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Chapter 1: Introduction
About this Report

Each alternative is defined by a range of population, housing, and employment

The Union City General Plan Update gives the community an opportunity to refine

these alternatives. Reading through the report will help readers understand the

the City’s “blueprint” for future growth and development. This is an opportunity to

implications of future development in Union City and provide feedback at workshops

reaffirm the existing direction for growth and development or chart a new course.

and meetings scheduled in March and April of 2016.

One of the most important decisions the community will make about growth in

characteristics which, when taken as a whole, provide a basis for comparison between

the General Plan Update process is the location and intensity of new land uses.

Report Organization

The Alternatives phase, a step within the larger General Plan Update, guides the

This Report is designed to give the reader information needed to make an informed

community toward the selection of a preferred land use alternative as the basis for the

choice about land use alternatives, even if the reader has not been involved in the

updated General Plan.

General Plan Update process before now. This Report is organized into the following
chapters:

This Report provides information about new land uses being considered for key areas
within Union City. These new land use ideas have been organized into five citywide

1.

General Plan and outlines the phases in the Update process.

land use alternatives, including a land use alternative that reflects the existing General
Plan. This analysis also takes a closer look at three Focus Areas, including the Greater

The Introduction and Background chapter describes the purpose of the

2.

Station District, the Union City Boulevard Corridor, and the Horner-Veasy Area.

The Land Use Alternatives chapter first provides an introduction to the land
use designations used to plan future development and second, presents Focus
Area Alternatives and Citywide Alternatives. Maps of proposed alternative

How to Use this Report

land uses are included, in addition to the amount of housing and employment

This Report evaluates the alternatives on a wide variety of criteria. The criteria

expected to be generated from each alternative. Each Focus Area also

are intended to help community members and decision-makers understand the

includes an overview of the area and identifies development constraints and

impacts and benefits of each alternative. Ultimately, this Report will give residents

opportunities.

the information necessary to provide meaningful input into choosing the land use
pattern that best reflects how they wish Union City to grow and change. Decisions

3.

The Citywide Alternatives Evaluation chapter provides a detailed comparison

about future land uses will influence how many people will live in Union City, what

of the Citywide Alternatives. It evaluates the benefits and impacts of each

kind of jobs and businesses will locate and thrive in Union City, what new facilities/

alternative for selected criteria in the categories of land use, economic and

infrastructure may be needed, and where traffic will flow.

fiscal conditions, transportation and mobility, infrastructure and services
demands, resources, and hazards and safety.
4.

The Focus Areas Alternatives Evaluation chapter evaluates and compares the
Focus Area Alternatives.

Revised May 2016 | Public Review Draft Alternatives Report 1

EDAT, and Planning Commission, the City will present this Alternatives

Alternatives Process

Report and community input to the City Council for review, at which point a
preferred alternative will be selected.

The purpose of the Alternatives process is to consider alternative ways of
accommodating Union City’s projected growth through 2040. This Alternatives

6.

Continued Participation. Even after the preferred land use alternative is

Report is a tool to facilitate this process. Ultimately, the City Council will select

selected, the public will continue to play an important role. The City will ask

a preferred land use alternative. Before that happens, however, the City will

the community for input on the draft goals and policies, the Draft General

gather input from community members, the Economic Development Advisory

Plan, and the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Public participation at these

Team (EDAT), the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), and the Planning

key steps is vital to shaping a plan that represents the values and vision of the

Commission. The Alternatives process includes the following steps:

community.

1.

Conduct Market Analysis. The General Plan Update Consultants conducted
an analysis to identify the industries that are projected to grow in Union City
and the demand for residential development based on regional projections and
likely market demand.

Selecting a Preferred Alternative
There are several Focus Area and Citywide Alternatives described and analyzed in
this Report. Alternative A for each Focus Area as well as the Citywide area represents
a continuation of the City’s adopted 2002 General Plan through 2040. The other

2.

Develop Preliminary Land Use Concepts. Working closely with City staff, the

alternatives represent different choices for how the General Plan could direct growth

Consultants developed preliminary alternative land use concepts for the three

and development.

defined Focus Areas. The focus of these concepts was on options for enhancing
the focus areas through land use, urban form, and connectivity. The concepts

After the community members and decision-makers thoroughly review the

were informed by the market analysis.

alternatives and provide feedback, the City Council will select a preferred course of
action. The preferred alternative could, but will not necessarily be one of the Citywide

3.

Refine and Confirm Land Use Concepts. The City worked with the EDAT,

Alternatives described in this Report. Rather, the preferred alternative will likely

GPAC, and Planning Commission to review and refine the Focus Area

be made up of parts of different Focus Area Alternatives that the community and

concepts. The City Council then confirmed the concepts for use in preparing

decision-makers feel best represent how Union City should grow in the future.

this Alternatives Report.
Public discussion of the benefits and impacts of the alternatives will assist City
4.

5.

Evaluate Alternatives. The Consultants analyzed the concepts based on the

officials in ultimately choosing a preferred alternative, which will be the basis of the

predicted amount of housing, employment, and traffic generated from different

Draft General Plan Land Use Diagram and implementation of policies and programs.

combinations of land use. This Alternatives Report is written to consolidate

As you review the alternatives in this Report, think about which parts of each

these findings and to help facilitate selecting a preferred alternative.

alternative you would like to see included in the preferred alternative.

Choose a Preferred Alternative. Using this Alternatives Report as a tool,
the City will solicit community input on their preferences for the city’s future
growth and development. After receiving input from the community, GPAC,
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What is the General Plan?

Relationship to Other Plans and Regulations

The General Plan is a foundational City document that sets the course for Union

City plans. Although all three regulate how land may be developed, they do so in

City’s land use decisions. The process to develop a new general plan takes substantial

different ways. The General Plan has a long-term outlook; it identifies the types of

time to complete, integrates input from hundreds of community members, and

development that will be allowed, the spatial relationships

addresses an extensive array of issues (including growth, traffic, sustainability, health,

among land uses, and the general pattern of future

and fiscal stability).

development. The Zoning Ordinance and other City

The General Plan is not to be confused with the City’s Zoning Ordinance or other

plans implement General Plan policies by regulating

General Plan Basics

General
Plan

development through specific standards such as lot

The General Plan is presented as a collection of “topical elements,” of which seven are

size, building setback, and a list of allowable uses,

mandatory. The seven State-mandated elements are as follows: Land Use, Circulation,

or through infrastructure improvements and

Housing, Conservation, Open Space, Noise, and Safety. All seven mandatory elements

financing. Development must not only meet

are required to be addressed by the general plan. However, State law allows these to

the specific requirements of the Zoning

be consolidated as long as the required issue areas are addressed. Moreover, the level

Ordinance or applicable City plans, but

of discussion given to each issue in the general plan depends on local conditions

also the broader policies set forth in

and the relative local importance of that issue. In addition to the seven mandatory

the General Plan.

Master Plans and
Speciﬁc Plans

City Codes and Zoning
Ordinance

elements, a local general plan may also include other topics of local interest. The 2002
Union City General Plan includes the following elements: Economic Development;
Youth, Family, Seniors, and Health; Land Use; Community Design; Transportation;
Health and Safety; Public Facilities and Services; Natural and Historical Resources;
Environmental Sustainability; and Housing.
Existing 2002 Union City General Plan Elements
Health and Safety
Environmental
SustainabXlity
Housing

Transportation

Land Use
Youth, Family, Seniors, and Health

Economic Development
Public Facilities
and Services

Community
Design
Natural and Historical Resources
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General Plan Land Use Diagram
A key part of the General Plan process is to update the Land
Use Diagram, which is included in the Land Use Element of the
Policy Document. The Land Use Diagram (Figure 1-1) identifies
where, how much, and what types of land uses are planned for

FIGURE 1-1: 2002 UNION CITY GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DIAGRAM

future development based on the various land use designations
for undeveloped and underutilized properties. These land use
designations do not necessarily reflect the existing land use of
each parcel, but rather represent how the City
wishes to grow and change. The purpose
of developing and evaluating multiple

Hayward

land use alternatives is to
determine the combination
of land uses that best reflects
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How is the General Plan
Updated?
Updating a General Plan is a public process that requires significant public input. The

1

Project Initiation
SUMMER 2014

Establish an effective organization,
structure, and foundation for the
General Plan Update

2

public is asked for input and direction at key milestones, which is then incorporated

Prepare Background Data

SUMMER 2014 TO WINTER 2014

Gather information on key existing
conditions and conduct focused analysis

into the General Plan by City staff and consultants. For Union City the General Plan
Update process is broken down into the seven phases shown to the right.

3

Why Update the General Plan?

WINTER 2014 TO SPRING 2015

Establish the direction and
priorities for the General Plan

Reasons to update the General Plan include:
•

Union City last revised its General Plan in 2002. The city and the region has
grown and changed over the past 13 years.

•

The General Plan Update will assist in strengthening the city’s economic
outlook, establishing its policy foundation and vision for the future, and
evaluating issues of citywide importance in a comprehensive manner.

•

Identify Issues
and Opportunities
and Conﬁrm Vision

5

4

Alternatives

FALL 2015 TO SPRING 2016

Identify and evaluate
alternative land use scenarios
for several opportunity areas
throughout the city and select a
preferred approach

Prepare the General Plan

SPRING 2016 TO FALL 2016

Prepare goals, policies, and
implementation programs

Community
Workshop

The General Plan Update will take into consideration the needs and values of
current residents, property and business owners, and people working in the
Community
Workshop

city.
•

There have been significant revisions to State law regarding housing,
transportation, and the environment, which need to be addressed in the

7

General Plan.

6

Environmental Review

SUMMER 2016 TO WINTER 2017

Assess the potential environmental
impacts of the Draft General Plan

General Plan Adoption and
Final Documents

WINTER 2017

Adopt the new General Plan and certify the
Program Environmental Impact Report

Community
Workshop
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Relationship to Other General Plan Update Documents
This Alternatives Report is a tool to facilitate the development of the updated General Plan. It is one of several documents
that will be produced during the General Plan Update process as either a support document or part of the adopted
General Plan. The alternatives were developed following the framework developed by the Draft Vision and Guiding
Principles, and in response to the current conditions laid out in the Background Report as well as the Assets, Issues,
and Opportunities Report. This Alternatives Report is, therefore, a synthesis of goals and priorities set forth by previous
documents, an analysis of options, and a framework for developing policy. These documents include the following:

General Plan Update Support Documents
As part of the General Plan Update, the City will prepare several support documents that will serve as building blocks for
the adopted General Plan and analyze the environmental impacts associated with implementing the General Plan. These
documents include the following:

Assets, Issues, and Opportunities Report
Released in April 2015, the Assets, Issues, and Opportunities Summary Report brings together community input and key
findings from the Background Report and identifies important assets, issues, and opportunities that should be addressed
in the General Plan.

Alternatives Report
For any planning effort there will be several possible courses of action a community may pursue. This Alternatives Report
presents land use scenarios and policy options that can be used to address the various issues and opportunities. This
Report evaluates the land use alternatives for their short-term and long-term social, economic, and environmental effects
on Union City. Decision-makers will select one or a combination of alternatives as the “preferred alternative.” Once the
preferred alternative is selected, the General Plan Update team will develop goals, policies, implementation programs, and
land use and circulation diagrams based on that alternative.

Environmental Impact Report
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will evaluate the potential environmental effects of implementing the Draft
General Plan pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City Council and Planning Commission
You can review these documents
and summaries of public input at
www.uc2040.com
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will use the EIR during the General Plan Update process to understand the potential environmental impacts and to refine
the General Plan goals, policies, and implementation programs to mitigate those impacts to the extent feasible.

General Plan Documents
The updated General Plan will consist of two key parts: the Background Report and the Policy Document. The Draft
Vision and Guiding Principles, which was developed during the General Plan Update process, will be incorporated
into the Policy Document and will act as a foundation for the goals, policies, and implementation programs.

Background Report
The Background Report represents a “snapshot” of current (2014) Union City conditions and trends. It provides
a detailed description of a wide range of topics about the city, such as demographic and economic conditions and
projections, land use, public facilities, environmental resources, and safety hazards. The Report provides decisionmakers context for making policy decisions, and is purposely policy-neutral. The Background Report will also serve
as the environmental setting section of the EIR prepared for the General Plan Update.

Policy Document

Coming
Soon

The Policy Document is the most important part of the General Plan. It contains the Vision Statement and the goals
and policies that will guide future City decisions. It also outlines implementation programs that will ensure the goals
and policies in the General Plan are carried out. The Policy Document also contains the Land Use Diagram, which
serves as a general guide to the distribution of land uses throughout the city, and the Circulation Diagram, which
serves as a guide for the development of transportation improvements that support planned land uses.

DRAFT VISION AND
GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Draft Vision and Guiding Principles

Defining Union City’s Future

Prepared early in the Update process based on community input, the
Vision and Guiding Principles captures the community’s values and the
community’s aspirations for the next 25 years of Union City’s growth and
change.

The purpose of this document is to describe a vision and set of related
guiding principles that captures the City’s key values and aspirations for
Union City’s future. The first part of this document presents the Vision for
Union City through 2040. The Vision Statement paints a picture of what
Union City could be 25 years from now. The second part of this document
sets out Guiding Principles that flow from the Vision Statement. These
principles establish broad benchmarks for the rest of the General Plan
Update process and the General Plan itself. They set forth guidance on
how the City will achieve the vision.
The Vision and Guiding Principles, along with the topics identified and
discussed in the Assets, Issues, and Opportunities Report, will be used
by the City to help define how growth will occur. They will also be used
to define and evaluate land use alternatives for focus areas within the
community. While the Vision is expected to be carried forward with the
General Plan, it is anticipated that the Guiding Principles will be translated
into the goals and policies and make up the heart of the General Plan. In
this way the Guiding Principles are interim statements intended to guide
the Update process.
The Vision and Guiding Principles are applicable to the context of the
city as a whole as well as its specific neighborhoods, corridors, and
districts. The Vision and Guiding Principles is informed by input from
the community, the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), and the
Planning Commission and City Council. It also considers the visions and
themes from the 2002 General Plan, which have guided the City over the
past 12 years.
The initial public participation components of the General Plan Update
process, which included two GPAC meetings, a community workshop, an
Online Townhall Forum session, and study sessions with the Planning
Commission and City Council, have engaged a broad cross section of
Union City’s community in thinking about what Union City’s future can be
and ways to achieve it. The community workshop and Online Townhall
Forum provided participants an opportunity to identify what they felt
are the most important assets, issues, and opportunities to be addressed
in the General Plan Update. Participants also conveyed their values and
aspirations for Union City’s future. This feedback was then presented to
the GPAC and Planning Commission for their review and input.
-1-
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Chapter 2: Land Use Alternatives
Introduction
The land use alternatives presented in this chapter are a result of input from
community members, GPAC and EDAT members, the Planning Commission,
and the City Council. This chapter describes the three General Plan Update
Focus Area Alternatives, which are then followed by descriptions of Citywide
Alternatives.
This chapter is written in four sections. The first section discusses land use
designations; the second section provides demographic context in terms of
population, housing, and employment projections; the third section presents
the Focus Area Alternatives; and, finally, the fourth section presents the
Citywide Alternatives.
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Land Use Designations
State planning law requires general plans to establish “standards of population density
and building intensity,” as well as allowed uses for the various land use designations
in the plan (General Code Section 65302(a)). As part of the General Plan Update
process, residents, business owners, and interested parties are given the opportunity
to evaluate and weigh in on the appropriate land use types, densities and intensities
for different areas of the community, as well as on the form and design of new
development. Each land use designation used in the alternatives includes urban form
guidelines, allowed uses, and development standards for future development outlined
in the alternatives.

Terminology
What are Urban Form Guidelines?
Urban form guidelines describe the key physical form characteristics envisioned
for each designation. These ensure that all parties (i.e., the City, the public, and
developers) share a common understanding of the characteristics that contribute
to good design. Urban form guidelines also provide a uniform way of considering
how individual project design impacts the character of the community as a whole.
The guidelines cover characteristics such as the height and bulk of buildings, the
location of buildings on their lots, the relationship of buildings to streets, the height
of buildings relative to adjacent neighborhoods, and the location and character
of parking and pedestrian facilities. Unlike the allowed uses (listed in Appendix

To support the description of each alternative, this chapter is written as a guide for

A) and development standards (described below), the urban form guidelines are

understanding the different land uses presented in the alternatives. Each land use

recommendations, not required standards.

designation presented in Table 2-1 is described in terms of urban form guidelines and
development standards. Expanded discussions of each land use designation, including

What are Development Standards?

photo examples, a list of allowed uses, and additional urban form guidelines, can

For the purposes of this Report, development standards are standards of density

be found in Appendix A. The land use designations are grouped into the following

for residential uses and standards of floor area ratio (FAR) for non-residential and

categories:

mixed-use designations.

1.

Suburban Neighborhoods

2.

Urban Neighborhoods

3.

Commercial and Mixed-Use Centers

4.

Employment Centers

5.

Public/Quasi-Public Designations

6.

Open Space Designations
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What is Density?
In the context of planning, density is the amount of residential development
within a given area. Standards of building density for residential uses are stated as
the allowable range (i.e., minimum and maximum) of dwelling units per net acre
(du/ac). Additionally, standards of population density for residential uses can be
derived by multiplying the maximum number of dwelling units per net acre by the
average number of persons per dwelling unit assumed for the applicable residential
designation (e.g., three persons per dwelling unit).

What is Floor Area Ratio?
Standards of building intensity for non-residential uses such as mixed-use,
commercial, and industrial development are stated as a range (i.e., minimum and
maximum) of floor area ratios (FARs). In the case of mixed-use developments that
include residential uses, density standards are applied to the residential component
while FAR standards are applied to the entire project. FAR also excludes structured
parking. A site includes all contiguous parcels that will share parking or access.
While FAR provides for overall development size and intensity, it does not specify
the form or character of the building. Different interpretations of the same FAR can
result in buildings of very different character. To encourage similar interpretations of
allowed FARs, the urban form guidelines for each designation describe key physical
form characteristics envisioned for the designation. Other City regulations (e.g.,
zoning height limits, building setbacks, open space requirements) also guide the form
of buildings within a given FAR range.
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TABLE 2-1: LAND USE DESIGNATION SUMMARY TABLE

(SEE APPENDIX A FOR DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS)

Urban Form Guidelines

Building Height
Land Use Designation

(Number of
Stories)

Site
Area
Lot
SizePer
Dwelling
Unit
(Square Feet)

Development Standards

Minimum
Density

Maximum
Density

(Dwelling Units
per Net Acre)

(Dwelling Units
per Net Acre)

Minimum Floor
Area Ratio

Maximum Floor
Area Ratio

Suburban Neighborhoods
Single-Family
Residential (3-6 du/ac)

1-2

6,000-10,000

3.0

6.0

N/A

N/A

Single-Family
Residential (6-10 du/ac)

1-3

3,500-6,000

6.1

10.0

N/A

N/A

Single and Multifamily
Residential (10-17 du/ac)

1-3

2,400-6,000

10.1

17.0

0.25

0.50

Multifamily
Residential (17-30 du/ac)

1-3

1,450-2,400

17.1

30.0

0.50

1.50

High-Density
Residential (30-45 du/ac)

2-4

1,000-1,450

30.1

45.0

0.50

1.50

High-Density
Residential (45-100 du/ac)

3-8

435-1,000

45.1

100.0

1.00

3.00

High-Density
Residential (100+ du/ac)

4-15

less than 435

N/A

100+

2.00

6.00

Retail Commercial

1-4

5,000+

N/A

N/A

0.20

1.00

Visitor and Thoroughfare
Commercial

1-4

5,000+

N/A

N/A

0.35

2.00

Mixed Use

1-4

N/A

10.0

30.0

1.00

2.00

Varied

N/A

45.0

165.0

1.00

4.00

Urban Neighborhoods

Commercial Mixed-Use Centers

Station Mixed Use
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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TABLE 2-1: LAND USE DESIGNATION SUMMARY TABLE

(SEE APPENDIX A FOR DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS)

Urban Form Guidelines

Building Height

Minimum
Density

Maximum
Density

Minimum Floor
Area Ratio

Maximum Floor
Area Ratio

N/A

0.30

1.50

N/A

N/A

0.40

2.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

0.10

0.75

1

20,000+

N/A

N/A

0.25

1.00

1

20,000+

N/A

N/A

0.25

1.00

Varied

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

1.00

Open Space

1-2

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

0.1

Agriculture

1-2

N/A

N/A

1 du/20 acres

N/A

0.1

Land Use Designation

Lot Size

Development Standards

(Number of
Stories)

(Square Feet)

(Dwelling Units
per Net Acre)

(Dwelling Units
per Net Acre)

Office Commercial

1-4

5,000+

N/A

Research and
Development Campus

2-4

N/A

General Industrial

1

Light Industrial

Special Industrial

Employment Centers

Public/Quasi-Public
Civic Facility and Private
Institutional
Open Space

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Projected Future Growth

ABAG employment projections show Union City adding 3,720 jobs between 2015

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projects that Union City’s

2015, Union City is estimated to have had 2.7 percent of countywide jobs. However,

population will grow moderately from 2010 to 2040, with an average growth rate

projections of future growth show Union City capturing only 1.9 percent of job

(AAGR) of 0.6 percent. As Figure 2-1 shows, Union City’s population is projected to

growth in Alameda County between 2015 and 2040. The largest job growth in Union

grow to 82,500 by 2040, an increase of about 13,000 residents from the 2010

City would occur in the Health, Education and Recreation (including Hospitality)

population of 69,516. Figure 2-2 shows that households are expected to grow at about

sectors, with 1,360 projected new jobs. ABAG also projects that Union City will add

the same rate, with an AAGR of 0.5 percent and a total household count of 23,650 by

940 Financial and Professional Services jobs, 290 Retail jobs, and 220 Industrial jobs

2040. This is an addition of 3,217 households from 2010 through 2040. ABAG

(Manufacturing, Wholesale, and Transportation). In addition, the city is projected to

projections for Alameda County estimate that Union City’s share of the overall county

add 910 other jobs in Construction, Government, and Other Services.

population will decrease to 4.2 percent of the total county population by 2040,

The Union City Station District Area, which is designated by ABAG as a Priority

compared to 4.6 percent in 2010.

Development Area (PDA), is projected to add about 2,500 jobs (2010-2040), which

and 2040, while increasing its employed labor force by 4,340 (see Figure 2-3). In

would roughly account for half of the projected future job growth for the city.
However, ABAG projects that the most rapid job growth to occur in Oakland,

FIGURE 2-1: ABAG POPULATION PROJECTION

FIGURE 2-2: ABAG HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013.
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013.
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Emeryville, and Dublin, with Alameda and Livermore keeping pace with countywide
job growth trends. Moreover, neighboring communities such as Hayward, Fremont,
Newark, and San Leandro, all show higher projected job growth compared to Union
City according to ABAG.
On the other hand, Economic Modeling Specialists International (EMSI) uses a
different methodology that includes the California Employment Development
Department (EDD) long-term projections as one of the sources projects and predicts
a much more rapid gain in employment for Union City between 2014 and 2024. EMSI
projects Union City will add an estimated 4,300 new jobs during this period. Over
one-third of the projected growth is expected to occur in Wholesale Trade, with 1,391
new jobs. Healthcare and Social Assistance is projected to add another 700 jobs, while
Professional, Scientific and Technical Services is expected to add 440 new jobs. EMSI
projects that Union City will increase its job base by 1.7 annually between 2014 and
2024, which would outpace the projected AAGR for Alameda County (1.4 percent)
and the three-county region consisting of Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara
(1.5 percent).

FIGURE 2-3: ABAG EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS BY INDUSTRY

Jobs

10,000
8,000
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6,000

Health Jobs

4,000
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Source: ADE, Inc., based on ABAG Projections 2013.
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Focus Area Land Use Alternatives
There are three General Plan Update Focus Areas for which the City is evaluating
alternative land uses, including: the Greater Station District Area, the Union City
Boulevard Corridor, and the Horner-Veasy Area. The Focus Areas were selected by
City staff as the areas with greatest potential. Five land use alternatives have been
developed for each of these Focus Areas. Each alternative is accompanied by a map
and a summary of the estimated net new change (2015-2040) in population, housing,
and employment that would result from that alternative’s land use mix. Finally,
readers are encouraged to consult the land use designations (see Appendix A) as a
tool to understand how the land use designations might look on the ground.
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Greater Station District Area
The Greater Station District Area (GSD) Focus Area is located around the Union City BART
station. The GSD encompasses 293.3 acres, and for purposes of this analysis, is divided into
three subareas:
•

East of the Union Pacific (UP) Rail Line (Niles Subdivision). This subarea is bound by
Decoto Road on the north, the East/West Connector right-of-way to the south, 7th
Street on the east, and the Niles Subdivision UP rail line on the west. Businesses and
UP Rail Line

developments in this subarea include a PG&E substation, Air Liquide facility, over a
dozen light industrial buildings, and the Union City Corporation Yard. This subarea is
accessed from 7th Street via Decoto Road on the north and Mission Boulevard on the

UP Rail Line/
BART Line
rd
va
ule
Bo

•

n
sio
Mis

south.
West of the UP Rail Line (Niles Subdivision). This subarea is bounded by Decoto Road

EAST OF
UP RAIL LINE

on the north, the East/West Connector right-of-way on the south, Alvarado-Niles Road
on the west, and the UP rail line on the east. The subarea includes the BART station and
Easst-West
East-West
nnector
Con
Connector

parking lots, lower-density office uses, Marketplace Shopping Center, and high-density
residential and mixed-use developments. Areas west of the BART line are accessed from
Decoto Road, Alvarado-Niles Road, and Union Square. Areas to the east of the tracks
are accessed from Decoto Road, Cheeves Way, and 11th Street. The BART station is

Alvar

ado-

Niles

Road

WEST O
OFF
UP RAIL LINE
LINE

currently only accessible from the west side, but the station is undergoing a renovation

Decot

entrance, the BART station will be a two-sided station that will provide direct access to

o Roa

d

to create an east entrance that is expected to be completed in 2016. With the new
the Station District and to future passenger rail on the Oakland Subdivision.
•

Caltrans Site. This subarea is bound by Osprey Drive and Arroyo Park on the north,
Quarry Lakes Regional Park on the south, the BART tracks on the east, and Old
Alameda Creek on the west. There is a horse corral and boarding business as well as
a single-family home located south of Alvarado-Niles Road. Autowise Car Care and
recreational vehicle parking are located north of Alvarado-Niles Road. The subarea is
accessed from Alvarado-Niles Road and Osprey Drive. Quarry Lakes Road connects
Osprey Drive to the Quarry Lakes Regional Park and Paseo Padre Parkway in Fremont.

Table 2-2 presents a summary of net new population, housing units, and jobs for each of the
Greater Station District Area alternatives.
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CALTRANS
SITE

disposed offsite at a licensed disposal site. To further cleanup the soil, a soil vapor

TABLE 2-2: GREATER STATION DISTRICT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

extraction system was utilized. To clean up the groundwater, groundwater extraction
and treatment systems have been in operation since 1985 and continue to operate
using wells located on and off the site. There are three aquifers (shallow, intermediate,
and deep) that are currently undergoing remediation.
Alternative

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

A

2,383

937

6,004

B1

4,460

1,722

3,258

B2

6,012

2,201

-232

property located between the existing UPRR Niles Subdivision and Zwissig

B3

14,912

6,199

1,782

Way / Bradford Way. On-going monitoring of wells shows an overall decline in

C

3,529

1,426

6,440

contamination levels since 1985 but there are areas where contaminants have not

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

There are a series of monitoring wells within the vicinity of the facility that
are routinely monitored to determine the extent of the plume and levels of
contamination, which show the contaminated plume extending into the vacant

reached maximum contaminant levels (MCLs)1. Any future development in this area
would be under the oversight of the RWQCB to ensure public safety.

