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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Environmental Checklist Form

1. Project Title: MidPen Affordable Housing Project (Lazuli Landing)
(File Nos. AG-19-003, A-19-002, AT-19-003, TPM-19-001, SD-19-003)

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Union City

Economic & Community Development Department
34009 Alvarado—Niles Road

Union City, CA 94587-4497

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

Carmela Campbell, Economic and Community Development Director
(510) 675-5316
CarmelaC@unioncity.org

4. Project Location:

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs): 486-3-29, 486-3-28, 486-3-30, 486-3-35, 486-3-34-3,
486-3-34-4

The project site is located in the City of Union City on the west side of Mission Boulevard, also
known as State Highway 238, approximately 200 feet south of Whipple Road. The site occupies
the block defined by Mission Boulevard, 2" Street, D Street, and E Street. Regional access is
provided by State Highway 238, Interstate 880, located about 2.5 miles to the west, and by
Interstate 680, located about 6.8 miles to the south.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

MidPen Housing Corporation
303 Vintage Park Drive, #250
Foster City, CA 94404

6. General Plan Designation:
CR (Retail Commercial)

PI (Private Institutional)

7. Zoning:

CC (Community Commercial)
PI (Private Institutional)
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8. Description of Project:
Project Overview

The applicant, MidPen Housing Corporation (“MidPen”), is proposing to develop a vacant City-owned
block adjacent to Mission Boulevard (State Highway 238) in the north-central portion of the City of
Union City with an affordable housing development consisting of 80 apartment rental units and one
manager unit housed within two four-story buildings connected by walkways that would occupy the
entire block. The northern building, which would be located adjacent to D Street, is referenced
throughout this document as Building D, while the southern building, which would be located adjacent
to E Street, is referenced as Building E. The location of the project site is shown on Figure 1 and an
aerial overview of the site and its surroundings is shown on Figure 2. The proposed site plan is shown
on Figure 3. As shown on the building elevations (Figure 4), the two buildings would step down to two
stories on the west side of the development that would face existing single-family homes lining 2"
Street, which forms the western boundary of the site.

The mixed-use project would also include ground-floor office space within Building D that would house
two social service agencies who would serve project residents as well as the larger community: Union
City Youth and Family Services (YFS) and Centro de Servicios. A community activity room and a
leasing office would also be located in the ground-floor space within Building E fronting onto Mission
Boulevard, as shown on the first floor plan (Figure 5). A two-level parking garage would be provided
within the interior of each building, such that the parking would not be visible at the exterior of the
project (see Figures 5 and 6).

All of the residential apartments would be affordable to low-income households earning between 20
and 80 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), as determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD). The project would provide a mix of apartment sizes, with 18 one-bedroom
units, 35 two-bedroom units, and 28 three-bedroom units. One of the two-bedroom apartments will be
reserved for the onsite MidPen property manager. The one-bedroom apartments would range in size
from 473 square feet to 680 square feet, while the two-bedroom units would range between 749 to
1,024 square feet. The three-bedroom apartments would provide between 943 square feet and 1,522
square feet of floor area. A total of 75,859 square feet would be occupied by residential uses, while
the Centro de Servicios and Youth and YFS’ social service offices would occupy approximately 6,058
square feet and 2,033 square feet, respectively. The project would have a total floor area of 167,966
square feet, including 63,182 square feet for the parking garages.

The project applicant will seek to achieve certification as a “Silver” LEED (Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design) building rating by the U.S. Green Building Council.

Building Details

The proposed buildings have been designed with a Spanish Mission architectural style that features
beige stucco-covered walls, tower elements, concrete Spanish tile roofs, exposed heavy wood timber
beams and rafter tails, some arched doorways and windows, tile relief panels, balconies, decorative
metal grilles and sconces, and other architectural details, as shown on the elevations. The two
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Figure 1

Project Site Location

Source: Douglas Herring & Associates
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Figure 2

Aerial Overview of Site and Surroundings Source: Google Earth
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Figure 3

Source: BDE Architecture

Proposed Site Plan
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First Floor Plan Source: BDE Architecture
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Second Floor Plan

Source: BDE Architecture




buildings would be connected by covered, open-sided walkways at the third and fourth floors, set back
about 40 feet from the Mission Boulevard frontage. The sides of the walkways would be enclosed by
wood or galvanized painted metal balcony railings interspersed with wood columns.

