BART – Cedar Boulevard – New Park Mall) operates
weekdays from 5:30 AM to 8:00 PM with 30-minute headways.



Route 264 (Union City BART – NewPark Mall via Decoto Road) operates
weekdays from 6:30 AM to 9:20 PM with 30 minute headways.



Route 275 (Two-way loop: Union City BART) operates weekdays from 6:45
AM to 8:45 PM at 1 hour headways and weekends between 7:15 AM and
8:15 PM at 1 hour headways.



Route 332 (New Park Mall – Union City BART – Fremont BART) operates
weekends from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM with 1-hour headways.



Route 333 (Newark Flexible Service) operates weekdays from 7:00 PM to
1:00 AM with 1 hour headways.



Route 345 (NewPark Mall to Fremont BART via Mowry Avenue) operates
weekdays from 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM at 1 hour headways and weekends
between 7:00 AM and 9:00 PM at 1 hour headways.



Route 801 (All Nighter) operates weekdays and weekends between 11:30
PM and 6:00 AM at 1 hour headways.

Union City BART


The Union City BART station (Fremont/Richmond and Fremont/Daly City
Lines) is adjacent to the project site. The BART system operates from 4:00
AM to 1:30 AM on weekdays, 6:00 AM to 1:30 AM on Saturdays, and 8:00
AM to 1:30 AM on Sundays. Headways vary from 10 to 20 minutes
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depending on the time of day and day of the week. Service to and from Daly
City and San Francisco is offered weekdays from approximately 5:00 AM to
7:00 PM with 20-minute headways.

Airport
No aviation facility is located within the Project Vicinity. The nearest
commercial aviation facilities are Oakland International Airport located in the
city of Oakland, approximately 13 miles from the Project Area.

Emergency Access
The PG&E site, of which the Project Site is a part, is bordered on two sides by
railroad tracks and on a third side (east of the site) by a channelized waterway.
Emergency vehicle access is limited to the following locations:


Emergency vehicles accessing the site from Decoto Road can enter the site
via 11th Street or Cheeves Way. Access via Cheeves Way is also limited due
to the raised median on Decoto Road.



Emergency vehicles accessing the site from 11th Street can utilize a route
through an adjoining residential neighborhood accessed via Linda
Street/Niles Boulevard.

Parking
The City has installed two parking lots along 11th, including one lot located
adjacent to the rear of the BART station, on the southerly side of 11th Street, and
a second lot is located on Block 2. These parking lots are currently being utilized
by BART patrons. Per the City’s parking ordinance, as set forth in Chapter 18.38
of the Union City Municipal Code, new development must provide parking in the
form of on- or offsite facilities. For apartment housing, the City requires a
minimum of 1.5 covered and enclosed parking stalls per each unit; for ownership
units the City requires1.5 covered and enclosed parking stalls per each one
bedroom or studio unit and 2 covered and enclosed parking stalls per each unit
with two or more bedrooms.
For commercial districts, off-street parking is typically required, while for
commercial offices, the City requires 1 parking stall per 200 square feet of office
use.

Regulatory Setting
This section discusses local policies and regulations that are relevant to the
analyses of transportation and circulation impacts of the Proposed Project.
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Local
The Alameda County Congestion Management
Program
The Alameda County Congestion Management Authority (CMA) is responsible
for ensuring local government conformance to the countywide congestion
management program (CMP), which requires that LOS performance standards be
established and monitored biennially on all Alameda County CMP-designated
and MTS roadways. The basic level of service standard within the designated
roadway system is LOS E. CMA also requires that local jurisdictions address
traffic operating conditions for development projects that are expected to
generate 100 or more p.m. peak-hour trips (Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency 2006).
The basic LOS standard adopted by the CMA for the CMP and Metropolitan
Transportation (MTS) roadways segments, including I-880, is LOS E.

Union City General Plan
The Transportation Element of the Union City General Plan (General Plan)
includes goals, policies, and implementation programs that address the for
automobile travel, public transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel, parking, and
goods movement in Union City. These goals and policies are as follows.
Transportation Element
Goal TR-A.1 To establish a safe, convenient, and efficient roadway system
that minimizes peak hour traffic congestion.
Policy TR-A.1.1 The City shall prepare and adopt a Transit First policy to
encourage and promote the use of public transit and provide alternatives to
single-occupancy vehicles.
Policy TR-A.1.2 The City shall monitor traffic flow problems and shall, to the
extent feasible, improve capacity through improvements such as traffic signals,
intersection widening, lane configurations, and basic traffic controls.
Policy TR-A 1.3 The City shall continue to implement its policy that traffic
Levels of Service (LOS) will not exceed mid-range LOS D at all signalized
intersections on arterial and collector streets, with the exception of intersections
on major regional routes, including I-880, Mission Boulevard (SR 238) and the
Route 84/Decoto Road corridor. Levels of Service are described in Table TR-4.
Policy TR-A.1.4 The City shall periodically review the need for rail-street grade
crossings, and shall construct grade separated crossings, such as on Whipple
Road, Dyer Street, Decoto Road and Alvarado Boulevard as deemed necessary
and financially feasible.
Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
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Policy TR-A.1.8 The City shall annually review emergency vehicle access on
“designated” private property (areas required to provide fire and emergency
vehicle access) and ensure property management maintains these access routes.
Policy TR-A.1.9 The City shall support the timely construction of the Route 84
extension as a partially depressed and at-grade parkway through the Station
District to Mission Boulevard in order to resolve current circulation deficiencies,
improve the area's regional access and visibility, and stimulate the market for
region-serving retail, light industrial/service commercial, and office uses.
Policy TR-A.1.10 The City shall ensure that the design of Route 84, 7th Street,
and 11th Street is completed in such a manner that the industrial uses in the
Station District can gain direct access to the facility with minimum disturbance to
other uses in the area.
Policy TR-A.1.11 The City shall develop contingency plans for early
development of an east-west link through the Station District should the Route 84
construction be delayed.
Policy TR-A.1.12 The City shall petition railroad operators to consolidate all rail
traffic within one right-of-way and abandon the eastern (former Southern Pacific)
line to remove barriers that limit circulation and flexibility in the Station District
and Decoto.
Policy TR-A.1.13 The City shall control the number of direct access points to
Route 84, Mission Boulevard, Decoto Road, Union City Boulevard, Alvarado
Boulevard, Dyer Street, Whipple Road and Alvarado-Niles Road to maintain
traffic flow and minimize potential for accidents.
Goal TR-A.2 To keep the transportation system in balance with the land
uses in Union City.
Policy TR-A.2.1 The City shall work with the City of Fremont, Caltrans, and the
Alameda County Transportation Agency (ACTA) to complete the Route 84
extension between I-880 and Mission Boulevard.
Policy TR-A.2.6 The City shall prepare a circulation plan for the Station District
to promote bicycle and pedestrian travel and facilitate movement through the
area.
Policy TR-A.2.8 The City shall establish a transportation impact fee for all new
and redevelopment projects to ensure fair share contributions to transportation
improvements and continue to explore other funding sources to assist large-scale
capital projects.
Policy TR-A.2.9 The City shall develop a transportation demand management
(TDM) program for the Station District to discourage the use of singleoccupancy vehicles and encourage the use of transit.
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Goal TR-B.1 To provide an efficient, convenient public transportation
system for residents and workers in Union City.
Policy TR-B.1.10 The City shall require new development to consider transit
access in the design of the overall project.
Goal TR-B.2 To promote Union City as a major transit hub through
development of a regional intermodal facility.
Policy TR-B.2.13 The City shall ensure that the design of 11th Street andthe
proposed SR 84 extension support the land uses in the Station District.
Goal TR-C.1 To create an institutional framework that supports bicycle and
pedestrian travel through policy development, city staff and committee
actions, and capital project implementation.
Policy TR-C.1.8 The City shall ensure that bicycle and pedestrian facilities
(including on-street bicycle facilities, secure bicycle parking, safe pedestrian
crossings, and continuous sidewalks or paths) are included in the Intermodal
Station District and the Union Landing District, and these districts are wellconnected to neighboring areas by bicycle and pedestrian facilities (reference
policies CD-B.3.1, CD-B.1.9, ED-B.1.3, LU-B.2.3, TR-A.2.4, TR-A.2.6).
Goal TRC-2 To develop a comprehensive signed bicycle route network
composed of Class I (paved off-street and multi-use trails), Class II (bicycle
lanes), and Class III (shared-use roadways) facilities connecting all of Union
City’s neighborhoods and adjacent communities.
Policy TR-C.2.5 The City shall give priority to bicycle improvements that
connect neighborhoods and job centers to the proposed Intermodal Station.
Goal TR-C.4 To create a continuous pedestrian network that meets ADA
standards and allows pedestrians to safely and conveniently access parks
and opens pace areas, transit centers, schools, shopping areas, public
facilities, major employment centers, and other significant destinations.
Policy TR-C.4.6 The City shall give priority to pedestrian improvements that
connect neighborhoods and job centers to the proposed Intermodal Station.
Goal TR-D.1 To provide convenient, aesthetically designed off-street
parking areas and sufficient loading areas in commercial and industrial
areas.
Policy TR-D.1.3 The City shall promote shared parking arrangements and
facilitate development of common parking facilities and structures through a
parking district or similar provision in the Central Technology Center, the
Alvarado Technology Center, Union Landing , the Station District, and whenever
parking expansion is considered in impacted areas.
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Goal TR-E.1 To coordinate transportation goals with those of the Land Use
Element, the Housing Element, and the Economic Development Element.
Policy TR-E.1.1 The City shall consider transportation impacts, transportation
mitigation measures and developer transportation fees when reviewing all
proposed land use projects.
Policy TR-E.1.2 The City shall support mixed-use development, pedestrianfriendly environments, and higher density around the major transportation nodes.
Policy TR-E.1.4 The Station District land uses and design should minimize
automobile dependence and maximize transit usage.

Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan
The Intermodal Station District Plan and Transit Facility Plan (Station District
Plan) is a comprehensive document that outlines the proposed future
development of the Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station and
surrounding land uses into a series of commercial, retail, and residential transitoriented facilities, collectively called the Station District. The Station District
Plan does not include policies intended to guide project design; rather, it includes
design recommendations and standards related to key building and design
elements.

Union City General Plan Intersection Level of Service
Standards
The General Plan (City of Union City 2002) states that traffic levels of service
should not exceed mid-range LOS D at all signalized intersections on arterial and
collector streets, with the exception of intersections on major regional routes,
including I-880, Mission Boulevard (SR 238) and the Route 84 (i.e. East-West
Connector)/Decoto Road corridor.
Significant traffic impacts at intersections are typically defined to occur when the
addition of new project traffic causes traffic operating conditions to deteriorate
from an acceptable level of service to an unacceptable level.
As noted above, the City’s General Plan specifies that traffic levels of service of
mid-range LOS D or above are acceptable at all signalized intersections on
arterial and collector streets, with the exception of intersections on major regional
routes, including I-880, Mission Boulevard, (SR 238), and the Route 84 (i.e.
East-West Connector) and Decoto Road corridor. For study intersections located
on major regional routes, LOS E is considered acceptable.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section describes the impact analysis relating to traffic and circulation for
the Proposed Project. It describes the methods used to determine the impacts of
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the project and lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be
significant. Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate,
or compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact discussion.

Methods
The approach and methods used to determine Project impacts are described in the
traffic impact study prepared for the Proposed Project by Fehr and Peers (Fehr
and Peers 2010). Following is a summary of methods used to estimate the
approximate number of trips generated by the Proposed Project; evaluate the
effects of Project-added traffic under near-term, mid-term, and future cumulative
development scenarios; and assess Project impacts on regional facilities and State
highways.

Trip Generation
The 8th Edition of Trip Generation published by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) was used to develop trip generation rates for the residential land
uses within the Project Site. The average trip generation rates published for midrise apartments are used for the Project since the Project size and layout best
resembles this description. Additionally, the trip generation estimates for the
business condominums and retail land uses within the Project Site was obtained
from previous Fehr and Peer traffic studies.
The trip generation rates used were adjusted based on the proximity of the
Project site to the Union City Intermodal Station, as the Proposed Project’s
proximity to a major regional transit connection increases the likelihood of
generating a higher proportion of pedestrian and bicycle traffic than if it were
located in a more automobile-oriented environment. In addition, reductions were
taken from each land use based on the forecasted number of internal trips (within
the project site) and pass-by trips using the ITE Trip Generation Handbook
methodology.
Consistent with previous analyses for the Union City Intermodal Station, a 10
percent trip reduction was applied to each land use for peak hour trips to assume
higher transit usage for residents and visitors adjacent to the BART station. An
additional 21 percent reduction was also applied to the retail land use to account
for retail “pass-by” trips, which are trips that are already on the roadway network
and subsequently enter the Project Site as an intermediate stop before the final
destination. Pass-by trips are not specifically generated by the Project but were
estimated using retail pass by trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook.