Key Issues and Constraints

Waste Containment Area. The Waste Containment Area (WCA) consists of a

There is a history of hazardous materials contamination in the Greater Station

mound rising approximately 22 feet above ground level that contains material from

District Area. Currently (2016), ground water cleanup continues from the previously

the former Pacific States Steel Corporation (PSSC) site as well as clean fill along

active McKesson Chemical Facility that was located at 33950 7th Street. Additionally,

the northerly portion. While the overall property is approximately 16 acres, the

the slag byproduct from the Pacific States Steel Corporation is contained within the

developable area on top of the “cap” is approximately 7 acres2. The WCA has unique

nearly 16-acre Waste Containment Area (WCA) site under a clay cap. This property is

development limitations caused by the type of materials contained on the property,

located on 11th Street, south of the BART station. A detailed discussion of the WCA

restrictions on the types of activities allowed onsite, and property access.

is provided on the following page.
Former McKesson Chemical Facility Site. The McKesson Chemical facility
previously occupied an 8.5 acre site at 33950 7th Street, generally located east of
Decoto Road, south of Mission Boulevard, and west of Daggett Avenue. The facility
was used for industrial chemical distribution and repackaging from 1971 to 1986.
Solvent chemical handling operations resulted in soil and groundwater impacts by
volatile organic chemicals (VOCs). Since 1983, soil and groundwater environmental
investigations and remediation have been conducted at the site under the oversight
of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(RWQCB). Soil and groundwater cleanup began in 1985. Soil was excavated and

1

Omega Environmental Management, Inc., “2015 Status Report, Groundwater Cleanup Program, Former
McKesson Facility, Union City California,” August 2015.

2

Envirocon, “Pacific States Steel Corporation Plant Site, Union City, California: Final Waste Consolidation
Area Design Modification Notice No. 4,” 20 May 2005.
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As part of the clean-up of the PSSC site, several types of waste were remediated

(i.e., steel making by-product composed of silicates and oxides), contaminated soil,

or stabilized to acceptable levels and configured to create the WCA. The property

concrete, and other miscellaneous debris4. The materials contained in the WCA were

cleanup and now current management of the WCA is provided through an agreement

“capped” with an engineered system of clay and other materials designed to prevent

between the Pacific State Steel Corporation (PSSC) and the California Department of

the release of the hazardous materials. The exact location of these various materials

3

Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) . The agreement also addresses future development

under the “cap” is unknown. Prior to development, a Soils Management Plan would

of the site and allows for residential uses, including townhouses, multifamily

need to be approved by DTSC that identifies how the WCA would be impacted and

residences, and hotels, provided that areas for human habitation be located at least

conditions likely imposed to accommodate development.

one floor above the ground floor. In addition, residential uses may not have outdoor
play areas unless the areas are covered by concrete or asphalt or other materials
that prevents contact with the soils. The agreement also stipulated that hospitals for
people, public or private schools for persons less than 21 years of age, day care centers
for children, and growing of food (e.g., livestock or crops) are prohibited.

The WCA was designed to accommodate one point of access near the corner of 11th
Street and Aquamarine Terrace. The California Fire Code stipulates that properties
served by one point of access are limited to 123,999 square feet of commercial or
industrial development or up to 199 units of multifamily development. Based on
discussions with the Alameda County Fire Department, who provides the City’s Fire

The materials within the WCA include: sludge and other material from a former

Department services, this is the maximum intensity permitted by Fire Code, which

cooling pond, sumps, and auto shredder area; fly ash and precipitator dust; and slag

may be further reduced based on the characteristics of a site and specific project

FIGURE 2-5: WASTE CONTAINMENT AREA

components. Additional study, beyond the scope of this report, would be required to
determine the feasibility of installing a secondary access point due to the site’s steep
slopes and impacts of potential engineering, development, and regulatory issues
associated with disturbing the cap and underlying material.
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3

Pacific States Steel Corporation and California Department of Toxic Substances Control Covenant
to Restrict Use of Property – Environmental Restriction (Re: Portion of Former Pacific States Steel
Corporation Plan Site, Comprising Parcel 3 of Parcel Map 8482, Union City, California); April 28, 2006.

4

Shaw Environmental, Inc., “Scope of Work, Additional Work Items, Beyond the Scope of the RDIP Pacific
States Steel Corporation Plant Site, Union City, California,” 24 March 2003.

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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5

2013 California Fire Code Section D104-D106.

Strengths and Opportunities

Station District Strategic Action Plan. The Station District Strategic Action Plan was

Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan. In September 2001, the City

prepared in June 2004 as an implementation tool for coordinating and monitoring

adopted the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan, which created a

the development of the Station District. The plan was intended to assist the City

vision of a compact, pedestrian- and transit-oriented, mixed-use downtown area

in managing multiple development, transportation, and public improvements

centered around a new intermodal transit facility. The City, BART, and AC Transit

projects. The plan focuses on three aspects of development: land use development,

jointly sponsored the preparation of the plan, which was a major effort to provide a

transportation, and community facilities. In addition, the plan outlines the policy

comprehensive vision for transit-oriented development around the BART station.

framework of development in the Station District, the roles and responsibilities of the

The plan outlines land use and transit facility goals; a development program for the

implementation partners, the implementation schedule, and a description of projects.

district including expected capacity, parking, and infrastructure improvements;

Plan Bay Area Priority Development Area. The Station District Area is also

design recommendations for public spaces; and the framework needed to guide the

designated as the Intermodal Station District Priority Development Area (PDA).

development of the district.

PDAs are defined by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) as areas

To promote transit use, the plan calls for a new development pattern that incorporates

that communities have identified as possible areas to grow. They are generally areas

more intensive land uses and reduced dependence on automobile access. The plan

of at least 100 acres where there is local commitment to developing more housing,

focuses on providing easy pedestrian access to the station as well as connections to

locating jobs, and providing amenities and services to meet the day-to-day needs

surrounding residential areas and community amenities. The plan also envisions

of residents and workers in a pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit.

changes to the existing BART station to include a passenger rail station, and

Between 2010 and 2040, Plan Bay Area projects that the Intermodal Station District

incorporates a free passageway through the station which is currently under

PDA will experience a 14 percent increase in housing units and 25 percent increase

construction.

in employment. The area’s PDA designation makes the City eligible for transportation
funds that support and encourage residential and commercial development consistent

The plan envisions the following buildout potential: 699,400 square feet of office,

with Plan Bay Area.

research and development uses, and 204 housing units on the PG&E site which
includes the blocks located along 11th Street between the Decoto Road and Cheeves

Pedestrian BART Access and Overpass. Construction is currently (2016) underway

Way; 489,600 square feet of office and research and development uses within the

to open up the east side of the BART station. A continuous east-west pedestrian spine

BART parking lot (predicated upon BART building a parking garage and reducing

is planned that would extend from the Marketplace commercial center to the existing

their parking footprint); and 265 housing units on the former Litke property, which is

Research and Development Campus, lands east of the UP rail line and is intended

currently developed with a 438-unit apartment building (Avalon Bay). The plan also

to link the Intermodal Station to surrounding neighborhoods and commercial and

identifies areas for parks/open space as well as space for community uses.

employment areas (see Figure 2-4). The BART station free pass through is currently
under construction and the pedestrian plaza and promenade are installed. A

To date, 595 high-density residential units have been constructed in the Station

pedestrian crossing over the easterly UP rail line is planned but not currently funded.

District including a 157-unit affordable housing development. An additional 234
units are approved for construction, and approximately 300 additional units are

East/West Connector. A new four-lane east-west connector arterial is planned

planned. The actual units planned and built exceeds the original plan’s vision by 660

between Mission Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway (see Figure 2-4) to help

units.
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alleviate traffic congestion on Decoto Road and other east-west thoroughfares and to
provide a point of secondary access for the Greater Station District Area. The project,
sponsored by the Alameda County Transportation Commission, is a fully-funded
Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) Tier 1 project with a total estimated cost of
$196 million, which will be paid for by the original Measure B and Measure BB funds.
The proposed roadway alignment traverses the Greater Station District Area and

Zwissig
Extension

will intersect with 7th Street, 11th Street, and Alvarado-Niles Road. The alignment
of the planned connector roadway will have grade-separated crossings at the BART
and railroad lines. South-easterly of Alvarado-Niles Road, the roadway will cross
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both Old Alameda Creek and Alameda Creek, where it will connect to Paseo Padre
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Parkway and direct traffic to I-880 by way of Decoto Road. The extension is expected
to be completed by 2020.
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City-owned Property. The City owns about 8.3 acres of vacant land northeast of the
Diaia
mo
nd
Te
rra
ce

BART station. The City maintains control over how and when these sites develop,
subject to the plans adopted by the City (e.g., the General Plan, the Intermodal
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FIGURE 2-4: GREATER STATION DISTRICT
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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them for parking.

Greater Station District Area
Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative A (Figure 2-6) maintains the existing 2002 General Plan designations and
zoning classifications. The existing 2002 General Plan identifies the area east of the
UP rail line as an employment center that accommodates higher-density flex space,
research and development, sales, and services. Under Greater Station District Area
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Greater Station District Area
Alternative B1: Residential with Research and Development
Focus
Alternative B1 (Figure 2-7) has a residential with research and development focus.
This alternative emphasizes residential land uses between 10 and 45 du/ac and
maintains adjacent land for research and development uses, consistent with 2002

access roads from Decoto Road to Zwissig Way. Under Greater Station District Area
Mey
er s

3,258 jobs by 2040.

TABLE 2-4: GREATER STATION DISTRICT ALTERNATIVE B1
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FIGURE 2-7: GREATER STATION DISTRICT ALTERNATIVE B1
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Greater Station District Area
Alternative B2: Lower-Density Residential
Alternative B2 (Figure 2-8) has a lower-density residential focus and emphasizes
residential land uses ranging between 6 and 45 du/ac. Most of these proposed
designation changes are on the east side of the UP rail line and in the Caltrans site.
Additionally, this alternative assumes development of the Pedestrian BART Access

TABLE 2-5: GREATER STATION DISTRICT ALTERNATIVE B2
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Greater Station District Area
Alternative B3: Higher-Density Residential Focus
Alternative B3 (Figure 2-9) has a higher-density residential focus and allows
residential developments of over 100 du/ac. Most of these proposed higher-density
designations are located to the west of the UP rail lines. Additionally, the land
surrounding the Alvarado-Niles and Decoto intersection is proposed for a mixed-

the Pedestrian BART Access and Overpass through the BART station and over the

Area Alternative B3, the area is projected to add 14,912 residents, 6,199 housing
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FIGURE 2-9: GREATER STATION DISTRICT ALTERNATIVE B3
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Greater Station District Area
Alternative C: Station Area Office
Alternative C (Figure 2-10) has a Station Area office focus that emphasizes office use
designations in the areas surrounding the BART station. Office uses are proposed
to the east of the UP rail lines and on the existing Waste Containment Area.
Additionally, this alternative assumes development of the Pedestrian BART Access
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Union City Boulevard
The Union City Boulevard Corridor Focus Area is located in northwestern Union
City. The area encompasses 65.3 acres and is bounded by Bettencourt Way on the
south, Whipple Road on the north, the Union Pacific (UP) rail lines on the east, and
the Lincoln Alvarado Business Park to the west. The Union City Boulevard corridor
Whipple Road

bisects the Focus Area north to south.
Businesses south of the UP rail line include retail and office uses, a variety of
industrial and warehousing businesses, a concrete batch plant, and outdoor storage. A
trucking distribution company is located on the triangle area north of the rail line at
the corner of Whipple Road and Union City Boulevard.
Areas surrounding the Union City Boulevard Focus Area include the Kaiser Medical
Center and Clock Towers Business Park to the north, light industrial warehouses and
distribution centers to the west, an R&D Park and residential land uses to the east,
eet

and commercial and residential uses to the south. The Alvarado Historic District lies
Dyer Str

directly to the south along Union City Boulevard and extends along Smith Street.
Table 2-8 presents a summary of net new population, housing units, and jobs for each
of the Union City Boulevard alternatives.

s Road

do-Nile

Alvara

Union City Bou

levard

Smith Street
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Whipple Road (near the Kaiser Permanente facility), there is only an emergency

TABLE 2-8: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

crossing; trucks and automobiles are not allowed to pass. As a result, all of the truck
and auto traffic from the Lincoln Alvarado Business Park must use Bettencourt
Way as the sole point of access. The properties to the east and west along Union
City Boulevard also lack connectivity across Union City Boulevard. In addition, all

Alternative

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

A

0

0

348

B

965

370

114

C1

521

218

487

C2

408

171

1,536

and a portion of the adjacent property to the south located at 30315 Union City

D

2,040

815

-319

Boulevard. There have been significant cleanup activities at the site to reduce the

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Issues and Constraints
Underutilized Land. The Union City Boulevard Corridor Focus Area includes
underutilized properties. Most structures along the corridor are large one- to
two-story warehouses and industrial buildings set back from the street. Many
buildings suffer from a lack of maintenance and some of the properties have outdoor
operations, such as the cement plant, which is a legal non-conforming use. In general,
landscaping on private property is poorly maintained. These factors contribute to an
overall abandoned appearance in much of the area.

properties take direct access off of Whipple Road, which is not efficient and adds to
traffic congestion.
Hazardous Materials. Historical dry cleaning operations have resulted in soil
and groundwater impacts on property located at 30305 Union City Boulevard

elevated concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in both soil and
groundwater. These efforts were largely successful in reducing the concentrations of
some compounds. However, concentrations of certain compounds and, most notably,
vinyl chloride have increased in groundwater, which would require additional
cleanup efforts and will likely take several years6. Clean-up efforts are under the
oversight of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region (RWQCB) and the Alameda County Water District (ACWD). Any future
development of the properties would also be under the oversight of the RWQCB and
ACWD to ensure public safety.

Poor Pedestrian Experience. Union City Boulevard is a highly automobile-

Strengths and Opportunities

dominated corridor and lacks safe and inviting pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Most

Market Potential. The Union City Boulevard Corridor Focus Area is located within

buildings have surface parking fronting the street. On-street curb-cuts are frequent.

one of three industrial/employment centers in the city. The area may benefit from

High traffic speeds along the corridor also contribute to an uninviting experience for

proximity to existing light industrial uses. The region’s overall healthy industrial

pedestrians.

market demand will likely support additional industrial uses, as the citywide
industrial vacancy rate was only 4.2 percent in 2015. The area could also support

Poor Circulation. The corridor has poor traffic circulation and congestion because

residential development given the healthy multifamily residential market.

of the at-grade UP rail lines that traverse the area. The UP rail line crosses Union
City Boulevard just south of Whipple Road, and is fully improved with warning

6

Tom Berkins, Groundwater Protection Program Coordinator, Alameda County Water District.

devices and gates, resulting in delays when trains are crossing. Where the tracks cross
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Union City Boulevard Widening Project. The Union City Boulevard widening
project is a fully-funded CWTP Tier 1 project with a total estimated cost of $10
million, sponsored by Union City. The project would entail widening Union City
Boulevard/Hesperian Boulevard to three lanes from Whipple Road, just north of the
Focus Area in Union City, to Industrial Parkway in Hayward.

Potential Commuter
Rail Station
R d
Whipple Road

New Intersection. The Union City Boulevard Focus Area would benefit from the
addition of an intersection and connecting access roads mid-way along Union City

New Underpass

Boulevard. The areas to the east and west of Union City Boulevard are currently
accessed from driveways. A new intersection with internal connecting streets would
open and connect properties to the east and west (see Figure 2-11).

Existing At-Grade Crossing

Railroad Crossing Underpass. There is potential to resolve the circulation challenges
facing the Union City Boulevard Focus Area by constructing an underpass below the
UP rail line. An underpass would improve the flow of traffic and could assist with
obtaining approvals to construct a new at-grade crossing over Whipple Road to the
that the underpass does not detract from the walkability of the Union City Boulevard
corridor or limit access to adjacent properties. While the City has studied the
possibility of constructing an underpass on Union City Boulevard at the UP railroad

New
Intersection

rd
ard
ulevva
n City Boule
Union

north (see Figure 2-11). However, it would need to be carefully planned to ensure

tracks, a more ambitious, but highly unlikely scenario would involve lowering the
train tracks below the road to allow for the free-flow of traffic across Whipple Road

Tarra Court

and Union City Boulevard.
Commuter Rail Station. A potentially significant opportunity that could change
the character of the Union City Boulevard Focus Area would be the addition of
commuter rail service along the UP rail line and a new station somewhere in the area
(see Figure 2-11). Under an alternative being considered by the Capital Corridor Rail
Authority, the existing UP rail line right-of-way would be double-tracked and used
for commuter rail service. While no station is currently being considered for Union
City along this route, the Union City Boulevard Corridor Focus Area would be a
prime location for a stop.

y
Bettenc ou rt Wa

Connect to existing industrial/
warehouse area and Whipple
Road extension. Specific
alignment of roadway has not
been determined.

FIGURE 2-11: UNION CITY BOULEVARD
INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Union City Boulevard
Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative A (Figure 2-12) maintains the existing General Plan designations. This
alternative maintains the existing at-grade crossing at Union City Boulevard, but
assumes that a new intersection would be constructed to connect areas on both sides
of Union City Boulevard south of the UP rail line. Under Union City Boulevard
Alternative A, the area is not projected to add any residents or housing units, but is
projected to add 348 jobs by 2040.
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TABLE 2-9: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE A

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

0

0

348

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-12: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE A
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Union City Boulevard
Alternative B: East-Side Residential
Alternative B (Figure 2-13) promotes residential development on the east side of the
Focus Area, and would direct higher-density housing along Union City Boulevard.
This alternative also assumes that a railroad underpass would be constructed along
Union City Boulevard to improve circulation along the corridor, along with a new
intersection that would be constructed to connect areas on both sides of Union City
Boulevard south of the UP rail line. Under Union City Boulevard Alternative B, the
area is projected to add 965 residents, 370 housing units, and 114 jobs by 2040.
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TABLE 2-10: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE B

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

965

370

114

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-13: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE B
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Union City Boulevard
Alternative C1: East-Side Commercial/Residential
Alternative C1 (Figure 2-14) promotes both retail and residential designations on
the east side of the Focus Area. Retail and commercial services would front on
Union City Boulevard, while residential uses would be located adjacent to existing
residential areas. This alternative also assumes that a railroad underpass would be
constructed along Union City Boulevard to improve circulation along the corridor,
along with a new intersection that would be constructed to connect areas on both
sides of Union City Boulevard south of the UP rail line. Under Union City Boulevard
ad
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pple
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Alternative C1, the area is projected to add 521 residents, 218 housing units, and 487
jobs by 2040.

TABLE 2-11: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE C1

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

521

218

487
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-14: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE C1
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Union City Boulevard
Alternative C2: Commercial/Mixed Use
Alternative C2 (Figure 2-15) promotes commercial uses on the west side of the
Focus Area and mixed-use commercial on the east side. This alternative also assumes
that a railroad underpass would be constructed along Union City Boulevard to
improve circulation along the corridor, along with a new intersection that would be
constructed to connect areas on both sides of Union City Boulevard south of the UP
rail line. Under Union City Boulevard Alternative C2, the area is projected to add 408
residents, 171 housing units, and 1,536 jobs by 2040.
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TABLE 2-12: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE C2

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs
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171

1,536
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-15: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE C2
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Union City Boulevard
Alternative D: Residential
Alternative D (Figure 2-16) promotes residential uses south of the UP rail line. An
open space buffer (exact width to be determined) would be necessary to separate
residential uses from existing industrial uses to the west of the Focus Area to
minimize impacts. This alternative also assumes that a railroad underpass would be
constructed along Union City Boulevard to improve circulation along the corridor,
along with a new intersection that would be constructed to connect areas on both
sides of Union City Boulevard south of the UP rail line. Under Union City Boulevard
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Alternative D, the area is projected to add 2,040 residents, 815 housing units, but lose
319 jobs by 2040.

TABLE 2-13: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE D

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-16: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVE D

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Whipple Road

Horner-Veasy
The Horner-Veasy Focus Area lies on the westernmost side of Union City, adjacent
to the San Francisco Bay. The area, encompassing 45.5 acres, is bounded by
Alameda Creek on the west, the Union Sanitary District treatment plant and a
drainage canal on the south, vacant property owned by the Alameda County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) to the north, and Whipple
Road to the east. The area is intersected by Horner Street.
The area is currently occupied by a mix of industrial uses, outdoor storage and
truck parking, and existing non-conforming single-family residences. Businesses

Horner Street

Street Lally Truck & Trailer Repair,
Smith
in the area include the Diamond Mine
Mini-Storage,
and United Miscellaneous Steel Fabricators.

ulevard

Vea
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S et

The Horner-Veasy Focus Area is currently only accessible from Whipple Road
to the north and includes three internal streets: Horner Street, Veasy Street,

Union City Bo

and Benson Road. Veasy Street and Benson Road terminate in a cul-de-sac that
provides access to the Union Sanitary District (USD) facility. The east side of
Horner Street currently terminates at Whipple Road. The west side of Horner

a

Be
ns
o

d

o
nR

Street terminates at the Diamond Mine storage facility. There are no pedestrian or
bicycle facilities west of Whipple Road.
Table 2-14 presents a summary of net new population, housing units, and jobs for
each of the Horner-Veasy alternatives.
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Lot Fragmentation. The area is made up of several parcels under individual

TABLE 2-14: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

ownership. This configuration is less suited for large-scale industrial uses and also
poses an obstacle to address infrastructure deficiencies.
Access and Road Conditions. Location and access is another issue for development
potential of the area. The area is located 2.7 miles from the freeway via Whipple

Alternative

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

A

0

0

180

B

1,084

431

-14

C

154

41

181

east of Whipple Road with new neighborhoods west of Whipple Road (see Figure

D1

92

24

182

2-17). Finally, the streets within the area are substandard and would require

D2

92

24

199

upgrading in order to meet the needs of industrial users.

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Road, Bettencourt Way, Union City Boulevard, and Whipple Road. Alternative B,
which promotes residential development in the entire area, would benefit from a
reconnection of Horner Street for the purpose of linking established neighborhoods

Union Sanitary District Facility. The Union Sanitary District (USD) wastewater
treatment facility is located immediately south of the Horner-Veasy Area. While

Key Issues and Constraints

the USD operates the facility effectively and limits factors that could contribute

Non-conforming Uses. There are several existing legal nonconforming uses (e.g.,

to nuisances (e.g., odor, noise, traffic), the facility’s location could result in future

mini-storage, truck parking, and outdoor yards) in the area, and property-ownership

activities that may not be compatible with some uses (e.g., residential).

is fragmented west of Whipple Road. The Diamond Mine Storage facility east of
Whipple Road is a legal non-conforming use. In 2008, the City Council established a

Planned Land Uses. The current General Plan allows for the establishment of a five-

moratorium on development in the area to evaluate infrastructure needs and market

acre private institutional zone in the Horner-Veasy Area. An application is in process

conditions in the area. An amortization process was established in 2009 and four

for a proposed religious facility located off Veasy Street adjacent to the existing USD

properties have been amortized with 10 years to cease operations.

facility. This new religious facility could impact future land uses in the area and may
pose an impediment to the expansion of the USD facility

Infrastructure Deficiencies. The development potential for the Horner-Veasy Area
is largely dependent on the ability to address infrastructure needs and mitigate
flood potential. The area has several significant physical and infrastructure issues,
including: unimproved public roads that lack curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and
drainage facilities; potential soil contamination; susceptibility to seismic events (i.e.,
liquefaction); and flood risk. Due to the area’s proximity to the San Francisco Bay,
sea level rise is also a concern for future development. The 2002 General Plan called
for the development of a unified strategy to address the area’s lack of utilities, soil
conditions, likely contamination, potential for flooding and drainage constraints, and
facilitate infill development.
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Strengths and Opportunities
Location. Despite its significant issues and constraints, the Horner-Veasy Area
has several features that may support its redevelopment in a variety of alternative
uses. The area’s proximity to the San Francisco Bay offers excellent views and
access to Bayshore Areas. The area is surrounded by successful, well-established
neighborhoods and has a historical connection to the Historic Alvarado District
along Horner Road. Finally, there is potential to connect the Horner-Veasy Area to
the rest of the city by re-opening the Horner Street connection, which currently ends
just east of Whipple Road (see Figure 2-17).
Master Developer Scenario. An Infrastructure Needs Assessment Report3 was
prepared in 2008 for the Horner-Veasy Area. The report evaluated the necessary
improvements and costs to accommodate new light industrial uses and determined
that a master developer scenario was the most cost effective way to facilitate new

Alternative B
Horner Reconnection

development.

Horner Street

Horner Street
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Veasy Street
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3
2008 Infrastructure Needs Assessment Report for the Horner/Veasy Area is available at
http://www.ci.union-city.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=366

FIGURE 2-17: HORNER-VEASY AREA
INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Horner-Veasy
Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative A (Figure 2-18) maintains the existing General Plan land use
designations. Under Horner-Veasy Area Alternative A, the area is not projected to
add any residents or housing units, but is projected to add 180 jobs by 2040.

TABLE 2-15: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE A
Horner Street

Horner Street

0

0

180

oad
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Net New Jobs

W h ipp

Net New Housing Units

Veasy Street

Net New Population
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nso
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B

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-18: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE A
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Horner-Veasy
Alternative B: Residential
Alternative B (Figure 2-19) promotes residential uses within the Focus Area. An open
space buffer is included to separate residential uses from the Baylands to the west of
the Focus Area, so as to minimize disturbance of the natural resource. The City would
encourage the reconnection of Horner Street, from existing neighborhoods east of
Whipple Road to new neighborhoods west of Whipple Road to facilitate residential
access. Under Horner-Veasy Area Alternative B, the area is projected to add 1,084
residents, 431 housing units, but lose 14 jobs by 2040.
Horner Street

Horner Street

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

1,084

431

-14
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le R
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W h ipp

Veasy Street

TABLE 2-16: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE B
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Legend

0

Focus Area Boundary

Mixed Use

Rail Line

Visitor and Thoroughfare Commercial

Residential (3 - 6 du/ac)

Office Commercial

Residential (6 - 10 du/ac)

Research and Development Campus

Residential (10 - 17 du/ac)

Special Industrial

Residential (17 - 30 du/ac)

Light Industrial

Residential (30 - 45 du/ac)

General Industrial

Residential (45 - 100 du/ac)

Private Institutional

Residential (> 100 du/ac)

Civic Facility

Retail Commercial

Open Space

Station Mixed Use Commercial

Agriculture

0.125

0.25

FIGURE 2-19: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE B
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Horner-Veasy
Alternative C: Residential/Light Industrial
Alternative C (Figure 2-20) promotes residential uses to the east of Whipple Road
and maintains the light industrial designation to the west of Whipple Road. An open
space buffer between new uses in the Horner-Veasy Area and the Baylands is also
included, so as to minimize disturbance of the natural resource. Under Horner-Veasy
Area Alternative C, the area is projected to add 154 residents, 41 housing units, and
181 jobs by 2040.

TABLE 2-17: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE C
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-20: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE C
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Horner-Veasy
Alternative D1: Union Sanitary District Expansion Option
Alternative D1 (Figure 2-21) promotes low-density residential development to
the east of Whipple Road, for a potential expansion of the Union Sanitary District
campus at the center of the Focus Area, and light industrial uses along the western
and northern borders of the Focus Area. Under Horner-Veasy Area Alternative D1,
the area is projected to add 92 residents, 24 housing units, and 182 jobs by 2040.