The two-story elements of the buildings extending along the 2™ Street project frontage would be
configured as attached two-story townhomes housing two- and three-bedroom residential units. Five
two-story units would also face the internal courtyard between the two buildings, but these units would
have two floors of single-level apartments above them, consistent with the four-story height of the
remainder of the buildings.

Each building would be served by an elevator accessed from a ground-floor lobby. The southern
building (Building E) would also include three stairwells serving all floors, while the northern building
(Building D) would have two stairwells.

In addition to the landscaped ground-floor courtyard that would separate the two buildings in the middle
of the site, the third and fourth floors of each building would be configured around a central courtyard
located on the third level, as shown on the third and fourth floor plans on Figures 7 and 8, respectively.
Residents of the interior apartment units on the fourth floor would be able to look down on the third-
floor courtyard.

All of the residential units would come with full kitchens. The three-bedroom units and eleven of the
two-bedroom units would provide one and a half bathrooms, while the remainder of the units would
have a single bathroom. Community laundry facilities would be provided on the ground floor of Building
E adjacent to the community room and on the third floor of Building D, adjacent to a learning center.

The two internal parking garages, located on the first and second levels of the buildings, would provide
a total of 133 parking spaces. The two-way garage entrance to Building D would be located on D
Street and the entrance to Building E would be located on E Street. The entrances would be open to
access visitor parking spaces and have recessed rolling garage doors with security access for the
residential parking.

Parking would include 11 spaces dedicated to the social service offices located on the ground floor of
Building D, 117 spaces for residents, 4 spaces for MidPen onsite staff, and 5 visitor spaces. Six of the
parking spaces would be handicap-accessible spaces, distributed among the resident, visitor, and
office parking areas. There would also be 13 pre-wired electric vehicle parking spaces, also distributed
among the different parking areas. Sixty-six of the resident parking spaces would be configured as
tandem spaces that would be assigned to occupants of the two- and three-bedroom apartment units
and some of the social service office staff. Each garage would include bike storage areas that could
accommodate parking for 48 bicycles for residents and a bike rack for 6 bicycles for YFS and Centro
de Servicios visitors and staff. Trash and recyclables collection areas would be located inside each
garage.

Initial Study
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Figure 7

Third Floor Plan Source: BDE Architecture
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The proposed buildings would have a height of 44 feet to the top of the upper mansard roofs, measured
from grade along Mission Boulevard. The two corner tower elements and two smaller tall roof elements
would rise above this, with the tallest central tower on the Mission Boulevard frontage measuring 59
feet 3 inches. Along the Second Street frontage, the two-story townhouses are 28 feet 4 inches from
grade. The property slopes down from Mission Boulevard toward Second Street approximately 3 feet.
The tallest portions of the building measured from grade are facing D Street and E Street at 46 feet
from grade.

Landscaping

The ground-level landscape plan is shown on Figure 9. Pervious landscaping would be placed along
the perimeter of the site, planted with a variety of trees, shrubs, and groundcovers. In addition, bio-
retention planters would be provided in some areas of the interior courtyards that would support trees
and shrubs and also provide on-site treatment of stormwater. The ground-level courtyard, which would
be paved in concrete with a decorative grid pattern, would be enclosed at both ends by a 6-foot-high
decorative metal fence, with a gate at each fence to provide pedestrian access. These gates would
have key fob locks to restrict access to project residents and staff.

The podium-level (third-floor) courtyards would be accessed from the linear corridor spanning the
length of and connecting the two buildings. The courtyard in Building D would feature synthetic turf
and a planted trellis. The courtyard in Building E would feature a tot play apparatus with safety play
surfacing and a trellis. The rest of the courtyards would be surfaced with interlocking pavers. Tables
and chairs with umbrellas and a BBQ would be provided in each courtyard. The courtyards would be
lined on both sides with bio-retention planters containing trees and shrubs.

All of the proposed trees and shrubs would be rated with very low to moderate water demand by the
third edition of the Water Use Classification of Landscape Species (WUCOLS lll) system developed
by the University of California Cooperative Extension under the direction of the California Department
of Water Resources. A water-efficient irrigation system would water shrubs and groundcover areas
with high-efficiency spray-head sprinklers, while the roots of trees would be irrigated by bubblers. To
minimize water consumption, the irrigation system would be adjusted using a controller that would
allocate water to each valve grouped by individual hydrozones that are based on the water needs of
the plants within those zones.