Development Scenarios
To determine the significance of traffic increases resulting from Project
construction and operation, Fehr and Peers obtained data from previous traffic
studies and EIRs to establish existing/baseline conditions (conditions without the
Project), then compared these existing traffic volumes to future traffic volumes
anticipated to occur under background conditions (conditions with the Project).
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Specifically, the Project’s effects on the local intersection and roadway network
are analyzed with respect to the following near-term, mid-term, and future
cumulative traffic conditions.


Existing Plus Project Conditions–conditions resulting from the addition of
Project trips to existing traffic volumes;



Existing plus Project & Pending Intermodal Development –conditions
resulting from the addition of Project trips, and trips generated by pending
development of adjacent transit-oriented development (TOD) projects
surrounding the BART station;



Cumulative (Year 2035) With Project Conditions– the net change in trips
between buildout of previously approved land uses on the Project Site and
adjacent Intermodal sites and updated assumptions concerning the full, longterm buildout of the Union City Intermodal Project.

Project Impacts on CMP and MTS Roadways
The Alameda County Congestion Management Program requires the assessment
of development-driven impacts on regional roadways. Since the Project would
generate more than 100 “net new” PM peak hour trips, the CMP requires the use
of the CMA Countywide Travel Demand Model (CMA Model) to assess the
impacts on regional roadways in the Project Vicinity during AM and PM peak
hours. Specifically, CMA’s model was used to assess Project impacts on the
CMP designated roadway system and on the MTS, which includes more
roadways than the CMP system. The CMP and MTS roadways in the Project
Vicinity include Decoto Road, Alvarado-Niles Road, Whipple Road, Mission
Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, I-880, and SR-84.
The current version of the CMA Model is based on Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) Projections 2005 land uses for 2015 and 2030. The traffic
baseline and “plus project” forecasts for 2015 and 2030 were extracted for the
CMP and MTS roadway segments from the CMA Model. Operations of the
CMP/MTS freeway and surface street segments in the Project Vicinity were
evaluated using a v/c ratio methodology.

Thresholds of Significance
For this analysis, an impact pertaining to Transportation and Circulation was
considered significant under CEQA if it would result in any of the following
environmental effects, which are based on professional practice and State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).


Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections);
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Cause, either individually or cumulatively, exceedance of a level-of-service
standard established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways;



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;



Substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);



Result in inadequate emergency access;



Result in inadequate parking capacity; and



Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

For purposes of this analysis, the City set the LOS standard at mid-range LOS D
(per the General Plan) for all signalized intersections on arterial and collector
streets, with the exception of intersections on major regional routes, including I880, Mission Boulevard, (SR 238), and the Route 84/Decoto Road corridor.
Since the majority of the study intersections evaluated in this study are located on
major regional routes, LOS E is considered acceptable at study intersections
located on Mission Boulevard, Decoto Road, and the planned East-West
Connector. Intersections would be considered to be operating unacceptably if
levels of service below these standards are identified.
For unsignalized intersections, impacts will be considered significant if a signal
warrant for an intersection is met.
For the purposes of this analysis, a significant impact on a CMP roadway
segment would be said to occur if the addition of Project-related traffic would
result in a LOS value worse than LOS E, except where the baseline condition of
the roadway link is already LOS F. For those CMP roadway segments where the
Baseline condition is LOS F, the impacts of the Project were considered
significant if the contribution of Project-related traffic is at least three percent of
the total traffic.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact TRA-1 Degradation of Intersection LOS as a Result
of Construction-Generated Traffic
Construction of the Proposed Project would generate additional traffic at
intersections in the Project Vicinity. Potentially significant sources of vehicular
traffic during the construction phase of the Project would include construction
worker commute trips, Project equipment deliveries, and hauling of materials
such as concrete, fill, and excavation spoils.
As discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, it is anticipated that the project
area would be developed through a three phased process over a 10-year
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timeframe (2012 to 2022), depending on market conditions. Project trips related
to site preparation and grading as well as materials delivery would occur during
the development phase. Construction worker commute trips would occur
throughout the duration of construction. Although all of these trips would be
temporary in nature and would be dispersed throughout the day, Project traffic
could substantially degrade the level of service at an intersection within the
Project study area. Furthermore, construction vehicles entering or exiting the site
could result in temporary lane closures or cause temporary delays or stoppage of
through traffic in the Project Vicinity, which could adversely affect local traffic
circulation. Effects could be significant, particularly during peak hours.
Implementation of a traffic control plan to reduce peak hour traffic impacts, as
described below in Mitigation Measure TRA-1, would reduce potential impacts
from Project construction activities on level of service, traffic flow, and safety to
a less–than-significant level. No additional mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Develop and Implement a Traffic Control
Plan
The construction contractor will mitigate the Proposed Project’s constructionrelated traffic impacts by developing and implementing a Traffic Control Plan as
part of the overall Construction Management Plan, in accordance with City
policies. The Traffic Control Plan will be implemented throughout the course of
project construction, and will include the following elements:


communication plan to notify transit providers, emergency service providers,
residences, and businesses located in the project vicinity of the construction
plans;



identify roadway segments or intersections that are at, or approaching, LOS
that exceeds local standards, and provide for construction-generated traffic to
avoid these locations at the peak periods, either by traveling different routes
or by traveling at non-peak times of day;



restrict delivery of construction materials to between the hours of 8:00 a.m.
and 3:00 p.m. to avoid more congested morning and evening hours;



require that written notification be provided to contractors regarding
appropriate routes to and from the construction site, and the weight and speed
limits on local roads used to access the construction site;



contain an access and circulation plan for use by emergency vehicles when
lane closures and/or detours are in effect. If lane closures occur, provide
advance notice to local fire and police departments to ensure that alternative
evacuation and emergency routes are designed to maintain response times;



provide for adequate parking for construction trucks, equipment, and
construction workers within the designated staging areas throughout the
construction period;



require traffic controls on roadways adjacent to the project, including flag
persons wearing bright orange or red vests and using a Stop/Slow paddle to
control oncoming traffic. Construction warning signs should be posted in
accordance with local standards or those set forth in the Manual on Uniform
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Traffic Control Devices (Federal Highway Administration 2001), in advance
of the construction area and at any intersection that provides access to the
construction area; and


specify that a sign be posted at all active construction areas giving the name
and telephone number or e-mail address of the City staff person designated to
receive complaints regarding construction traffic.

Impact TRA-2: Interference with Emergency Access and
Circulation as a Result of Construction-Generated Traffic
During project construction, slow-moving construction vehicles could result in
traffic safety hazards. Emergency access in the area could also be affected by
Project construction; specifically, temporary lane closures and constructionrelated traffic could delay or obstruct the movement of emergency vehicles. This
impact is considered less than significant with implementation of a traffic control
plan under Mitigation Measure TRA-1, as described above. No additional
mitigation is required.

Impact TRA-3: Inadequate Parking Facilities to Meet
Construction-Related Parking Demands
The parking needs of construction workers and for heavy construction equipment
would increase the demand for parking. However, these parking needs would be
accommodated on the Project Site or within nearby City-owned lots. Therefore,
this impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are
required.

Impact TRA-4: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a
Result of Project-Generated Traffic under Existing Plus
Project Conditions
Under Existing Plus Project conditions, the Project would generate 342 AM peak
hour trips and 570 PM peak hour trips. Trip distribution for this analysis varies
for commercial and residential uses, as detailed in Table 4 in the traffic impact
study (refer to Appendix I; Fehr and Peers 2010).
As shown on Table 3.13-4, all study intersections would continue to operate
acceptably with the addition of Project traffic. Therefore, impacts to study
intersections under Existing Plus Project conditions would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
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Table 3.13-4. Intersection Levels of Service- Existing Plus Project Conditions
Existing Conditions

Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection

Control1

Delay2

LOS3

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

1. Decoto Road/Mission
Boulevard

Signal

18.5

B

16.9

B

19.3

B

19.8

B

2. Decoto Road/5th Street

Signal

13.4

B

8

A

13.7

B

5.2

A

3. Decoto Road/7th Street

Signal

13.4

B

9.8

A

13.8

B

9.8

A

10.2

B

10.8

B

22.5

C

44.9

D

23.6

C

24.5

C

32.1

C

32.4

C

4. Decoto Road/Cheeves Way SSS
(planned)
5. Decoto Road/11th Street
(reconfigured as planned)4

Signal

6. Decoto Road/Station Way

Signal
(planned)

7. Decoto Road/Meyers
Drive/Union Square

Signal

23

C

23.4

C

8. Decoto Road/AlvaradoNiles Road (current
configuration)

Signal

47.9

D

53.8

D

8. Decoto Road/AlvaradoNiles Road (reconfigured as
planned)5

Signal

9. Mission Boulevard/Appian Signal
Way
13. Alvarado-Niles Road/
Linda Road

SSS

19.7

C

20.1

C

19.9

B

20.8

C

19

C

20.3

C

19.4

C

21.1

C

Note: Bold indicates unacceptable operations (LOS of mid-range D or better is acceptable at all locations, and LOS
E is acceptable at study intersections located on Mission Boulevard, Decoto Road and the planned East-West
Connector).
1
Signal = Signalized intersection; SSS = Side-street stop-controlled intersection
2
Delay in seconds. Delay calculated consistent with methodology presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual.
3
LOS = Level of Service
4
Assumes westbound shared right/through/left-turn lane as planned & optimized signal phasing.
5
Assumes intersection reconfiguration as currently planned (second left turn lane added for each approach).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010
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Impact TRA-5: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a
Result of Project-Generated Traffic under Existing plus
Project & Pending Intermodal Development Conditions
Under the Existing plus Project & Pending Intermodal Development scenario,
1,104 AM peak hour trips and 1,064 PM peak hour trips would be generated.
Trip distribution for this analysis varies for commercial and residential uses, as
detailed in Table 5 in the traffic impact study (refer to Appendix I; Fehr and
Peers 2010).
As shown on Table 3.13-5, all but one of the study intersections would operate
acceptably (LOS D or better) under the Existing plus Project & Pending
Intermodal Development scenario. The intersection of Decoto Road/11th Street
would operate at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours, indicating
unacceptable operations.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.13-20

August 2010
ICF 00943.07

Union City

Section 3.13 Transportation and Circulation

Table 3.13-5. Intersection Levels of Service- Existing Plus Project & Pending Intermodal Development
Existing Plus Project & Pending
Intermodal Development
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Existing Conditions

Delay2
18.5

LOS3
B

Signal

13.4

Signal

13.4

Existing Plus Project Conditions

Intersection
1. Decoto Road/Mission Boulevard

Control1
Signal

2. Decoto Road/ 5th Street
3. Decoto Road/7th Street
4. Decoto Road/Cheeves Way

SSS (planned)

5. Decoto Road/11th Street (current configuration)

Signal

5. Decoto Road/11th Street (reconfigured as
planned)4

Signal

6. Decoto Road/ Station Way

Signal
(planned)

7. Decoto Road/ Meyers Drive/Union Square

Signal

23

C

23.4

C

8. Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles Road (current
configuration)

Signal

47.9

D

53.8

D

8. Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles Road (reconfigured
as planned)5
9. Mission Boulevard/Appian Way

Signal

13. Alvarado-Niles Road/ Linda Road

SSS

Signal

17.2

Delay
16.9

LOS
B

Delay
19.3

LOS
B

Delay
19.8

LOS
B

B

8

A

13.7

B

5.2

B

9.8

A

13.8

B

9.8

10.2

B

22.5

C

B

16.1

Delay
40.3

LOS
D

Delay
25.6

LOS
C

A

15

A

14.3

B

5.3

A

B

10.8

B

10.8

B

13.8

B

14.5

B

44.9

D

>80

F

>80

F

3.8

A

5.8

A

B

23.6

C

24.5

C

27.1

C

30.4

C

32.1

C

32.4

C

35.4

D

37.1

D

19.7

B

20.1

C

19.9

B

20.8

C

20.2

C

21.2

C

19

C

20.3

C

19.4

C

21.1

C

21.7

C

23.4

C

Note: Bold indicates unacceptable operations.
1
Signal = Signalized intersection; SSS = Side-street stop-controlled intersection
2
Delay in seconds. Delay calculated consistent with methodology presented in the Highway Capacity Manual
3
LOS = Level of Service
4
Future scenarios assume westbound shared right/through/left-turn lanes as planned & optimized signal phasing
5
Future scenarios assume planned improvements (added left-turn lanes)
Source: Fehr & Peers 2010
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This impact is considered significant. To mitigate for traffic impacts on the
Decoto Road/11th Street intersection, the following potential measures were
previously identified in the Avalon at Union Station EIR:


A dedicated northbound right-turn lane for vehicles turning from Decoto
Road on to 11th Street;



Widen Decoto Road to three lanes in each direction; or



An additional westbound lane on 11th Street (increase from three to four
lanes approaching the intersection with Decoto Road).