TABLE 2-18: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE D1
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-21: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE D1
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Horner-Veasy
Alternative D2: Union Sanitary District Expansion – City
Option
Alternative D2 (Figure 2-22) is a variation on Alternative D1. Like Alternative D1,
this alternative promotes low-density residential to the east of Whipple Road. Unlike
Alternative D1, this alternative locates the area for a potential expansion of the Union
Sanitary District (USD) campus along the western border of the Focus Area. Light
industrial uses are suggested for the area between the residential and Union Sanitary
District uses. This alternative provides a better opportunity to develop light industrial
uses on the area adjacent to Whipple Road. Under Horner-Veasy Area Alternative

Horner Street

Horner Street
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TABLE 2-19: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE D2
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D2, the area is projected to add 92 residents, 24 housing units, and 199 jobs by 2040.
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
0

0.125

Miles
0.5

0.25

Legend
Focus Area Boundary

Mixed Use

Rail Line

Visitor and Thoroughfare Commercial

Residential (3 - 6 du/ac)

Office Commercial

Residential (6 - 10 du/ac)

Research and Development Campus

Residential (10 - 17 du/ac)

Special Industrial

Residential (17 - 30 du/ac)

Light Industrial

Residential (30 - 45 du/ac)

General Industrial

Residential (45 - 100 du/ac)

Private Institutional

Residential (> 100 du/ac)

Civic Facility

Retail Commercial

Open Space

Station Mixed Use Commercial

Agriculture

FIGURE 2-22: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVE D2
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Citywide Land Use Alternatives
The Citywide Alternatives organize the Focus Area alternatives within the greater

TABLE 2-20: FOCUS AREA COMBINATIONS
Citywide
Alternatives

Greater
Station
District

Union
City
Boulevard

HornerVeasy
Area

Other
Areas

Alternative A:
2002 General Plan

A

A

A

2002
General
Plan

Alternative B:
Residential

B2

D

B

2002
General
Plan

Alternative C:
High-Density
Residential

B3

D

B

2002
General
Plan

Alternative D:
Residential/
Employment

B1

B

C

2002
General
Plan

Alternative E:
Enhanced
Commercial/
Employment

C

C1

C

2002
General
Plan

context of the city. There are five Citywide Alternatives, each reflecting a different
theme, such as increased commercial, high-density residential, or mixed-use
development. Each Citywide Alternative incorporates a different combination
of Focus Area Alternatives, depending on how the theme of that Focus Area
Alternative fits with the theme of that Citywide Alternative.
These different combinations are summarized in Table 2-20. Since the Focus Areas
are the only proposed areas of change, other areas of Union City will retain the
existing (2002) land use designations regardless of the Citywide Alternative theme.
There is, however, some assumed population and job growth attributed to areas
outside of the Focus Areas through development of vacant sites and redevelopment
of some underutilized sites.
Each Citywide Alternative includes a description, a map of the area, and a summary
of the potential gain in population, housing, and jobs generated by that specific
alternative. Readers are encouraged to use the land use designations (Appendix A)
as a tool to understand how the land use designations might look on the ground.
It should be noted that not all Focus Area Alternatives will be reflected in a
Citywide Alternative. However, these additional alternatives are equally important
to consider, as they provide additional points of comparison.
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
FIGURE 2-24:
NET NEW HOUSING UNITS

FIGURE 2-23:
NET NEW POPULATION

FIGURE 2-25:
NET NEW JOBS
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Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative B: Residential
Alternative C: High-Density Residential
Alternative D: Residential/Employment
Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment
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Citywide Alternative A: 2002 General Plan

TABLE 2-21: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A (Figure 2-27) continues planned uses consistent with the existing 2002
General Plan which include primarily light industrial, flex industrial, and research
and development uses. Figure 2-26 shows the combination of focus area alternatives
that make up this citywide alternative. Under Citywide Alternative A, population

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

2,719

1,020

9,170

would increase by 2,719, housing would increase by 1,020 units, and employment
would increase by 9,170 jobs by the year 2040.

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-26 : CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE A
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FIGURE 2-27 : CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE A LAND USE DIAGRAM
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Alternative B: Residential

TABLE 2-22: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B (Figure 2-29) emphasizes residential uses in the Focus Areas, while
maintaining the existing General Plan land uses in the other areas of the city, with
minor land use changes. Figure 2-28 shows the combination of focus area alternatives
that make up this citywide alternative. Under Citywide Alternative B, population
would increase by 9,504, housing would increase by 3,540 units, and employment
would increase by 3,350 jobs by the year 2040.

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

9,504

3,540

3,350

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-28:
2-28: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE B
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FIGURE 2-29 : CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE B LAND USE DIAGRAM
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Alternative C: High-Density Residential

TABLE 2-23: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C (Figure 2-31) emphasizes high-density residential uses in the Focus
Areas, while maintaining the existing General Plan land uses in the other areas of
the city, with minor land use changes. Figure 2-30 shows the combination of focus
area alternatives that make up this citywide alternative. Under Citywide Alternative
C, population would increase by 18,404, housing would increase by 7,540 units, and
employment would increase by 4,860 jobs by the year 2040.

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

18,404

7,540

4,860

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 2-30: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE C
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FIGURE 2-31 : CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE C LAND USE DIAGRAM
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Alternative D: Residential/Employment

TABLE 2-24: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D (Figure 2-33) emphasizes a mix of lower-density residential and
commercial/employment-generating uses in the Focus Areas, while maintaining the
existing General Plan land uses in the other areas of the city, with minor land use
changes. Figure 2-32 shows the combination of focus area alternatives that make up this
citywide alternative. Under Citywide Alternative D, population would increase by 2,945,
housing would increase by 2,220 units, and employment would increase by 5,660 jobs by
the year 2040.

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

2,945

2,220

5,660

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Legend

FIGURE 2-32:
2-32: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE D
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FIGURE 2-33 : CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE D LAND USE DIAGRAM
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Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment

TABLE 2-25: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E (Figure 2-35) is similar to Alternative D in the Union City Boulevard
and Horner-Veasy Alternatives, but emphasizes a higher mix of commercial/office/
employment-generating uses in the Greater Station District while maintaining the
existing General Plan land uses in the other areas of the city, with minor land use
changes. Figure 2-34 shows the combination of focus area alternatives that make up
this citywide alternative. Under Citywide Alternative E, population would increase
by 4,570, housing would increase by 1,780 units, and employment would increase by

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

4,570

1,780

10,640

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

10,640 jobs by the year 2040.

Legend

FIGURE 2-34: CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE E
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FIGURE 2-35 : CITYWIDE ALTERNATIVE E LAND USE DIAGRAM
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Chapter 3:
Citywide Alternatives Evaluation and Comparison
4.

Introduction

Alternative D: Residential/Employment. Alternative D would reprogram
the Focus Areas to include a mix of lower-density residential and commercial/

This chapter evaluates the key issues identified during the General Plan Update

employment generating uses. It would plan some areas east of the UP rail

process for each of the Citywide Alternatives. The Citywide Alternatives are as

line in the Greater Station District for lower-density (between 6 and 45 du/

follows:

ac) residential development and retain others for research and development.
Union City Boulevard would retain its special industrial development west of

1.

Alternative A: Employment. Alternative A would continue the planned land

the corridor and residential to the east. Horner-Veasy would retain its planned

uses contained in the existing 2002 General Plan. It would continue to plan

industrial use for areas west of Whipple Road, but be reprogrammed for low-

the Greater Station District for transit-oriented mixed-use development for

density residential for areas east of Whipple Road.

areas around the BART station and research and development for areas east
of the UP rail line. Union City Boulevard would continue to be planned for
special industrial zone (which accommodates very light industrial, research
and development, and office uses), and Horner-Veasy would continue as a light

5.

Alternative E: Enhanced Employment. Alternative E would reprogram the
Focus Areas to emphasize a mix of commercial, office, and employmentgenerating uses. It would plan some areas east of the UP rail line in the
Greater Station District for office commercial development and retain

industrial land use.

others for research and development. It would also reprogram the existing
2.

3.

Alternative B: Residential. Alternative B would reprogram the Focus Areas

commercial centers at Alvarado-Niles Road and Decoto Road as mixed-use

to include lower-density residential development. It would plan all areas east

commercial centers. Union City Boulevard would retain its special industrial

of the UP rail line in the Greater Station District for residential development

land use on the west side, and accommodate retail commercial and medium-

between 6 and 45 du/ac. Union City Boulevard and Horner-Veasy would both

density development on the east side. Horner-Veasy would retain its planned

be planned for residential development.

industrial use for areas west of Whipple Road, but be reprogrammed for low-

Alternative C: High-Density Residential. Alternative C would reprogram

density residential for areas west of Whipple Road.

the Focus Areas to include a mix of high-density residential and mixed-use
development. It would plan all areas east of the UP rail line in the Greater
Station District for high-density (between 45 and 100+ du/ac) residential
development. It would also reprogram the existing commercial centers at
Alvarado-Niles Road and Decoto Road as mixed-use commercial centers.
Union City Boulevard and Horner-Veasy would both be planned for

On the footer of every page, you will find a
key to the Citywide Alternatives discussed in
this chapter.

residential development.
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Evaluation criteria were defined based on the Issues and Opportunities Report and
input from community workshops, the EDAT and GPAC, the Planning Commission,
and the City Council. The alternatives are evaluated and compared according to the
following categories:

Land Use
Key Findings
The Land Use section addresses how the citywide alternatives would change Union

•

Land Use and Community Design

City’s population and employment, land use mix, potential development types, and

•

Economic and Fiscal Conditions

opportunity costs and analyzes their consistency with regional plans. The following

•

Transportation and Mobility

•

Infrastructure and Services

city in 2040. Alternative B falls slightly short of ABAG’s projection; the other

•

Resources

alternatives fall significantly below.

•

Hazards and Safety

summarizes key findings from this section:
•

•

Only Alternative C meets and exceeds ABAG’s projected population for the

Alternative A and Alternative E provide sufficient capacity through 2040 to
accommodate projected employment growth; the other alternatives do not.

Each evaluation first describes the measure being used to evaluate and compare the

Alternatives A and E both result in substantial increases in employment-

alternatives, then explains why this measure is important for planning future growth

generating uses but include a different mix of jobs. Alternative A results in

and development. Lastly, the alternatives are evaluated based on the measure and

more industrial jobs, while Alternative E results in more office/retail/service

compared with one another.

jobs.
•

Alternatives A and E result in the greatest increases in employment-generating
uses, such as office, industrial, and commercial; they exceed 2040 projections.
Alternative B results in the least opportunity for non-residential development.

•

Alternatives A and E would have the lowest land use opportunity costs because
they would accommodate more flexible land uses. Alternatives B and C would
have the highest land use opportunity costs since these alternatives would
reprogram significant areas of the city from employment- and commercialbased uses to residential uses, which are considered less flexible.

•

Alternative A is consistent with Plan Bay Area assumptions for the Intermodal
Station District Priority Development Area (PDA) and Plan Bay Area.
Alternative E, which includes additional job growth compared to Alternative
A, would also likely be considered consistent with the PDA.

Alternative B: Residential
Alternative C: High-Density Residential CITYWIDE
Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative D: Residential/Employment Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment ALTERNATIVES
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Population and Employment Growth

strong enough to support significantly more population growth in Union City than
ABAG projects. An alternative that emphasizes residential development could result

What is the measure?

in higher population growth than ABAG projects.

The measure compares the 2040 population and employment buildout of each
Figure 3-1 compares Union City’s 2040 population buildout under each alternative

alternative with population and employment projections.

with the ABAG projections for Union City through 2040. As the chart shows, only

Why is it important?

Alternative C exceeds ABAG’s projected population for the city in 2040. Alternative

Comparing population and employment buildout with future regional growth

B falls slightly short of ABAG’s projection. Alternatives A, D, and E fall significantly

projections reveals how well each alternative matches regional growth assumptions.

short of accommodating ABAG’s projection.

Situations where capacity does not meet or exceeds projected growth can indicate

FIGURE 3-1: 2015-2040 NET NEW POPULATION

that planned land use does not accommodate future demands. Regional population
20,000

and employment projections are, however, based on past trends, data sources, and,

18,404

in some cases, regional planning objectives. They may not reflect future market
demands or an individual community’s desired future. In fact, a general plan is
intended to influence future growth to address local issues or opportunities and to
implement a community’s vision for the future.
15,000

The outcome of the General Plan Update process will determine whether Union City
growth (i.e. more jobs) or both on its remaining vacant and underutilized lands.

How do the Alternatives compare?
Population Growth
According to the California Department of Finance, Union City’s current (2015)
population is about 72,750. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)

Net New Population

will accommodate future population growth (i.e. more residents) or employment

9,504

10,000

9,750

ABAG 2040 Population
Projection (2013)

projects Union City’s population will increase to 82,500 by the year 2040, an increase
of 9,750 from 2015. ABAG projections are based on Plan Bay Area, which allocated

4,570

5,000

new residential development to major city centers, including Oakland, San Francisco,

2,719

and San Jose, to address requirements proposed by Senate Bill 375 (Sustainable

2,945

Communities Act), which required reductions in future greenhouse gas emissions
(GHG) through linking land use and transportation. ADE, the economist for the
Union City General Plan Update, believes that housing demand in the Bay Area is

0

Alt A

Alt B

Alt C

Alt D

Alt E

Source: ABAG. 2013; Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

56 Union City General Plan Update | uc2040. com

CITYWIDE Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative B: Residential
Alternative C: High-Density Residential
ALTERNATIVES Alternative D: Residential/Employment Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment

FIGURE 3-2: 2015-2040 NET NEW JOBS

Employment Growth
According to Local Employment Dynamics and Economic Modeling Specialists
International (EMSI), Union City has about 24,000 jobs (2014). As stated previously,

12,000

to address the goals regarding future GHG reduction, Plan Bay Area focused on
allocating jobs where they could be served by transit, mainly within the region’s larger

10,640

cities, including San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose. Therefore, ABAG projects
Union City’s employment will only increase by 3,700 jobs by the year 2040. According

10,000

to EMSI projections, Union City is expected to add 4,350 jobs between 2014 and

9,170

2024, while ABAG projects only 1,510 jobs during the similar 2015-2025 period.
EMSI uses a different methodology from ABAG in that it includes the California

projections to match anticipated growth rates in Alameda County and the threecounty region (including Santa Clara and Contra Costa Counties), ADE prepared
alternate employment projections that indicate Union City will likely grow by roughly

Net New Jobs

Using the EMSI projections for Union City in the short term, and scaling longer-term

8,350

8,000

Employment Development Department long-term projections as one of its sources.

ADE 2040
Employment Projection

6,000

5,660
4,860

8,350 jobs by 2040. ADE believes these projections better reflect the true economic
development potential in Union City.

4,000

3,350

Figure 3-2 compares ADE’s 2040 employment projections with employment buildout

3,700

ABAG 2040
Employment Projection

in Union City under each alternative. As the chart shows, only Alternatives A and E
provide sufficient capacity through 2040 to accommodate projected employment for

2,000

the city in 2040.
A comparison of projected population and employment with the buildout capacity of
each alternative reveals that Union City has a limited supply of land. As the analyses

0

summarized in Figures 3-1 and 3-2 show, some alternatives fall considerably short

Alt A

of accommodating projected population and/or employment growth, while others

Source: Applied Development Economics, November
2015; Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

Alt B

Alt C

Alt D

Alt E

would accommodate more growth than projected.

Alternative B: Residential
Alternative C: High-Density Residential CITYWIDE
Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
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FIGURE 3-3: 2014 EXISTING LAND USE MIX

Land Use Mix
What is the measure?

3.2%

The measure of land use mix reflects the diversity and distribution of proposed land
uses and their ability to create mixed-use neighborhoods and districts.

Lower-Density Residential
Medium-Density Residential

Why is it important?

13.6%
Higher-Density Residential

A diverse mix of land can enhance the viability of neighborhoods, commercial and
mixed-use centers, and employment districts by making it easier and more efficient
for residents to find places to live and work and to take care of everyday tasks. Over-

Commercial
48.5%
Mixed Use

21.4%

emphasis on one type of land use can make it harder for people to carry out a variety

Industrial

of activities, from finding an affordable place to live, to having a local job, to accessing
needed services. Conversely, a balanced, complementary mix of land uses, including a

7.4%

variety of housing types, commercial services, employment options, and open spaces

Public/Quasi-Public

5.7%
0.1%

can provide residents with local options and reduce the need to travel outside the city.

Parks and Recreation

Figure 3-3 summarizes existing land use within urbanized Union City (e.g., west
of Mission Boulevard and east of the Baylands). Over half (55.9 percent) of the
urbanized city is currently dedicated to residential uses, the predominance of which is
single-family. Industrial and commercial uses make up another 27.1 percent, followed
by public/quasi-public uses, and parks. Mixed-use makes up a very small amount of
the city (0.1 percent).

Note: Calculated land use areas exclude vacant land, rights-of-way, the hillsides east of Mission
Boulevard as the area is regulated by the Hillside Area Plan, which limits growth, and flood plains to the
west as the area is in a flood zone and largely under the ownership of Alameda County Flood Control.
Source: Alameda County Assessor Data, November 2014; Union City Staff, November 2014; Mintier
Harnish, November 2014 and February 2016.

Because Union City is largely built out, there are limited opportunities beyond the

Future land use mix should also factor in the other considerations presented in this
chapter. For example, the Employment Growth and Jobs/Housing Balance sections
indicate there is a shortfall of employment opportunities in the city for Union City’s

Focus Areas to significantly change the existing land use mix. However, the issues
highlighted above, coupled with the limited supply land for development, make
decisions about how the City plans its land use mix that much more important.

existing and future workforce, but the Population Growth and Housing Affordability

This discussion is prompted by the fact that Union City is almost fully built out.

sections indicate there is a need for additional housing opportunities and a variety of

Development opportunities are limited to redeveloping infill sites. As the community

housing types.

makes determinations about how to accommodate growth, there are long-term

Meanwhile, the Parks and Recreation section indicates there is an existing lack of
parkland to meet residents’ needs, and demand for parkland will continue to increase
with population growth.

impact to these decisions. Land use decisions may preserve or curtail future land
use opportunities; therefore, these decisions should be based on the goals and
vision of the community and considered carefully, as every decision comes with an
opportunity cost.
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Alternatives that place residential uses adjacent to non-residential uses, including

figure shows, Citywide Alternative C has the greatest potential to provide for a greater

industrial and retail centers, may create land use conflicts. Generally speaking,

diversity of uses, specifically mixed-use and multifamily development, by planning

industrial/flex office uses can have special requirements and characteristics that may

the city to include additional high-density residential and mixed-use designations

not be compatible with residential uses. Additionally, major roadways, freeways, and

around the BART station, also represented in Greater Station District Alternative B3.

railroad lines can create noise and air quality hazards that impact nearby residents.

Citywide Alternative E results in the greatest increase in employment-generating uses
(e.g., office, industrial, and commercial uses), while Citywide Alternative C would

How do the Alternatives compare?

emphasize residential development. Finally, Alternative A would continue the existing

Figure 3-4 summarizes the acreage of land uses based on the land use mix of the

distribution of uses, which emphasizes job creation over housing development.

alternatives. Because major land use changes are limited to the Focus Areas, changes

No matter what alternative is chosen, low-density residential uses will remain the

to the city’s land use mix will be limited to the Focus Areas and adjacent areas. As the

predominant land use in Union City.

FIGURE 3-4: 2040 ALTERNATIVES LAND USE MIX

47.7%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

3.0%

11.8%

11.8%

12.0%

11.8%

11.8%

48.1%

22.9%

8.3% 5.3%

11.0%
Alt B

1.1%

47.6%

18.9%

5.3%

1.1%

Alt A

47.3%

19.3%

11.0%

4.7%

1.9%

47.3%

21.1%

9.9%

5.3%
1.1%

20.7%

8.9% 6.2%

1.9%

0.9%
Alt C

Alt D

Alt E

Lower-Density Residential

Commercial

Public/Quasi-Public

Medium-Density Residential

Mixed Use

Parks and Recreation

Higher-Density Residential

Industrial

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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the ability for that land to change and evolve over time and provide flexibility in

Land Use Opportunity Cost

meeting changing market demands is reduced or lost. Similarly, when areas planned

What is the measure?

for non-residential development are converted to a residential use, there is a potential

This measure evaluates the opportunity costs associated with developing land with

loss of future job growth and places for shopping and services.

different land uses.

How do the Alternatives compare?

Why is it important?

Figure 3-5 rates the alternatives on their relative land use opportunity costs based

Opportunity cost is the loss of potential benefits of one choice when another choice is

on the amount of land planned for residential development within the Focus Areas.

selected. The Alternatives process that is part of the General Plan Update is intended

Greater weight is placed on alternatives that would subdivide more land (i.e., those

to look at a range of land use alternatives and present the long-term implications

that include lower-density development).

of choosing an alternative. Depending on which alternative is selected, certain

FIGURE 3-5: LAND USE OPPORTUNITY COST RATING

opportunities associated with other land use alternatives can be lost.
Land uses that provide greater flexibility for future change retain their ability to

200

evolve and/or redevelop as a new or enhanced land use. In turn these uses provide
opportunities for reinvestment and intensification over time. Flexible land uses
tend to be non-residential developments that retain large parcel sizes under single

Greater
Opportunity
Costs

ownership, such as industrial, office, and commercial uses. These uses typically have
a 20- to 30-year lifecycle at which point they are redeveloped or upgraded to meet
changing market demands. Multifamily and mixed-use developments with rental
housing may have similar characteristics, although their lifespan tends to be longer.
Land uses that are more permanent can limit or eliminate the ability to change and
redevelop property over time, as well as limit opportunities for reinvestment and
intensification. An established residential neighborhood with for-sale homes is an
example of a more permanent land use. Since they tend to have multiple property
owners and/or smaller lot sizes, residential neighborhoods with for-sale homes

Lower
Opportunity
Costs
0

Alt A

Alt B

Alt C

Alt D

Alt E

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

make the area more difficult and expensive to assemble properties and redevelop.
These types of development tend to have the least potential for change and a higher
opportunity cost.
When existing areas, within a community planned with flexible land uses, are
converted to more permanent uses, there is a corresponding opportunity cost because
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Alternatives B and C have the greatest land use opportunity costs. These alternatives

Potential Development Types

would reprogram significant areas of the city from employment- and commercialbased uses to residential uses in areas east of the BART station, along Union

What is the Measure?

City Boulevard, and in the Horner-Veasy Area. Alternative B, which plans for a

The measure is the number and type of dwelling units and non-residential square

predominantly lower-density, single-family development would have the greatest cost

footage by type.

because it would result in the most subdivision of land resulting in a higher incidence

Why is it important?

of property owners with smaller sized lots.

There are currently (2014) an estimated 21,430 housing units in Union City, including
Alternative C, which plans most areas for high-density residential development would

16,491 single-family units (77 percent) and 4,940 multifamily units and mobile

have similar opportunity costs, but the nature of multifamily projects tends to retain

homes (23 percent). Because the cities of Alameda, San Leandro, Newark, and

larger parcels with single ownership. However, multifamily condominium projects

Fremont are similar to Union City in population and/or location, they provide a point

can present the same challenges as single-family residential subdivisions.

of comparison to better understand Union City’s housing mix. Figure 3-6 includes the
current housing unit mix in Alameda, San Leandro, Newark, Fremont, and California

Alternatives A and E, which retain nearly all of the city’s currently planned

as a whole. As the figure shows, Alameda, San Leandro, Fremont, and California

employment- and commercial-based land uses, would have relatively little land

have higher percentages of multifamily development, or greater housing diversity,

use opportunity costs because the area would continue to accommodate more

compared to Union City. Newark is the only city in this comparison that has a lower

flexible land uses, although they would severely limit the city’s ability to meet

percentage of multifamily housing than Union City.

housing demands. Finally, Alternative D, which includes a mix of residential and
employment- and commercial-based uses, would present some opportunity costs, but

FIGURE 3-6: 2014 REGIONAL HOUSING UNIT MIX

also meet housing demands.

Alameda

53% | 47%

San Leandro

66% | 34%

Newark

81% | 19%

Fremont

71% | 29%

Union City

77% | 23%

California

65% | 35%
00
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Source: California
Department of Finance,
2014.
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Similarly, opportunities for construction of non-residential uses is important for

eating lunch out, etc. Planning for sufficient land to accommodate a variety of non-

building community and for economic development. Commercial, mixed-use, and

residential development types ensures that the City can meet future market demands

public/quasi-public uses typically provide opportunities for a range of shopping

and remain competitive in attracting jobs, retail, and service opportunities.

opportunities, services and amenities to residents, and, in the case of mixed-use
areas, a place to live. Sales from commercial activity generate needed tax revenue for

How do the Alternatives Compare

City operations and functions. These uses, in addition to industrial uses, also provide

Figure 3-7 compares net new housing unit mix by type and by land use alternative.

employment opportunities, from construction jobs to jobs in the businesses that

As the figure shows, Alternative C has the greatest potential to provide for a diversity

occupy the new development. In addition, industrial uses bring in sales tax revenue

of housing types by increasing the proportion of multifamily housing in Union City

from point of sale transactions and their employees bring a day time population to

Alternative A reflects the existing 2002 General Plan and keeps the proportion of

the area that increases the City’s overall sales tax revenue from people shopping,

single-family homes over 70 percent, as it is currently.

FIGURE 3-7: 2015-2040 NET NEW HOUSING MIX
Percentage of Housing

34%

28%
72%

Alt A

45%
66%

Alt B

31%

31%
55%

Alt C

69%

Alt D

Single Family

69%

Multifamily

Alt E

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Figure 3-8 summarizes net new non-residential square footage by development

Consistency with Regional Plans

type. As the figure shows, Alternative E provides the greatest opportunity for
non-residential development; Alternative B provides for the least non-residential

What is the measure?

opportunities. Alternative A favors the creation of industrial and office uses, while

The measure is the consistency of the proposed land use alternatives with Plan Bay

Alternative C favors retail and service opportunities, relative to the total amount of

Area.

non-residential development under each alternative.

Why is it important?

FIGURE 3-8: 2015-2040 NET NEW
NON-RESIDENTIAL SQUARE FOOTAGE

for the San Francisco Bay Area. It is a regional effort to address problems that cross
boundaries, such as housing, air quality, traffic, jobs, economic development, and
open space preservation. Plan Bay Area includes a Sustainable Communities Strategy

4,590

4,380

(SCS) that coordinates land use, housing, and transportation for the nine-county Bay
Area region. It proposes to accommodate 80 percent of the region’s future housing

4,000
(by thousands)

Non-Residential Square Footage

5,000

Plan Bay Area is an integrated long-range transportation and land use/housing plan

needs in Priority Development Areas (PDAs).
The Greater Station District area includes properties that are generally located

3,000

2,740

between Seventh Street and Alvarado-Niles Road, and the Caltrans property. The
PDA is within the Greater Station District boundary and specifically includes the

2,223

properties directly surrounding the BART station, the existing 214-unit townhome

2,000

1,540

development on 11th Street, and the 24-acre vacant research and development
property to the east of the UP rail line. Between 2010 and 2040, the Plan Bay Area

1,000

projects that the Station District will see a 14 percent increase in housing units and
25 percent increase in employment. It was based largely on the City’s existing 2002

0

General Plan and the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan (2001).

Alt A

Alt B

Alt C

Alt D

Alt E
Plan Bay Area does not regulate development, but Union City’s Intermodal Station

Industrial

Office

Services

Retail

District PDA is eligible for transportation funds that would support and encourage
residential and commercial development within the PDA boundaries. These funds are

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

distributed by the Alameda County Transportation Commission as a part of the One
Bay Area Grant (OBAG) program. The City received ABAG funds for a project that
is currently underway to open up the back side of BART to create a free pedestrian
pass-through.
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How do the Alternatives compare?
Because the Union City Intermodal Station District PDA was based on Union City’s
Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan, those alternatives that are
most consistent with the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan are
similarly consistent with Plan Bay Area. In addition, alternatives that would support
the creation of a transit-oriented district around the BART station through higher
densities and greater job opportunities would be in keeping with Plan Bay Area
objectives.
Alternative A, which would continue the existing 2002 General Plan and Intermodal
Station District and Transit Facility Plan, is consistent with Plan Bay Area
assumptions for the Intermodal Station District PDA and Plan Bay Area. Similarly,
Alternative E, which includes additional job growth compared to Alternative A,
would likely be considered consistent with the PDA.
Alternatives B and D are not consistent with the Intermodal Station District PDA.
Alternative C would designate areas east of the UP rail line for urban residential
densities and retail service options that support transit use and walking. Alternative
C would likely improve the overall performance of the PDA by locating significantly
more people adjacent to the BART station. Alternatives B and D designate areas east
of the UP rail line for lower-density residential development. The lower densities
included in Alternatives B and D tend not to create concentrations of residents to
sufficiently support transit use or the retail and service uses in mixed-use districts,
and are not consistent with Plan Bay Area goals of locating higher-density uses close
to public transit.
Cover of 2013 Plan Bay Area
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Economic and Fiscal Conditions

•

Over half of the estimated sales leakage in Union City occurs due to a lack of
automobile and other vehicle dealerships. Because of regional competition and
the need for large tracts of land that are visible from a highway, attracting these

Key Findings

types of uses is not realistic for the city.

The Economic and Fiscal Conditions section addresses market feasibility and
demand, retail leakage, job generation, jobs/housing balance, housing affordability,

•

Retail leakage categories that are large enough to support new stores in

living wages, and fiscal implications. The following summarizes key findings from this

Union City include women’s and men’s apparel, shoe stores, other general

section:

merchandise, florists, jewelry, furniture and home furnishings, and smaller,
specialty car dealerships.

Market Feasibility/Market Demand
•

•

Many of the vacant sites in the city identified for retail and service

All the alternatives provide more retail development capacity than would be

development are smaller, remnant parcels located throughout the city. The

needed to meet 2040 market projections. However, for services the differences

potential for these sites to address retail leakage categories may be challenging

are mixed, with Alternative A and E providing excess development capacity

due to site size and location.

while the other alternatives provide less capacity than the market would
support.