Stormwater Control

A stormwater management plan (Figure 10) has been developed that complies with regional
stormwater treatment requirements, discussed in detail in Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality.
The system has been designed and sized to capture and treat on-site all stormwater runoff from the
project’s roofs and other impervious surfaces. Treatment consisting of natural biological filtration would
occur within bio-retention planter boxes placed along the perimeter of the third-floor courtyards in
Buildings D and E and in three planters at the Second Street entrance to the central courtyard. The
bio-retention planter boxes consist of 18 inches of sandy loam, which would be underlain by 12 inches
of Class Il permeable base rock. Perforated pipes would be positioned within the rock layers to collect
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THIS PLAN PRESENTS METHODS AND CALCULATIONS FOR COMPLYING WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF
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ALAMEDA' COUNTY PROGRAM AND THE CITY OF UNION OITY REQUIREMENTS.
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Figure 10

Stormwater Management Plan Source: Sandis




the treated stormwater and convey it to the on-site storm drainage system. Three inches of muich
would cover the bio-treatment soil, and the planter boxes would be planted with ornamental trees and
grasses. Other methods of stormwater treatment used for this project would include self-retaining
areas and interceptor tree credits. Runoff in self-retained areas would be directed to a depressed
landscaped area that would allow water to pond a maximum of 3 inches prior to leaving the site; no
special landscaping or soils would be required. Interceptor trees are those located within 25 feet of
impervious surfaces that intercept rain water on leaves and branches, allowing water to evaporate and
to run down the branches and trunk to the soil. Due to improved infiltration and other factors,
interceptor trees are granted credits in the calculation of impermeable surfaces for the project. The
applicant will need to demonstrate the amount of interceptor tree credits achieved based upon an
acceptable methodology, in accordance with the requirements of the Municipal Regional Stormwater
Permit discussed in Section X.

Treated stormwater would flow from the self-retaining areas and bio-retention planter boxes to an
infiltration and detention vault located under the courtyard, adjacent to 2" Street designed to meet the
hydromodification (HM) requirements for the project, also discussed in Section X. With a capacity of
4,000 cubic feet, the vault would measure approximately 32 feet by 32 feet and have a depth of 4 feet,
with approximately 1 foot of cover.

This vault would provide on-site detention of peak stormwater flows sufficient to accommodate the 10-
year storm without increasing the rate and volume of stormwater discharged from the site in
comparison to existing conditions. The detention vault would allow some infiltration of treated
stormwater to the underlying groundwater, with the rest being discharged into a minimum 12-inch-
diameter storm drain that would connect to an existing 12-inch storm drain located under E Street. An
Operations and Maintenance Agreement approved by the Union City Public Works Department will be
required to ensure that bio-treatment areas and the detention vault are operated and maintained
properly so they perform as designed over time.

Site Preparation

Because the project site is essentially level, extensive earthmoving would not be required across most
of the site, and finished grades would be within approximately 1 foot of existing grades. Nonetheless,
grading would be required to prepare the site for building foundations and excavation of trenches
would be required to install utilities. Deeper excavation would also be required for the stormwater vault
described above as well as for an underground water storage reservoir that would be installed
underneath the garage of one or both buildings in order to provide adequate fire flow. This project
component will be determined in consultation with the Union City Building Division, the Alameda
County Fire Department, and the Alameda County Water District (ACWD). The ACWD may also
require the project to include reconstruction of the existing water main from Mission Boulevard to May
Road in order to upsize the water main to obtain the required site fire flow for the project.

In order to accommodate the proposed building slabs, a total of 3,880 cubic yards of excess soil would
be hauled for offsite disposal. However, additional export may be required to accommodate the
subterranean water reservoir and upsized offsite water main, if required. In this case, there would be
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a worst-case estimate of 4,730 cubic yards of soil export. These potential added components to the
project have been factored in to the modeling of air pollutants and greenhouse gases that would be
generated during project construction. Since these project components have not yet been confirmed,
the air quality modeling results represent a worst-case scenario, and may overstate actual
construction-related emissions.