These improvements were deemed undesirable by the City because widening the
intersection was found to be inconsistent with the pedestrian-oriented
environment envisioned for the Union City Intermodal Station and the above
mitigation measures were considered infeasible.
The City has identified a feasible mitigation measure in conjunction with the
Avalon Bay and Mid-Peninsula Housing project that was also listed as
mitigations in the respective environmental documents for these projects. This
measure would partially address, but not fully mitigate the delays at the Decoto
Road/11th Street intersection while not adversely impacting pedestrian
movements in the area.
Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Roadway Improvements for Decoto Road/
11th Street Intersection
Extend the length of the southbound left-turn pocket on Decoto Road
(approaching 11th Street), relocating the Decoto Road median and eliminating
the northbound left-turn pocket from Decoto Road to westbound 10th; and install
a northbound right-turn lane on Decoto Road, approaching Cheeves Way. The
City will install the improvements but the Proposed Project will be required to
pay its fair share similar to the Avalon Bay and Mid-Peninsula Housing projects.
Despite implementation of this measure, this impact would remain significant
and unavoidable at Decoto Road/11th Street Avenue.

Impact TRA-6: Increase in Safety Hazards to
Pedestrians/Bicyclists as a Result of a Design Feature
Due to its proximity to a major regional transit connection (BART), the Proposed
Project is likely to generate a higher portion of bicycle and pedestrian traffic than
if it were located in a more automobile-oriented environment.
Planned pedestrian/bicyclist facilities include sidewalks on the Project’s
perimeter, with pedestrian bulb-outs, marked crosswalks at each intersection
along 11th Street, a pedestrian promenade between Blocks 3 and 4, and a
pedestrian connection from the existing BART Station to the Intermodal Station
District that leads to a public plaza. The connection from the existing BART
station to the public plaza is planned to extend across 11th Street to the pedestrian
promenade, which extends to Cheeves Way. These connections will ultimately
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provide a direct connection between the BART Station, adjacent land uses south
of the BART Station, and the Proposed Project. With construction of the
pedestrian connection between the Project Site and the BART station, pedestrians
will no longer have to travel on Decoto Road to access the existing station from
the station entrance located on the south side of the station. The City has
commissioned a study to evaluate how this connection can be extended north to
an adjacent site (i.e. Shelton site), which is located between the railroad tracks
and the 7th Street Industrial Area. This site is zoned as RDC (Research and
Development Campus) and is anticipated to accommodate high-density
employment centers.
The Project would contribute to cumulative increases in vehicle and pedestrian
volumes on Decoto Road, resulting in potential conflicts between motor vehicles
and pedestrians. The existing marked crosswalks at 10th Street and Decoto Road
are not controlled by traffic signals or stop signs. Additional traffic would pass
through these crosswalk locations due to:


Substantial increase in traffic volumes making a southbound left-turn from
Decoto Road to 11th Street, inbound to the Project Site and adjacent
Intermodal development sites; and



A large portion of the Project’s trips are expected to enter the site from
Decoto Road at Cheeves Way, thus increasing northbound volumes on
Decoto Road that would cross the crosswalks at 10th Street.

As a result, delays to pedestrians crossing at this location would increase,
resulting in a corresponding increase in potential conflicts between motorists and
pedestrians. Furthermore, the traffic volumes and number of travel lanes would
exceed the threshold at which marked crosswalks at uncontrolled pedestrian
crossing would be recommended without the provision of enhanced crosswalk
treatments.
In addition, the Proposed Project would include an extension of Cheeves Way
that would intersect Decoto Road approximately 60 to 100 feet south (west) of
the railroad tracks. Installation of this roadway raises the possibility that
pedestrians may cross Decoto Road at the new intersection with Cheeves Way, in
order to continue north or south along the railroad track corridor.
City staff has indicated a preference for pedestrian and bicycle crossing to be
accommodated at 11th Street, with elimination of the 10th Street crossing;
however, even in the absence of this crossing, the existing Class II bicycle
facilities currently provided on 11th street would be expected to sufficiently
accommodate bicycle traffic in the vicinity of the project site. The City has also
identified enhancements to the crosswalks at Fifth Street/Decoto Road, Seventh
Street/Decoto Road, and Ninth Street/Decoto Road to facilitate
pedestrian/bicyclist connections between the Decoto neighborhood and the
Intermodal Station District, as well as Guy Emanuele Jr. Elementary School. City
staff indicated that these improvements include the installation of high visibility
crosswalks and pedestrian-timed signals (Fehr and Peers 2010).
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At locations with significant pedestrian volumes, or locations adjacent to
“pedestrian generators” (such as the BART Station), it is generally advisable to
provide pedestrian crossing opportunities at intervals of 600 feet or less, thus
allowing pedestrians to reach a crosswalk within a walking distance of 300 feet.
Pedestrians desiring to cross at 10th Street and Decoto Road would be able to use
the signalized crosswalk at 11th Street (located 300 feet south of the
northernmost crosswalk at 10th Street) in order to cross Decoto. Therefore, the
impact to pedestrian circulation at the 10th Street/Decoto Road intersection is
less than significant.
Further north at Cheeves Way, it would be necessary for pedestrians desiring to
cross Decoto Road to walk a distance of approximately 510 feet south to cross
Decoto Road at 11th Street. However, this crossing location is very close to the
railroad tracks, and serves relatively few pedestrian generators given the distance
from the BART Station and adjacent development sites. Therefore, the volume of
pedestrians desiring to cross Decoto Road at Cheeves Way will be relatively low,
and the impact to pedestrian circulation at the Cheeves Way/Decoto Road
intersection is less than significant.
Based on the findings described above, project impacts on pedestrian/bicycle
circulation would be less than significant.

Impact TRA-7: Inadequate Emergency Access during
Project Operation
As described in the Environmental Setting, access by emergency vehicles to the
Project Site can be accommodated in three locations. The Project Site would be
accessible by emergency vehicles on all sides due to a combination of new roads
and a pedestrian promenade that would also provide emergency vehicle access.
With respect to emergency access, the Fire Department has determined that the
Project Site meets applicable requirements. Emergency vehicle access could be
accommodated at the following locations:


Emergency vehicles accessing the site from Decoto Road could enter via
11th Street or Cheeves Way (although access via Cheeves Way would be
limited due to the raised median on Decoto);



Emergency vehicles accessing the site from the east would be able to enter
the site via 11th Street, with a planned extension of 11th Street to include a
connection with the planned East-West Connector. Until such time as the
East-West Connector is constructed, access from the east on 11th Street
could be accommodated via a temporary, route through an adjoining
residential neighborhood accessed via Linda Street/Niles Boulevard..

The closest Fire station to the Project Site is located on 7th Street, which is
approximately ½ mile away. The Police Station is located on the corner of
Alvarado-Niles Road and Royal Ann Drive, which is approximately 1 mile from
the project site. Access to the site could be slowed due to the existing railroad
tracks that cross Decoto Road. However, Fire Department staff has indicated that
this has not been an issue for them in the past. In addition, if a problem does arise
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regarding delayed response times due to impaired site access, the Fire
Department would radio to nearby fire stations in other cities to respond or take
an alternate route. This impact is therefore considered less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

Impact TRA-8: Increased Transit Demand
The Proposed Project would be expected to increase ridership on local and
regional transit systems. The location and density of the Proposed Project make it
consistent with the City’s policy of encouraging transit and other non-automobile
trips. It’s proximity to the Union City Intermodal Station will encourage transit
trips on the systems that use the facility, including BART, Dumbarton Express,
Union City Transit, and AC Transit. Furthermore, the transit analysis for the
Union City General Plan Update EIR indicated that the increased ridership
projected for BART, Union City Transit, and AC Transit would result in a lessthan-significant impact on transit resources. As such, the Proposed Project is not
expected to generate transit demand substantially greater than that assumed in the
2002 General Plan EIR for the Proposed Project Site and is therefore expected to
have a less than significant impact on transit. No mitigation is required.

Impact TRA-9: Conflict with an Adopted Plan Supporting
Alternative Transportation
As discussed above, the City’s General Plan calls for construction of continuous
Class II bicycle lanes on Union Square, between Decoto Road and AlvaradoNiles Road, which have been completed to the extent feasible. Bicycle lanes have
already been constructed on 11th Street from Decoto Road to the dead end east of
the project site. Once the proposed East-West Connector is completed, 11th
Street will be extended to reach it, providing further bicycle access to and from
the project site, and to the proposed East-West Connector. These existing and
pending bicycle facilities are expected to sufficiently accommodate bicycle
traffic in the vicinity of the project site. The project would not result in a physical
conflict with any of these facilities and thus would not result in a conflict with
the City’s overall planned vision for bicycle circulation in the Station District or
other areas of the City. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Impact TRA-10: Inadequate Parking Supply to Meet
Parking Demand during Project Operation
Environmental impacts under CEQA occur when a project does not supply an
adequate amount of parking spaces to meet peak parking demand, either on its
own or in combination with existing parking supplies, and results in physical
impacts on the environment through the construction of off-site parking
improvements. For the purposes of this analysis, peak parking demand for
residents and retail/commercial customers is addressed separately in the
following sections.
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Residential Parking Demand
For the proposed residential structures, the Project would include 1,430 parking
spaces for residential uses and 133 guest spaces, which can be used to satisfy the
residential parking demand for a total of 1,563 parking spaces. Based on parking
demand data collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers1 (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. Therefore, peak parking demand would be 1,168 parking spaces.
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 spaces
would be recommended for the residential component of the project (based on
typical ITE suburban rates). With the proposed mix of residential and guest
spaces, 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 the Station Mixed Use
Commercial (CSMU) Zoning District. These standards are found in Chapter
18.38 of the Union City Municipal Code and are defined as follows:
Residential Use (Ownership Units)
a. One and one-half (1-1/2) covered and enclosed parking stalls per each one
(1) bedroom or studio unit.
b. Two (2) covered and enclosed parking stalls per each unit with two (2) or
more bedrooms.
c. A minimum of one (1) motorized cycle parking stall that is enclosed and
weather-protected shall be provided for every twenty-five (25) units
The Zoning Ordinance also contains parking standards for rental units that
requires1.5 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.
Assuming approximately half of the dwelling units will be one bedroom or less
and half will be two-or-more bedrooms, the Project would be required under the
municipal code to provide 1,703 spaces for residential use, 140 more spaces than
the Project is proposing. As stated above, environmental impacts under CEQA
occur when a project does not supply an adequate amount of parking spaces to
meet peak parking demand, and results in physical impacts on the environment
through the construction of off-site parking improvements. Since it has been
1

Institute of Transportation Engineers, Parking Generation, 3rd Edition, 2004. Although the project has a mix of low-, mid-, and
high-rise apartments according to the ITE definitions, the mix of units is not known. However, the low- and mid-rise rate was
used to provide a conservative estimate of parking demand. Condominiums are included in the ITE parking generation
category.
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demonstrated that the Project would meet conservative ITE parking demand rates
for residential parking, it can be assumed that off-site parking improvements
would not be necessary; thus, the related environmental effects would not occur.
Additionally, in keeping with the project’s intended purpose as a transit-oriented
development and with the goals of the City’s Transit First Policy as outlined in
General Plan Goal TR-A.1.1, the Project’s provision of residential parking below
City standards would encourage residents to use alternate forms of transportation,
which would reduce traffic-related environmental effects. As such, the Project’s
inability to meet the City’s minimum parking standards is not, on its own,
considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA.
Retail/Commercial Parking Demand
To satisfy parking demand generated by the proposed retail and commercial
units, the City has committed to supplying public parking within the proposed
development and has developed a comprehensive parking program for the area.
The City has installed two parking lots along 11th Street that accommodate up to
689 spaces. The parking lot located adjacent to the rear of the BART station, on
the southerly side of 11th Street, includes 333 parking spaces. A portion of these
parking spaces (approximately 179 spaces) were developed as BART
replacement parking associated with the Union City BART Station renovation
and will need to be maintained for an additional 14 years. The second parking lot
is located on Block 2 and includes approximately 356 parking spaces. These
parking lots are currently being utilized by BART patrons but there is currently
observed excess capacity on the weekdays and week-ends. In addition, the City
has purchased 117 public stalls within a garage associated with an approved 157unit multi-family project, located on Block 4, that has began construction. It is
anticipated that the garage will be operational prior to occupancy of the retail and
commercial space within the project. Approximately 111 on-street parking spaces
will also be provided along 11th Street, Cheeves Way, Berger Way and Galliano
Way, that will also be installed prior to the occupancy of the retail and
commercial space. The parking spaces along 11th Street have already been
installed. The City owns several additional blocks within the project area that can
utilized for surface parking, if necessary.
Based on ITE parking demand rates, the retail and commercial components are
likely to generate peak demand of approximately four to five spaces per thousand
square feet, based on typical suburban parking demand for retail uses. Therefore,
assuming the more conservative rate of five spaces per thousand square feet, the
peak parking demand generated by 37,500 square feet of the commercial uses
would be 188 spaces. Per Chapter 18.38, Station Mixed Use Commercial, and
Chapter 18.36, Commercial Districts, of the Union City Zoning Ordinance, the
City’s parking requirement for the retail and commercial (i.e. office) components
are five parking spaces per one thousand square feet of gross floor area, which is
consistent with the ITE parking demand rates. As noted above, adequate public
parking in the Project vicinity is available to satisfy the required parking demand
for retail and commercial uses within the Project. As such, there will be sufficient
parking to satisfy peak retail/commercial parking demand.
Overall, the Project would be capable of meeting peak parking demands for
residents as well as retail and commercial customers, as demonstrated through a
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comparison with applicable ITE demand rates. Impacts related to parking would
therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Impact TRA-11: Degradation of Intersection LOS as a
Result of Project-Generated Traffic under Future
Cumulative Conditions
The following analysis of Cumulative Baseline Conditions, which represents
anticipated levels of traffic based on previously approved projects on the Project
Site and adjacent intermodal sites, is presented for comparative purposes only
and is not used to determine impacts. Rather, the determination of cumulative
impacts is based on the difference between Existing Conditions, as presented in
the Environmental Setting, and Cumulative Plus Project conditions, as presented
in the subsequent section.
Cumulative (Year 2035) Baseline Conditions
Cumulative (Year 2035) Baseline Conditions would include trips generated by
the Project in combination with full development of the Intermodal development
sites adjacent to the BART station, as detailed in Table 6 in the traffic impact
study (refer to Appendix I; Fehr and Peers 2010). Several intersections along
Mission Boulevard, Alvarado-Niles Boulevard, the planned East-West
Connector, and Decoto Road would operate at a level less than mid-range LOS D
during one or both peak hours. However, as noted above, LOS E is considered
acceptable at these locations. As such, these intersections would operate
acceptably.
The following intersections would operate unacceptably during the AM and PM
peak hours under Cumulative (Year 2035) Baseline conditions.