•

Alternatives A and E do not create enough retail demand to meet available
retail capacity because they don’t include sufficient population (residents)

•

•

•

Alternatives B, C, and D fall short of meeting the projected 2040 market

to create demand for available retail capacity. For these alternatives, it is

demand for office uses.

possible that land designated for retail or commercial services will not develop

All of the alternatives provide less development capacity for industrial jobs

within the General Plan time horizon and that land inventory would remain

than would be supported by 2040 market projections. Alternative A meets the

undeveloped. A portion of the retail/services development capacity in these

market projection best, while Alternatives B and C, which focus on residential

alternatives is in the Station Area. It is possible areas designated for mixed use

development, fall the furthest short in accommodating industrial market

and research and development will develop if there are more office uses rather

projections.

than retail/services based on projected market demand.

All the alternatives could absorb all planned residential development through

Alternatives C and D are roughly balanced between retail demand and retail

2040, despite the fact that Alternative C substantially exceeds ABAG’s 2040

capacity because they include sufficient new population to create demand for

projections for Union City. The residential capacity for any of the alternatives

available retail capacity. Most of the new population-generated retail demand

would be substantially used up by 2040.

would be created in the Station Area.

Retail Leakage
•

•

There is currently $146.8 million/year total retail leakage from Union City.
That is, Union City residents and workers go to other communities to purchase
goods, or purchase goods online.

•

In contrast, Alternatives B does not provide enough retail land to address the
city’s retail leakage, because it includes greater population gains that create
demand that cannot be met within the available retail capacity. This would
result in lost sales tax opportunities for Union City and also create pressure on
retail land prices as the available inventory becomes built out.
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Job Generation by Type
•

•

Fiscal

Alternative A provides the closest match of job types to the existing city labor

•

To remain fiscally positive, all alternatives rely on the voter-approved half-cent

force, while Alternative C has a substantially lower percentage of industrial

sales tax measure (Measure JJ), the public safety parcel tax measure (Measure

jobs and a much higher share of retail jobs.

UU), and Community Facility District funding. Alternative E, with a high
concentration of jobs, comes the closest to balancing costs and revenues.

Alternative E would provide a higher share of office jobs compared to
industrial jobs than the other alternatives or the existing labor force.

•

Alternatives A and E have the highest net fiscal benefit because they generate
the least population and require the fewest City services.

Jobs/Housing Balance
•

Union City currently does not accommodate enough jobs for its employed
residents.

•

•

With the voter-approved tax measures in place, Alternative C, which includes
the most residential development and generates the highest service costs for
the City, results in the least negative net fiscal impact.

Alternative C, which generates the most housing opportunity, would
exacerbate the jobs/housing imbalance. Alternative E, which generates the
most employment, would help improve some of the issues created by the
current jobs/housing imbalance.

Housing Affordability
•

Alternative C, which emphasizes high-density multifamily and mixed-use
development, would provide the greatest capacity to accommodate housing
affordable to low-income households.

Living Wages
•

Alternatives B and C, which have the fewest overall jobs, also have a slightly
higher concentration of lower paid jobs (i.e., service and retail) than the other
alternatives.

•

Alternatives B and C would result in 50 percent and 40 percent, respectively,
of jobs being below a living wage for a single wage earning household. These
alternatives would not serve the income needs of Union City residents as well
as the other alternatives, especially for single wage earner households.
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Market Feasibility/Market Demand
What is the measure?

emissions. Compared to other Alameda County cities, Union City has less acreage
identified as Priority Development Areas resulting in less capacity to absorb future
jobs and population growth. In contrast, EMSI6 projects Union City could add up

The measure is the consistency between the projected future demand for residential,

to 4,345 jobs from 2014 to 2024, while ABAG projects only 1,510 jobs during the

commercial, and industrial development and the capacity of new development

similar 2015-2025 time period. Because technology-related industries are growing

planned for each use. Projections refer to the amount of jobs/housing that are likely

rapidly immediately south of Union City and also now in Oakland to the north, it is

to develop, whereas capacity refers to the total amount of jobs/housing an alternative

likely Union City will begin to see a transition in industries from manufacturing to

can accommodate.

technology and as a result higher demand for employment growth during the 2015-

Why is it important?

2040 projection period.

Planned land uses and their associated development should be consistent with the

Using the EMSI projections for Union City in the short term, and scaling longer

market demand for a similar mix and amount of development. Market forces will

term projections to match anticipated growth rates in Alameda County and the

significantly affect the pace and type of development the city sees in the future. A

three-county region including Santa Clara and Contra Costa counties, alternate

land use plan that is not supported by the market (i.e., it includes land uses that are

employment projections to the ABAG 2013 Projections indicate Union City will likely

financially infeasible) can lead to land being underutilized or standing vacant and

grow by more than 7,000 jobs by 2040. ADE, the General Plan Update Economist,

not providing needed housing, commercial services, jobs, or needed tax revenues. At

believes these alternative projections better reflect the true economic development

the same time, market demand is a short-term projection that is difficult to estimate

potential in Union City compared to the ABAG 2013 Projections. For example,

beyond five years in the future. The General Plan is intended to plan land uses to

ABAG projects relatively high levels of job growth in both Oakland and San Jose,

meet the community’s long-term goals. While market feasibility is an important

which reduces the available development for cities like Union City. However, the

consideration for short-term goals, its use is limited when considering how the City

market may seek lower cost options like Union City.

can achieve its long-term vision.

This analysis of market absorption of the land use alternatives is therefore based

The General Plan Update has included preparation of employment and housing

on ADE’s alternate projections. For purposes of comparing ADE’s projections with

projections for the 2015-2040 timeframe. Details on the data referenced in this

the land use alternatives, this analysis adds a 20 percent margin to the employment

section can be found in the General Plan Update Draft Background Report (June

growth projection to permit flexibility in the real estate market as sites begin to

2015) available at www.uc2040.com/documents.

develop. This raises the market projection target of total employment growth analyzed

Employment

in Union City to 8,440 through 2040. The Alternatives are evaluated based on the
projections plus 20 percent7.

ABAG’s 2013 Projections show potential growth of 3,720 jobs in Union City between
2015 and 2040. As noted in the Draft Background Report, ABAG projects Union
City to see relatively low growth rates for jobs and housing compared to nearly
every other city in Alameda County. This is partially due to ABAG’s methodology
of locating future growth within Priority Development Areas to reduce GHG

6 Economic Modeling Specialists, Inc. (EMSI) is an independent data vendor who compiles 90 different
databases to provide detailed employment trends and projections. EMSI uses California Employment
Development Department data as a foundation but provides additional detail and more extensive future
projections through additional analysis of economic conditions in each region.
7The employment capacities for each Alternative discussed in the following sections and graphs assume
full utilization of the land uses designated in the Alternatives, but also incorporate standard vacancy
rates for each land use: Residential – 5 percent; Retail – 3 percent; Services – 4 percent; Office 6 percent;
Manufacturing/Wholesale – 5 percent. These rates are market norms and actual vacancy rates will
fluctuate over time.
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•

Residential

Age demographics. The younger professional age groups mentioned above

ABAG projects growth of 2,825 units (assuming 5 percent vacancy) for Union City

generally have not yet begun families, which reinforces their interest in

between 2015 and 2040. The ABAG projections are based on a regional plan that

multifamily housing. On the other end of the age spectrum, the baby boomer

allocates substantial new residential development to major city core areas, including

generation is downsizing, and in many cases, moving back into attached

Oakland, San Francisco, and San Jose. However, even with this increase in urban

and multifamily housing. Alameda County’s older population is projected to

high-density housing, there remains substantial unmet housing demand throughout

increase at a faster rate than younger cohorts. The younger age cohort (20-30

the Bay Area region.

years old) is projected to remain relatively stable throughout the projection
period.

Union City is situated very centrally to these jobs centers and would be an ideal
residential location for workers employed anywhere in the East Bay, South Bay, or on

•

Affordability. Higher-density housing often offers a more affordable option

the Peninsula. Therefore, workers commuting from outside the region, for example

for workers and families and therefore serves an increasing proportion of the

from San Joaquin County, would view Union City as a desirable location to live if

market.

housing were available. Based on these market dynamics, Union City and other
East Bay cities (e.g., Hayward and Fremont) are going to continue to see significant
demand for residential development. ADE prepared projections of housing demand
by major residential unit types that indicates there will likely be a shift in housing
preferences from single-family detached products to multifamily units, including

Currently (2015), single-family detached units represent 66.8 percent of the total
housing stock (not counting mobile homes). In 2010 this figure was 67.3 percent,
indicating a gradual trend toward multifamily units. This analysis includes a factor
to account for the increasing demand for multifamily housing due to changing age
demographics.

lower-density multifamily products such as townhomes. High-density residential
development demand is great enough that, if planned and approved, residential

By 2040 ADE projects that over 68 percent of housing demands will be for

growth in Union City through 2040 could exceed the ABAG projections, for the

multifamily units. Given the capacity of residential development reflected in some of

following reasons:

the alternatives, it is not clear that Union City could in fact achieve this transition so
quickly. As a frame of reference, Alameda County as a whole currently (2015) has 47

•

Demand by Unit Type. Union City has seen a gradual shift toward higherdensity single-family and multifamily housing development over the past

percent multifamily units, which will likely increase as well due to the same market
forces discussed above.

five years and before. This shift in demand reflects several factors, including
changing housing preferences, age demographics, and housing affordability.
•

Housing preferences. Millennials and Gen Y (20-30 year olds) have shown
marked preferences for urban lifestyles that feature creative environments with
access to transit and neighborhood entertainment outlets. This is conducive to
higher-density mixed-use development patterns.

68 Union City General Plan Update | uc2040. com

CITYWIDE Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative B: Residential
Alternative C: High-Density Residential
ALTERNATIVES Alternative D: Residential/Employment Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment

FIGURE 3-9: 2040 EMPLOYMENT CAPACITY
COMPARED TO MARKET DEMAND

How do the Alternatives compare?
This section evaluates the citywide land use alternatives capacity compared to the
projected demand for employment-based and housing development through
2040.

Employment

8,100

Alt A

9,170

Figure 3-9 summarizes the employment capacity of the five citywide alternatives
by comparing the development capacity in each alternative with the market
projections. As the figure shows, the alternatives’ employment capacities range

8,390

Alt B

3,350

from 3,350 (Alternative B) to 10,640 (Alternative E). The market projections
vary from projections discussed above due to differences in retail potential in
each alternative caused by different populations (i.e. more population equals

8,840

Alt C

4,860

more demand for retail resulting in an increase in the number of retail jobs)
generated by the alternatives. The development capacity in Alternatives A and
E exceed the ADE projections, including the 20 percent margin, meaning that

8,240

Alt D

5,660

the amount of development that could occur is greater than what is expected
through 2040. The other alternatives do not provide sufficient development
capacity to meet projected market demand.

8,190

Alt E

10,640
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Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016
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FIGURE 3-10: 2040 RETAIL/SERVICE EMPLOYMENT
CAPACITY COMPARED TO MARKET DEMAND

Figure 3-10 compares retail/service (e.g., grocery stores, restaurants and cafes, clinics,
dentist offices, movie theaters) employment demands to the alternatives’ capacities
for retail jobs. Retail/service employment market demand is projected to range from
about 470 jobs (Alternative A) to 1,210 jobs (Alternative C). This
is based on ADE’s analysis of current leakage plus ABAG’s 2015
to 2040 household projection of 2,690 (retail leakage is discussed

1,520

Alt A

2,421

further in the next section of the report). Adding 5 percent for
vacancies, this amounts to 2,825 dwelling units. This demand is
closest to Alternative D, which has capacity for 2,220 new units;

1,913

Alt B

1,362

however, as discussed further below, Union City has potential
to capture more residential growth compared to the ABAG
projections. In fact, ADE projects that the city could absorb the

2,788

Alt C

2,648

residential capacity created by any of the alternatives.
Commercial services would grow partly in proportion to the
retail demand. Other components of service employment

1,646

Alt D

1,800

include local education and visitor-serving accommodations
included in the Health, Education and Recreation category.
The alternatives all provide higher levels of retail development

1,717

Alt E

3,438

capacity than would be needed to meet the market projections.
However, for services the differences are mixed, with Alternative

0
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1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

A and E providing excess development capacity while the other

Number of Jobs

alternatives provide less capacity than the market would support.

Retail/Service
Market Projection

Total Retail/Service
Employment Capacity

Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016
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FIGURE 3-11: 2040 OFFICE EMPLOYMENT CAPACITY
COMPARED TO MARKET DEMAND

Figure 3-11 compares office employment projections to the office capacity of the
alternatives. The sectors expected to generate office jobs include: Manufacturing,
Wholesale, Transportation (25 percent of jobs in this sector or 790 jobs); Financial
and Professional Services (1,182 jobs); Health Care (1,360
jobs from the Health, Education, Recreation sector); and PostSecondary Education – (approximately 500 jobs from the Health,

3,830

Alt A

4,380

Education, Recreation sector).
These sectors are projected to add up to an additional 3,830 office

3,830

Alt B

1,380

jobs; Alternatives B, C, and D fall short of meeting this demand.
Since there are relatively few jobs in this category in the other
focus areas or citywide, the greatest impact of this discrepancy
in terms of unused development potential would be seen in the

3,830

Alt C

1,820

Greater Station District. The residentially focused alternatives
would provide less office development capacity than would be
needed to meet market demand.
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Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016
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FIGURE 3-12: 2040 INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT CAPACITY
COMPARED TO MARKET DEMAND

Figures 3-12 compares industrial market demand to capacity of the alternatives. In
terms of Manufacturing, Wholesale, and Transportation, the market projections
range from 2,490 jobs to 3,040 jobs. These uses have been combined into an industrial
land use category. In addition, a portion of the employment in the
“Other” category includes construction industries and other heavy
commercial service firms that are classified as industrial space users.

3,040

Alt A

2,360

The market projection for this category varies slightly by alternative
due to overlap with the services land use category. However, all of the

2,830

Alt B

612

alternatives provide less development capacity for this category than
would be supported by the market projections. Alternative A meets
the market projection best, while Alternatives B and C, which focus

2,490

Alt C

390

on residential development, fall the furthest short in accommodating
industrial development capacity.
Based on ADE’s projection of market demand for non-residential

2,940

Alt D

1,430

uses in Union City, several of the alternatives likely provide more
land capacity for certain uses than will likely be needed by 2040.
In particular, the office uses in Alternative E may require another

2,980

Alt E

1,230

15 years to develop beyond General Plan time horizon of 2040 if
trends continue at the overall rate projected between 2015 and 2040.

0

There is a much smaller excess of 3-5 years of supply of office land

1,000
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in Alternative A. However, in Alternative E, the manufacturing

Total Industrial
Employment Capacity

and wholesale employment is 1,750 jobs short of the ADE market
projection. If some of the land area in the Greater Station District
were re-programmed from office use (the “Other” land use category)

500

Industrial Market Projection

Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016

to industrial use, similar to the existing businesses along 7th Street, Alternative E
would better reflect the market projections.
For retail service employment, Alternatives A and E provide excess capacity
compared to demand through 2040. For the other alternatives, excess in retail
capacity is offset to some extent by under-capacity for services. These two land
uses may occupy similar zones or designations, reducing the significance of these
discrepancies.
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FIGURE 3-13: 2040 RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY
COMPARED TO ABAG MARKET DEMAND

Residential
Figure 3-13 compares the ABAG residential market projections to the total residential
capacity of the alternatives. The alternatives provide for residential capacity ranging
from 1,020 in Alternative A to 7,540 in Alternative C. Alternatives B
and C exceed the ABAG housing projection; however, it is expected
that there is enough demand within the Bay Area for Union City to

2,825

Alt A

1,020

absorb all the units planned in Alternatives B and C.
With regard to residential development, ADE believes that the

2,825

Alt B

3,540

alternatives could absorb all projected residential market demand
through 2040, despite the fact that several alternatives substantially
exceed ABAG’s projections for Union City. ABAG’s projections do

2,825

Alt C

7,540

not fully resolve the regional demand for housing created by the
regional jobs base. The residential capacity for any of the alternatives
would be substantially used up by 2040.
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City total), Chinese (12.2 percent), or Filipino (20.8 percent). Since 2000, the Asian

Retail Leakage

population has grown at an annual rate (2.1 percent) more than four times faster than

What is the measure?

the growth rate for Union City as a whole (0.5 percent). The trends in retail store sales

The measure is the ability of new land uses to reduce retail leakage and meet local

reflect this demographic shift. Union City’s 15,895 Hispanic/Latino residents in 2012

resident demands for goods and services.

made up about 21.5 percent of the total city population. Since 2000, the Hispanic/
Latino population in Union City has generally remained steady.

Why is it important?
Having the appropriate amount of retail development helps ensures residents have

Reviewing the store composition for the eight major retail centers in Union City,

adequate access to products and services locally. Several of Union City’s retail

three of them (International Market Center, Island Pacific Center, and El Mercado

segments capture sales from surrounding communities, estimated to be at least

Center) are anchored by ethnically targeted food stores. Expanding retail options for

$200 million per year according to Table 2-34 of the Background Report, but other

additional ethnic populations would support Union City’s changing demographic,

store categories continue to show leakage as residents travel to other communities

but would not necessarily address the retail leakage in automobile and vehicle

to meet their retail needs in specific niches. Retail store categories where sales fall

dealerships.

short of local market spending result in total retail leakage of $146.8 million/year
(Background Report Table 2-34). The sales taxes that are important to funding City
services are consequently diverted away from the City to neighboring jurisdictions.
While it constitutes a shortcoming in Union City’s retail base, retail leakage also
represents opportunities to recapture retail sales that the city current loses.
Over half of the estimated sales leakage in Union City occurs due to the lack of
automobile and other vehicle dealerships. Because of regional competition and the
need for large tracts of land that are visible from a highway, attracting these types
of uses is not realistic for the city. Retail leakage categories that are large enough to
support new stores in Union City include women’s and men’s apparel, shoe stores,
other general merchandise, florists, jewelry, furniture and home furnishings, and
smaller, specialty car dealerships.
Many of the shopping centers in Union City with the highest recent growth rates
(2011/12 to 2013/14) are anchored by retail stores that serve specific ethnic groups.
Union City’s demographic trends through 2012 show that over half (37,246 or 52
percent) of the city’s population consists of Asian residents. In addition, Union
City has considerable ethnic diversity within this large Asian population. Much of
the Asian population in Union City is either Asian Indian (11.1 percent of Union
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How do the Alternatives compare?

In comparing these demand estimates to the building capacity provided for in each

Each of the alternatives has a different residential growth capacity, which affects the

alternative, it is important to recognize that some excess capacity is desirable to help

future demand for retail goods and services. Figure 3-14 compares this demand to

the real estate market function smoothly. However, several of the alternatives exhibit

the capacity of each alternative. Including existing leakage that may be recaptured,

a significant mismatch with demand, including Alternatives A and E, in which

the total retail/ services building square feet, retail demand for the alternatives ranges

development capacity for this land use is much more than projected market demand.

from 630,000 square feet to 1.30 million square feet8.

For these alternatives, it is possible that land designated for retail or commercial
services will not develop within the General Plan time horizon and much of the land

FIGURE 3-14: 2040 RETAIL/SERVICE DEMAND
COMPARED TO CAPACITY
2.0

inventory would remain undeveloped. In contrast, Alternative B does not provide
quite enough retail/services land to meet demand, and this would result in lost sales
tax opportunities for Union City and also create pressure on retail land prices as the
available inventory becomes built out.
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Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016

Retail/Service Demand

8The estimates of retail demand for each alternative are based on the retail market analysis for Union
City discussed in the Background Report (pp. 2-66 to 2-71). There are three components of demand
for each alternative: potential recapture of $56.7 million in existing sales leakage (the non-auto sales
portion), demand from new households (based on the retail demand model reflected in Table 2-33 in the
Background Report) and demand from workers in new jobs, based on spending studies published by the
International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC).
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the number of jobs, is the type of jobs available to ensure that residents working in

Job Generation

the city can afford to live in the city. Some jobs can lead to a decrease in economic

What is the measure?

growth if wages are low (see Living Wages Evaluation Measure).

The measure is the number of new jobs, by industry, expected from planned land uses

How do the Alternatives compare?

compared to employment projections.

Figure 3-15 groups the industries into the major employment sectors used for the

Why is it important?

alternatives and indicates the percent of existing Union City workers employed in

Jobs are the primary source of income for residents in Union City. When residents

each sector. Alternative A provides the closest match of job types to the existing city

cannot find jobs within the city, they will look elsewhere, which can contribute to

labor force, while Alternative C has a substantially lower percentage of industrial jobs

longer trips and congestion. A lack of local jobs can also lead to a loss of sales tax as

and a much higher share of retail jobs. Alternative E would provide a higher share of

individuals choose to make purchases outside the city where they live.

office jobs compared to industrial jobs than the other alternatives or the existing labor

Union City currently (2012) has a labor force employment mix that includes 20.3
percent in educational services, and health care and social assistance, 14.6 percent
in manufacturing, 14.5 percent in professional, scientific, and management, and

force. As Union City adds new housing and population, the employment profile of the
labor force in the future may be different, but Figure 3-15 provides a useful indication
of the initial impact the alternatives may have on commute patterns.

administrative and waste services, and 12.4 percent in retail trade. As important as

8%

12%

16%
27%

12%

FIGURE 3-15: 2040 JOB DISTRIBUTION BY SECTOR
COMPARED TO EXISTING LABOR FORCE
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Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016.
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Jobs/Housing Balance

60 percent of Union City workers out-commute to work in the following sectors:
information, professional and scientific, finance, education, health care, and food

What is the measure?

service. Over half these workers earn more than $40,000 per year. In-commuters tend

The measure is the ratio of jobs to the number of housing units as an indicator of how

to work in manufacturing and trade industries. Only one third of these workers earn

well the local economy provides jobs for the local labor force.

more than $40,000 per year.

Why is it important?

How do the Alternatives compare?

Jobs/housing balance is a measure of how well the local economy provides jobs for

Figure 3-16 presents jobs/housing ratios for the alternatives based on existing plus

the local labor force. A good balance of jobs and housing can have many economic,

net new employees and dwelling units projected through 2040. Alternatives A and

environmental, and social benefits. There is potential for reduced driving and

E, which emphasize employee generating uses improves Union City’s jobs/housing

congestion due to reduced need to commute long distances. With less driving there is

balance to 1.4. Alternative D would only slightly improve the overall jobs/housing

less air pollution and lower costs to businesses and commuters. And, when residents

balance to 1.1. The types of jobs created by Alternatives A and E would also likely

can live closer to their jobs, they are more likely to walk or bike to work, reducing

create jobs similar to those employing the city’s out-commuters (e.g., high-tech

demands on local roads and other City services. Moreover, quality of life can be

research and development, advanced manufacturing, office). Alternative D would also

improved as residents spend less time commuting and more time in the community,

create opportunities for these jobs, but to a lesser degree. Alternatives B and C would

being active, and with their families.

maintain and actually reduce the city’s jobs/housing ratio, due to their emphasis on

Jobs/housing ratios can be calculated using several methods, including jobs to

housing.

households, jobs to housing units, and jobs to employed residents. Union City

FIGURE 3-16: 2040 BUILDOUT JOBS-HOUSING RATIO

currently (2014) has about 23,957 jobs and 21,400 dwelling units, according to
Economic Modeling Specialists International and the California Department of
Finance, respectively, which results in a jobs/housing ratio of about 1.0 (i.e., there

1.6
1.4
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A balanced jobs/housing
ratio for Union City

is one job available to each unit). However, Union City has an estimated 34,358
employed residents, according to 2014 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics

1.0

Alt B

data, which indicates there are households with more than one worker and many
residents must out-commute for work. A balanced jobs/housing ratio for Union City

0.9

Alt C

based on the number of employed residents would be 1.6 jobs per unit.
In 2011, the most recent year for which detailed commute data are available, of the

1.2

Alt D

34,000 workers living in Union City about 31,200 out-commuted (approximately
92 percent) and 17,400 workers from other cities commuted into the city. While a
straight jobs/housing ratio analysis can help identify a general trend, an imbalanced
jobs/housing ratio cannot be remedied by simply adding new jobs. It is important

1.4

Alt E
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to match targeted jobs with the local workforce and housing affordability. Over
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Ratio of Jobs to Housing
Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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on 2014 data). The median sales price for a home in Union City is currently (2016)

Housing Affordability

$625,000 compared to $672,000 countywide9. Based on these trends, Union City

What is the measure?

households with a single wage-earner would not be able to purchase a home; even

The measure evaluates the mix of new housing units as it relates to affordability.

households with two wage earners would have difficulty finding a home in their price
range in Union City.

Why is it important?
Having a range of housing prices and rents is an important land use consideration

In May 2001 the City Council adopted the Affordable Housing Ordinance to ensure

to ensure residents from all economic segments of the community have access to

that all residential development provides a range of housing opportunities for all

housing they can afford. Housing costs are typically measured by the amount of

identifiable economic segments of the community. The Ordinance includes an in-lieu

income a household must dedicate to housing. Generally, housing is considered

fee provision, although the emphasis of the program has been for developers to build

within a family’s price point if households do not pay more than 30 percent of income

the affordable units. Overall, the ordinance has proven to be a major component in

for rent (including a monthly allowance for water, gas, and electricity) or monthly

the development of income-restricted housing in Union City.

homeownership costs (including mortgage payments, taxes, and insurance). When
spending on housing exceeds this amount, there is a corresponding decrease in

How do the Alternatives compare?

spending on other goods and services. According to the 2015 Housing Element,

While it is not possible to predict how much market rate versus affordable housing

nearly 51 percent of Union City households spend more than 30 percent their income

developers will build, it is possible to generally assess the relative possibility of

on housing.

development of affordable housing. Figure 3-17 rates the alternatives on their ability
to provide more housing options (i.e., which alternatives have more multifamily

There is a general assumption held in the planning field, as well as by the State

housing capacity) with lower price points, while Figure 3-18 rates the alternatives

Housing and Community Development Department, that housing density is linked

ability to accommodate housing generally (i.e., total housing capacity). Alternative

with housing prices and rental rates. Lower-density housing (e.g., single-family

C, which emphasizes high-density and mixed-use development, significantly

homes) tends to be more expensive to purchase or rent than higher-density housing

outperforms the other alternatives in its ability to provide for multifamily housing.

(e.g., apartments, condos). Additionally, “subsidized” or “income-restricted” housing

Alternative C would accommodate approximately 7,535 multifamily units, which is

tends to be more financially feasible and provides more housing opportunities to

twice as much as Alternative B, due to the alternative’s emphasis on a lower-density

residents when developed as a multifamily residence. Finally, higher-density housing

residential product type.

provides for more units within a given area, which can influence the supply and
price of housing; a higher housing inventory tends to lower housing prices and

Alternatives B and D include a range of residential densities that support different

rents. Regional markets, however, exert a large influence on local housing prices and

product types including single-family residential, attached townhomes, and higher-

rents. In other words, Union City’s housing prices are not only a response to local

density multifamily housing, and include more housing for above-moderate and

community needs and trends, but also to housing demand in the Bay Area region.

moderate-income levels. Alternative B proposes a higher number of residential units

As of January 2016, the median rental price in Union City was about $2,900; a low-

9 Trulia, January 2016.

income household, however, would only be able to pay $1,403 per month (based
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(3,540 units) including multifamily units (1,790) than Alternative D (2,225 and 1,790
respectively). Alternative B, accommodates over 740 single-family homes, which is
significantly greater than all the other alternatives.
Alternatives A and E, which emphasize non-residential development, would

FIGURE 3-17: NET NEW HOUSING AFFORDABILITY RATING
8000
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not provide as much opportunity for lower housing costs compared to the other
alternatives. However, it should be noted that the housing proposed in these
alternatives is primarily multifamily, which does equate with higher affordability.
Alternative A has capacity for about 1,020 units including 835 (82 percent)
multifamily units. Alternative E provides 1,775 units, of which 1,560 (88 percent) are
multifamily units.
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

FIGURE 3-18: NET NEW HOUSING SUPPLY
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standard for single earner households. Service jobs on average do not pay a living

Living Wages

wage for either single or double wage earning households.

What is the measure?
The measure is the hourly wage rate a household with two working adults with two

Alternatives B and C, which have the fewest overall jobs, also have a slightly higher

children would need to earn to stay above the poverty line compared to expected

concentration of lower paid jobs (i.e., Service and Retail). Alternatives B and C would

wages of jobs generated by new development.

result in 50 percent and 40 percent, respectively, of jobs being below a living wage
for a single wage earning household. These alternatives would not serve the income

Why is it important?

needs of Union City residents as well as the other alternatives, especially for single

Living wages of Union City residents are important in understanding whether jobs

wage earner households.

provided by planned land uses support residents in the city. In other words, can the

FIGURE 3-19: 2040 DISTRIBUTION OF
AVERAGE WAGE RATE BY INDUSTRY

jobs in the city pay enough for their employees to live and shop locally? According to
the Living Wage Calculator (http://livingwage.mit.edu/counties/06001), the hourly
rate for a living wage in a job in Union City that a household with two working
adults with two children would need to earn is $16.61 ($66,400). For a household of
two adults, one working, with two children the living wage would be
$27.83 (i.e., $61,000 per year). According to Alameda County area
median-incomes, households of three making less than $46,750 and

Office ($35.44)

Alt A

households of four making less than $71,350, would be considered
low-income and be eligible for subsidized housing. These households
would not be earning a living wage.