Construction Staging and Schedule

Construction is expected to commence in August 2021 and require approximately 20 months to
complete. Site preparation and grading would last for approximately one month (19 working days),
followed by about 14 months (305 working days) for building construction. If the offsite improvements
to the water main in Mission Boulevard prove necessary, it is anticipated that this work would occur
concurrently with site grading. Paving and architectural coating would require two weeks and three
and a half months (80 working days), respectively. Staging of construction equipment and materials
would occur on the project site, to the extent feasible.

The anticipated number of construction workers would vary by construction phase. Approximately six
workers would be on site during the initial site clearing and preparation, increasing to about ten workers
during site grading. The largest work contingent of 20 to 30 workers would be employed on the site
during building construction. The paving phase would require about five workers and the architectural
coating phase would require between 10 and 20 workers. Construction workers would park onsite
when possible, but would primarily utilize parking on the surrounding streets or on private property
with permission.

Planning Approvals

General Plan Amendment: The applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to re-designate
the property from CR (Retail Commercial) and PI (Private Institutional) to CMU (Corridor Mixed-use
Commercial) and a General Plan Text Amendment to add the CMU designation to the General Plan.
(File No. AG-19-003)

Zoning Map Amendment: The applicant is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the
property from CC (Community Commercial) and Pl (Private Institutional) to CMU (Corridor Mixed-use
Commercial). (File No. AT-19-003)

Zoning Text Amendment: The applicant is requesting a Zoning Text Amendment to add a new chapter
to the Zoning Ordinance entitted CMU (Corridor Mixed-use Commercial), which will include
development standards applicable to the district. (File No. AT-19-003)

California_State Density Bonus Law: The project would be eligible for a 35-percent density bonus,
allowing up to 61 dwelling units/acre.
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Parcel Map: The applicant is requesting approval of a parcel map, pursuant to Chapter 17.16 of the
Zoning Ordinance, to merge six existing parcels into a single parcel. (File No. TPM-19-001)

Site Development Review: The applicant is requesting Site Development Review to allow for
redevelopment of the proposed site. Pursuant to Chapter 18.76 of the Zoning Ordinance, Site
Development Review is required for all new major developments. (File No. SD-19-003)

Disposition, Development and Loan Agreement: The City of Union City (“City”) and MidPen Housing
Corporation (“Developer”) propose to enter into a Disposition, Development and Loan Agreement
(“DDLA”). As proposed, the DDLA would provide for the City to ground lease to Developer certain
undeveloped real property bounded by Mission Boulevard, D Street, E Street, and 2" Street in the
City of Union City (the “Property”), for a term of 75 years. The DDLA requires Developer to construct
an eighty-one (81) unit multifamily rental housing development on the Property, and to rent the
apartment units to low and very low income households at an affordable rent during the term of the
lease. Under the DDLA, the City and Developer would execute a regulatory agreement containing the
affordability requirements and other obligations for the operation and management of the housing
development. The City would lease back approximately 6,500 square feet of ground floor office space
in the completed housing development to be used for specified community groups and activities
(“Community Space”). In addition, the DDLA would require the City to provide the Developer certain
financial assistance for the housing project, including a long-term loan of City funds, the allocation of
City’s share of County of Alameda Measure A-1 bond funds, and a grant of City funds to be used for
the costs of construction and installation of the tenant improvements for the Community Space.

Other Approvals

Union City: The project would require a grading permit for on-site grading and encroachment permits
for work in the public right-of-way, such as for trenching, construction of new driveways, sidewalks,
undergrounding, and signage and striping/curb painting. A tree removal permit from the Public Works
Department will also be required prior to removing any existing street trees. A building permit would
be required from the Building Department for the structures and garages.

Union Sanitary District: A sewer permit would be required from the Union Sanitary District (USD) for
connection to USD’s sanitary sewer system.

Alameda County Water District: Approval of new water meters and domestic water supply service
would be required from the Alameda County Water District (ACWD).

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): The project would require filing of a Notice of Intent
(NOI) with the SWRCB for coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP) administered by the SWRCB. This requires preparation
and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that addresses control of
stormwater pollution during and after construction through implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs). See Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional information.
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): The project would also require
coverage under the NPDES Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) administered by the
RWQCB. This also requires preparation and implementation of a SWPPP that addresses control of
stormwater pollution through implementation of BMPs. See Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality,
for additional information.