Decoto Road/7th Street (LOS F during the PM peak hour)
Decoto Road/11th Street (LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours)



Alvarado Niles / Linda Drive (LOS F during the AM peak hour)



Paseo Parkway / Isherwood Drive (LOS F during the AM and PM peak
hours)

All other study intersections would operate acceptably under Cumulative (Year
2035) Baseline conditions. Additional discussion regarding these impacts is
found in Fehr & Peers’ TIA prepared for this EIR, which is contained in
Appendix I.
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions, the Project, in combination with the
adjacent development of the Union City Intermodal Station sites, would combine
to generate 2,949 new AM peak hour trips and 2,863 new PM peak hour trips.
As shown on Table 3.13-6, the Decoto Road/7th Street intersection would operate
worse than mid-range LOS D during PM peak hours; however, as noted above,
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LOS E is considered acceptable at this location. As such, this intersection would
operate acceptably.
The following intersections are forecast to operate unacceptably during the AM
and PM peak hours under Cumulative (Year 2035) Baseline and With Project
conditions.


Decoto Road/11th Street



Alvarado-Niles Boulevard/ Linda Drive (north intersection)



Paseo Padre Parkway/Isherwood Drive

The Project contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant at
the following two study intersections.


Alvarado-Niles Boulevard/Linda Drive (north intersection)—Although
intersection LOS would operate unacceptably under Year 2035 conditions in
the AM and PM peak hours (based on delay experienced by the stopcontrolled side street), the peak-hour volumes would not meet signal warrant
criteria defined by the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD). The project’s cumulative impacts to this intersection would thus
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.



Paseo Parkway/Isherwood Drive—The intersection would operate at LOS
F during the AM and PM peak hours. This LOS impact results from
forecasted traffic volumes for vehicles making the northbound left-turn
movement from northbound Isherwood Drive to westbound Paseo Parkway
during the PM peak hour that would exceed the capacity of the northbound
approach leg. The opposite movement would result in impacts during the
AM peak hour, as vehicles making a right-turn from eastbound Paseo
Parkway to southbound Isherwood are forecasted to exceed the capacity of
the intersection.
This increase is not caused by Project trips, but is related to traffic diverted to
the intersection following completion of the planned East-West Connector.
At this intersection, the forecasted growth in northbound left-turn movements
from Isherwood Drive to Paseo Parkway could not be accommodated by the
intersection or downstream road network.
The Project would contribute a negative number of trips to the congested
movements (to and from Isherwood), and less than 50 peak hour trips are
expected to travel through the intersection during peak hours, out of a total
forecasted intersection volume of over 4,300 trips during the PM peak hour.
Therefore, the Project contribution to the forecasted cumulative impact at
Paseo Parkway/Isherwood Drive is less than significant. No mitigation is
required.
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Table 3.13-6. Intersection Levels of Service—Cumulative with Project Conditions
Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
2
3
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
18.5
B
16.9
B
13.4
B
8
A
13.4
B
8
A

Cumulative (Year 2035) Baseline Conditions
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
45.6
D
30.8
C
14.1
B
5.9
A
48.1
D
> 80.0
F
10.7
B
27.7
D

Intersection
Control1
1. Decoto Road/Mission Boulevard
Signal
2. Decoto Road/ 5th Street
Signal
3. Decoto Road/7th Street
Signal
4. Decoto Road/Cheeves Way
SSS (planned)
5. Decoto Road/11th Street (current configuration)
Signal
17.6
B
16.1
B
4
5. Decoto Road/11th Street (reconfiguered as planned)
Signal
> 80.0
F
> 80.0
6. Decoto Road/ Station Way
Signal (planned)
22.8
C
22.5
7. Decoto Road/ Meyers Drive/Union Square
Signal
23
C
23.4
C
74.8
E
54.6
8. Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles Road (current configuration)
Signal
47.9
D
53.8
D
8. Decoto Road/Alvarado-Niles Road (reconfigured as planned)5
Signal
48.1
D
68.7
9. Mission Boulevard/Appian Way
Signal
19.7
B
20.1
C
63.8
E
61
6
10. 7th Street/East-West Connector
Signal
52.7
D
19.8
11. 11th Street/East-West Connector6
Signal
21.4
C
31.2
12. Alvarado-Niles Road/East-West Connector
Signal
51.1
D
61.3
13. Alvarado-Niles Road/ Linda Road 6,7
SSS
19
C
20.3
C
>50
F
49.8
6
14. Paseo Padre Parkway/Isherwood Drive
Signal
>80
F
>80
15. Paseo Padre Parkway/Decoto Road6
Signal
55
E
44.6
Note: Bold indicates unacceptable operations (LOS of mid-range D or better is acceptable at all locations, and LOS E is acceptable at study intersections located on Mission
Boulevard, Decoto Road and the planned East-West Connector).
1
Signal = Signalized intersection SSS = Side-Street Stop
2
Delay in seconds. Delay calculated consistent with the methodology presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.
3
LOS = Level of Service
4
Assumes westbound shared right/through/left-turn lane as planned & optimized signal phasing
5
Assumes intersection reconfiguration as currently planned (second left turn lane added for each approach)
6
LOS reported for this intersection was obtained from I-80 – SR 238 East-West Connector Traffic Operations Analysis, Dowling Associates, Inc, May 2008.
7
LOS is based on the average vehicle delay for the worst intersection approach, from the stop-controlled side street
Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, 2010.
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The Proposed Project would make a significant contribution to cumulative traffic
impacts at the following study intersection:


Decoto Road/11th Street—The intersection would operate at LOS F during
both peak hours. The impact would be primarily due to delay experienced by
turning movements inbound and outbound to the project site from Decoto
Road to 11th Street. The Project would add an amount of traffic to these
movements that may be noticed by regular users of this facility (53
westbound left turn and 43 southbound left turns, or 14% and 7% of the
movement volume, respectively, in the PM peak hours). Thus, the project’s
contribution would be considered significant.

Decreasing traffic delays at the Decoto/11th Street intersection would require
improvements that increase capacity for movements in and out of the project site
and/or provide alternate routes to access the northern half of the Union City
Intermodal Station development area. As discussed above under Impact TRA-5,
other potential measures to improve traffic operations at this intersection were
also considered (including widening Decoto Road and adding lanes to 11th
Street), but were found inconsistent with the pedestrian-oriented environment
envisioned for the Union City Intermodal Station and these other mitigation
measures are considered infeasible.
To mitigate for traffic impacts at the Decoto Road/11th Street intersection, an
additional potential mitigation measure was identified.
•

Construct an additional left-turn lane to the westbound approach, for a
total of two. In addition, construct a right-turn pocket of 100 feet at
minimum to the northbound approach and convert the existing shared
through/right-turn lane to an exclusive through lane. Optimize the signal
cycle length to 120 seconds. Modify the signal operation appropriately
(e.g., northbound right-turn operates with overlap, prohibit southbound
u-turns) and optimize the signal timing for 120 second cycle length
operation.

With implementation of this measure, the intersection would continue to operate
at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours. However, average intersection
delays during both peak hours would be reduced to a level less than reported for
the cumulative baseline (without project) scenario. Thus, this mitigation would
reduce the traffic impact to less-than-significant levels but would potentially
result in significant impacts to pedestrians. Pedestrians would experience
increased delays due to the 120-second cycle length, and pedestrian crossing
distances would increase following installation of additional turn lanes on Decoto
Road. This would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan policies
promoting pedestrian travel and inconsistent with the vision for a walkable
environment in the area around the Intermodal Station. Therefore, given the
incompatible nature of these improvements with respect to the City’s vision for
the intermodal development, this mitigation is considered infeasible.
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The following feasible measure would partially address, but not fully mitigate the
delays at the Decoto Road/11th Street intersection while not adversely impacting
pedestrian movements in the area.
Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Roadway Improvements for Decoto Road/
11th Street Intersection (same as above under Impact TRA-5)
Extend the length of the southbound left-turn pocket on Decoto Road
(approaching 11th Street), relocating the Decoto Road median and eliminating
the northbound left-turn pocket from Decoto Road to westbound 10th; and install
a northbound right-turn lane on Decoto Road, approaching Cheeves Way. The
project will be required to pay its fair share similar to the Avalon Bay and MidPeninsula Housing projects.
However, even with this mitigation, the project would have a considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact at Decoto Road/11th Street
Avenue.

Impact TRA-12: Degradation of LOS on CMP/MTS
Roadways as a Result of Project-Generated Traffic under
Future Cumulative Conditions
Based on the CMA analysis, the Project would contribute increases in traffic
congestion on CMP and MTS roadways in 2015 and 2030 (refer to Appendix A
of the traffic impact study, which is presented in its entirety in Appendix I of this
EIR; Fehr and Peers 2010). However, the Project would not cause a CMP or
MTS roadway segment to degrade from LOS E or better to LOS F. The Project
also would not increase the v/c ratio by more than 3 percent for roadway
segments that would operate at LOS F without the Project. Therefore, Project
impacts on regional arterials and freeway segments under future cumulative
conditions are less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

Impact TRA-13: Potential Decrease in Rail Safety
The Proposed Project will be located between the Niles Subdivision and Oakland
Subdivision railways with active passenger and freight operations. In addition,
the project will be located near the BART alignment. The project will also
generate vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle traffic that will cross the Niles and
Oakland railways along Decoto Road.
There is very limited local freight rail traffic on the Oakland Subdivision at
present. However, as described in Table 4-1 in Chapter 4.0, there are plans to
consolidate Capitol Corridor and Dumbarton Rail Corridor passenger rail service
on the Oakland Subdivision in the future as well as potential diversion of
additional freight service to the Niles Subdivision. Thus, the future cumulative
condition includes passenger and freight rail service along these two railway
lines in proximity to the Proposed Project.
Outside of the Union City BART Station, the BART alignment is fenced to
prevent unauthorized ingress. In the Union City BART Station, signage and
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access are controlled to provide for passenger safety. BART is grade-separated at
Decoto Road. Thus, the project will not increase safety risks relative to BART.
At present, there is no fence along the northern side of the Oakland Subdivision
or the southern side of the Niles Subdivision to prevent unauthorized access to
the active railway line from the Proposed Project. The Design Guidelines (see
Appendix C) include an 8-foot tubular steel fence north of Cheeves Way that will
prevent egress from the project site to the Niles Subdivision. The project does not
include any fencing improvements along the Oakland Subdivision because the
project is not directly adjacent to this railway line. Potential uncontrolled ingress
from residents and employees at the Proposed Project is considered a potentially
significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 below.
Along Decoto Road, the two railway crossings have street signage, signals,
pavement markings, barrier gates, and raised medians (to prevent vehicles from
going around the gates). Decoto Road has street lighting and sidewalks at both
crossings. The Proposed Project will increase the volume of vehicle and
pedestrian/bicycle traffic along Decoto Road at these crossings. As these rail
crossings are well marked, located in well lit areas, and the presence of rail traffic
will be an obvious feature to the new residents and employees, the increase in
vehicle and pedestrian traffic along Decoto Road is not considered to be a
significant decrease in rail safety at this location.
However, drivers along westbound 11th Street and westbound Cheeves Way do
not currently have any signage on these streets indicating that railway crossings
are present on Decoto Road. This is considered a potentially significant that can
be reduced to a less than significant level through Mitigation Measure TRA-13
below.
Although the presence of railways will be a readily apparent feature to project
residents and employees, the provision of education information is also
recommended in Mitigation Measure TRA-13 as well. With the implementation
of Mitigation Measure TRA-13, this potential impact would be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure TRA-13 – Fence, Signage, and Rail Safety
Education
The City, in cooperation with the Applicant, Capitol Corridor, Union Pacific, and
BART shall require the implementation of the following:


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 increased passenger rail service along the Oakland
Subdivision (e.g. Capitol Corridor and Dumbarton Rail Corridor service).
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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
Proposed Project.