Industrial ($41.13)
Alt B
Services ($14.32)

How do the Alternatives compare?
Figure 3-19 shows average wage rate for a number of industries,

Alt C

Retail ($19.23)

grouped by the major job sectors included in the alternatives. These
figures are average wages rates across all occupations and skill levels
within each business type. Entry level jobs will pay less and more

Alt D
Jobs paying below the
threshold for a living
wage for a single wage
earner ($27.83).

skilled positions will pay more than these averages.
In general, most types of businesses meet the living wage standard
for two earner households in Union City except for lodging and
restaurants. Retail jobs on average pay more than the minimum
$16.61 for a two-earner household, but less than the living wage

Alt E
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Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., March 2016.
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Fiscal Implications
What is the measure?
The measure is the City’s long-term tax revenue based on planned land uses

•

Community Facilities Districts (CFDs) provide an additional $1 million
per year in revenue to support police services and maintenance functions
in several specific areas of town. These CFDs have a longer life span but are
essential to the City’s ability to provide services and balance its budget.

compared to facility operation and maintenance costs and service/equipment costs.

How do the Alternatives compare?
Why is it important?

Figure 3-20 summarizes the fiscal analysis in terms of annual city costs and operating

The City generates revenues from a variety of sources, including property taxes,

revenues. The figure shows City costs, compared with revenues from three sources:

sales taxes, and special taxes and fees. Evaluating the fiscal implications of land use

1) other revenues from taxes on existing and future development (e.g., property

is critical to ensuring the City can maintain public facilities and infrastructure and

taxes and sales taxes); 2) additional revenues generated from current tax measures

provide services. Taxes and fees collected to fund public services vary based on

on existing development; and 3) additional revenues generated from current tax

different development types. Typically, residential uses generate less net revenues

measures on future development.

to the City; because they require a higher level of services than do non-residential

FIGURE 3-20: 2040 PROJECTED CITY GENERAL FUND
COSTS AND REVENUES WITH TAX MEASURES

uses (e.g., police and fire services, parks and recreation facilities, transit). The City
should ensure that the mix of land uses provides sufficient revenue to meet existing
and future needs for the construction of facilities and expansion of services to meet
new residents’ needs, the long-term operations and maintenance of existing and new
facilities, and the ongoing costs to serve existing and future residents.
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Union City maintains a balanced budget, but it is important to recognize that the
Union City voters have approved several special tax measures in order to fund the
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levels of services necessary for the community. Combined these measures provide
about $9.8 million to supplement taxes and fees received by the City to provide
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services.
•

Measure JJ provides additional sales tax to the City General Fund and is

Measure UU is a parcel tax that provides $3.5 million annually to fund Police,

14.7M
10.0M | 8.8M | 1.9M

Revenues

for the 2016-17 fiscal year. This measure was renewed by Union City voters in

•
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The cost calculations assume the number of City staff in all departments would

What if the City loses the Half Cent Sales Tax or Public Safety Property Tax?

increase commensurate with population and job growth in order to maintain the

The calculations shown above include Measure JJ half cent sales tax revenues, which

same level of service currently provided to existing residents in Union City.

are only in place until 2024, unless renewed again by the voters. The projected dollar

Assuming current tax measures remain in place, all of the alternatives would likely
generate enough revenue to cover projected City cost increases. However, if the
voter approved sales tax and parcel tax measures are not renewed, then none of the
alternatives would generate enough other revenue to cover City costs, including the
$8.8 million in City services currently funded by Measure JJ and Measure UU.
The General Plan Background Report indicated that most existing residential land
uses in Union City do not pay for themselves. However, it is likely this is due to the
fact that many of these units have reduced assessed values due to Proposition 13. The
existing residential units in Union City have an average assessed value of $300,000,
while the five citywide alternatives have an average residential assessed value ranging
from $547,000 to $711,000, depending on the mix of unit types. This difference
generates an additional $2.5 million to $5.0 million per year for the City General
Fund under the alternatives.
Although new residential units do tend to generate sufficient revenues to pay for
City costs, the alternatives that feature commercial development and office uses have
a better fiscal impact. Alternatives A and E have the highest net fiscal benefit. This
result would depend on building new retail commercial development, although the
market feasibility discussion above indicates that the retail market demand may not
be sufficient to develop all the retail included in these alternatives.

amounts for the half cent sales tax measure by alternative include: Alternative A
($2.0 million); Alternative B ($1.0 million); Alternative C ($1.8 million); Alternative
D ($1.4 million); and Alternative E ($3.2 million). In addition, Measure UU funds
would generate between $350,000 per year in Alternative A to more than $975,000
per year in Alternative C.
These measures clearly generate a substantial portion of the surplus shown for each
alternative. The half cent sales tax and the public safety parcel tax, provide about
$8.8 million in supplemental funding for current public services. These taxes help
to address the City’s existing budget deficiencies and ensure the City operates with a
balanced budget and maintains prudent reserves. However, there is a possibility that
one or more of these funding sources won’t be renewed in the future. If this were to
happen, only the “other revenues” shown in Figure 3-20 would be available to the
City.
In order to provide sufficient funding without the half cent sales tax and public safety
parcel tax, an alternative would need to provide at least $8.8 million in net revenue.
If only the public safety parcel tax were not renewed Alternative B would likely not
provide sufficient funding to maintain a balanced budget. If only the half cent sales
tax were not renewed Alternatives B, C, or D would not provide sufficient revenue
to maintain a balanced budget. This is because these alternatives would add more
population, which creates greater demand for City services.

Alternative C includes the most residential development and generates the highest
service costs. However, Alternative C does include a commensurate amount of
commercial retail development and generates a positive net fiscal impact. Alternative
B, which features lower-density residential and also substantially less commercial
development, returns the lowest net fiscal benefit of all the alternatives.
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Figure 3-21 shows projected City general fund costs and revenues without the tax

In addition to affecting annual operating costs and revenues, new development would

measures. If none of the funding sources were renewed, none of the alternatives

generate one-time development impact fees. For example, the City has a Capital

would have sufficient revenues to maintain a balanced budget, without reducing

Facilities Fee that is charged to all new residential development in the city. Also,

service standards, particularly for police and fire protection, although Alternative E

residential development in the Greater Station District is subject to infrastructure fees

comes the closest to balancing costs and revenues.

imposed as part of the implementation of the Decoto Industrial Park Specific Plan

FIGURE 3-21: 2040 PROJECTED CITY GENERAL FUND
COSTS AND REVENUES WITHOUT TAX MEASURES
13.4M

Costs
Alt A

10.6M

Revenues

[-5.9M]
23.3M

14.7M

Costs

[-4.7M]

10.0M

Revenues

0

[-4.7M]

18.6M

Revenues

Alt E

development. They are generally not a source of revenue for ongoing operations and

[-2.9M]

Costs

Alt D

revenue. These fees are typically used for capital projects needed to serve the new
maintenance or services.

10.7M

Revenues

Alt C

C, and D, which have the highest residential development, produce the largest fee

16.6M

Costs

Alt B

(DIPSA). Since the fees are only charged to residential development, Alternatives B,

Costs

15.3M

Revenues

15.0M
5

10

15

[-0.3M]
20

25

30

35

Dollars (in millions)
City
Costs

Other
Revenues

Source: Applied Development Economics, Inc., May 2016.

Alternative B: Residential
Alternative C: High-Density Residential CITYWIDE
Alternative A: 2002 General Plan
Alternative D: Residential/Employment Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment ALTERNATIVES

Revised May 2016 | Public Review Draft Alternatives Report 83

Transportation and Mobility

Trip Length
What is the measure?

Key Findings

The measure is the average commuter trip length residents must travel for work.

The Transportation and Mobility section addresses how the citywide alternatives
would impact traffic and congestion (levels of service), the way residents travel and

Why is it important?

commute (mode choice), and how far and long residents will commute (trips and

Longer trip lengths to work mean more time, fuel, and money lost to driving, as well

vehicle miles traveled). The following summarizes key findings from this section:

as more traffic-related congestion and pollution. It is also a quality-of-life issue; the

•

Due to regional land use growth and transportation planning trends, Union
City would have similar amounts of roadway congestion regardless of whether
Union City allows any new development; however, all new development will

more time people spend traveling in their cars, the less time they have to spend in the
community, being active, and with their families, friends, and hobbies. Union City
residents over 25 years old currently have an average one-way commute time of

FIGURE 3-22: 2040 TOTAL DAILY COMMUTE TRIPS

contribute to additional road congestion.
•

Over 80 percent of the increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the city
and along Highway 880 between now and 2040 is attributed to growth outside

100,000
2015

73,110

Union City. Changes in neighboring cities and throughout the Bay Area would
increase the VMT regardless of whether Union City adds any development at
all.
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The split between the different modes of travel (e.g., bike, transit, auto) is
virtually the same across all the alternatives. Alternative C would generate the
highest number of peak-hour trips due to the large amount of residential units
accommodated in this alternative.
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due to the fact that it includes significantly more households than the other
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Alternative E has the highest number of internal trips due to the fact that
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Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2016.

reduce auto dependency.
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30.9 minutes (http://www.city-data.com/city/Union-City-California.html). Land use

work (e.g., internal, outbound, or inbound). Currently, more people commute to

patterns that accommodate a variety of uses and put people closer to jobs, goods and

areas outside Union City (62 percent) compared to people commuting into Union

services, and other destinations can help reduce automobile trip lengths or eliminate

City (31 percent). The pattern would change the most under Alternative A, with

them in favor of walking, biking, or taking transit.

outbound trips decreasing to 57 percent and inbound trips increasing to 36 percent,
due to the considerable increase in number of jobs with little change in the number of

How do the Alternatives compare?

households. The alternative with the highest proportion of internal trips is Alternative

The land use changes associated with each of the alternatives would not have that

E. This is attributed to the fact that Alternative E has the highest employment and

much effect on commute travel patterns for Union City. Figure 3-22 presents the total

therefore the best jobs and housing balance. The proportion of outbound trips

work trips that will be taken by Union City residents in 2040. Figure 3-23 shows the

is highest under Alternative B and C, because they include significantly more

distribution of those trips by those traveling within, from, or to Union City for

households than the other alternatives. Higher outbound trips will result in more
traffic along the city’s already congested arterials as additional new residents commute

FIGURE 3-23: 2040 TRIPS BY DIRECTION
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Commute Travel Mode

How do the Alternatives compare?

What is the measure?

The various means of travel to work include auto, transit, bike, and walking. Figure

Commute travel mode measures how commuters travel to work based on existing
and planned land uses and the available transportation infrastructure. Most common
modes of travel are auto, transit, bicycle, and walking.

3-24 shows that the existing 2015 travel mode split is approximately 92 percent auto, 6
percent transit, and 2 percent walk or bike. The mode split is virtually the same across
all alternatives. The no-growth scenario shows a slightly higher auto mode share than
the five alternatives. Relative to existing conditions, all the Citywide Alternatives
would reduce auto dependence as follows: a 3 percent decrease in auto mode, 50

Why is it important?
How people travel to and from work is influenced by development patterns and the
availability and convenience of different travel modes. Whether people travel by
auto, by transit, by bicycle or on foot can depend on the nature of the infrastructure

percent increase in transit use, and no change in travel by bike or walking. This is
partly due to increases in regional traffic congestion in the future, resulting in transit
becoming more attractive.

available to accommodate the type of travel between the uses that make up their trip.
Nearly all developed areas west of Mission Boulevard are within one-half mile

2%
6%

FIGURE 3-24: 2040 MODE OF TRAVEL
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ALTERNATIVES Alternative D: Residential/Employment Alternative E: Enhanced Commercial/Employment

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

How do the Alternatives compare?

What is the measure?

In order to assess the effects of the proposed land use changes on traffic patterns

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) refers to the number of Union City-based
vehicle trips multiplied by their trip distances. Union City-based trips are defined as
trips with one or both “trip ends” in the city. For example, a trip entirely made within
Union City is counted as one trip. A trip that starts or ends outside Union City is
counted as half a trip since 50 percent of the trip is generated in Union City and the
other 50 percent of the trip is generated by land uses outside Union City. A trip that
starts in Union City and ends in Oakland would fall in this category.

within the city, VMT were compared for existing conditions, no-growth conditions,
and the citywide alternatives. Union City housing and employment data for existing
conditions, no-growth conditions, and the five General Plan land use alternatives are
shown in Figure 3-25. The figure shows that the alternatives are projected to generate
between 1.34 to 1.39 million VMT by 2040, with Alternative C generating the highest
daily VMT and Alternative B generating the lowest. This is likely because Alternative
C has the most employed residents and Alternative B has the fewest jobs.

FIGURE 3-25: 2040 VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Why is it important?
VMT can be used as an indicator to evaluate the extent to which land use alternatives

1.12M

2015

could be expected to increase or decrease the average travel distance on the roadway
system within a defined geographic area, such as Union City. In general, when the
number of jobs and the number of employed residents are in balance, the average trip

1.19M

No Growth

length or VMT is likely to be shorter compared to land use alternatives where the
number of jobs far exceeds the number of employed residents, or vice versa.
VMT-based metrics estimate a project’s effects on overall travel, rather than just
focusing on level of service on roads and at intersections. Lower rates of VMT can be

Alt A

1.36M

Alt B

1.34M

the result of better land use planning and more efficient uses of resources.

1.40M

Alt C
Under the new California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, VMT per
capita is a key metric used to measure a project’s transportation impacts and for the
calculation of a development’s greenhouse gas emissions. The Draft CEQA guidelines,

1.35M

Alt D

which are still being refined, include a threshold for a 15 percent reduction in VMT
per capita for all new development. In addition, the guidelines generally assume

Alt E

1.39M

that projects near transit have less of a transportation impact than projects which
add additional roadway capacity (i.e. new travel lanes). According to the Governor’s

0.0

0.3

Office, the new CEQA guidelines will likely go into effect sometime in late 2016 or
early 2017. Jurisdictions will have a two-year grace period during which to implement
the guidelines.

0.6

0.9
1.2
Total Daily VMT (in millions)

1.5

Note: VMT = number of city-based trips multiplied by trip distances
Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2016.
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FIGURE 3-26: 2040 VMT PER CAPITA

The travel demand model generates traffic based on
population (defined by the number of housing units) and
jobs. Daily VMT per capita is a common metric to analyze
VMT per capita metric is represented by VMT as described
above, divided by day population. The day population is
defined as the sum of the number of residents of Union
City plus the working population, or jobs in Union City.
Mathematically, VMT = Daily Trips x Distance / (Population
+ Jobs).
Figure 3-26 shows the daily VMT per capita for existing
conditions, the no-growth scenario, and the citywide
alternatives. The results show that the daily VMT per capita
in Union City would be lowest with Alternative C at 13.1.

Daily
VMT Per Capita
VMT Per Capita

and compare travel characteristics between alternatives. The
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12.4

13.2

13.4

13.4

2015

No Growth

Alt A

Alt B

13.1

13.4

13.3

Alt C

Alt D

Alt E

This compares to an existing daily VMT per capita of 12.4 in
Union City. The low daily VMT per capita under Alternative
C is likely attributable to the concentration of high-density

Note: Day Population or “Capita” = Population + Jobs in Union City Zones
Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2016.

residential development located near transit, which has the
effect of reducing reliance on automobiles. The VMT per
capita for the other alternatives ranges between roughly 13.3
and 13.4. This range corresponds to an increase in VMT
per capita ranging from 7.4 percent to 8.6 percent above
existing. The no-growth scenario shows a VMT per capita
of 13.18, or a 6.6 percent increase above existing. This shows
that over 80 percent of the increase in VMT per capita is
attributable to growth outside Union City. That is, land
use changes outside of Union City, in neighboring cities
and throughout the Bay Area, would increase the VMT
regardless of whether Union City adds any development at
all.
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Levels of Service/Congestion
What is the measure?

It is noteworthy that under No-Growth conditions, the same percentage (7 percent)
of roadway facilities would operate at LOS F as under Alternatives A and E, and
nearly the same as under Alternatives B, C, and D. This indicates that, due to

The measure is the level of service (LOS) of roadways and amount of congestion

regional land use growth and transportation planning, Union City would have

based on the proposed land use mix.

similar amounts of roadway congestion regardless of whether Union City builds any

Why is it important?
Level of service (LOS) measures traffic flow and congestion, using letters A through

development.

FIGURE 3-27: 2040 PEAK-HOUR TRIPS

F to rate efficiency of traffic flow, with “A” meaning “free flow” and “F” meaning
“forced or broken down flow.” The 2002 General Plan includes a LOS standard of

50,0002015

18,720 | 20,530

D as the goal for the city’s streets and intersections during peak commute hours.
For the alternatives analysis, peak-hour volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios were used
to determine operating levels of service on roadway segments in the city, based
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21,830 | 24,020
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between LOS C and D conditions) generally indicates that adequate capacity is
available and vehicles are not expected to experience significant queues and delays.
As the V/C ratio approaches 1.0 (LOS F), traffic flow becomes unstable, and delay
and queuing problems begin to occur. Once the demand exceeds the capacity (a
V/C ratio greater than 1.0), traffic flow is unstable and excessive delay and queuing

Peak-Hour Trips
Peak-Hour Trips

on planning-level capacity thresholds. A V/C ratio less than 0.80 (the threshold

30,000

is expected.

How do the Alternatives compare?

10,000

Figure 3-27 presents the roadway segment level of service results by facility type.
This figure summarizes the number of vehicle miles traveled during the AM and
PM peak hours on each facility type within the city that are projected to operate at
the various levels of service. Alternative A and Alternative E would have the lowest

0

0
10,000
20,000
2015 No Growth Alt. A
Alt. B

AM

percentage of miles operating at LOS F (7.1 percent and 7.0 percent, respectively).
Alternative B and Alternative D would have the highest percentage of miles

30,000
40,000
Alt. C
Alt. D
Alt. E

50,000

PM

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2016.

operating at LOS F (8.1 percent and 8.0 percent, respectively). This compares with
6.0 percent of existing facilities operating at LOS F.
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Walkability, Bikeability, and Access to Transit

How do the Alternatives compare?

What is the measure?

Access to transit and creating walkable streets is a key component to efficient

Walkability is the number of residents and employees within a half-mile walking
distance of local amenities such as commercial centers, parks, and schools. Bikeability
is measured by the number of residents and employees with access to Class 1 or 2
bicycle facilities. The measure of access to transit is the number of residents and
employees within a half- mile of different types of transit services (i.e., BART, Bus).

transportation planning. A focused evaluation was conducted to determine the
impact of creating jobs and housing in areas within ½ mile of the Union City BART
station (a “transit rich” area) versus planning jobs and housing in the areas west of
I-880 (a “transit poor” area). These results show that by providing jobs and housing
in a transit rich area (e.g., near the Union City BART station), there could be up to a
25 percent reduction in VMT relative to developing in transit poor areas, depending
on the mix of jobs, housing, and retail. To make the best use of Union City’s BART

Why is it important?
Nearly all of Union City neighborhoods as well as the city’s commercial, industrial,
and public centers are currently within a half-mile of a transit stop. Access to
transit is a critical component of not only reducing traffic congestion and the
associated negative environmental impacts (e.g., air pollution), but also of improving
accessibility for residents who cannot drive. Land use patterns can make walking
and biking more convenient and enjoyable by incentivizing fewer people to use cars.

station, land use density in the area surrounding the station should be maximized
to the greatest degree feasible. A mix of multifamily housing, office, and supporting
neighborhood retail near BART, combined with walkable, bikeable streets, represents
the best opportunity for Union City to maximize potential transit ridership and
reduce auto dependency. Alternative C, which emphasizes high-density land uses
around the BART station, would best promote a walkable, bike-friendly Union City.

Assets such as pedestrian bridges, streetscape improvements, bicycle and pedestrian
paths, street crossings, and sidewalks all make walking and biking much safer, faster,
and more comfortable. The existing (2012) Union City bikeways network includes 6.9
miles of paved and unpaved off-street shared Class I Bike paths and pedestrian trails,
12.3 miles of Class II Bike Lanes, and 0.5 miles of Class III Bike Routes. However,
according to the 2008-2012 ACS, only 1.2 percent of Union City residents walked
and only 0.2 percent rode a bicycle to work, both of which are lower than rates for
Alameda County as a whole. New development should contribute to the creation of a
more walkable, bikeable, and transit-friendly community.
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Infrastructure and Services

Water, Sewer, Stormdrainage Facilities,
Operations, and Maintenance

Key Findings

What is the measure?

The Infrastructure and Services section addresses projected demands on water, sewer,

The measure is the amount of infrastructure improvements needed to serve new

stormdrainage facilities; law enforcement; fire protection and emergency services;

development and the likely levels of service (equipment and staffing) needed to

parkland and recreation facilities/services; and schools. The following summarizes

operate and maintain the new facilities over time.

key findings from this section:
•

The alternatives could create demand for between 5 (Alternative A) and 22
(Alternative C) additional police officers based on current staffing levels.
Alternative C would create the greatest demand for law enforcement due to its
high population potential.

•

require fewer facilities because buildings are closer to one another and require
less extensive infrastructure networks. Similarly, infill development can often take

fire stations are sufficient to meet anticipated fire protection and emergency

typically pays for the construction of infrastructure to serve new buildings and uses,

services demands under all the alternatives. Alternatives with greater

but service providers are responsible for operating, maintaining, and replacing the

population growth (e.g. Alternatives B, C, and E) would require additional fire

facilities as they wear out.
Union City is largely built out, meaning that future development will occur as infill
development or conversion to new uses within the three Focus Areas or other

There is very limited available land to develop new parks, so it is unclear that

underutilized and vacant sites within the city. Because development will occur as

future parkland demands can be met under any of the alternatives. Alternatives

infill, it won’t require significant infrastructure extensions. Infill development, in

with greater population growth would create the greatest demand for parkland

general, can still face infrastructure challenges if existing facilities are old or do not

based on current City standards.

have sufficient capacity. Depending on the density and intensity of infill development,

Regarding potential school demands, Alternatives B and D provide the most
capacity for single-family homes, which would be more likely than multifamily

•

different land use types and patterns. Typically, more compact forms of development

advantage of unused capacity in public services and infrastructure. New development

and taller buildings, especially any buildings over 5 stories.

•

The amount of infrastructure needed to serve new development is influenced by

According to Alameda County Fire Department (ACFD), Union City’s four

fighters and/or firefighter companies and additional trucks to protect larger

•

Why is it important?

existing infrastructure may need to be replaced to accommodate additional users and
connections.

homes to accommodate school-aged children.

How do the Alternatives compare?

Because most development will occur as infill within the Focus Areas,

Alameda County Water District (ACWD) and Union Sanitary District (USD are

significant infrastructure extensions will not be needed, although existing

Special Districts that provide water and wastewater services to the Tri-City area

infrastructure may need to be upgraded to accommodate higher densities and

including Union City. According to ACWD and USD, the water treatment and

intensities in some of the alternatives (e.g., Alternative C).

delivery and wastewater collection and treatment facilities maintained by each district
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have sufficient capacity to meet anticipated demands under all the alternatives.

Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Municipal Regional National Pollutant Discharge

Depending on the number of additional sewer connections and level of wastewater

Elimination System Stormwater Permit.

flows created by new development envisioned in each alternative, USD has indicated
that wastewater pumping stations may need to be upgraded to accommodate

Law Enforcement

increased demand.

What is the measure?

As new development occurs, developers are required to develop and improve water

The measure is the number of number of law enforcement officers, personnel, and

and wastewater infrastructure to serve their project. As these systems age and require

facilities needed to serve the existing and new population.

replacement, the districts collect fees from customers to upgrade the facilities and
ensure adequate provision of service. Similarly, the districts rely on customer fees to

Why is it important?

operate and maintain existing and new facilities.

Law enforcement is responsible for maintaining public order and safety, enforcing
the law, and preventing, detecting, and investigating criminal activities. As

The City owns and maintains the public storm drain system, which includes all of the
storm drains, pipes, catch basins, and manholes within the City rights-of-way. The
outfalls, channels, creeks, and pump stations are owned and operated by Alameda

population increases, the demand for additional law enforcement and emergency
response personnel, equipment, and facilities also increases. The Union City Police
Department provides law enforcement services.

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCWCD). As new
development occurs, the developers are required to develop and improve drainage

The Department currently has about 77 sworn officers and maintains a ratio of 1.08

infrastructure to serve their project. As drainage systems age, the City is responsible

officers per 1,000 residents. The 2002 General Plan includes a policy directing the

for maintaining and improving drainage infrastructure in the public rights-of-way.

City to maintain a ratio of 1.4 officers per 1,000 residents. Nationally, the average

This typically occurs in conjunction with roadway maintenance.

ratio of police officers per 1,000 residents is about 1.8. Union City has a similar officer
to population ratio compared to other East Bay cities. Only Milpitas, Hayward, and

All of the alternatives propose developing lands that have been previously planned for
development. While the City’s existing and planned drainage systems are sufficient
to serve development proposed in all the alternatives, land uses that would result
in more open space and less impervious services would require less capacity to

Newark have somewhat higher ratios. None achieve the national average. This is
common in most departments in the western U.S. According to the Union City Police
Department, the unscientific ideal for per capita in our area is about 1.0 to 1.2 sworn
officers per 1,000 residents.

collect and drain stormwater. For example, the low-density residential land uses
proposed in Alternatives B and D may leave more land open around buildings

The Police Department is supported by about 30 non-sworn civilian personnel (0.41

to absorb stormwater compared to Alternatives A, C, and E that result in larger

personnel per 1,000 population). The 2002 General Plan includes a policy directing

building footprints and more paved surfaces. However, Alternatives B and D would

the City to maintain a ratio of 0.7 police department support personnel per 1,000

likely require a more extensive roadways network and a corresponding stormwater

residents. According to the Union City Police Department, the current level of

drainage system compared to the other alternatives that would likely have larger

support personnel is not sufficient.

parcels and fewer streets. All development is required to treat and control stormwater
discharge consistent with the most current California Regional Water Quality Control
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How do the Alternatives compare?

Similarly, in order to maintain the current ratio of support personnel to population (0.41

In addition to officers, increased population would require additional support staff

per 1,000 residents), Union City would need to add between one and eight additional

and equipment. With the addition of each officer, the City would need to purchase

non-sworn civilian support personnel.

additional squad cars, officer equipment, and administrative support materials.

FIGURE 3-29: SUPPORT STAFF DEMAND

Figure 3-28 provides an estimate of existing plus net new officer and support staff
demands created under each alternative. In order to maintain existing service ratio
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of 1.08 officers per 1,000 residents, Union City would need to add between 5 and 22
officers and 1 and 8 support staff, depending on the alternative. In order to achieve

58

60

support staff demands created under each alternative. In order to achieve the 2002
General Plan standard of 0.7 per 1,000 residents, Union City would need to add
between 23 and 34 non-sworn civilian support personnel.

FIGURE 3-28: POLICE OFFICER DEMAND
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Finally, in order accommodate additional staff and equipment, the City would need

Fire Protection/Emergency Services

to ensure its police facilities are of adequate size. According to the Union City Police
Department, its current administrative headquarters is sufficient to accommodate

What is the measure?

future officer and staffing demands. However, as new development occurs the Police

The measure is the number of firefighters, equipment, and facilities needed to serve

Department may need to open additional substations that would result in additional

the existing and new population.

costs to the City.
In general, the demand for police officers corresponds to the population growth
of each alternative. Alternatives with the greatest population growth require the
most officers. This is particularly the case for alternatives that create significant new
population, such as Alternatives B, C, and D. Alternative C, in particular, would
create significant demand for policing in the Greater Station District Focus Area.