Caltrans: The project would require issuance of an encroachment permit from Caltrans for work in
their right-of-way along Mission Boulevard including upgrading existing handicap ramps at the corners
of Mission Boulevard and D and E Streets, installation of new fire hydrants, replacement of the existing
sidewalk, and any required trenching on Mission Boulevard.

9. Project Setting

The 1.65-acre (71,794-square-foot) rectangular project site is located in the north-central portion of
the City of Union City, about 1,500 feet southeast of the City’s northern city limits. The site is about
1,000 feet west of the ridge of largely undeveloped hillsides that form a prominent visual backdrop to
the cities of Hayward, Union City, and Fremont. The site lies at the transition from the fully developed
portions of the City that extend west of Mission Boulevard to the hillsides located to the east of Mission
Boulevard, which are characterized by intermittent pockets of residential development amidst sparsely
developed ranchland and open space.

The site is comprised of six parcels that would be merged as part of the project. The southern parcel,
comprising 17,626 square feet, is zoned Pl (Private Institutional) and also has a General Plan Land
Use Designation of PI (Private Institutional). The rest of the site, comprising 54,168 square feet, is
zoned CC (Community Commercial), with a Land Use Designation of CR (Retail Commercial).

The project site is bounded by Mission Boulevard on the east,! 2" Street on the west, D Street on the
north, and E Street on the south. As shown on Figure 11, the site is essentially level, with elevations
on the site ranging from 96 feet above mean sea level (msl) on the western edge of the site to 100
feet msl in the northeast corner of the site. Aside from a strip of asphalt pavement approximately 45
feet wide that spans the width of the site near the southern end, the site appears to be entirely devoid
of man-made improvements. Aside from the paved strip, the site’s surface is covered with dirt, gravel,
sparse grasses, weeds, and sporadic shrubs, most of which appear to be dead or dying. However,
several healthy shrubs are located along the southern edge of the site. Although street trees line
Mission Boulevard within the public right-of-way, only two trees are located on the project property, a
small fan palm tree and a small maple tree, both located adjacent to the northern site boundary. A
cyclone fence encloses the site.

' Mission Boulevard and 2 Street run in a northwest-southeast direction, while D and E Streets run in a northeast-
southwest direction. To simplify the directional references throughout this Initial Study, Mission Boulevard is assumed
to run in a north-south direction, and all other directional references are simplified accordingly.
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a) Viewing north across the project site from E Street.
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b) Viewing southwest acrbss the north end of the site, adjacent to D Street.

Figure 11

EXiSting Site Conditions Source: Douglas Herring & Associates




b) Single-family homes lining 2nd Street adjacent to proj_ect site.

Figure 12

EXiSting Adjacent Conditions Source: Douglas Herring & Associates




Although the site is surrounded on three sides by existing urban development, the lands to the east
consist largely of open space hillsides, as shown on Figure 12-a, while the area immediately to the
west is occupied primarily by single-family homes, such as those shown on Figure 12-b. Immediately
opposite the site on the other side of Mission Boulevard is a large, flat vacant field owned by Masonic
Home, a large senior living community established in 1898 in the hills approximately three-quarters of
a mile to the south of the project site. The Masonic Home property encompasses 305 acres and
includes most of the land along the east side of Mission Boulevard between May Road and O’Connell
Lane. The Masonic Home parcels flank a private ranch property that is visible from the project site
when viewing toward the southeast.

The blocks lining the west side of Mission Boulevard south of Whipple Road and north of Decoto Road
are predominantly developed with commercial uses. On the block immediately to the south of the
project site, the Mission View Food & Liquor store is near the northeast corner of the block. The
northwest quadrant of the block is occupied by a two-story AT&T communications facility and office
building and small parking lot. The southern half of the block contains a fenced parking lot and a small,
unidentified shed.

The next block to the south is developed with a large single-family home, a tree-studded vacant lot,
the Union City Teen Workshop (see Figure 13-a), a small office building occupied by the American
Red Cross, the Veterinary Medical Center, a small single-family home, and an unidentified parking lot.
A second vacant lot is at the southwest corner of this block.