Signage shall be added to westbound Cheeves Way indicating that the road
ahead (Decoto Road) has railway crossing in the northbound direction. This
improvement shall be required prior to occupancy of the Proposed Project.



Basic rail safety information packets shall be provided to residents and
commercial users of the Proposed Project making them aware of the basic
precautionary steps they can take to minimize risks when crossing the local
railroads on Decoto Road.

Cumulative Impacts
The Proposed Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
traffic impacts at the Decoto/11th Street intersection as described above. A
mitigation measure (see Mitigation Measure TRA-5) has been added to the
project but impacts will still remain significant. No additional improvements
could feasibly be implemented because they would be inconsistent with the
pedestrian-oriented environment envisioned for the Union City Intermodal
Station and the City lacks suitable right-of-way to accommodate them. Therefore,
traffic impacts at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable.
Potential cumulative impacts to rail safety have been described above due to
existing rail service and proposed changes in rail service and the Proposed
Project bringing new residents and employees into the vicinity of active railway
lines. However, due to current railway safety measures, project planned measures
(e.g. barrier fencing along the Niles Subdivision), and proposed mitigation (see
Mitigation Measure TRA-13), the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact
can be mitigated to a less than considerable level.
All other project contributions to cumulative transportation and circulation
impacts are less than considerable or mitigable to a less than considerable for the
reasons disclosed above in the project analysis.
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Introduction
This chapter contains a description of Other CEQA Findings. This includes
analyses of the Proposed Project’s potential to contribute to growth inducement,
result in significant and unavoidable impacts, and result in the irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources. In addition, this chapter includes the
cumulative setting and the list of approved and proposed projects considered in
the cumulative analysis (discussed by environmental topic area in subsections 3.1
through 3.13).

Growth-Inducing Impacts
CEQA Requirements
Section 21100 of the California Public Resources Code requires an EIR to
include a detailed statement of the proposed project’s anticipated growthinducing impact. More specific guidance is provided by Section 15126.2(d) of
the state’s CEQA Guidelines, which require that the analysis of growth-inducing
impacts discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth or the construction of additional housing in the project area.
The analysis must also address project-related actions that, either individually or
cumulatively, would remove existing obstacles to population growth. The
purpose of this section is to examine the Proposed Project’s likely impacts related
to population growth, consistent with these statutory requirements.

Regulatory Context
California law requires that each county and city develop a comprehensive, longterm general plan to guide its land use decision-making and physical
development (Government Code Section 65300 ff.). The intent is to ensure that
growth takes place in a controlled manner, with an appropriate balance of land
uses maintained and all needed services provided. This goal is reflected in the
General Plan contents mandated under Government Code Section 65302 – of the
seven mandatory “elements,” or chapters, three relate directly to growth: the land
use element establishes the pattern of future land uses, the circulation element
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plans the road system that will serve approved land uses, and the housing element
identifies the means by which the county will meet its fair share of projected
regional housing needs for all income groups.

Union City General Plan
The projected population growth in the 2002 General Plan (Housing Element)
focuses on allocating growth within the urbanized areas of the City. In the
General Plan, the City plans to focus future development within the Intermodal
Station District.
The existing General Plan allows for approximately 480 dwelling units on the
Proposed Project site. However, the Proposed Project proposes to develop up to
973 dwelling units (493 more than previously planned). The 2002 General Plan
originally identified Block 2 for high-density office uses. This increase in
dwelling units is generally attributed to the use of Block 2 for residential mixeduse. Approval of the Proposed Project would result in an increased number of
dwelling units and therefore an increase in overall population growth.
Although, the Proposed Project would surpass the City’s planned growth at the
project site, the Proposed Project is otherwise consistent with General Plan
policies that promote mixed-use transit-oriented development. Within the 2002
General Plan, the City established several policies to meet the projected
population growth and housing needs through mixed-use transit oriented
development, which are described below. Furthermore, it is anticipated that
housing included in the Proposed Project will reduce the need for additional
housing in other parts of the City.

Policy Discussion
Policy ED-B.1.1 of the Union City General Plan states that the City shall
encourage higher intensity development by allowing additional employment,
commercial, and residential space to be developed and redevelop within walking
distance of the intermodal facility. The Proposed Project will satisfy this policy
because it is a mixed-used developed with high density residential units.
Policies LU-B.1.3-6 encourages mixed-used development with an urban design
that maximizes transit use, minimizes automobile dependence, and includes a
public inviting plaza. The Proposed Project will comply with policies L.U-B.1.36 because it will have an urban design that maximizes mass transit use due to its
proximity to the intermodal facility.
As discussed above, the Proposed Project is consistent with general plan policies
that encourage mixed-use transit-oriented development. During the development
of the 2002 General Plan, the benefits of high-density transit-oriented
development within a suburban setting were just starting to be realized. The
amount of residential development identified for the Intermodal Station District
at that time was thought to be the maximum that could be supported by market
demand within the forseeable future. Since 2002, there has been a strong regional
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push as well as increase in market demand for transit-oriented development and
the Proposed Project reflects this. Although the Proposed Project results in a
different configuration of residential and commercial uses that what was
originally planned for the Intermodal Station District, the Proposed Project will
contribute to a viable, mixed-use transit-oriented development envisioned by the
General Plan.

ABAG Growth Projections
According to the 2009 ABAG Projections report, by 2020 Union City is expected
to have a population of approximately 85,200 people (ABAG 2009). This
information informs local and regional governments to address and plan for
future projected growth. The projected growth in Union City by 2020 by ABAG
2007 differs from the 2000 projection, which is the population the City relied on
for the preparation of the 2002 General Plan. In addition, Projections 2009 also
anticipates that the majority of Union City’s future growth will occur in and
around the Intermodal Station District.
The Intermodal Station District has been identified as a Priority Development
Area for the region through the FOCUS program. FOCUS is a regional
development and conservation strategy that promotes a more compact land use
pattern for the Bay Area. It unites the efforts of four regional agencies, including
ABAG, into a single program that links land use and transportation. Priority
Development Areas are typically characterized as complete, livable communities,
located on in-fill sites that are served by transit, where amenities and services can
be accommodated to meet the day-to-day needs of residents in a pedestrianfriendly environment.

Direct Impacts
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Proposed Project involves the
creation of a mixed-use transit oriented development in the Union City
Intermodal Station District. The Proposed Project would not conform to the
number of residential units and retail/commercial and office square footage as
described in the 2002 General Plan. As a result, an amendment to the 2002
General Plan is required.
The direct impacts of the proposed project are discussed in sections 3.1 through
3.13.

Indirect Impacts
As the Proposed Project would include construction of up to 973 units of
residential housing, it will not contribute to a direct demand for housing.
However, additional residents will contribute to indirect demand for employment
and services, which in turn could result in tertiary indirect impacts from other
economic development and population growth. A small portion of this indirect
demand would be met through the commercial/retail elements included in this
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project. Some of the commercial/service demand would also be met in the
commercial/retail areas near the Intermodal Stations. The remaining indirect
employment/services and tertiary population growth could occur in Union City,
in unincorporated Alameda County, or in adjacent cities or counties.
Thus, indirect growth resulting from the Proposed Project is expected to lead to a
number of indirect impacts on the natural and built environment, including those
summarized below:


Aesthetics—New off-site growth could change or effect scenic vistas, scenic
resources, visual character and quality, and other visual resources as a result
of new developments constructed to accommodate the increase in population.



Air Quality—Air quality could worsen as a result of off-site growth,
because of elevated levels of vehicle emissions and increases in diesel
particulate matter generated by construction and operation activities.
However, proposed project residents are more likely to utilize transit to
access employment and services compared to residents that would otherwise
be located in less transit-friendly areas which could offset these induced air
quality effects.



Biological Resources—Off-site growth could result in biological resources
effects depending on location. However, by promoting high-density
residential growth, the proposed project could offset induced growth effects
compared to less dense residential alternatives.



Climate Change—New off-site growth could change or effect local
greenhouse gas emissions, which could contribute to climate change.
However, proposed project residents are more likely to utilize transit to
access employment and services compared to residents that would otherwise
be located in less transit-friendly areas, which could offset these induced
greenhouse gas emissions.



Cultural Resources—Off-site growth could result in cultural resources
effects depending on location.



Geology, Soils, and Seismicity—Off-site growth could increase the numbers
of persons and structures exposed to earthquakes, landslides, and other
seismic events.



Hazards and Hazardous Materials—Off-site growth could increase the
number of persons exposed to hazards and hazardous conditions.



Hydrology and Water Quality—Off-site growth could increase impervious
surfaces, urban runoff, encroach on floodplains or affect water quality.



Noise—Construction of new projects could result in equipment- and vehiclerelated noise impacts during construction and operational noise. However,
proposed project residents are more likely to utilize transit to access
employment and services compared to residents that would otherwise be
located in less transit-friendly areas, which would reduce traffic-related noise
(while increasing transit-related noise).
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Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation—New growth would increase the
demand for police and fire protection services, and other public services
would undergo a corresponding increase in demand. Additional demand on
public utilities, such as increased wastewater treatment capacity and
extensions of utility infrastructure, would also be needed.



Transportation—Increases in growth could result in increases in traffic and
a greater need for public transportation options. Expanded infrastructure may
be needed to accommodate these population increases. However, proposed
project residents are more likely to utilize transit to access employment and
services compared to residents that would otherwise be located in less transitfriendly areas, which could offset traffic increases.

By enabling growth, the Proposed Project would indirectly foster, in varying
degrees, all of the growth-related impacts identified above. The City is
responsible for effectively implementing General Plan policies and other
measures intended to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of future growth
including CEQA review of plans and projects. A similar responsibility exists for
other land use jurisdictions.
A General Plan Amendment to increase the maximum density of the project site
(as described in Project Approvals in Chapter 2, Project Description) is required.
The proposed General Plan Amendment also includes a modification to Figure
LU-3 (refer to Figure 2-4) to allow for residential mixed-use in addition to
commercial uses.

Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to describe
any significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. All
of the impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level through the implementation of identified mitigation
measures and environmental commitments, with the exception of the impact(s)
listed below.


Aesthetics—As described in Section 3.1 Aesthetics, the Proposed Project
includes construction of a series of large buildings. The construction will be
of a scale that is greater than the existing development in the site’s vicinity,
and will be highly visible from areas surrounding the site. This would be a
substantial visual change from what currently exists, therefore the impact is
considered to be significant and unavoidable. There is no feasible mitigation
that would reduce the potential change in visual character without
substantially changing the overall size and design of the Proposed Project.



Hazards and Hazardous Materials—As described in Section 3.7 Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, the Proposed Project at its nearest point is
approximately 500 feet from the Air Liquide facility. Air Liquide
manufactures acetylene and acetylene and hydrogen cylinder filling activities
occur. Due to the handling of acetylene and hydrogen at this nearby facility,
there is a risk of fire and explosion to future residents and/or visitors to the
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Proposed Project. In a worst-case explosion (a highly unlikely event) the
Project site would be subject to blast overpressure that could shatter glass,
damage structures, and/or cause bodily injury. Less than worst case scenarios
also entail risks to the project site due to fire and explosion, but the effects
will be less than for a worst-case scenario and the intensity and scale of
effects would also be less. Implementation of mitigation would reduce the
potential for structural damage and bodily injury at the proposed project site,
but it would not eliminate the potential for bodily injury, and thus the impact
is considered significant and unavoidable.


Transportation and Circulation—As described in Section 3.13
Transportation and Circulation, an increase in traffic would result in
degradation of intersection LOS at Decoto Road/11th Street (operating at
LOS F) as a result of project-generated traffic, under existing plus project
and pending intermodal development conditions and under future cumulative
conditions. A mitigation measure to improve operation at this intersection is
included in Section 3.13, but impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of
Resources
Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of potential
significant, irreversible environmental changes that could result from a proposed
project. Section 15126.2(c) of the state CEQA Guidelines states:
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases
of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such
resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts
and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvements
which provide access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit
future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result
from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current
consumption is justified.
The project proposes the development of a high density mixed-use community.
This would require commitments of both renewable and nonrenewable energy
and material resources for constructing the project. These may include natural
woods, concrete, and mineral resources, fossil fuels, natural gas, water, and other
finite resources.
The Proposed Project site was previously an industrial site that previously
converted undeveloped land to developed land. Thus, the commitment of use of
this land was made previously; the project represents redevelopment of a former
industrial site and not a new conversion.
It should be noted that operation of the Proposed Project would not involve the
use of large amounts of hazardous materials. Construction and operation of the
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development would be similar in nature to other large development projects.
Small amounts of chemicals such as household cleaning supplies and
pesticides/herbicides, could be used during construction and operation. However
these chemicals are typically used in residential and commercial/retail
developments and would be used in small amounts. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not likely result in irreversible damage that could result from
environmental accidents.