Why is it important?
Local fire departments provide firefighting, rescue, and emergency medical services
to city residents. Fire service plays an important role in preventing fire and saving
lives and property when emergencies or fires occur. The National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) Standard 1710 states that the number of fire suppression
personnel is determined by 1) Life hazard to the populace protected; 2) Provisions
of safe and effective fire-fighting performance conditions for the fire fighters; 3)
Potential property loss; 4) Nature, configuration hazards, and internal protection of
the properties involved; and 5) Types of fireground tactics and evolutions employed
as standard procedure, type of apparatus used, and results expected to be obtained
at the fire scene10. Therefore as the population to be protected increases due to future
development, the demand for additional fire protection and emergency response
personnel, equipment, and facilities also increases.
In 2010 Union City officials voted to select the Alameda County Fire Department
(ACFD) to provide emergency fire and medical services to Union City residents
through a contractual agreement. Four fire stations are located in Union City and
are staffed by a total of 12 firefighters (2014). For 24/7 coverage, this is a total of 36
firefighters, plus a battalion chief and other support staff. There are approximately 45
FTE equivalent fire personnel, similar to the staffing level of 2002. The 2002 General
Plan included a firefighter/population standard of 1.0 firefighter/1,000 population.
The national average for cities is about 1.7 firefighters per 1,000 residents. While the
firefighter to population ratio in Union City seems low, ACFD has several additional
fire stations with firefighters near Union City that also serve areas within the city as
needed.
10 NFPA 1710, Organizational and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical
Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departments, Copyright © 2010, National
Fire Protection Association, Quincy, MA. This reprinted material is not the complete and official position
of the NFPA on the referenced subject, which is represented only by the standard in its entirety.
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Similarly, different land uses and the types of buildings developed in a community

Population growth under Alternatives B and D would similarly create additional

create demands for different skills and equipment demands. For example, some

emergency service demands. However, the lower densities of these alternatives

industrial uses can require firefighters with additional hazardous materials training,

would probably not require specialized equipment. Alternative A, which includes

or developments that result in larger and taller buildings can require additional

a significant amount of research and development and industrial potential, could

firefighters to cover additional building floors and specialized trucks to reach higher

require ACFD to staff additional firefighters who have hazardous materials response

building stories.

training.

Finally, the transportation network and operations within a community can affect

Fire Department response times are likely to be affected by the different alternatives.

response times. Communities with congestion issues or network barriers (e.g.,

As described above, about 7 percent of the city’s roadways operate at LOS F, which is

freeways, railways) can increase the time it takes to get to fires and other emergencies.

the same as under Alternatives A and E, and nearly the same as under Alternatives B,

The service agreement between Union City and ACFD establishes service standards,

C, and D. Regardless of which alternative is selected, response times will be similarly

including a goal of 5-minute response time in at least 90 percent of all calls for

impacted. This is due to regional transportation challenges affecting Union City’s

service. Union City has I-880 and three major railways running through it. These

local traffic issues.

barriers limit the accessibility of the city to emergency responders. Union City also

FIGURE 3-30: RELATIVE INCREASE IN
EMERGENCY RESPONSE DEMANDS

has congestion issues. Several of the city’s major roadways (7 percent) currently
operate at level of service (LOS) F (i.e., a forced breakdown in flow).

How do the Alternatives compare?
According to ACFD, Union City’s four fire stations are likely sufficient to serve
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existing and potential growth under all the alternatives. Each station has the capacity
to expand to companies of four firefighters. Additionally, Station 33 on 7th Street
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in the Greater Station District Area could accommodate an additional company. As
development occurs, ACFD has indicated it will work with the City to add firefighters
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and trucks commensurate with population growth and land use development.
Figure 3-30 compares the relative increase in emergency response calls based on
population growth in each alternative. Alternative C would likely create the greatest
demand for additional fire safety and emergency services, especially in and around
the Greater Station District under Focus Area Alternative B2. Not only would it
result in significantly more population, which would increase emergency response
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

demands, it would also result in taller buildings. In some cases building heights could
require additional firefighters and trucks to address potential structure fires.
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Parkland and Recreation Facilities/Services

greater demands for senior services. Similar to park demands, greater population
growth requires more recreation programs to meet the needs of residents.

What is the measure?
The measure is the ratio of parkland to population and recreation programs by

The Community and Recreation Services Department offers a wide variety of

dwelling unit types.

programs for children, teens, adults, and seniors that include art, dance, and music, as
well as sports and fitness, including aquatics. The Department also provides preschool

Why is it important?

and daycare for young children (ages 3 to 5) and after school care and camps for

Parks and open space and recreational programs provide natural and recreational

middle school students. The City relies on local taxes and fees to provide recreation

opportunities for residents, promote active lifestyles and improve health and quality

programs.

of life. More compact forms of development can provide greater opportunities for
parks and open space because buildings take less land. Different land use types

How do the Alternatives compare?

require different amounts of parks. Residential uses typically require more parks than

Based on the City’s parkland standard of 3.0 acres per 1,000 residents, the alternatives

non-residential uses, although employees within cities also create demand for park

would result in different demands for parkland. Figure 3-31 provides a summary of

space.

parkland demand created by the alternatives.

The 2002 General Plan and Title 17 of the Union City Municipal Code includes a

The figure shows that Alternative C, which accommodates the highest population,

parks standard of 3.0 acres of parks per 1,000 residents. Currently (2014), the City

would also create the greatest parkland demand of an additional 136 acres, while

maintains 1.9 acres of parks per 1,000 residents, or 136.3 acres. To meet the standard,

Alternative A, which is employment focused, would have the least demand of an

Union City would need 211.5 acres of parks, meaning there is a current unmet

additional 88 acres. If no additional parks were created, Alternatives A and C would

need for 75 acres of parkland. While new residential development typically pays

result in a parkland-to-population ratio of 1.8 and 1.5, respectively. None of the

for the construction of new parks or enhancements of existing parks to meet future

current alternatives address the existing 75-acre deficit of parkland to meet the city’s

demands, the City is responsible for maintaining and servicing the parks over time.

goal of 3.0 acres per 1,000.

When new residential development occurs within the city, applicants are required to

Union City is a built out community west of Mission Boulevard with only 188.8

either dedicate land to address the park demand created by their project or pay an

acres of vacant land remaining for new development. Most of this land is planned for

in-lieu fee. The City uses these fees to either develop new parks or enhance existing

residential, commercial, or employment-based uses. It is unlikely the City will ever be

park facilities to meet the new demand created by the project. Once the new parks or

able address existing or future parkland acreage demands.

facilities are in place, the City relies on local taxes and fees for ongoing operations and
maintenance.

Future park demands in Union City will likely be met by creating some additional
park space and by using in-lieu fees collected from new development to enhance

The demographic makeup of a community and the type of households in a

existing parks to meet increased demands. Residents have indicated that existing

community create demands for different types of recreational programming.

parks lack basic facilities (e.g., parking, bathrooms) and need safety enhancements

Communities with more families and a younger population have greater demands

(e.g., lighting, signage, call boxes). Finally, residents have requested the City identify

for children and youth activities, while communities with more older residents have

areas for additional sports fields (e.g., soccer fields and baseball/softball fields).
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Development of new parkland that meets the needs of existing and future Union

Similar to parkland, recreation program demands will increase as Union City’s

City residents requires a sizable amount of vacant land that is readily accessible by

population grows. Because the alternatives emphasize different types of residential

pedestrians, bicyclist, transit users, and automobiles. The City has received feedback

development (e.g., single-family homes, mid-rise apartments and condos, high-rise

from the community regarding the feasibility of utilizing a portion of the flat lands

developments), the demand for recreation programs varies. Lower-density single-

area located east of Mission Boulevard currently owned by Masonic Homes. All of

family development typically houses families that increase children and youth

the hillside area, including the flat lands are protected by the Hillside Area Plan,

demand, while higher-density development houses single adults, couples, and seniors.

which limits urban development in the hillside area, and can only be revised by voter
approval. Policy 9 of the Plan identifies the flat lands areas along Mission Boulevard
be retained for agricultural or open space or used for recreation, which includes
parks.

It is important to note that all of the alternatives have access to two regional parks:
Garin/Dry Creek Regional Park in the Union City hillside east of Mission Boulevard
and Quarry Lakes Regional Park, which is located at the boundary of Union City
and Fremont. Both of these parks are accessible to Union City residents and workers.

FIGURE 3-31: PARKLAND DEMAND

Additionally, the Alameda County Flood Control trails provide opportunities for
walking and biking. The regional parks are intended to preserve natural and cultural
resource and provide opportunities for hiking, biking, picnicking, horseback riding,
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and the like. The programming at these parks is intended to serve Southern Alameda
County and the region.
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Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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FIGURE 3-32: NET NEW STUDENTS

School Demands
What is the measure?
The measure is the number of students enrolled in the New Haven Unified School

Why is it important?
NHUSD enrollment has steadily decreased since the 1996-1997 school year.
The 2013-2014 school year had a total enrollment of 12,601 students, the lowest
enrollment since the 1996-1997 school year. The continual drop in enrollment has
caused a loss of State revenue for the NHUSD. In 2007 and 2008, two schools were
closed in an effort to reduce spending on facilities and operations. Due to the current
downtrend in enrollment, it is unclear if any alternative will require NHUSD to build
additional facilities. City staff is awaiting feedback from NHUSD staff on how the
alternatives may impact existing schools.
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How do the Alternatives compare?
Student generation rates vary based dwelling unit type. Generally, single-family
homes generate more students than multifamily units. In the East Bay, rates generally
range from 0.67 students per unit for single-family detached housing to 0.14 students
per unit for multifamily housing. The analysis assumes a similar student generation

Multifamily

Single Family Attached

Single Family Detached

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

rate. The alternatives that are most likely to increase NHUSD’s enrollment, and
improve school funding, are the alternatives that increase population and households,
particularly households with children. As shown in Figure 3-32, Alternatives B and C
would be the most likely to increase school enrollment. Alternatives B and D, which
include the most single-family units, would likely attract households with children.
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Resources

Water Use

Key Findings

What is the measure?
The measure is the amount of water demand generated by residential and non-

The Resources section addresses projected demands on water use and energy use,

residential uses. Usage is expressed as gallons of water consumed per day (GPD).

as well as impacts on habitats and species found in Union City. The following
summarizes key findings from this section:
•

Why is it important?

Alameda County Water District (ACWD) indicates it has sufficient water

Water is among our most vital natural resources. During droughts water supplies can

supplies to meet the water demands of all the alternatives.

be restricted for residential customers and businesses as well as for natural resources
such as freshwater aquatic species. Water quality can diminish and water prices can

•

Because Alternative C results in greater intensities and densities compared

increase. The ability to build more housing to accommodate new residents or expand

to the other alternatives, it generates the most water and energy demand.

and add new businesses to grow the economy can be impaired. As illustrated by the

However, Alternative C uses less energy and water per capita compared to

current drought, as water supplies diminish, residents and businesses must use less

the other alternatives. This means the higher-density land use pattern in

water.

Alternative C makes more efficient use of water and energy compared to the
lower-density land uses in Alternatives B and D.

Water in Union City is provided by the Alameda County Water District (ACWD).
The ACWD is a member of the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency,

•

Because most development will occur as infill within the Focus Areas, there
would be relatively little impact on existing habitats and species that exist
within the city.

which is currently developing a Long-Term Reliable Water Supply Strategy to meet
the projected water needs of its member agencies and members through 2035 and to
increase their water supply reliability under normal and drought conditions. In the
long-term, climate change is expected to increase pressure on and competition for
water supplies. Climate change is expected to decrease snow pack, and water yields
from reservoirs are expected to become less reliable.
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How do the Alternatives compare?

Figure 3-36 shows projected non-residential increased water demand generated by

The ACWD has indicated that it has sufficient water supply to meet the future

new retail development was calculated assuming a water demand generation factor

development planned in all alternatives through 2040. Figure 3-33 (shown

of 0.282 gallons per day per square foot (ACWD, 2016). Water demand increase

on following page) shows water demands of residential and non-residential

generated by new services, industrial, and office development was calculated

development. Alternatives A, B, D, and E have similar projected water demands

assuming a water demand generation factor of 0.1035 gallons per day per square foot

(772,490 GPD and 979,348 GPD). Alternative C would create the greatest water

(which applies to all industrial, office, research and development, and high-tech uses)

demand increase, because it accommodates the greatest increase in population.

(ACWD, 2016).

FIGURE 3-36: 2015-2040 NET NEW
NON-RESIDENTIAL WATER DEMAND

Figure 3-34 (shown on following page) shows water demand for residential uses.
Water demands generated by new single-family homes were calculated assuming a
water demand generation factor of 287 gallons per day per dwelling unit (ACWD,
2016). This is a conservative estimate, as it is based on 6,000+ square-foot lot sizes,
which is unlikely to be built in any of the alternatives since most of Union City’s

586,860

Alt A

single-family lots are 6,000 square feet. Water demand increase generated by new
multifamily homes was calculated assuming a water demand generation factor of 150

As shown in Figure 3-34, Alternative C would create the greatest residential water
demand, while Alternative A would create the least. Alternative C emphasizes higherdensity residential uses and has the capacity to accommodate more residents than
the other alternatives. Alternative A, on the other hand, results in the least capacity to
accommodate additional residents resulting in the least impact on residential water

Gallons of Water per Day

gallons per day per dwelling unit (ACWD, 2016).
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Gallons of Water per Day
Note: Agriculture water demand constitutes less than 1 percent of total non-residential
water demand in each of the alternatives and is therefore omitted from the chart.
Industrial water demand combines manufacturing and wholesale water demands.
Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc., February 2016.
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FIGURE 3-34: 2015-2040 NET NEW RESIDENTIAL WATER DEMAND
125,700
51,950

451,650
150,960

1,109,700
39,320

280,800
101,311

245,700
39,319

Gallons of Water per Day

1,200,000

800,000

Multifamily
400,000

Single Family
0

Alt A

Alt B

Alt C

Alt D

Alt E

Sources:
Figures 3-33 and 3-34: Rincon
Consultants, Inc., February 2016.
Figure 3-35: Rincon Consultants, Inc.,
February 2016; Mintier Harnish, February
2016.
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FIGURE 3-35: 2015-2040 RESIDENTIAL WATER DEMAND PER CAPITA
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While Alternative C generates the highest total water demand, total water demand is
misleading when considering water usage per person, measured in GPD per capita.

Energy Use

GPD per capita is calculated dividing net new residential water demand by net new

What is the measure?

population for each alternative. Figure 3-35 (shown on previous page) shows that on

The measure is residential and non-residential energy consumption. This analysis

a per capita basis, residential uses in Alternative D would use twice as much water

includes projected electricity and natural gas demands.

per day as residents in the other alternatives. This difference is caused, in part, by the
differences in density and dwelling units proposed under the alternatives. Alternative

Why is it important?

D would emphasize lower-density residential uses, which would use more water than

Most electricity in California comes from sources that affect the environment in

the higher-density uses proposed under Alternative C.

some way. Most electricity in the state is generated by burning natural gas. Similarly,
many people rely on natural gas for heat and other energy needs. Though it produces

As shown in Figure 3-36, Alternative E would create the greatest increase in non-

fewer harmful emissions than coal, which is the leading fuel for power generation

residential water demand by 2040, while Alternative B would create the least. The

nationwide, natural gas combustion still releases carbon dioxide into the atmosphere

commercial employment focus of Alternative E proposes the most non-residential

and contributes to air pollution and climate change. Hydropower dams and solar

square footage, which also means that this alternative could provide the most

fields, other sources of electricity for California, can also cause other ecological

employment opportunities in the city; however, increases in employment-generating

damage, including diminished fish populations and habitat destruction. Different

uses also means an increase in water demand to support the operation of these

land use types and energy efficiency of new construction can help avoid wasteful use

businesses and facilities. Conversely, the residential focus of Alternative B offers the

of power and assist in energy conservation efforts. According to the PG&E Corporate

fewest opportunities for employment-generating uses in the city; as a result, this

Responsibility Report, retail customers in Union City purchased 74,864 GWh of

alternative would have the lowest impact on non-residential water demand by 2040.

energy in 2011. Of that, 35,353 GWh were generated by PG&E. In 2011 Alameda
County used about 10,938 GWh of energy or 7.2kWh per capita.

How do the Alternatives compare?
Energy use includes electricity and natural gas consumed for space and water heating.
Energy use varies by sector and between designated land uses. Manufacturing and
residential land uses require the greatest amount of energy. The following estimates of
energy demand are based on current energy consumption multipliers; they exclude
potential energy conservation in existing development and future efficiencies in new
development.
Alternative C would result in the greatest increase in residential natural gas use,
while Alternative D would result in the lowest demand for natural gas (Figure 3-37).
However, despite having the greatest increase in population, Alternative C creates
the lowest per capita natural gas demand compared to the other alternatives (Figure
3-38). Alternative D has the second highest natural gas use per capita.
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FIGURE 3-37: 2040 NATURAL GAS USE
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demand, while Alternative D would result in the lowest. Alternative E generates
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FIGURE 3-40: 2040 ELECTRICITY USE PER CAPITA
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Habitat and Species Impacts
What is the measure?
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The measure is the amount of habitat and/or number of special status species that
could be impacted by new development under each alternative. Impacts are measured
13.2
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in the number of acres of known habitat that could be converted to urban uses and
the special status species present where development could occur.

Why is it important?
There is economic, social, psychological, and recreational value in conserving natural
habitats. The cost of repairing damaged ecosystems is much higher than the cost of

3.5

conserving them. If not properly managed, the process of development can lead to

3.1

habitat destruction and the extinction of species. Siting land uses strategically can
0

help mitigate the negative effects on the environment. There are currently about 7,150
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Alt E

acres of open space land within Union City that provide habitat for local flora and
fauna. Most of this area is east of Mission Boulevard. The California Natural Diversity
Database identified five special status reptile species, 21 special status bird species,
eight special status mammal species, one special status invertebrate species, two
special status fish species, 15 special status plant species, and two critical habitat areas
known to occur within five miles of Union City. Similarly, most are located east of
Mission Boulevard.
Vegetation communities provide wildlife habitat components including food,
shelter, movement corridors, and breeding opportunities for wildlife species. Natural
land cover types including sparse vegetation and agriculture may also provide
lower-quality habitat components for wildlife species. Several wetland features
are located within and surrounding Union City, including estuarine and marine
wetlands, freshwater emergent wetlands, freshwater forested/shrub wetlands, and
freshwater ponds. Wetlands provide habitat for a variety of special status plant and
animal species and are typically subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
jurisdiction under section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Special status species
are plants and animals that are legally protected under the Federal and State
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Endangered Species Acts or other regulations, and are species that are considered
sufficiently rare by the scientific community. Northern coastal marsh and sycamore
alluvial woodland habitat types are designated as critical habitat elements within the
vicinity of Union City, as they have the highest conservation value for preservation of
rare species.

How do the Alternatives compare?
Because Union City is mostly built out west of Mission Boulevard, any change in
land use would have relatively little impact on existing habitats and species that exist
within the city.
The five alternatives are generally similar in terms of the amount of vegetation
communities and natural land cover types that will be designated for development
Red-Legged Frog

versus preservation. Based on an evaluation of available biological resource data, the
total acreage of vegetation communities and natural land cover types proposed for
development under the alternatives is about 1.9 acres. This total is the same under
each of the five alternatives and is less than one acre each for Introduced Annual
and Perennial, Pacific Coast Scrub, and Agriculture lands. There’s also 0.10 acres of
Agricultural lands and 2.8 acres of Wetlands identified within the Horner-Veasy area
that could be impacted by new development.
Based on an evaluation of available biological resource data, two special status species
and one critical habitat element could be impacted by proposed land use designation
changes under each of the five alternatives. These include slender-leaved pond weed,
California red-legged frog, and northern coast salt marsh. Each of the five alternatives
would allow for urban development within known occurrences/habitat for both
sensitive species and the critical habitat element. There is not a significant difference
in impacts to special status species and critical habitat among the five alternatives.

Freshwater Pond
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Flooding and Sea Level Rise

Hazards and Safety

What is the measure?

Key Findings

The measure is areas of the city located in areas at risk for flood hazards. Flood risk is

The Hazards and Safety section addresses potential risk of flooding and sea level

assessed using the 100-year and 500-year floodplains as designated on the National

rise for new residents and businesses and the generation of GHG emissions and air

Flood Hazard Layer developed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency

pollution. The following list summarizes key findings from this section:

(FEMA), which depicts the extent of flooding associated with a 100-year and 500-

•

Most flood risk areas are located along the west side of the city. All alternatives
will require lands to be elevated out of the flood plain in order to be developed
with residential, commercial or industrial land uses.

•

•

•

year storm, respectively. The probability of a 100-year storm event is once every 100
years, or 1 in 100 for any given year. The probability of a 500-year storm event is once
every 500 years, or 1 in 500 for any given year. Because these recurrence intervals are
based on probability, it is unlikely but possible that more than one 100-year storm

Many areas on the west side of the city that are currently outside of the flood

could occur within 100 years or even within the same year. The effects of sea level

risk areas may be susceptible to flooding as a result of sea level rise.

rise are not reflected in the 100-year and 500-year floodplains and are measured

All the alternatives would produce similar amounts of GHG emissions, but

independently through separate analyses described below.

Alternatives B and C would have the lowest annual per capita GHG emissions.

Why is it important?

All the alternatives would produce similar amounts of air pollution, but

Flooding can occur when large storm events result in localized flooding around

Alternative C would produce slightly more than the other alternatives due to

streams, drainage channels, low-lying areas, poorly-drained areas, or coastal areas.

its higher population capacity.

In the longer term, sea level rise is expected to increase flood risk for communities
along the Bay, especially during storm surge events. Despite a robust storm water
management infrastructure and advanced emergency management capabilities,
strong winter storms and high tide events have the potential to cause flooding.
Flooding can result in damage to structures and roadways, create stressors on critical
services, and indirectly result in damage by leading to other hazardous events,
such as erosion or the mobilization of hazardous materials. The risk of flooding to
property and human lives can be mitigated by planned land uses and well-designed
infrastructure. Through low-impact development practices (i.e., use of the natural
landscaping to control urban stormwater runoff ), good drainage facilities and design,
and by placing residential, retail, and office uses away from flood-prone areas, risk
can be minimized.
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FIGURE 3-41: FEMA FLOOD ZONES
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Approximately 10 percent of the urbanized area of Union City is currently located

The City participated in a pilot project, referred to as the Adapting to Rising Tides

within the 100-year floodplain and approximately 2 percent is currently located

(ART) project, along with regional agencies and local jurisdictions located along the

within the 500-year floodplain. Most of these areas are located in the southwest

East Bay shoreline to assess the vulnerability and risk of shoreline and community

portion of the city. Figure 3-41 shows these areas. These floodplains are associated

resources to sea level rise and storm events. The project was managed by the San

with storm events and do not account for inundation associated with sea level rise.

Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission and the National

Union City does not control or maintain the flood control facilities such as Alameda
Creek, several creek tributaries, the levees to the west, or the wetlands to the west.
These facilities are managed and maintained by the Alameda County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District. Union City also has a Floodplain Combining
District as part of the zoning ordinance. Chapter 18.98, Floodplain Combining
District, is an overlay zone that restricts the placement of structures within the
100-year flood zone that is designated by FEMA. Any new construction in an area
that is designated as a flood zone must be raised so that the structures are not at risk

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Office for Coastal Management. The
ART project concluded that nearly 5,000 people in Union City (7 percent of the
population) would be exposed to storm event flooding assuming 16 inches of sea level
rise and over 25,000 people (39 percent of the population) would be affected with
55 inches of sea level rise. The two sea level rise projections correlate approximately
to mid- and end-of-century time frames. The impacts were generally focused on
areas located on the west side of Union City. Figure 3-42 maps the areas potentially
impacted by 1-foot and 5-foot sea level rise.

per FEMA requirements. Under Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management,

How do the Alternatives compare?

Federal agencies funding and/or permitting critical facilities, such as fire stations,

Flood Risk

police stations, or hospitals, are required to avoid the 0.2-percent (500-year)
floodplain or protect the facilities to the 0.2-percent chance flood level.

Union City’s primary flooding concerns are associated with potential failures of the
Calaveras, Del Valle, and Ward Creek dams (Union City General Plan Health and

Sea level rise is predicted to accelerate in response to global climate change over the

Safety Element). FEMA has prepared flood zone maps defining 100-year and 500-

next century. Rising sea levels are expected to increase shoreline flood risk, especially

year flood hazard areas in the event of flooding from dam failure or natural causes

during storms when storm surges increase flood potential. As sea level rises and wave

such as storm events.

intensity increases, higher high tides, shifts in tidal range, and increases in depth and
duration of tidal inundation will cause frequent or permanent inundation in some
areas that are not currently in the daily tidal range, or subject to periodic flooding.
Furthermore, locations along the shoreline are vulnerable to increased shoreline
erosion and waves over-topping shoreline protection structures due to changes
in wave activity as Bay water levels rise. Elevated groundwater levels and salinity
intrusion due to sea level rise may also result in potential impacts.
Union City does not directly interface with the Bay. There are open lands, wetlands,

The Horner-Veasy Focus Area is entirely within the 100-year flood zone. Parts
of Greater Station District to the east of the Union Pacific rail line are within the
100-year and 500-year flood zones, and two areas west of the UP rail line are also
within the 100-year flood zone. According to the Multi-Jurisdictional-Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 2010 Update, seven miles of roadways
in Union City are within a 100-year floodplain and four miles are within the 500-year
floodplain. The western portion of the Union City Boulevard Focus Area (i.e. located
west of Union City Boulevard) is within the 100-year flood zone.

and levees to the west that are within the city of Hayward; however, Union City does
have lands that could be impacted by sea level rise if no flood control improvements
are made by regional agencies.
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FIGURE 3-42: SEA LEVEL RISE
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Sea Level Rise
As discussed above, a 16-inch and 55-inch rise in sea level correlate approximately
to mid- and end-of-century time frames. Figures 3-43 through 3-44 show how the
various areas of Union City would be exposed to tidal inundation at the Mean Higher
High Water (MHHW), the highest average daily high tide, by a 16-inch and 55-inch
in sea level rise, respectively. A 16-inch rise in sea level would not affect the Union
City Boulevard or Greater Station District Focus Areas. Part of the Horner-Veasy
area would be in disconnected low-lying areas, meaning that those areas would not
be connected to adjacent inundated areas because they are protected by levees and or
other topographic features and therefore would not be flooded. A 55-inch rise in sea
level, however, would affect nearly all of the Horner-Veasy and Union City Boulevard
Focus Areas, but would not affect the Greater Station District Focus Area.
Figures 3-45 and 3-46 show how the various Focus Areas would be exposed to
flooding in the event of storm surges under a 16” and 55” in sea level rise conditions.
Under both sea level rise conditions, all focus areas would be potentially exposed
flooding caused by wind waves during a storm. The Greater Station District Focus

Flooding risk is higher in the southwest portion of Union City.

Area is at least risk due to the area being further inland.
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FIGURE 3-43: 16-INCH SEA LEVEL RISE AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE TO INUNDATION
16" Sea Level Rise
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Risk Assessment Pilot Project, Technic al Report, November 2011.

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc., February 2016.
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FIGURE 3-44: 66-INCH SEA LEVEL RISE AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE TO INUNDATION
55" Sea Level Rise
Focus Area Boundary
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Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc., February 2016.
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FIGURE 3-45: 16-INCH SEA LEVEL RISE AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE TO WIND WAVES
16" Sea Level Rise
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FIGURE 3-46: 66-INCH SEA LEVEL RISE AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE TO WIND WAVES
55" Sea Level Rise
Focus Area Boundary
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generates the lowest annual per capita volume, followed by Alternative B. Alternative

GHG Emissions

C’s low per capita volume is mainly attributed to the high-density residential

What is the measure?

designations proposed for this alternative, and would require approximately 53

The measure is the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions generated by

percent more residential development capacity than Alternative B,

new development represented as carbon dioxide equivalent. Carbon dioxide

FIGURE 3-47: TOTAL 2040 GHG EMISSIONS

equivalent (CO2e) is a measure used to compare the emissions from various
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Why is it important?
Scientists estimate that if GHG emissions continue at the present rate, the
earth’s surface temperature could exceed historical trends, with potentially
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worldwide. Most GHG emissions in urban areas are generated within the
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sustainable land use patterns. In 2010 Union City adopted a Climate Action
Plan (CAP) which calls for the city to reduce GHG emissions to 20 percent below

FIGURE 3-48: TOTAL 2040 GHG EMISSIONS PER CAPITA

2005 levels by 2020; this equates to a reduction of 90,405 MT CO2e. By 2010
citywide emissions had decreased by 4 percent. In both inventory years, the
largest contributor to GHG emissions within the City was transportation and

How do the Alternatives compare?
Figure 3-47 compares the total 2040 emissions projected for all alternatives.
The alternatives have similar generation rates (i.e. 200,000 CO2e) for total
GHG emissions (mobile and stationary) with some alternatives being
slightly less and some being slightly more. Alternative C would generate
the greatest amount of GHG emissions, followed by Alternative E, with
Alternative B resulting in the lowest total emissions volume. In terms of per
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which proposes the second greatest increase in residential dwelling units compared

proposed alternatives, while area sources would generate fewer long-term emissions.

with all the alternatives. Although Alternative C would involve the greatest increase

The greatest increase in dwelling units would occur under Alternative C, the High-

in residential growth, non-residential growth would be limited to approximately

Density Residential Alternative, and the greatest increase in non-residential square

2,252,000 square feet, the second smallest increase in non-residential square footage

footage would occur under Alternative E, the Commercial/Employment Alternative.

among the various alternatives. Therefore, the reduction in energy demand from
non-residential uses appears to moderate the growth in energy demand from
increased residential development capacity allowed by Alternative C. Furthermore,
Alternative C provides for substantially greater population capacity than do the other
alternatives, which substantially increases its capita denominator. Given the above
factors, Alternative C shows the lowest per capita GHG emissions rate. Long-term
emissions are generated from area sources, energy use, solid waste, water use, and
transportation. Mobile source emissions are generated mainly from automobile use.
Transportation would generate the greatest amount of emissions in each of the

Figure 3-49 presents total GHG emissions per year and shows that Alternative C
would have the greatest amount of total mobile GHG emissions while Alternative B
would have the least, although the difference between all the alternatives is relatively
small. However, as Alternative C results in the most residential growth (mostly
adjacent to the Union City BART station), new residents under Alternative C would
have easy access to regional transit lines, which would result in lower GHG emissions
per capita. Figure 3-50 illustrates how Alternative C per capita emissions are more
than 80 percent lower than both Alternative A per capita emissions and Alternative D
per capita emissions.