The last block along Mission Boulevard to the south before Decoto Road is developed with a small
retail center that hosts Mission Food & Liquor, a nail salon, and a barbershop. The block to the north
of the project site, which is less than a half-block in size due to the geometry of Whipple Road, is
occupied by a Shell gas station.

With the exception of two churches—the Tri-City A.M.E. Church (Figure 13-b), located on the
northwest corner of the intersection of 2" Street and E Street, and the Iglesia Bautista Ebenezer
church located on the northeast corner of the intersection of 3™ Street and E Street, the blocks west
of 2" Street are developed entirely with single-family homes.

Both sides of Mission Boulevard north of Whipple Road/May Road are occupied by residential
development. Along the north side of Whipple Road this development consists of single-family homes
on large lots, while the area north of May Road is developed with the Dry Creek Apartments, a large
complex with several dozen two-story buildings in a park-like setting. The Dry Creek Pioneer Regional
Park and Garin Regional Park are located just to the east of this apartment complex.

Another large multi-family residential development is located on the west side of Mission Boulevard
north of Whipple Road. The Mission Gateway community owned by the current project applicant
consists of affordable rental apartment units in two- and three-story buildings, with ground-floor retail
located on the corner of Mission Boulevard and Tamarack Drive.
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b) Tri-City A.M.E. Church located at 2nd and E Streets, adjacent to project site.

Figure 13

Neighboring Land Uses Source: Douglas Herring & Associates




The following schools are located within one-half mile of the project site:

1)
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Guy Emanuele Jr. Elementary School and Kidango Preschool
100 Decoto Road
0.27-mile south of the project site

New Haven Adult School
600 G Street
0.28-mile southwest of the project site

Decoto K-12 School for Independent Study
600 G Street
0.28-mile southwest of the project site

Mission Hills Middle School
250 Tamarack Drive
0.32-mile northwest of the project site

MIDPEN AFFORADABLE HOUSING PROJECT

23



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following
pages.

|:| Aesthetics |:| Agricultural Resources Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Resources |:| Energy
Geology/Soils |:| GHG Emissions Hazards & Haz. Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality |:| Land Use/Planning |:| Mineral Resources
Noise |:| Population/Housing |:| Public Services
|:| Recreation |:| Transportation/Traffic |:| Tribal Cultural Resources

I:l Utilities/Service Systems I:l Wildfire
Mandatory Findings of Significance
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DETERMINATION:

On the basis of the initial evaluation:

a

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date

Printed name For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Il. AESTHETICS — Would the project:

Less Than
. Significant
g."te.?.t'a"ﬁ With Less Than
'Ign' |ca;n Mitigation Significant No
baC Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O

Explanation: As shown on Figure 12-a, a scenic vista consisting of open space hillsides is visible from
the project site and other locations along Mission Boulevard. These hillsides rise to elevations in the
near distance (within 72-mile of Mission Boulevard) to nearly 600 feet above mean sea level (msl),
while the hills behind them reach elevations in excess of 1,400 feet msl. These hillside ridges, which
trend parallel to Mission Boulevard, extend for miles in either direction and form an important visual
backdrop to the cities of Hayward, Union City, Fremont, and others.

A less prominent view of the largely undeveloped hillsides is visible across the project site from
locations along 2" Street adjacent to the site, as well as from the private residences on the west side
of 2" Street. While private views are not afforded protection under CEQA, the street and sidewalks
lining 2" Street are public vantage points for viewing the scenic vista to the east. These views are
currently constrained only by the cyclone fence surrounding the site and the street trees lining Mission
Boulevard, which could be considered as contributory elements to the scenic vista.

Development of the proposed project would block the scenic view that is currently available across the
project site. Views would still be available toward the hillsides from D and E Streets, though these
views would also be constrained by the project buildings.

The loss of views from private locations would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA.
With respect to the effect on the public vantage points on D, E, and 2" Streets, the loss of these views
would not rise to the level of a significant impact on a scenic vista. To motorists passing the site in
vehicles, they would be exposed to the change in visual conditions just for the few seconds it takes to
drive past the site. Furthermore, motorists should be and generally are focused on the roadway ahead
of them as they are driving; they are not expected to be gazing at the hillsides in a prolonged fashion
as they drive past the site. While their passengers, if any, might be free to gaze, the time to pass the
site would still limit the time they can enjoy the view, and would similarly limit the time that the view
would be interrupted following development of the project.