Cumulative Analysis
The analysis of cumulative impacts in this EIR is based on City of Union City
population and housing projections, and a list of approved and proposed projects
in the Proposed Project vicinity.
This section presents the CEQA requirements and a list of relevant cumulative
projects. The actual cumulative impact analysis of the individual environmental
topic areas, as appropriate is presented in each environmental topical section in
Chapter 3. Some analyses use projection approaches; other consider individual
cumulative projects.

CEQA Requirements
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires lead agencies to evaluate a
proposed undertaking’s potential to contribute to cumulative impacts in the
project or program area.
Cumulative impact refers to the combined effect of “two or more individual
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or
increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15355). As
defined by the state, cumulative impacts reflect:
[t]he change in the environment, which results from the incremental
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15355[b]).
CEQA requires the lead agency to identify projects and programs related to the
undertaking being analyzed and evaluate the combined (cumulative) effects of
those related projects on the environment. If cumulative impacts are identified as
significant, the lead agency must then assess the degree to which the proposed
undertaking would contribute to those impacts and identify ways of avoiding or
reducing any contribution evaluated as “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA
Guidelines Sec. 15130[b]). Lead agencies may use a “list” approach to identify
related projects, or may base the identification of cumulative impacts on a
summary of projections in an adopted general plan or related planning document.
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Cumulative Setting
Recent Growth Projections
The population of Union City was 73,977 in 2009, or an approximately 10
percent increase from the 2000 population of 66,869 (California Department of
Finance, 2009). The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates a
population of 85,200 by 2020 (Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009).
None of Union City’s neighboring communities is expected to grow as quickly
over this period (City of Union City General Plan Housing Element, 2002). As of
2000, there were 19,042 housing units in the City, representing a 10.8 percent
increase over the previous 5-year mark (Union City General Plan Housing
Element, 2002). By 2020, ABAG estimates that the number of households in
Union City will increase to 23,470. This would add 4,428 units, representing an
increase of approximately 19 percent over a 20-year timeframe (Association of
Bay Area Governments, 2009). The Proposed Project would provide
approximately 2.1 percent of the total number of housing units projected for
Union City between 2000 and 2020.

Approved and Proposed Projects
Approved and proposed development projects that were considered in the
cumulative analysis are shown in Table 4-1.
Table 4-1. Recent, Approved and Proposed Projects in the Vicinity of the Station District Mixed-Use
Development Project
Project Name

Development Type

Units/Acres/SF

Status

Avalon Bay at Union
Station

Residential

438 multi-family units

Built

Catellus/Shelton

Redevelopment Light
Industrial

24 acres

Vacant

Pacific States Steel
Corporation Site
(PSSC)

Redevelopment Light
Industrial

17.5 acres, 250,000 square feet

Vacant

Caltrans Property

Residential,
Community

114-single family units

Vacant – Land may be
developed after East West
Connector is built

Masonic Campus

Senior residential

216 units

Built

East–West Connector
Project

Transportation

3 mile roadway project to improve
access between I-880 and Mission
Blvd.

CEQA completed. Project
currently in design and
permitting phase.
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Project Name

Development Type

Units/Acres/SF

Status

The Dumbarton Rail
Corridor Project

Transportation

12 trains per day at the Intermodal
Station (HNTB 2006). Service
from Redwood City to Union City.

Partial funding in
Regional Transportation
Plan. CEQA evaluation
not yet complete. Timing
uncertain.

The Union City
Intermodal Station
Passenger Rail project
Capitol Corridor
Increased service

Transportation

Relocation of the Capitol Corridor
service from the Niles Subdivision
to the Oakland Subdivision and
potential future expansion of
Capitol Corridor service from 8
trains per day to 32 trains per day
(see Jones & Stokes 2006).

CEQA completed in 2006.
Acquisition of Oakland
Subdivision not yet
completed. Timing
uncertain.

Niles Subdivision
Upgrade

Transportation

New connection between the Niles
Subdivision and Niles Junction
resulting in relocation of freight
traffic from the Coast Subdivision
to the Niles Subdivision
(Earthtec/AECOM 2006).

Proposed in Regional Rail
Plan. No CEQA
evaluation to date. Timing
uncertain.
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Alternatives Analysis

Alternatives Analysis
In accordance with Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must
evaluate a “range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of
the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project.” The
discussion of alternatives should focus on “alternatives capable of eliminating
any significant adverse impacts or reducing them to below a level of significance,
even if these alternatives could impede to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives or would be more costly.” CEQA further directs that “the
significant effects of an alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the
significant effects of the project as proposed.” The factors that may be taken into
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives include site suitability,
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other
plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the
alternative site.
The decision to select alternative locations needs to be based on whether off-site
locations would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project. The lead agency also must determine if no feasible alternative locations
exist and disclose the reasons for this assessment. The final decision regarding
the feasibility of alternatives lies with the decision-maker for a given project who
must make the necessary findings addressing the potential feasibility of reducing
the severity of significant environmental effects (PRC 21081; see also State
CEQA Guidelines 15091).
State CEQA Guidelines define “feasible” to mean “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”
When making the decision as to whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible,
the decision-making body may consider the stated project objectives in an EIR in
light of any relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.
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Project Objectives
As discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Project Description”, the Proposed Project has the
following objectives:


Create a major architectural landmark and a sense of place for Union City
while preserving views to and from the hillsides;



Contribute to the vitality of the Station District area through the introduction
of up to 973 units of housing with a mix of ground-level commercial uses;



Ensure that the first phase of development is of sufficient size and scale to
establish a positive sense of place and identity for the new district;



Provide a range of commercial opportunities including ground-level space
suitable for retail and restaurant uses, as well as office and workspace for
small businesses, artisans, and entrepreneurs;



Provide a range of living opportunities including for-sale and rental units
including apartments, condominiums, and townhouses;



Create public-spirited and pedestrian-friendly environment that reinforces a
pleasant and safe environment along all of the key street frontages and public
spaces within the area, including 11th Street, Berger Way, Galliano Way, and
Cheeves Way;



Orient parking to Cheeves Way as well as the internal street network, where
they would have the lest impact on the more pedestrian – intensive areas of
the planned community;



Provide complimentary spatial definition of the Station district area with a
composition of low-, mid-, and high-rise buildings that are carefully scaled to
create an interesting and diverse “townscape”;



Apply cost-effective techniques and practices in green building, sustainable
design, energy conservation, and comfortable pedestrian environments that
discourage automobile use and reinforce transit.

Proposed Project
Project Features
The key features of the Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 2, include:


Housing—Up to 973 residential units, some of which would be within up to
three strategically located towers. Two towers would be included in Block 2
and one tower would be included in Block 3. The tower portions of the
projects would range from 10 to 24 stories in height;



Retail/Commercial—Up to 37,500 square feet of retail-ready/commercial
space;
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Business Condominiums—Up to 6,200 square feet of business
condominiums (office);



Parking—Up to 1,563 parking stalls (underground and within the podium
levels) for residential (1.6 parking stalls per residential unit) and public uses;
and,



Utilities—Connections and necessary improvements to public services and
utilities.

Impacts of the Proposed Project
State CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (f) states “alternatives shall be limited to ones
that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project.” As such, alternatives that do not avoid or substantially lessen significant
effects of the Project do not need to be analyzed in an EIR.
The analysis in this EIR identifies the following environmental effects.


Aesthetics—The Proposed Project would change the visual character and
quality of the area from a mostly vacant, currently undeveloped lot with no
built structures to a high-density high-rise residential and low-rise
retail/commercial/office development. These uses would contribute new
sources of light and glare. Potential light and glare impacts from the
Proposed Project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
mitigation identified in Section 3.1. Impacts related to changes in the visual
character are considered significant and unavoidable.



Air Quality—The Proposed Project would result in increased PM10 and
construction emissions, increase ozone precursors (ROG and NOx), expose
sensitive receptors to carbon monoxide (CO), pollutants, and odors.
However, these air quality impacts would be less than significant or reduced
to a less-than-significant level with mitigation identified in Section 3.2



Biological Resources—The Proposed Project site is disturbed and does not
contain any habitat to sustain special-status plants or wildlife. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would have no impacts related to biological resources.



Climate Change—The Proposed Project would contribute to the emission of
greenhouse gases (GHGs) during construction and operation. However, the
Proposed Project would develop high-density high-rise residential units in
proximity to an existing BART station and other alternative modes of public
transit. Although high-density residential, retail/commercial/office
development would generate increases in GHGs, on a regional scale, by
locating these uses in proximity to alternative modes of transportation, the
Proposed Project would reduce the overall regional potential for GHG
emissions by placing residents and customers close to transit, their homes,
and places of business. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would have a less
than significant impact related to consistency with AB32. Climate change
impacts related to GHG emissions are considered to be less than significant.

Station District Mixed-Use Development Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

August 2010

5-3

ICF 00943.07

Union City

Chapter 5. Alternatives Analysis



Cultural Resources—No cultural resources were identified at the Proposed
Project site. However, there is the potential to uncover previously
undiscovered archeological resources or human remains. Potential cultural
resources impacts from the Proposed Project would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level with mitigation identified in Section 3.5.



Geology Soils, and Seismicity—The Proposed Project would be built in
accordance to the requirements of the California Building Standards Code
and would be required to implement the measures outlined in the 2007
Geotechnical Report prepared by Cornerstone Earth Group. Potential
geology, soils, and seismicity impacts from the Proposed Project would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation identified in Section
3.6.



Hazards and Hazardous Materials—The Proposed Project could result in
exposure of future residents, workers, and patrons to potential hazardous
conditions associated with the upset and accidental release of hazardous
materials, potential spills, and hazards associated with construction and
operation. Potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts related to these
issues would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation
identified in Section 3.7. However, potential exposure to fire and explosion
as a result of proximity to the Air Liquide facility, cannot be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level, and would remain a significant and unavoidable
impact.



Hydrology and Water Quality—The Proposed Project is not located in the
floodplain and is not subject to impacts related to altered site drainage.
Potential hydrology impacts related to construction activities and increased
amounts of surface runoff would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation identified in Section 3.8.



Land Use—The Proposed Project is generally consistent with area plans,
programs, and the Design Guidelines, but is not consistent with the identified
land use scenario for the area and certain provision associated with the
CSMU (Station Mixed Use Commercial) General Plan Land Use and Zoning
designations. This is a land use impact that can be remedied through
amendment of the General Plan and a zoning text amendment as described
under Project Approvals in Chapter 2, Project Description. Land use impacts
related to construction activities are addressed in Section 3.2 Air Quality and
Section 3.10 Noise. Therefore, impacts related to land use are considered to
be less than significant.



Noise—The Proposed Project would generate temporary construction noise
and permanent increases in operation noise (traffic). However, the potential
impacts related to exposure of new land uses to transportation noise levels in
excess of City standards and exposure of off-site noise sensitive land uses to
construction noise can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
mitigation identified in Section 3.10.



Population and Housing—The Proposed Project would result in population
growth which is greater than what was anticipated in the 2002 General Plan
for the Intermodal Station District. However, the overall population growth
for the Intermodal Station District is consistent with current regional
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population projections (ABAG, Projections 2009). In addition, the project is
likely to displace housing in other parts of the Bay Area and thus overall
growth is expected to be within what was projected in the region by the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). Therefore, impacts related
to population and housing are considered to be less than significant.


Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation—The Proposed Project would
increase demand for public services, utilities, and recreation facilities
including police and fire protection, schools, landfills, wastewater treatment,
and parks. As discussed in Section 3.12, public service, utility, and recreation
facility demands would be accommodated by existing infrastructure and
service providers without resulting in the need for new or expanded off-site
facilities. Utilities for the site would be via existing utility lines and any
necessary improvements would be incorporated into the Proposed Project
design. Therefore, impacts related to public service, utility, and recreation
facility impacts are considered to be less than significant.