Figure 3-48:
Notes: Annual per capita emissions
were calculated by dividing total annual
emissions by the projected population
and jobs created at build out of each
alternative. All calculations were made
using EMFAC. See Appendix D for
calculations. Numbers may not add up
due to rounding error.
Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc.,
February 2016.
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FIGURE 3-49: 2040 MOBILE GHG EMISSIONS
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Figure 3-51 presents projected GHG emissions generated by stationary sources
for each alternative in 2040, and shows that Alternative C would have the greatest
amount of total stationary GHG emissions while Alternative B would have the least.
The volumes shown are mitigated, and as such are based on the assumption that each
individual residential unit would not have a wood-burning stove or hearth; however,
the emissions do not reflect emissions reductions that are likely to accrue from
implementing a range of land use, transportation, energy, and other policies that are
outlined in the Union City Climate Action Plan, which will be included in the new
General Plan that may directly or indirectly reduce GHG emissions.

FIGURE 3-51: 2040 STATIONARY GHG EMISSIONS
Total stationay GHG emissions per year
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FIGURE 3-52: 2040 STATIONARY GHG EMISSIONS PER CAPITA
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Air Quality
What is the measure?

pollutant levels to ensure that State and Federal air quality standards are met and, if
they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.

The measure is the amount of air pollution generated by new development under

Air pollutants generated from energy use, solid waste, and water use are categorized

each alternative. Projected air quality emissions are reported in pounds per day for

as “stationary sources,” while transportation-related pollutants are categorized as

stationary and mobile sources. Air pollution is analyzed as toxic air contaminants

“mobile sources.” Mobile source pollutants are generated mainly from automobile

(TACs), which are defined by the California Air Resources Board and include:

use. Stationary sources are mainly generated from building heating, cooling, and

ROG, NOX, SOx, PM2.5, and PM10 (see www.arb.ca.gov for information on these

lighting; infrastructure operations (e.g., street and traffic lights, water and wastewater

pollutants).

treatment and delivery); and residents and businesses generation of garbage and
wastewater and use of water.

Why is it important?
In the Bay Area a certain amount of air pollution comes from industrial sources, such
as refineries and power plants; however, a greater percentage of harmful air emissions
come from cars, trucks, and other motorized vehicles as well as construction
activities and equipment. The common pollutants of greatest concern are ozone and
fine particulate matter, which is considered a TAC by the California Air Resource
Board. TACs are generally present in very small amounts in the air, but are extremely
hazardous to human health.
Ambient air quality standards have been established to represent the levels of air
quality considered sufficient, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect public
health and welfare. They are designed to protect that segment of the public most
susceptible to respiratory distress referred to as “sensitive receptors”, which includes
children under 14; the elderly over 65; persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise
in the outdoors; and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases.
Land uses that typically accommodate sensitive receptors includes: residences,
schools, and hospitals. Land use patterns can limit sensitive receptors exposure to
air pollution by placing them away from busy roadways, railways, and industrial
operations.
Union City is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, which is under
the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). As
the local air quality management agency, the BAAQMD is required to monitor air
Alternative B: Residential
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FIGURE 3-53: TOTAL 2040 TAC EMISSIONS

How do the Alternatives compare?
Projections for VMT, population, housing, non-residential
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square footage, and employment were used to complete the
inputs to calculate air quality impacts. Figure 3-51 shows that
it would accommodate the greatest increase in population.
There is, however, only a small difference between the lowest
emitter (Alternative B - 2,955 lbs/day) and the highest emitter
(Alternative C - 3,260 lbs/day).
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Due to the potential for exposure of sensitive receptors TACs,

3,000

TAC Emissions (lbs/day)

Alternative C would generate the most air pollution since

3,260
3,075

3,071

2,955

3,062

PM2.5
PM10

2,500

CO
2,000

NOX
1,500

ROG
1,000

the California Air Resource Board’s Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (June 2005)

500

recommends avoiding siting new sensitive land uses such as
residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds, or medical
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on ARB’s findings, the BAAQMD recommends that land use

Note: All stationary calculations were made using CalEEMod and all mobile emissions were calculated using EMFAC. See
Appendix D for calculations. Numbers may not add up due to rounding error. SOx emissions contributed to less than 1
percent of total emissions and is therefore omitted from the chart.
Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc., February 2016.

policies should require additional on-road mobile source
screening analysis for construction of new receptors within 1,000 feet of the nearest

In addition to TAC emissions from roadways, other industrial land uses, such as

high volume roadway, defined as a freeway or arterial roadway with greater than

distribution centers, rail lines, and gasoline dispensing facilities may also emit

10,000 vehicles or 1,000 trucks per day (BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality

TACs. Alternative B and C would result in the greatest amount of residential growth

Act Air Quality Guidelines, accessed online February 2016). Interstate 880 (I-880) is

adjacent to these industrial uses, whereas Alternative A would result in the least

the only major highway running through Union City. Each of the alternatives would

amount of residential growth adjacent to these industrial uses. The remainder of

result in changes to the land use patterns throughout the city; however, none of the

heavier industrial land uses are located relatively centrally in the city, and would not

proposed alternatives would result in development within 1,000 feet of I-880.

be directly adjacent to the focus areas.
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Chapter 4: Focus Area Alternatives Evaluation
This chapter compares the Focus
Area Alternatives presented
in Chapter 2 based on select
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Land Use

Greater Station District
This section compares the alternatives for the Greater Station District Focus Area
based on the evaluation criteria used to analyze the citywide alternatives in Chapter
3. The Greater Station District Focus Area Alternatives are described in detail in
Chapter 2 and include the following:

Population, Housing, and Employment Growth
Table 4-1 provides a summary of the population, housing, and employment potential
of the Greater Station District Focus Area Alternatives. Alternatives A and C would
create the most potential for employment; both have capacity for over 6,000 new jobs.
Alternatives B1, B2, and B3 create the most potential for housing and corresponding

•

Focus Area Alternative A: 2002 General Plan (Research and Development)

population growth. Alternative B3 accommodates the most population. Alternative

•

Focus Area Alternative B1: Residential with Research and Development

B2, would redevelop an existing nonresidential area, identified for job growth in the

•

Focus Area Alternative B2: Lower-Density Residential

2002 General Plan, with residential uses resulting in negative job growth (i.e., jobs

•

Focus Area Alternative B3: Higher-Density Residential with Retail/Service

lost to redevelopment would not be replaced). Alternatives B1 and B3 would provide

•

Focus Area Alternative C: Station Area Office

for a mix of new residential and employment uses.

TABLE 4-1: GREATER STATION DISTRICT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
UP Rail Line

UP Rail Line/
BART Line
n
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Alternative

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

A

2,383

937

6,004

B1

4,460

1,722

3,258

B2

6,012

2,201

-232

B3

14,912

6,199

1,782

C

3,529

1,426

6,440

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.

On the footer of every page, you will find a
key to the Focus Area Alternatives discussed
in this chapter.
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Alternative B1 proposes a mix of housing types and retains a portion of the area as

Alternative B1 creates the most conflict with existing flex-industrial zoning because

Research and Development Campus uses, which has the potential to accommodate

it converts approximately one-half of the Research and Development Campus area

a variety of office and manufacturing jobs. Alternative B3 significantly increases

to residential and creates an interface where existing industrial businesses with

the population and housing potential in the Greater Station District and also

significant truck uses already exist. The WCA also shares borders with residential,

accommodates a substantial amount of retail and service jobs that will generally be

though the site is elevated approximately 24 feet above the street level and set back

accommodated within mixed-use developments.

from the street edge, and is separated from residential areas by a railroad track or a
four-lane arterial.

Land Use Mix
The key differences in the land use mix among the alternatives occurs in areas east
of the UP railroad tracks (i.e. 7th Street area) and on the Waste Containment Area
(WCA) located on 11th Street. Differences are primarily between the alternatives that
focus on residential development and those that focus on employment development.
Greater Station District Alternatives A and C focus on employment uses (research
and development and office) in these areas. Alternatives B2 and B3 focus on
residential uses; Alternative B2 would plan the area east of the UP rail line for a mix
of residential product types including lower-density residential uses and attached
townhomes, while Alternative B3 would plan this area, as well as the WCA, for
higher-density residential and mixed-use development. Alternative B1 also plans part
of the area east of the UP rail line for a mix of residential product types including
lower-density residential uses and attached townhomes, but retain areas currently
designated for flex-industrial for uses.

Alternatives B2 and B3 eliminate most of the land use conflicts between residential
and industrial flex by redesignating all or most of the Research and Development
Campus lands to residential. Alternative C introduces office and commercial into the
area, which would have the fewest land use compatibility conflicts.
Alternatives that place residential uses adjacent to nonresidential uses, including
industrial and retail centers, may create land use conflicts. Generally speaking,
industrial/flex office uses can have special requirements and characteristics that may
not be compatible with residential uses. Additionally, major roadways, freeways, and
railroad lines can create noise and air quality hazards that impact nearby residents.
Alternative B1, which incorporates lower density residential uses with existing
industrial/flex office uses east of the UP rail line, would have the most potential to
cause potential land use conflicts. Similarly, Alternatives B1, B2, and B3 would place
residents adjacent to the UP rail line and BART line.

Alternatives B3 and C would also plan for the commercial centers located at the

Consistency with Regional Plans

intersection of Alvarado-Niles Road and Decoto Road to evolve into mixed-use

Greater Station District Alternative A, which would continue the existing 2002

centers. This could include incorporating residential or employment (e.g., office) uses

General Plan and Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan, is consistent

within the primary retail commercial uses.

with Plan Bay Area assumptions for the Intermodal Station District Priority

Alternatives that place residential uses adjacent to nonresidential uses, including
flex-industrial uses and retail centers, may create land use conflicts. Generally, flexindustrial uses can have special requirements and characteristics that may not be
compatible with residential uses.

Development Area (PDA) and Plan Bay Area. Similarly, Alternative C, which includes
additional job growth compared to Alternative A, would likely also be considered
consistent with the PDA.
Alternative B3 would designate areas east of the UP rail line for urban residential
densities and retail services that support transit use and walking. Alternatives B3 and
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C would likely improve the overall performance of the PDA by locating significantly
more people and/or jobs adjacent to the BART station.

Economic Development and Fiscal Conditions
Market Feasibility/Demand

Alternatives B1 and B2 designate areas east of the UP rail line for lower-density

Alternatives A and C provides the greatest opportunity to meet the city’s projected

residential development. The lower densities included in Alternatives B1 and B2

employment and commercial demands, while Alternatives B2 and B3 provide

would not likely create large enough concentrations of residents or employees to

the greatest opportunity to meet the city’s projected residential demands. Of the

substantially support transit use or the retail and service uses in mixed-use districts.

alternatives, Alternative B1 provides for a mix of residential and employment-based

They are generally not consistent with Plan Bay Area goals of locating higher-density

jobs, but would likely fall short of meeting both residential and employment market

uses or jobs close to public transit.

demands. Based on citywide market demand projections, Alternatives A and C likely
over plan retail and service uses and under plan flex-industrial uses. Alternatives B1,

Opportunity Costs

B2, and B3 would not meet projected employment and commercial demands.

Opportunity costs are attributed to changes in land use that would convert land
planned for employment or commercial uses to residential uses. Because residential

The lower-density housing included in Alternatives B1 and B2 would be marketable

uses, especially low-density residential uses, are difficult to change once developed,

in the near term, but would not provide the housing types expected to be in demand

any opportunity to create jobs would be lost if converted to residential uses. Greater

in the future. According to future market projections, housing demand in the East

Station District Alternatives A and C would have the lowest opportunity costs. These

Bay is expected to shift from single-family homes to multifamily dwelling types.

alternatives largely retain the existing employment- and commercial-based land uses

Alternative B3 would plan for multifamily uses at densities that best meet future

currently planned for the area. Alternative B1 would develop some vacant land east of

residential demands.

the BART station currently planned for employment use to lower-density residential
uses. It would, therefore, have some opportunity costs.

Retail Leakage
Alternative B3 would likely provide the greatest opportunity to address the city’s retail

Alternatives B2 and B3 would have significant opportunity costs. These alternatives

leakage in the form of mixed-use retail spaces. While Alternatives A and C would

would develop and/or convert all land east of the BART station to residential uses,

also create capacity for retail and service uses, most of these are connected to flex

largely eliminating this area for future employment uses. Alternative B3 would plan

industrial and office uses and would probably not meet the retail demands created

the current Air Liquide site for commercial development, but also allow mixed-use

by Union City residents. Alternatives B1 and B2 would do the least to address the

development in the shopping centers at the intersection of Alvarado-Niles Road and

city’s retail leakage; they would exacerbate the city’s retail leakage challenge by adding

Decoto Road. This mixed-use development could introduce residential development

additional residents without providing additional capacity for retail uses.

into these areas and limit flexibility for the centers to change and evolve over time.

Job Generation
Alternative A, and to a lesser extent Alternative B1, provides the closest match of job
types to the existing city labor force, while Alternative B3 has a substantially lower
percentage of industrial jobs and a much higher share of retail jobs. Alternative C
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would also provide a higher share of office jobs compared to industrial jobs than the

Alternative B1 would include just over 1,720 units, but most would be single-family

other alternatives or the existing labor force.

residential units east of the BART station. Alternative B2 would expand upon the
single-family housing opportunities in Alternative B1. Alternatives B1 and B2 would

Jobs/Housing Balance

also provide a limited supply of multifamily housing, which could be developed as

Union City has a jobs/housing imbalance. Most employed residents who live in the

affordable housing. While Alternatives B1 and B2 would increase housing supply,

city commute elsewhere for work. This can be attributed, in part, to a lack of total

their emphasis on lower-density development would not provide significant

jobs and lack of jobs matched to the skills and education of Union City’s work force.

opportunities for a range of housing prices or rents.

Alternatives that provide job opportunities and the types of jobs residents need would
improve the city’s jobs/housing balance. The following comparison does not evaluate
the jobs/housing balance of the Greater Station District area alone. Rather, it evaluates
the affect the different Greater Station District Focus Area Alternatives would have on
Union City’s overall jobs/housing balance.

Finally, Alternative B3, which includes capacity for nearly 6,200 multifamily units,
would provide the greatest opportunity to meet future housing demands and the
greatest supply to develop housing at range of prices and rents for different household
types.

Greater Station District Alternatives A and C, and, to a lesser extent, Alternative B1

Living Wages

provide the greatest opportunity to improve the city’s jobs/housing ratio. They both

Alternatives A, B1, and C would likely provide jobs that pay a living wage. Most of

plan the most available land for industrial, research and development, and office

the jobs created by these alternatives would be in flex industrial or office, which pay

uses, which would provide the types of jobs residents need. Alternative B1 would

average wages of $41.13 per hour and $35.44 per hour, respectively. Alternative B3

reprogram some land for residential uses, which would not help improve the city’s

would provide a higher proportion of retail and service jobs, which do not pay a

jobs/housing ratio. Alternatives B2 and B3, which focus primarily on residential

living wage. Alternative B2 would not provide jobs.

development, would not improve the jobs/housing balance. In fact, the emphasis on
residential development would exacerbate the city’s current jobs/housing imbalance.

Fiscal Impact
All of the alternatives would result in a net positive fiscal impact on the City

Housing Affordability

Budget if existing tax measures remain in place. However, they are dependent upon

The Greater Station District Focus Area creates the greatest opportunity of anywhere

continuation of the voter-approved half-cent sales tax measure (Measure JJ, 2014) and

in the city to provide a range of housing opportunities and price and rent levels. The

the public safety parcel tax measure (Measure UU, 2008), and Community Facility

Greater Station District Alternatives have the potential to accommodate between 930

District funding. Without the support of the tax measures and funding, Alternatives

units to 6,200 units.

B1, B2, and B3, which include residential development would strain the City’s budget

Alternatives A and C, which emphasize employment-based options, would provide
the least amount of housing. Most is planned as multifamily housing located around
the BART station. Alternatives C and B3 would also create mixed-use multifamily

due to increased population service demands and would likely contribute to an
overall budget deficit. Alternative A would similarly contribute to a budget deficit, but
to a lesser degree. Only Alternative C would likely keep the City Budget positive.

opportunities in existing retail centers at the intersection of Alvarado-Niles Road and
Decoto Road.
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In the Greater Station District, the three alternatives that focus on residential

in VMT per capita that is closest to today’s VMT per capita. In fact, Alternative B3

development, Alternatives B1, B2 and B3, return a lower net fiscal benefit than do

would have lower VMT per capita than a no-growth scenario.

the alternatives that feature more office development, although the higher-density
residential provides a better fiscal outcome than do the lower-density options.
It should also be noted that the City received a grant from the US Economic
Development Administration (EDA) in the amount of nearly $3.2 million for
infrastructure improvements in the Greater Station District. Those grant funds are
contingent on producing jobs on the development sites in the Greater Station Area.
EDA would likely require the City to return those funds if the jobs are not produced.
If residential land uses are approved in this area instead of employment generating
land uses, the City would require the developers to reimburse the EDA for these
funds.

Levels of Service (LOS)/Congestion
Greater Station District Alternatives B1 and B2 would create the fewest additional
peak hour trips compared to today. Alternative B3 and, to a lesser extent, Alternatives
A and C would result in more peak hour trips. As described in Chapter 3, however,
the number of roadways operating at LOS F (forced or broken down flow) is the same
percentage (7 percent) as what would occur under no-growth conditions. In other
words, all the alternatives would result in a relatively similar amount of congestion.

Walkabilty, Bikeability, Access to Transit
All the Focus Area Alternatives would slightly increase the proportion of people
riding bikes and taking transit compared to today, but there would be no significant

Transportation and Mobility

different among the alternatives.

The Greater Station District Focus Area would create the greatest opportunity of
anywhere in the city to accommodate new growth and development, and therefore, to

As described in Chapter 3, multifamily housing mixed with supporting neighborhood

impact travel patterns. As described in Chapter 3, Union City’s transportation system

retail is the best combination of land uses to maximize potential transit ridership

is significantly affected by regional influences. Even without development in Union

and reduce auto dependency. Similarly, mixed-use development patterns encourage

City, traffic and congestion would worsen.

walking and biking. Among the Greater Station District Alternatives, Alternative
B3 would provide the greatest opportunity to enhance walkability and bikeability,

Trips

as well as increased transit ridership. Alternatives B1 and B2 would provide options

While all the Greater Station District Alternatives would increase total trips and work

for new residents to walk to the Station District and BART; however, the low-density

trips, Alternatives A, B3, and C would result in more total trips and work trips than

development pattern would not maximize the potential of this area. Similarly,

Alternatives B1 or B2. Alternatives B2 and B3 would maintain the current proportion

while Alternatives A and C would provide opportunities for employees to access

of outbound trips from Union City, while Alternatives A, B1, and C would decrease

their jobs from BART, mixed-use multifamily and supporting retail would perform

the proportion of outbound trips (i.e., more residents living in Union City could work

better than employment uses in terms of maximizing transit ridership. Walkability

here).

and bikeability would be improved under Alternative B3, which would the high
concentration of residents and employees to live and work in the area.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Greater Station District Alternatives A, B3, and C would result in the greatest total
VMT increase compared to Alternatives B1 and B2. Alternative B3 would result
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Infrastructure and Services
Water, Wastewater, and Drainage Facilities and Maintenance

Greater Station District Alternatives B1, B2, and B3 would create the greatest demand
for law enforcement and fire protection services commensurate with their population
increases. The overall density and population of Alternative B3 would create the

Because the Greater Station District is an infill area, it is not expected to require

greatest demand. It would also likely require additional firefighting trucks and

significant infrastructure extensions. New development will pay for infrastructure

additional firefighters to address larger, multistory residential buildings.

and facility improvements, although alternatives that create more roads will require
more maintenance over time. Alternatives A, B3 and C would likely have larger lots

Alternatives A and C would provide little housing and, therefore, not create a

and fewer roadways compared to Alternatives B1 and B2, which would subdivide

significant demand for additional law enforcement and fire protection services.

more land for single-family residences and require more roadways.

Depending on the types of industrial uses in Alternatives A and C, however, there
could be a need for additional firefighters with hazardous materials response training.

Similarly, different development types and intensities would require larger-sized
backbone infrastructure (e.g. water or sewer mains, pumping stations) and more

Parks and Recreation Facilities and Services

connections. Compared to Alternatives A and C, Alternatives B1 and B2 would likely

Population drives demand for parks and recreation facilities and programs. As noted

require more connections to serve individual homes. Alternative B3 would likely

in Chapter 3, Union City currently doesn’t have enough improved parkland to meet

require more connections and larger backbone infrastructure due to higher densities.

the standard of three acres per 1,000 residents. Alternatives that increase population

Depending on the number of additional sewer connections and level of wastewater

would increase demand on existing parks and recreation facilities and programs.

flows created by new development envisioned in each alternative, Union Sanitary
District (USD) has indicated that wastewater pumping stations may need to be

Alternatives B1, B2, and B3 would create greatest demand for parks and recreation

upgraded to accommodate increased demand. Additional facilities and connections

facilities and programs commensurate with their population increases. All three

(e.g., pipes, meters, pumps, etc.) would require additional maintenance over time.

alternatives would increase demand for recreation programs. Alternatives B1 and
B2 would likely develop parks that meet the demand created by their development;

Alternatives that have less rooftop coverage and lower amounts of paved surfaces can

they wouldn’t further reduce the city’s parks-to-resident ratio. Alternative B3 would

lower demands for stormwater drainage facilities. Alternatives B1 and B2 may create

similarly provide some parks, but the overall density and population increase would

less stormwater runoff compared to the other alternatives because there could be less

reduce the city’s parks-to-resident ratio. It would also significantly increase demand

impervious surfaces around homes, but it is likely that there would be little difference

for recreation programs. Alternatives A and C would provide the least housing, and,

among the alternatives with respect to stormwater facility demands.

therefore, would not create as much demand for parks or recreation programs.

Law Enforcement and Fire Protection Services

School Demands

Population drives demand for law enforcement and fire protection services.

Population and households can increase student enrollment. Alternatives B1, B2,

Alternatives that increase population would, therefore, increase the need to hire

and B3 have the greatest opportunity to accommodate households with school age

additional police officers and firefighters/EMTs and increase equipment and facility

children. While Alternatives B1 and B2 would accommodate more single-family

demands.

homes, which tend to attract households with children compared to multifamily
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dwellings, Alternative B3 accommodates the greatest number of new dwelling units,
which means it would increase school demands the most. Alternatives A and C would
provide little housing and, therefore, little school demand.

Hazards and Safety
Flood Risk
A 500-year flood zone bisects areas east of the UP rail line in the Greater Station

Resources

District; however, it is not expected that any of the alternatives would put residents or
employees at significant risk of flooding.

Water and Energy Demands
Water and energy demands are a function primarily of the density and intensity of

GHG and Air Quality Impacts

development, as well as the types of uses that will likely be built. For example, lower-

Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and air pollution are largely a function of the

density housing generally uses more water and energy than multifamily dwelling

density and intensity of development, as well as the types of uses that will likely be

types. Because the alternatives have different capacities, another way to compare

built. Because the alternatives have different capacities, another way to compare

alternatives is based on per capita usage (i.e., how much water or energy is used per

alternatives is based on per capita emissions (i.e., how much GHG emissions are

person).

generated per person).

Overall, the density and intensity of Alternative B3 would create the greatest

Overall, the density and intensity of Alternative B3 would generate the most GHG

water demand compared to the other alternatives. However, on a per capita basis,

emissions compared to the other alternatives. On a per capita basis, however,

Alternative B3 is the most efficient (i.e., least water used by each individual).

Alternative B3 is the most efficient (i.e., fewer emissions are generated per person).

Alternative B1 would have the highest per capita water demand because it would

Alternative B2 would have similarly low GHG emissions per capita. Alternatives A,

create more low-density residential development. Because there aren’t many new

B1, and C would have the greatest GHG emissions per capita because they would

residents generated by Alternatives A and C, water demand would be limited

create more emissions from mobile sources as people drive to Union City for work

to nonresidential development. Alternative C would likely create the most total

without significantly increasing the population.

nonresidential water demand.
All the Greater Station District Alternatives would generate a similar overall levels of
Alternatives A, B1, and C would have the highest per capita energy demand. In terms

air pollution, but Alternatives A and B3 would produce slightly more than the other

of overall energy demand, Alternatives A, B3, and C require significantly more energy

alternatives.

than the other alternatives.

Open Space Retention
All the alternatives would result in similar development patterns and retain a similar
amount of open space.
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Land Use

Union City Boulevard
This section compares the alternatives for the Union City Boulevard Focus Area
based on the evaluation criteria used in analyzing the citywide alternatives in Chapter
3. The Union City Boulevard Focus Area Alternatives are described in detail in
Chapter 2 and include the following:

Population, Housing, and Employment Growth
Table 4-2 provides a summary of the population, housing, and employment potential
of the Union City Boulevard Focus Area Alternatives. Alternative C2 would create
the most potential for employment, with a capacity for over 1,500 new office/retail/
service jobs. Alternatives A, B, and C1 would also provide job opportunities, with
about 350, 115, and 490 new jobs, respectively.

•

Focus Area Alternative A: 2002 General Plan (Industrial)

•

Focus Area Alternative B: East Side Residential/West Side Industrial

•

Focus Area Alternative C1: East Side Commercial/West Side Residential

•

Focus Area Alternative C2: East Side Commercial/West Side Mixed Use

•

Focus Area Alternative D: Residential

Alternative D, which would redevelop existing Special Industrial areas with
residential uses, would actually result in negative job growth due to the replacement
of a nonresidential land use that generates jobs with a residential land use. Alternative
D can accommodate up to 815 units and add 2,000 new residents.

TABLE 4-2: UNION CITY BOULEVARD ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
Whipple Road

Alternative

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

A

0

0

348

B

965

370

114

C1

521

218

487

C2

408

171

1,536

D

2,040

815

-319

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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The application of both residential and nonresidential land use designations in

Opportunity Costs

Alternatives B and C1, as well as mixed-use potential in Alternative C2, would

Union City Boulevard Focus Area Alternative A would have the lowest opportunity

provide for a mix of new residential and employment. Alternative D would

costs. It retains the existing employment-based land uses currently planned for the

significantly increase population and housing potential.

area. Alternatives B, C1, and C2 would have some opportunity costs for areas east of
Union City Boulevard. They include plans for residential development, which would

Land Use Mix

eliminate future potential for employment or commercial uses. Alternatives D would

The key difference in the land use mix among the alternatives occurs in areas east

have significant opportunity costs. It would develop and/or convert all land on both

and west of Union City Boulevard, south of the UP rail line. Alternative A focuses

sides of Union City Boulevard to residential uses, largely eliminating this area for

primarily on employment uses (industrial/flex office) on both sides of Union City

future employment or commercial uses.