To eastbound motorists on D and E Streets, the eastern hillsides would remain visible, but they would
be constrained by the project as they approached and passed the project site. The views are already
partially constrained by existing development, such as the large AT&T building located immediately to
the south of the project site. Again, the changes to existing views would be experienced only for the
few seconds it takes to drive past the site.

Pedestrians walking on D, E, and 2" Streets adjacent to the project would also have their views of the
eastern hills constrained or blocked by the proposed project. However, there are already significant
constraints to the scenic views in the project vicinity. For example, a pedestrian walking the five-block
length of 2" Street is currently unable to see the hillsides along the majority of the street’s length, due
to intervening development. Partial views are available at the cross streets and, in some cases, across
parking lots or undeveloped parcels. Similarly, eastbound pedestrians on D and E Streets currently
have only constrained views of the hillsides, circumscribed by surrounding development.
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While development of the project would increase the restrictions on views of the hillsides in the
immediate site vicinity, this would represent an incremental increase in conditions that already exist
throughout the project area. (The only locations in the area where the views are fully unconstrained is
from the sidewalk along the east side of Mission Boulevard.) If a passing pedestrian is motivated to
enjoy the scenic vista, that person need only walk one short block (about 180 feet) to Mission
Boulevard, where the views are constrained only by passing traffic.

Because the changes in visual access to the eastern hillsides would be minor incremental reductions
in comparison to existing conditions throughout the project area, and because both pedestrians and
motorists could readily move one block to the east to enjoy unobstructed views of the hills, the project’s
effect on this scenic vista would be a less-than-significant impact.

Less Than
. Significant
ggte.?.tlalbz With Less Than
'Ign' |ca;n Mitigation Significant No
e Incorporated Impact Impact

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

Explanation: There are no State-designated scenic highways in the vicinity of the project site. Although
Caltrans does not currently provide access to its list of designated scenic highways (access was
recently removed), Highway 238 (Mission Boulevard) is not included in the lists of State scenic
highways presented in Sections 263.1 to 263.8 of the Streets and Highways Code, which identifies all
eligible or designated State scenic highways. There are no highways within Union City included in
these lists.? Furthermore, there are no scenic resources present on the project site. Therefore, the
project would have no adverse impact on scenic resources within a State scenic highway.

Less Than
. Significant
ggte.?.tlalbz With Less Than
'Ign' |ca;n Mitigation Significant No
e Incorporated Impact Impact

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage O O O
points.) If the project is in an urban area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

Explanation: The existing visual quality of the project site is quite low, as shown on Figures 11-a and
11-b. The surface of much of the site consists of bare dirt and gravel, while some portions have a
sparse cover of ruderal grasses and weeds. The few shrubs on the site appear to be dead, with the
exception of a cluster of shrubs on the western border of the site. There are no variations in topography
on the site. The enclosure of the site with cyclone fencing further detracts from the aesthetics of the
property.

2 California Streets and Highways Code, Division 1, Chapter 2, Article 2.5, State Scenic Highways, Sections 260
through 284.
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Although aesthetics impacts are inherently subjective, it can be assumed that the vast majority of
people looking at the site would not deem it to have high positive visual character. To the contrary, the
characteristics described above present an argument for the site having a substantially negative visual
quality.

The visual character of the site would be dramatically transformed by implementation of the proposed
project. The conditions described above would be replaced by two attractively designed Mission-style
buildings separated by a landscaped courtyard that would be visible from both 2" Street and Mission
Boulevard. As viewed from 2" Street, the tops of trees in the two landscaped courtyards may also be
partially visible at the third story of each building. Ornamental trees and shrubs would be generously
placed along all four sides of the site, further enhancing the appearance of the property. Given the
character of existing development lining the west side of Mission Boulevard between Whipple Road
and Decoto Road, the proposed project would aesthetically enhance this stretch of Mission Boulevard
by most measures. Therefore, for the considerations enumerated above, the project would not have a
less-than-significant impact on the visual character of the site and its surroundings and would in fact
have a beneficial effect.

Less Than
. Significant
g."te.?.t'a"ﬁ With Less Than
'Ign' |ca;n Mitigation Significant