Transportation and Circulation—The Proposed Project would result in an
increase in traffic because it includes new residential housing and
retail/commercial/office uses. Potentially significant traffic impacts include
degradation in levels of service (LOS) as a result of construction, project
operation, and in the future, as well as and interference with emergency
access and circulation. Mitigation included in Section 4.13 would reduce
impacts to LOS from construction and related to emergency access and
circulation to a less-than-significant impact. However, impacts related to
degradation of LOS as a result of project-generated and future traffic would
remain a significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternatives Analyzed in the Draft EIR
Alternatives considered in this Draft EIR are discussed below. The following
alternatives were evaluated for their feasibility and ability to achieve most of the
project objectives while avoiding, reducing, or minimizing significant impacts
identified for the Proposed Project. As discussed above, the Proposed Project
would result in significant impacts (before mitigation) in the areas of: aesthetics,
air quality, cultural resources, geology, soils, and seismicity, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, public services, utilities,
and recreation, and traffic and circulation. The Proposed Project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of aesthetics, hazards and
hazardous materials and traffic and circulation. Some of these impacts could be
reduced or avoided by consideration of the alternatives presented below.
All of these alternatives were determined to be feasible (or potentially feasible)
and would meet at least some of the project objectives (though not necessarily all
of the objectives). All subject areas are analyzed for each alternative determined
to be potentially feasible, though at a much more general level than in Chapter 3.
Other alternatives considered but dismissed from further evaluation are discussed
at the end of this Chapter.
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Alternative 1—No Project
Alternative Characteristics
CEQA requires analysis of a No-Project Alternative. Under this alternative, no
improvements to the 6-acre site are proposed. The Proposed Project site would
remain in its current state, as an undeveloped lot.

Feasibility
The retention of the site in its current state as an undeveloped lot is feasible.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives
This alternative would not meet any of the objectives or goals of the Proposed
Project. This alternative also does not meet the goals or objectives as stated in the
Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan or the General Plan.
According to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 (a), alternatives evaluated in an
EIR need to attain “most of the basic objectives of the project.” According to
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 (b), discussion of the alternatives can include
analysis of alternatives that “would impede to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives, or would be more costly.”
Therefore, this alternative is considered feasible to avoid or substantially lessen
significant effects of the Proposed Project at the site, but would not meet the
project objectives or goals.

Impact Analysis


Aesthetics—This alternative would not change the existing site aesthetics.
The site would remain as is with the newly constructed, lighted and
landscaped 11th Street and the lighted parking lots for approximately 689
cars. No new sources of light and glare would be introduced to the site.
Views of and from the site would remain unchanged. Therefore, visual
impacts would be less with this alternative than the Proposed Project, and
this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable impact identified
for the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Air Quality—Air quality would remain unchanged, as no new emission
sources would be introduced to the site. However, residential development
would occur in other parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in
areas with lower density and not in proximity to transit. Thus, for the same
population accommodated by the Proposed Project, regional criteria pollutant
emissions with this alternative would be higher than with the Proposed
Project. Therefore, there would be less local air quality impacts but more
regional air quality impacts with this alternative than the Proposed Project.
(Less Local Impact/More Regional Impact)
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Biological Resources—There are no biological impacts related to this
alternative, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore, biological resource
impacts would be the same with this alternative as the Proposed Project.
(Same)



Climate Change—No new GHG emissions would directly occur as there
would be no new development (stationary sources) or changes in traffic
patterns (mobile sources) that could contribute to GHG emissions. However,
residential development would occur in other parts of Union City, the Bay
Area or beyond, likely in areas with lower density and not in proximity to
transit. Thus, for the same population accommodated by the project, GHG
emissions would be higher than with the Proposed Project. Therefore, there
would be more regional climate change impacts with this alternative than the
Proposed Project. (More Impact)



Cultural Resources—Existing cultural resources would not be disturbed.
Therefore, cultural resources impacts would be less with this alternative than
the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Geology, Soils, and Seismicity—No changes would be made to the project
site, and therefore no geology, seismicity, or soils impacts would occur.
Therefore, geology, soils, and seismicity impacts would be less with this
alternative than the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Hazardous Materials—No new sources of hazards or hazardous materials
would occur and no new residents would be exposed to potential safety
impacts. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be less
with this alternative than the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Hydrology and Water Quality—The site would remain undeveloped and
no new impervious surfaces would be created. Runoff from the site would be
less locally. However, alternative locations are likely to be less compact and
thus result in greater impervious spaces and greater impact on water quality
and flooding. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts would be more
with this alternative than the Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact; More
Regional Impact)



Land Use—No changes in land use designation or zoning would occur. The
site would not be developed with residential or commercial/retail/office uses
as planned. Although a No Project Alternative would not require changes to
current land use and zoning, it would be inconsistent with the goals and
objectives of the Proposed Project, and the spirit of the General Plan and
Station District Plan which strive to develop the Station District area (albeit
at a smaller density) with a high-density mix of residential,
commercial/retail, and business uses. Use of alternative sites for this type of
development at lower densities and greater distances from the Station District
would result in greater environmental impacts compared to those discussed
in Section 3.1 through 3.13. Therefore, the secondary physical impacts of this
inconsistency with local land use planning by not utilizing the project site for
mixed-use development would be greater with this alternative than with the
Proposed Project. (More Impact)
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Noise—No new sources of noise (stationary or mobile sources) would be
introduced on site, but traffic noise would be higher due to greater traffic
levels with less dense, less transit-oriented development. Therefore, local
noise impacts would be less with this alternative but regional noise would be
more than the Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact; More Regional Impact)



Population and Housing—No increase in population or housing would
occur beyond background growth. The site would not be developed with
residential units, and projected population requiring housing would not be
accommodated (and housing targets for the City would not be met).
However, population and housing is likely to be dispersed elsewhere in the
Bay Area. Therefore, population and housing impacts would be locally
greater with this alternative than with the Proposed Project but regionally
similar to the project. (More Local Impact; Same Regional Impact)



Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation—No increase in public service,
utilities or recreation demands would result from the site but these demands
would be similar at the alternative housing locations regionally. Therefore,
public services, utilities, and recreation impacts would be less locally with
this alternative but regionally the same as the Proposed Project. (Less Local
Impact; Same Regional Impact)



Transportation and Circulation—No new traffic would be introduced and
existing circulation at the site would remain unchanged. However, residential
development would occur in other parts of Union City, the Bay Area or
beyond, likely in areas with lower density and not in proximity to transit.
Therefore, for the same population accommodated by the project, local
traffic impacts would be fewer with this alternative but regional traffic
impacts would be greater with this alternative than with the Proposed
Project. (Less Local Impact/More Regional Impact)

Alternative 2—General Plan Buildout (Station District
Plan)
Alternative Characteristics
This alternative would build out development on the Proposed Project site as
previously described in the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan
(Appendix C of the General Plan). Based on the existing land use designation in
the General Plan, the density of the development would range from 45 to 80
residential units per acre.
In order to present a comparable alternative to the Proposed Project, this
alternative includes both a residential and retail/commercial/office component.
This alternative was developed to avoid inconsistency with the existing land use
designation and zoning for the site and to examine the potential for avoiding
traffic and circulation impacts.
Under the General Plan Buildout Alternative, the 6-acre site would be built out
up to the maximum density allowed in the General Plan. This would include 480
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residential units (assumes 80 units per acre over 6.0 acres), 37,500 square feet of
retail/commercial uses and 6,200 square feet of business condominiums. This
alternative would also accommodate up to 840 parking stalls (1.75 parking stalls
per residential unit).

Feasibility
The buildout of residential units, retail/commercial/office uses, and parking stalls
as proposed in the Station District Plan is feasible, in that there are sufficient
undeveloped lands to construct such a project. Construction of the project in
accordance with the General Plan density for the CSMU (Station Mixed Use
Commercial) General Plan designation would result in a development with
similar uses to the Proposed Project but with less residential units. The Proposed
Project would have up to 493 more residential units, 723 more parking stalls, and
the same amount of retail/commercial, and business condominium square
footage.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives
This alternative would not meet the project objective of constructing 973 units of
housing. However, it would still contribute residential, retail/commercial/office
uses to the area; maintain and potentially have incrementally greater views of the
hillsides from nearby viewpoint locations (such as Kennedy Park) when
compared to the Proposed Project; provide a range of living opportunities (forsale and rental units). Thus, the General Plan Buildout Alternative is considered
to meet some, but not all, of the project goals and objectives.

Impact Analysis


Aesthetics—Under this alternative, less residential and an equivalent amount
of retail/commercial/business condominium square footage would be
constructed in comparison to the Proposed Project. This could result in
shorter towers or mid-rise buildings (fewer stories) or fewer overall
residential towers being built. Alternative 2 would not avoid the significant
and unavoidable impact identified for the Proposed Project due to the
substantial change in visual character on the site that would result, even from
a smaller development. However, less overall development would likely
result in less of a visual impacts as it relates to obstruction of views of the
distant East Bay Hills which are considered to be a scenic resource. Although
this alternative would not adhere to the Design Guidelines (related to the
design of towers and building massing), because the overall building density
(mass) would be reduced, it is still anticipated that visual impacts would be
less with this alternative than the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Air Quality—Air quality impacts as a result of construction activities would
likely be similar to those that would occur under the Proposed Project.
However, direct local operational air quality impacts would be less than the
Proposed Project because there would be less overall traffic generated
locally. However, increased residential development would occur in other
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parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in areas with lower
density and not in proximity to transit. Therefore, there would be less local
air quality impacts but more regional air quality impacts with this alternative
than the Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact/More Regional Impact)


Biological Resources—There are no biological impacts related to this
alternative, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore, biological resources
impacts would be the same with this alternative as the Proposed Project.
(Same)



Climate Change—This alternative would build fewer residential units and
an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business condominium square
footage in comparison to the Proposed Project which would likely result in
less overall GHG emissions locally. However, residential development
would occur in other parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in
areas with lower density and not in proximity to transit. Greenhouse gas
emissions is a global concern, thus the lowering of local emissions is
irrelevant if total emissions are increased. Therefore, there would be more
regional climate change impacts with this alternative than the Proposed
Project. (More Impact)



Cultural Resources—This alternative would likely require similar
excavation and ground disturbing activities as the Proposed Project, and
would have similar cultural resource impacts. Therefore, cultural resources
impacts with this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project.
(Same)



Geology and Soils—Development of this alternative would likely require
similar grading and filling related to construction activities as the Proposed
Project. Therefore, geology, soils, and seismicity impacts with this alternative
would be similar to the Proposed Project. (Same)



Hazards and Hazardous Materials—This alternative would build fewer
residential units and an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business
condominium square footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. Overall,
it would likely expose fewer people to potential hazards and hazardous
conditions. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be
less with this alternative than the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Hydrology and Water Quality—Development of this alternative would
likely have similar hydrology and water quality impacts as the Proposed
Project, including water quality impacts related to construction, increased
storm runoff, increase in impervious surfaces on the site. Site drainage design
and stormwater runoff best management practices would also be required.
However, there would be additional regional impacts due to housing growth
not accommodated at the site on a compact basis. Therefore, hydrology and
water quality impacts with this alternative would be similar to the Proposed
Project locally but greater regionally. (Same Local Impact; More Regional
Impact)



Land Use—This alternative would likely have buildings with fewer stories
and of greater massing. The design would not adhere to the Design
Guidelines. However, unlike the Proposed Project, development of this
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alternative would be consistent with existing General Plan Land Use and
Zoning designations for the site and would not require any amendments.
Therefore, land use impacts would be less with this alternative than the
Proposed Project. (Less Impact)


Noise—This alternative would build fewer residential units and an equivalent
amount of retail/commercial/business condominium square footage in
comparison to the Proposed Project. Overall, it would generate less local
traffic than the Proposed Project but more regional traffic. Traffic is the
major contributor to local noise levels during operation. Impacts related to
noise as a result of construction would likely be similar to the Proposed
Project. Mitigation measures related to best management practices during
construction would also apply to this alternative. Therefore, noise impacts
would be less locally with this alternative than the Proposed Project but
greater regionally. (Less Local Impact; More Regional Impact)



Population and Housing—This alternative would build fewer residential
units than the Proposed Project. Fewer units would result in less population
generated and less housing locally provided when compared to the Proposed
Project but this will likely only displace growth to other regional locations.
However, population generation in and of itself is not necessarily an adverse
physical environmental impact (the difference between the residential units
planned for the Proposed Project and the alternative would be 493 units).
Furthermore, the existing Proposed Project site is not developed, so this
alternative (similar to the Proposed Project) would not result in the
displacement of any existing housing or people. Therefore, population and
housing impacts with this alternative are considered to be similar to the
Proposed Project. (Same)



Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation—Existing utility infrastructure is
already located in proximity to the Proposed Project site. Similar to the
Proposed Project, this alternative would require the extension of existing
transmission lines for utility services (water, sewer, electricity/gas, and
telecommunications). This alternative would result in a smaller number of
residential units and equivalent retail/commercial/business condominium
development. It is likely that this alternative would result in less local
demand on service providers, schools, and recreation facilities. However,
there will be these demands at alternative locations where regional demand
would be met. Therefore, public services, utilities, and recreation impacts
with this alternative would be less locally with this alternative but the same
regionally as the Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact; Same Regional
Impact)



Transportation and Circulation—This alternative would include fewer
residential units and an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business
condominium square footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. Fewer
residential units would likely result in less overall population generated,
which would in turn result in less overall traffic. Because of the overall
reduction in local traffic, it is reasonable to assume that the impact to local
LOS and volumes would be less than with the Proposed Project. Therefore,
this alternative is considered to have less local traffic impacts when
compared to the Proposed Project. However, residential development would
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occur in other parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in areas
with lower density and not in proximity to transit. Therefore, local impacts
would be less but for the same population accommodated by the project,
regional traffic impacts would be higher with this alternative than with the
Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact/More Regional Impact)

Alternative 3—Townhouse Alternative
Alternative Characteristics
This alternative would develop the approximately 6-acre site with row
townhomes (similar to existing development adjacent to the Proposed Project
site) and retail/commercial and office/condominium development with a FAR
between 1.0 and 4.0. In order to present a comparable alternative to the Proposed
Project, this alternative includes both a residential and commercial component. In
general, townhome development in Union City occurs at a rate of up to 17
townhomes per acre, which would be 78 townhomes on the project site. In
addition, this alternative would include 37,500 square feet of retail/commercial
square footage and 6,200 square feet of business condominiums (equivalent to
what is considered in the Proposed Project). This alternative would also
accommodate up to 156 parking stalls (two parking spots per townhome).

Feasibility
The buildout of townhomes and retail/commercial/office is feasible, in that there
is sufficient undeveloped lands to construct such a project. This alternative would
construct residential development consistent with existing residential
development in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives
This alternative would not meet the objective of constructing 973 units of
housing and due to its limited number of residential units, could prove difficult to
establish a clear identify for the new district. Further, it would not meet the
General Plan land use density minimum of 45 dwelling units per acre. However,
it would be consistent with existing adjacent residential land uses to the east, but
could result in an oversaturation of this type of housing for the area depending on
demand. Construction of townhomes of two to three -stories instead of residential
towers would maintain long-range views of the hillsides. Development of only 78
townhomes would also result in a significant reduction in the degree of localized
traffic impacts in comparison to the Proposed Project (and therefore air quality
and noise impacts). However, to the growth that would not be accommodated,
regional traffic and air quality impacts would be higher than the Proposed
Project.
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Impact Analysis


Aesthetics—This alternative would include fewer residential units and an
equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business condominium square
footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. No residential towers would
be built. This would result in substantially less visual impact related to
obstruction of views of the distant East Bay Hills which are considered a
scenic resource. Visual impacts would be less with this alternative than the
Proposed Project due to the overall reduction in building mass. However,
this alternative would not adhere to the Design Guidelines related to the
design of towers and building massing. Implementation of this alternative
would result in visual impacts that are less than significant. (Less Impact)



Air Quality—This alternative would build fewer residential units and an
equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business condominium square
footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. Air quality impacts as a result
of construction activities would likely be less than those that would occur
under the Proposed Project. Direct local operational air quality impacts
would be less than the Proposed Project because there would be less overall
traffic generated. However, residential development would occur in other
parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in areas with lower
density and not in proximity to transit. Therefore, there would be less local
air quality impacts but more regional air quality impacts with this alternative
than the Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact/More Regional Impact)



Biological Resources—There are no biological impacts related to this
alternative, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore, biological resources
impacts would be the same with this alternative as the Proposed Project.
(Same)



Climate Change—This alternative would build fewer residential units and
an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business condominium square
footage in comparison to the Proposed Project which would result in less
direct GHG emissions. However, residential development would occur in
other parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in areas with lower
density and not in proximity to transit and thus result overall in higher GHG
emissions than the Proposed Project. Therefore, there would be more climate
change impacts with this alternative than the Proposed Project. (More
Impact)



Cultural Resources—This alternative would likely require similar
excavation and ground disturbing activities as the Proposed Project, and
would have similar cultural resource impacts. Therefore, cultural resources
impacts with this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project.
(Same)



Geology and Soils—Development of this alternative would likely require
grading and filling related to construction activities. However, these
construction activities are not anticipated to be as extensive as the Proposed
Project and General Plan Buildout Alternative, which both include
construction of residential towers. Therefore, geology, soils, and seismicity
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impacts with this alternative would likely be less than the Proposed Project.
(Less)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials—This alternative would build fewer
residential units and an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business
condominium square footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. Overall,
it would likely expose fewer people to potential hazards and hazardous
conditions. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be
less with this alternative than the Proposed Project. (Less Impact)



Hydrology and Water Quality—Development of this alternative would
likely have similar hydrology and water quality impacts as the Proposed
Project, including water quality impacts related to construction, increased
storm runoff, increase in impervious surfaces on the site. Site drainage design
and stormwater runoff best management practices would also be required.
However, it is possible that based on the substantially reduced number of
residential units, that there would be a reduced developed footprint.
Assuming that townhomes could have front and/or back yards with greater
areas of pervious surfaces (lawns and landscaped areas) the impacts related
to hydrology and water quality could be less in comparison to the Proposed
Project. However, regional hydrology and water quality impacts will be
greater with regionally less compact development Therefore, hydrology and
water quality impacts would be less or similar locally with this alternative
than the Proposed Project but regionally greater. (Same or Less Local
Impact; More Regional Impact)



Land Use—This alternative would build townhouses instead of residential
units within towers. Development of this alternative would be inconsistent
with the existing the Design Guidelines, General Plan Land Use and Zoning
designations for the site as well as the Design Guidelines prepared for the
area. Planned uses for this parcel included densities of between 45 and 80
units per acre, which is greater than the 17 units per acre that would occur
with townhomes. Therefore, land use impacts would be greater with this
alternative than the Proposed Project. (More Impact)



Noise—This alternative would build fewer residential units and an equivalent
amount of retail/commercial/business condominium square footage in
comparison to the Proposed Project. Overall, it would generate less local
traffic than the Proposed Project but more regional traffic. Traffic is the
major contributor to local noise levels during operation. Impacts related to
noise as a result of construction would likely be similar to the Proposed
Project. Mitigation measures related to best management practices during
construction would also apply to this alternative. Therefore, noise impacts
would be less locally with this alternative but more regionally than the
Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact; More Regional Impact)



Population and Housing—This alternative would build fewer residential
units than the Proposed Project. Fewer units would result in less population
generated and less housing provided when compared to the Proposed Project
but this will likely only displace growth to other regional locations. However,
population generation in and of itself is not necessarily an adverse physical
environmental impact (the difference between the residential units planned
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for the Proposed Project and the alternative would be 895 units).
Furthermore, the existing Proposed Project site is not developed, so this
alternative (similar to the Proposed Project) would not result in the
displacement of any existing housing or people. Regional population and
housing are not expected to change compared to the Proposed Project.
Therefore, population and housing impacts with this alternative are
considered to be similar to the Proposed Project. (Same)


Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation—Existing utility infrastructure is
already located in proximity to the Proposed Project site. Similar to the
Proposed Project, this alternative would require the extension of existing
transmission lines for utility services (water, sewer, electricity/gas, and
telecommunications). This alternative would result in a smaller number of
residential units and an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business
condominium square footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. It is
likely that this alternative would result in less local demand on service
providers, schools, and recreation facilities but the demand for services and
utilities would be displaced to other regional housing locations. Therefore,
public services, utilities, and recreation impacts with this alternative would
be less locally with this alternative but regionally the same as the Proposed
Project. (Less Local Impact; Same Regional Impact)



Transportation and Circulation—This alternative would include fewer
residential units and an equivalent amount of retail/commercial/business
condominium square footage in comparison to the Proposed Project. Fewer
residential units would likely result in less overall population generated,
which would in turn result in less overall traffic. Because of the overall
reduction in traffic, it is reasonable to assume that the impact to local LOS
and volumes would be less than with the Proposed Project. Therefore, this
alternative is considered to have less local traffic impacts when compared to
the Proposed Project. However, residential development would occur in other
parts of Union City, the Bay Area or beyond, likely in areas with lower
density and not in proximity to transit. Therefore, for the same population
accommodated by the project, regional traffic impacts would be higher with
this alternative than with the Proposed Project. (Less Local Impact/More
Regional Impact)

Environmentally Superior Alternative
Identification of an Environmentally Superior Alternative results from a
comparison of impacts that would result from each alternative as shown in Table
5-1. All things being equal, regional impacts were considered more heavily than
local impacts in the evaluation of the comparative merits of the different
alternatives due to the scale of regional impacts affecting more people than local
impacts.
Although the No Project Alternative has the fewest identified local impacts, it
has the greatest regional impacts and does not meet any of the project goals and
objectives. Per CEQA, the environmentally superior alternative must meet most
of the project goals and objectives.
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As such, Alternative 2—General Plan Buildout would be the Environmentally
Superior Alternative because it would have fewer impacts compared to the
Alternative 3—Townhouse in the environmental areas of aesthetics, air quality
(regionally), climate change, land use, noise (regionally), and transportation and
circulation (regionally). However, implementation of this alternative would not
meet the goals or objectives of the Proposed Project and would not adhere to the
standards identified in the Design Guidelines. Although this alternative would
have fewer localized impacts relative to aesthetics, air quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, noise, public services and utilities and transportation and
circulation relative to the Proposed Project, it would have greater regional air
quality, hydrology/water quality and traffic impacts and greater impacts on
climate change (due to higher GHG emissions overall).
Table 5-1. Comparison of Alternative Impacts Relative to the Proposed Project

Issue Area

Proposed
Project Impact

Alternative 1
(No Project)

Alternative 2
(General Plan
Buildout)

Alternative 3
(Townhouse)

Aesthetics

S

Less impact

Less impact

Less impact

Air Quality

LTS/M

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Biological
Resources

LTS

Same

Same

Same

Climate Change

LTS

More impact

More impact

More impact

Cultural Resources

LTS/M

Less impact

Same

Same

Geology, Soils,
Seismicity

LTS

Less impact

Same

Same

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

S

Less impact

Less impact

Less impact

Hydrology and
Water Quality

LTS/M

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Same local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Land Use

LTS/M

More impact

Less impact

More impact

Noise

LTS/M

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Population and
Housing

LTS

More impact
locally/same regional
impact

Same

Same

Public Services,
Utilities, Recreation

LTS/M

Less local
impact/same regional
impact

Less local
impact/same regional
impact

Less local
impact/same regional
impact

Transportation and
Circulation

S

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact

Less local
impact/more regional
impact
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Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from
Further Analysis
The following alternatives were considered but ultimately were dismissed from
further analysis because they were determined to be infeasible, did not meet most
of the project objectives, or did not avoid or substantially reduce one or more
significant impacts of the Proposed Project.
CEQA defines “feasibility” as follows: “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” Project objectives
and Proposed Project impacts were described above at the beginning of this
Chapter.

Residential Development Only
This alternative would involve construction of residential development only
(ranging from single-family residential to high-density condominiums). This
alternative was considered but dismissed because development of a residential
development only alternative would not meet the project goals or objectives.

Retail/Commercial/Business Condominium
Development Only
This alternative would involve construction of retail/commercial/business
condominium development only (ranging from small retail/commercial uses to
large, big-box retail/commercial usage and high-density business office
condominiums). This alternative was considered but dismissed because
development of a retail/commercial/business condominium only alternative
would not meet the project goals or objectives.

Affordable Housing Alternative
Although development of the project with 100 percent affordable housing could
be considered a beneficial alternative, increasing the number of affordable
housing units would not result in a physical reduction in environmental impacts
when compared with the Proposed Project. Furthermore, an Affordable Housing
project on Block 4, immediately adjacent to the project site has been
environmentally cleared by the City of Union City and is currently under
construction. Therefore, this alternative does not meet the standard for
consideration as a project alternative and would provide affordable housing in an
area where that need is already adequately served.
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Off-Site Alternative
In theory, a mixed-use project of similar design and size could be proposed at an
off-site location close to the Intermodal Station. There is currently undeveloped
property to the southeast of the project site between the two railroad lines, but
this land is designated for office/commercial use. There is also currently
undeveloped property to the northeast of the project site, northeast of the Niles
Subdivision railway tracks, but this area is designated for research and
development campus.
If a mixed-use project were proposed in one of these areas, such a project would
displace the planned uses at that site, while not avoiding the significant
unavoidable visual aesthetic or traffic impacts. While portions of these adjacent
vacant lands are further from the Air Liquide facility and thus potential safety
risks could be reduced by locating housing further from that facility, this would
displace the safety risk from the residential component to the alternative use of
the project site, which would likely be commercial to replace the lost commercial
opportunity at the relocated residential site. Regardless, the placement of the
mixed use further away from the Intermodal Station is not consistent with a
fundamental objective of the project and is not consistent with the intent of prior
district planning. As such, off-site alternatives in the general proximity of the
Proposed Project are not considered to meet most of the project objectives and
were rejected from further consideration.
A mixed-use project of similar design and size could be proposed at undeveloped
land in other parts of Union City. However, such a project would also not meet
most of the project objectives in that they would not present a transit-oriented
development opportunity like that present adjacent to the Intermodal Station. As
such, off-site alternatives in other parts of Union City are not considered to meet
most of the project objectives and were rejected from further consideration.
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