Boulevard. Alternative B maintains industrial/flex office uses on the west side of
Union City Boulevard to provide a buffer to the existing industrial park, but plans
residential land uses on the east side. Alternatives C1 and C2 would reprogram land
uses in the area to include a combination of commercial (e.g., retail center) and

Economic Development and Fiscal
Market Feasibility/Demand

housing (medium and low-density residential). Alternative D would plan the entire

Alternative A, and, to a lesser extent Alternative B, provide the greatest opportunity

area for a mix of medium- and low-density residential uses.

to meet the city’s employment demands, because they plan for industrial/flex office
uses. Alternative D and, to a lesser extent, Alternatives B, C1, and C2 provide the

Alternatives that place residential uses adjacent to nonresidential uses, including

greatest opportunities to meet the city’s residential demands.

industrial uses and retail centers, may create land use conflicts. Generally speaking,
industrial uses can have special requirements and characteristics that may not be

Alternatives B, C1, and C2 provide for a mix of residential and employment or retail-

compatible with residential uses. Additionally, Union City Boulevard is a heavily used

based jobs, but would likely falls short in helping the city meet its overall residential

thoroughfare and truck route. A UP rail line also bifurcates the area. Alternatives

or employment market demands. Based on citywide market demand projections,

A and D would place residential and flex-industrial uses adjacent to one another.

Alternatives C1 and C2 likely over plan retail and service uses, and Alternative B

Alternative A would continue to increase flex-industrial uses adjacent to existing

under plans industrial/flex office uses.

neighborhoods to the west of the UP rail line. Alternative D would introduce
residential uses adjacent to the existing Lincoln-Alvarado Business Park uses to the
west. While Alternative B would include both industrial and residential uses, Union
City Boulevard would separate the two areas and act as a buffer between them. Any
residential on the east side of Union City Boulevard will be impacted by noise from
the existing rail line.
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The lower-density housing included in Alternative B would be marketable in the
near term, but would not provide the housing types expected to be in demand in the
future. According to future market projections, housing demand in the East Bay is
expected to shift from single-family homes to multifamily dwelling types. Alternatives
C1, C2 and D would plan for multifamily uses at densities that best meet future
residential demands.
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Retail Leakage

Alternative D, which focuses primarily on residential development, would not

Alternatives C1 and C2 would likely provide the greatest opportunity to address the

improve the jobs/housing balance. In fact, the emphasis on residential development

city’s retail leakage in the form of commercial and mixed-use retail space. While the

would exacerbate the city’s current jobs/housing imbalance.

Alternatives A and B would create capacity for retail and service uses, most of these
are connected to flex industrial and office uses and would probably not meet the retail

Housing Affordability

demands created by Union City residents. Alternative D would do the least to address

Alternative D would provide the most opportunity to expand the housing supply. It

the city’s retail leakage. In fact Alternative D would exacerbate the city’s retail leakage

also plans housing at densities that could offer a range of price points and rents, or

challenge by adding additional residents without providing additional capacity for

that could be built as income-restricted affordable housing. Alternative C1 and, to a

retail uses.

lesser extent, Alternatives B and D would provide similar housing options for areas on
the east side of Union City Boulevard. However, the housing produced in Alternative

Job Generation

B would be lower-density, single-family homes and likely only be affordable to above

Alternative A and, to a lesser extent, Alternative B provide the closest match of new

moderate-income households (i.e., households with incomes greater than 120 percent

job types to the existing city labor force. Alternatives C1 and C2 would provide a

the median household income). Alternative A does not accommodate any new

much higher share of retail jobs.

housing.

Jobs/Housing Balance

Living Wages

Union City has a jobs/housing imbalance. Most employed residents who live in the

Alternatives A and B would likely provide jobs that pay a living wage. Most of the

city commute elsewhere for work. This can be attributed, in part, to a lack of total

jobs created by these alternatives would be in flex-industrial industries, which pay

jobs and lack of jobs matched to the skills and education of Union City’s work force.

an average of $41.13 per hour, significantly higher than the minimum living wage in

Alternatives that provide job opportunities and the types of jobs residents need would

Union City. Alternatives C1 and C2, which include retail and service jobs that pay less

improve the city’s jobs/housing balance. The following comparison does not evaluate

than $19.23 per hour, would likely not provide jobs that pay a living wage.

the jobs/housing balance of the Union City Boulevard area alone. Rather, it evaluates
the affect the different Union City Boulevard Focus Area Alternatives would have on
Union City’s overall jobs/housing balance.

Fiscal Impact
All of the alternatives would result in a net positive fiscal impact on the City Budget.
However, they are dependent upon continuation of the voter-approved half-cent sales

Alternative A provides the greatest opportunity to improve the city’s jobs/housing

tax measure (Measure JJ, 2014) and the public safety parcel tax measure (Measure

ratio. Alternatives B, C1, and C2 accommodate commercial or industrial/office uses;

UU, 2008), and Community Facility District funding. Alternatives that include lower-

however, they also add housing, which would not improve the jobs/housing ratio.

density residential development would strain the City’s budget and could contribute

Further, Alternatives C1 and C2 would likely include retail commercial and service

to an overall budget deficit.

uses, which would likely not provide the types of jobs commensurate with the skill
and education levels of residents who currently out-commute to jobs centers in the

In the Union City Boulevard Focus Area, the alternatives that focus on residential

San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose.

development, Alternatives B and D, would have lower net fiscal benefits than the
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alternatives that include additional commercial and office development. Alternatives

However, as described in Chapter 3, the number of roadways operating at LOS F

C1 and C2, however, would provide higher net revenues than Alternative A, which

(forced or broken down flow) is the same percentage (7 percent) as what would occur

calls for mostly industrial uses.

under no-growth conditions. In other words, all the alternatives would result in the
same amount of congestion citywide.

Transportation and Mobility
Walkabilty, Bikeability, Access to Transit

Trips
While all the alternatives would increase total trips and total work trips, Alternatives
C1 and C2 would result in more total trips than the other alternatives because they
would create new commercial centers that attract shoppers. Alternative A and, to a
lesser extent, Alternative B, have the potential to generate fewer outbound trips by
providing jobs to city residents. Alternatives C1, C2, and D would likely create more
opportunities for walking and biking trips because they would emphasize residential
and mixed-use land use patterns, which tend to maximize use of these modes.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Alternative A would likely result in the least VMT because the nonresidential uses

As described in Chapter 3, multifamily housing mixed with supporting neighborhood
retail is the best combination of land uses to maximize potential transit ridership
and reduce auto dependency. Similarly, mixed-use development patterns
encourage walking and biking. Alternatives C1, C2, and D would likely create
more opportunities for walking and biking trips because they would emphasize
residential and mixed-use land use patterns, which would make biking and walking
more attractive options. None of the alternatives would significantly increase transit
ridership.

Infrastructure Infrastructure and Services

and intensity of development accommodated in this alternative is less traffic-inducing

Water, Wastewater, and Drainage Facilities and Maintenance

than the other alternatives. The other alternatives would likely result in increased

Because the Union City Boulevard Focus Area is an infill area, it is not expected

VMT overall but would have a lower VMT per capita because of the increase in

to require significant infrastructure extensions. New development will pay for

population. This is particularly true for Alternatives C1, C2, and D, which could

infrastructure and facility improvements. However, alternatives that create more

create mixed-use environments that maximize walking, biking, and transit use.

roads would require more maintenance over time. Alternatives B and D, which
include more homes, could require more roads than the other alternatives.

Levels of Service (LOS)/Congestion
Alternative A would create the fewest additional peak hour trips compared to the
other alternatives. The other alternatives would either generate trips from new
residential development or attract trips to new commercial uses. This would increase
traffic along Union City Boulevard, which is already heavily congested during
commute times. As traffic increases on Union City Boulevard, traffic coming from
the Lincoln-Alvarado Business Park (Whipple Road) via Bettencourt Way also would
become more congested.

Similarly, greater densities and intensities could increase the size of needed backbone
infrastructure (e.g. water or sewer mains, pumping stations) and more connections.
Compared to the other alternatives, Alternatives B and D would likely require more
connections to serve individual homes. Alternative D would likely require more
connections and larger backbone infrastructure because there would be homes on
both sides of Union City Boulevard. Depending on the number of additional sewer
connections and level of wastewater flows created by new development envisioned
in each alternative, Union Sanitary District has indicated that wastewater pumping
stations may need to be upgraded to accommodate increased demand. Additional
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facilities and connections (e.g., pipes, meters, pumps, etc.) would require more

the recreational needs (ball fields or soccer fields) of the community because the areas

operations and maintenance over time.

are unusually shaped. There is potential for new residential development to dedicate

Alternatives that have less rooftop coverage and lower amounts of paved surfaces
can lower demands for stormwater drainage facilities. There is likely little difference
among the alternatives with respect to stormwater facility demands.

Law Enforcement and Fire Protection Services
New residential uses that induce population growth drive demand for law
enforcement and fire protection services. Alternatives that increase population would,
therefore, increase the need to hire additional police officers and firefighters/EMTs
and increase equipment and facility demands.

adequate parkland to address the requirement of three acres per 1,000 residents on
larger developments, but further study would be needed. Land dedication would
be more difficult on smaller, infill sites and could result in an in-lieu fee payment to
satisfy the parkland requirement. As a result, it is possible that residential options
could further reduce the city’s parks-to-resident ratio. Alternative A would provide no
housing and, therefore, not create demand for parks or recreation programs.

School Demands
New population and households would increase student enrollment. Alternatives
B and D are the most likely to accommodate households with school age children

Alternatives B, C1, C2, and D would all create demand for law enforcement and

because they would provide for single-family homes. Alternative A does not

fire protection services commensurate with their population increases. The overall

accommodate any new households and would not result in any school demand

density and population of Alternative D would create the greatest demand, followed

impacts.

by Alternative B.
Alternative A would provide little housing and, therefore, not create a significant

Resources

demand for additional law enforcement and fire protection services. Depending on

Water and Energy Demands

the types of industrial uses in Alternatives A and B, however, there could be a need

Water and energy demands are a function primarily of the density and intensity of

for additional firefighters with hazardous materials response training.

development, as well as the types of uses that will likely be built. For example, lowerdensity housing generally uses more water than multifamily dwelling types. Because

Parks and Recreation Facilities and Services

the alternatives have different capacities, another way to compare alternatives is based

Population drives demand for parks and recreation facilities and programs. As noted

on per capita usage (i.e., how much water or energy is used per person). It is likely

in Chapter 3, Union City currently doesn’t have enough improved parkland to meet

that all the Focus Area Alternatives would generate a similar overall demand for

the standard of three acres per 1,000 residents. Alternatives that increase population

water and energy, although Alternatives B, C1, C2, and D would have lower per capita

would increase demands on existing parks and recreation facilities and programs.

usage because they would increase population.

Alternatives B and D would create the greatest demand for parks and recreation

Open Space Retention

facilities and programs commensurate with their population increases. Both

All the alternatives would result in similar development patterns and retain a similar

alternatives would increase demand for recreation programs. It is unlikely, however,

amount of open space.

that residential developments will be able to dedicate functional parkland that meets
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Hazards and Safety
Flood Risk
The entire western side of the Union City Boulevard Focus Area is located
within the 100-year flood zone. Any new development in this area would need
to be elevated above the identified flood zone elevation per the City’s Flood
Plain Combining District. Alternative D is the only alternative that would place
people within the flood zone. Alternatives A, B, and C1, and C2 would place
nonresidential uses in the zone.

GHG and Air Quality Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution are largely a function of the
density and intensity of development, as well as the types of uses that will
likely be built. Because the alternatives have different capacities, another
way to compare alternatives is based on per capita emissions (i.e., how much
GHG emissions are generated per person). It is likely that all the Focus Area
Alternatives would generate similar overall levels of GHG emissions and air
pollution, although Alternatives B, C1, C2, and D would have lower per capita
emissions because they would increase population.
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Land Use

Horner-Veasy Focus Area
This section compares the alternatives for the Horner-Veasy Focus Area based on the
evaluation criteria used in analyzing the citywide alternatives in Chapter 3. The HornerVeasy Focus Area Alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2 and include the

Population, Housing, and Employment Growth
Table 4-3 provides a summary of the population, housing, and employment
potential of the Horner-Veasy Focus Area Alternatives. Alternatives A, C, D1,
and D2 would create the most potential for employment; all have capacity for

following:

over 180 new jobs. Alternative B accommodates residential uses, resulting in the

Focus Area Alternative A: 2002 General Plan (Industrial)

highest potential for population growth. Alternative B would redevelop existing

•

Focus Area Alternative B: Residential

light industrial areas resulting in negative job growth due to the replacement of a

•

Focus Area Alternative C: Residential/Light Industrial

nonresidential land use that generates jobs with a residential land use. Alternatives

•

Focus Area Alternative D1: Union Sanitary District Facility Expansion

C, D1, and D2 would provide for a mix of new residential and employment uses.

•

Focus Area Alternative D2: Union Sanitary District Facility Expansion - City Option

Whipple Road

•

TABLE 4-3: HORNER-VEASY ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
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Alternative

Net New Population

Net New Housing Units

Net New Jobs

A

0

0

180

B

1,084

431

-14

C

154

41

181

D1

92

24

182

D2

92

24

199

Source: Mintier Harnish, February 2016.
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Land Use Mix

Economic Development and Fiscal

Alternatives A, C, D1, and D2 focus on employment uses (industrial uses), while

Market Feasibility/Demand

Alternative B focuses on residential uses. Alternatives B, C, and D1, and D2 include
lower-density residential uses in the area currently occupied by Diamond Mine Mini
Storage. Alternatives D1 and D2 would expand public uses in the Horner-Veasy
Focus Area to accommodate an expansion of the Union Sanitary District sewer
treatment facility.

Alternatives A and C, and, to a lesser extent Alternative D2, provide the greatest
opportunity to meet the city’s employment demands because they plan for flexindustrial uses. Alternative B provides the greatest opportunity to meet the city’s
residential demands. Alternatives D1 and D2 would reduce the availability of land
for either employment or residential uses in lieu of expanding the Union Sanitary

Alternatives that place residential uses adjacent to nonresidential uses, including
industrial uses and the Union Sanitary District facility, may create land use conflicts.
Generally speaking, industrial uses can have special requirements and characteristics
that may not be compatible with residential uses. Alternatives B, C, D1 and D2 would
all create some incompatibility between land uses, either between industrial and
residential, or between residential and the sewer treatment plant. The existing 2002
General Plan land uses as reflected in Alternative A would also create incompatible
adjacencies with existing residential uses. Evaluation of these alternatives should
consider which land use scenario has the least incompatible land use mix, or how
the land uses may be reconfigured to minimize conflicts (e.g., the separation and
buffering between land uses, separation of truck and vehicular traffic, and appropriate
site design).

District wastewater treatment facility.
The lower- and medium-density housing included in Alternative B would be
marketable in the near term and is appropriate for the Horner-Veasy area compared
to higher-density options because of its location at the western edge of the city.

Retail Leakage
None of the Horner-Veasy Alternatives plan for commercial uses that support retail.
Horner-Veasy’s location does not provide the visibility needed by commercial retail
establishments.

Job Generation
Alternatives A and C, and, to a lesser extent, Alternative D2 generate flex-industrial
jobs. Some additional industrial and office type jobs would be created by the Union

Opportunity Costs
Opportunity costs are attributed to changes in land use that would convert land
planned for employment or commercial uses to residential uses. Because residential
uses, especially low-density residential uses, are difficult to change once developed,
any opportunity to create jobs would be lost if converted to residential uses.

Sanitary District wastewater treatment facility expansion in Alternatives D1 and D2.

Jobs/Housing Balance
Union City has a jobs/housing imbalance. Most employed residents who live in the
city commute elsewhere for work. This can be attributed, in part, to a lack of total

Alternatives B, D1, and D2 would have the greatest opportunity costs. These

jobs and lack of jobs matched to the skills and education of Union City’s work force.

alternatives would develop and/or convert available land to either residential uses or

Alternatives that provide job opportunities, as well as the types of jobs residents need,

public facilities, largely eliminating much of this area for future employment uses.

will help improve the city’s jobs/housing balance. The following comparison does not

Horner-Veasy Focus Area Alternative A would have the least opportunity cost. It

evaluate the jobs/housing balance of the Horner-Veasy area alone. Rather, it evaluates

largely retains the existing employment land uses currently planned for the area.

the affect the different Horner-Veasy Focus Area Alternatives would have on Union
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City’s overall jobs/housing balance.
Alternatives A and C and, to a lesser extent, Alternatives D1 and D2 provide the

density residential development would strain the City’s budget and could contribute
to an overall budget deficit.

greatest opportunity to improve the city’s jobs/housing ratio. They all plan land

Alternative A would have the lowest cost burden for the City. Alternative C, however,

for flex-industrial uses. The industrial lands in D1, however, are generally shallow

provides a similar net fiscal impact, and the Union Sanitary District expansion

in depth and are not conducive to significant industrial uses. Alternative B, which

(Alternatives D1 and D2), coupled with some residential and industrial development,

focuses primarily on residential development, would not improve the jobs/housing

has the best overall fiscal results for the City.

balance. In fact, the emphasis on residential development would exacerbate the city’s
current jobs/housing imbalance.

Housing Affordability
Alternatives A, C, D1, and D2, which emphasize employment-based options, would
not accommodate new housing. Alternatives C, D1, and D2 provide for lower-density
residential housing; it is expected that these units would be market rate and affordable
only to above-moderate households (i.e., households making over 120 percent the
median household income). Alternative B accommodates just over 430 units, some
of which would likely be multifamily housing, would provide the most housing and
the greatest opportunity to develop housing at a range of prices and rents for different
household types.

Living Wages
Alternatives A, C, D1, and D2 would likely provide jobs that pay a living wage. Most
of the jobs created by these alternatives would be in flex industrial industries, which
pay an average of $41.13 per hour, significantly higher than the minimum living wage
in Union City.

Fiscal Impact
All of the alternatives would result in a net positive fiscal impact on the City Budget.
However, they are dependent upon continuation of the voter-approved half-cent sales
tax measure (Measure JJ, 2014) and the public safety parcel tax measure (Measure
UU, 2008), and Community Facility District funding. Alternatives that include lower-

Transportation and Mobility
Trips
While all the Focus Area Alternatives would increase total trips and total work
trips, Alternative B would result in more total trips and work trips than the other
alternatives. Alternatives A and C have the potential to generate fewer trips by
providing jobs, which have a lower trip generation rate than residential uses. They
may also slightly increase the proportion of people riding bikes and taking transit
compared to today, but there would be no significant different difference among the
alternatives. Alternatives D1 and D2 would generate limited new trips because of the
expansion of Union Sanitary District.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Focus Area Alternatives B would likely result in the greatest increase in VMT because
it would increase the number of people living in the Horner-Veasy area. Because
Horner-Veasy is isolated on the city’s western edge, most trips would be longer and
more frequent to get to goods and services. However, this alternative would have a
lower VMT per capita because of the increase in population.

Levels of Service (LOS)/Congestion
Alternatives A, C, D1, and D2 would create the fewest additional peak hour trips
compared to today. Alternative B would result in more peak hour trips, especially
along Whipple Road and Union City Boulevard. This option also proposes
reconnecting Horner Street to accommodate the proposed residential development,
which could increase traffic along Horner Street. However, as described in Chapter 3,
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the number of roadways operating at LOS F (forced or broken down flow) is the same

fire protection services commensurate with its increased population. The limited

percentage (7 percent) as what would occur under no-growth conditions. In other

increase in population in the alternatives that plan for lower-density residential

words, all the alternatives would result in a relatively similar amount of congestion

development east of Whipple Road is not expected to increase demands.

citywide.

Walkabilty, Bikeability, Access to Transit
As described in Chapter 3, multifamily housing mixed with supporting neighborhood
retail is the best combination of land uses to maximize potential transit ridership
and reduce auto dependency. Similarly, mixed-use development patterns encourage
walking and biking. Among the Focus Area Alternatives Alternative B would provide
the greatest opportunity to enhance walkability and bikeability from a resident’s
standpoint. None of the alternatives would significantly increase transit ridership.

Infrastructure and Services

Alternatives C, D1, and D2 would provide little housing and, therefore, not create
a significant demand for additional law enforcement and fire protection services.
Depending on the types of industrial uses in Alternatives A, D1, and D2 however,
there could be a need for additional firefighters with hazardous materials response
training.

Parks and Recreation Facilities and Services
Population drives demand for parks and recreation facilities and programs. As
noted in Chapter 3, Union City currently doesn’t have enough parkland to meet the
standard of three acres per 1,000 residents. Alternatives that increase population
would increase demand on existing parks and recreation facilities and programs.

Water, Wastewater, and Drainage Facilities and Maintenance
The Horner-Veasy Focus Area is an infill area; however, it has significant
infrastructure deficiencies. The Horner-Veasy Focus Area has limited storm drain
facilities in the public streets. Any development in the area would require installation
of full street improvements including curb, gutter and sidewalk and on-site drainage
improvements. Projects may also be required to provide on-site detention due to the
nearby flood control channels being near capacity and the need to slow the flow of
runoff to avoid flooding during storm events.
The 2002 General Plan called for the development of a unified strategy to address the
infrastructure deficiencies, due to the fragmented property ownership in the area and
likely high cost of improvements. All of the alternatives, except for D1 and D1, are
similarly constrained by infrastructure.

Alternative B would create the greatest demand for parks and recreation facilities and
programs commensurate with its population increases. There is potential for new
residential development to dedicate adequate parkland to address the requirement of
three acres per 1,000 residents on larger developments. This may be more difficult on
smaller infill sites resulting in the need for payment of an in-lieu fee to satisfy some or
all of the parkland requirement.
Alternatives B and C identify open space adjacent to the Baylands that has the
potential to meet some or all of the demands created by new residential development
in the area, depending on the configuration of any future project proposals and
specific use of the open space area. Alternatives A, D1, and D2 would provide
little housing and, therefore, not create significant demand for parks or recreation
programs.

Law Enforcement and Fire Protection Services
Population drives demand for law enforcement and fire protection services.
Alternatives that increase population would, therefore, increase the need to hire
additional police officers and firefighters and increase equipment and facility

School Demands
Population and households have the potential to increase student enrollment.
Alternative B has the greatest potential to accommodate households with school-aged

demands. Alternative B would create the greatest demand for law enforcement and
HVA Alternative A: 2002 General Plan Alternative B: Residential Alternative C: Residential/Light Industrial
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children, since it would result in over 430 housing units. Alternatives C, D1, and D2

flood hazard area. Alternatives C, D1, and D2 would also place a limited number

would create about 20 to 40 new housing units resulting in some additional students.

of residents in areas east of Whipple Road in the flood zone. Alternatives D1 and

Alternative A does not accommodate any new households and would not result in

D2 would place the least amount of private property and people at risk of flooding,

any school demand impacts.

because much of the Horner-Veasy Focus Area would be used by Union Sanitary
District for its wastewater treatment facility expansion. Sea level rise has the potential

Resources
Water and Energy Demands
Water and energy demands are a function primarily of the density and intensity of
development, as well as the types of uses that will likely be built. For example, lowerdensity housing generally uses more water than multifamily dwelling types. Because
the alternatives have different capacities, another way to compare alternatives is based
on per capita usage (i.e., how much water or energy is used per person). It is likely
that all the Focus Area Alternatives would generate a similar overall demand for water

to exacerbate flooding issues due to the area’s proximity to the San Francisco Bay.

GHG and Air Quality Impacts
Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and air pollution are largely a function of the
density and intensity of development, as well as the types of uses that will likely be
built. Because the alternatives have different capacities, another way to compare
alternatives is based on per capita emissions (i.e., how much GHG emissions are
generated per person).

and energy, with the exception of Alternatives D1 and D2, which would require an

Overall, the density and intensity of Alternative B would likely generate the most

unknown amount of water and energy for the expansion of the wastewater treatment

GHG emissions compared to the other alternatives. However, on a per capita

facility and related operations. Alternative B would have the lowest per capita water

basis, Alternative B is the most efficient (i.e., fewest emissions created per person).

and energy demand because it would add residents to the area.

Alternatives A and C would have the greatest GHG emissions per capita because
the land use mix creates the need for existing residents to drive more while not

Open Space Retention

increasing the capacity for new residents, meaning that the same amount of people

All the alternatives would result in similar development patterns and retain a similar

are generating more mobile emissions. All of the Horner-Veasy Alternatives would

amount of open space, although Alternatives B and C could result in additional open

generate similar levels of air pollution.

space adjacent to the Baylands.

Hazards and Safety
Flood Risk
The entire Horner-Veasy Focus Area is located within the 100-year flood zone and is
located adjacent to the San Francisco Bay. This area has significant flood risks. Any
new development in this area would need to be elevated above the identified flood
zone elevation per the City’s Flood Plain Combining District to protect residents and
property from flooding. Alternative B would place the greatest number of people at
risk of flooding, while Alternatives A and C would place nonresidential uses in the
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Suburban Neighborhoods
The suburban neighborhood designations will continue to be the predominant residential development
pattern in existing neighborhoods. As a result, the magnitude of change anticipated for these areas is
substantially less than what is anticipated for the commercial and mixed-use centers that serve them.
Changes proposed in areas identified as suburban neighborhoods are more subtle, focusing on how to
enhance the quality of such areas by improving characteristics such as connectivity, pedestrian safety,

Detached Single Family–Residential (3-6 du/ac)

neighborhood character, and housing choice. Neighborhood parks are within walking distance of local
residents.

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics for suburban neighborhood designations include the following:
1.

Predominantly large- to small-lot single-family residential scale.

2.

A range of housing types and designs consistent with existing forms and patterns.

3.

Higher-density/intensity uses near commercial or mixed-use centers or major transit routes.

4.

Lot coverage generally not exceeding 60 percent.

5.

Building heights generally ranging from one to two stories for densities between 3-6 du/ac and one to

Detached Single Family Residential (6-10 du/ac)

three stories for densities between 6-30 du/ac.
6.

Site area generally ranging from:
a. 6,000 – 10,000 square feet for densities between 3-6 du/ac;
b. 3,500 – 6,000 square feet for densities between 6-10 du/ac;
c. 2,400 – 6,000 square feet for densities between 10-17 du/ac; and
d. 1,450 – 2,400 square feet for densities between 17-30 du/ac.

7.

Off-street parking integrated into buildings for lower- and higher-density residential or placed in

Detached Single Family and
Attached Multifamily Residential (10-17 du/ac)

dedicated parking areas for higher-density residential.
8.

A street system providing distribution of traffic and route flexibility.

9.

On-street parking optional.

10. Street design balancing pedestrian and bicycle use with vehicular circulation by incorporating trafficcalming measures and more attractive and functional pedestrian/bicycle facilities.
11. Medium-width sidewalks appointed with consistently planted street trees providing shade and
enhancing neighborhood character and identity.
Attached Multifamily Residential (17-30 du/ac)
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Single-Family Residential (3-6 du/ac)

Single-Family Residential (6-10 du/ac)

Allowed Uses

Allowed Uses

This designation provides for low-intensity housing and neighborhood-support uses,

This designation provides for medium-density housing and neighborhood-support

including the following:

uses, including the following:

•

Single-family detached dwellings

•

Small-lot single-family detached dwellings

•

Secondary Dwelling Units

•

Secondary Dwelling Units

•

Mobile Home Parks

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

•

Neighborhood-serving parks and linear open spaces

•

Neighborhood-serving parks and linear open spaces

Development Standards
•

Minimum Density: 3.0 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 6.0 du/ac

Development Standards
•

Minimum Density: 6.1 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 10.0 du/ac
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Single and Multifamily Residential
(10-17 du/ac)

Multifamily Residential (17-30 du/ac)

Allowed Uses

This designation provides for multifamily housing in areas served by major

This designation provides for medium-high density housing and neighborhood-

transportation routes and facilities, and near major shopping areas, including the

support uses, including the following:

following:

Allowed Uses

•

Small-lot single-family detached dwellings

•

Multifamily dwellings (e.g., apartments and condominiums)

•

Small-lot single-family attached dwellings (e.g., duplexes, triplexes,

•

Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses

townhomes)

•

Neighborhood-serving parks and linear open spaces

•

Secondary Dwelling Units

•

Multifamily dwellings (e.g., apartments and condominiums)

•

Minimum Density: 17.1 du/ac

•

Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses

•

Maximum Density: 30.0 du/ac

•

Neighborhood-serving parks and linear open spaces

•

Minimum FAR: 0.35

•

Maximum FAR: 1.50

Development Standards
•

Minimum Density: 10.1 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 17.0 du/ac

•

Minimum FAR: 0.25

•

Maximum FAR: 0.50
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Development Standards

Urban Neighborhoods
While areas proposed for Urban Neighborhoods is relatively small compared to the other residential
neighborhoods identified for the city, Urban Neighborhoods could play a significant role in Union City’s
future. The city’s continued growth as a regional center for business, culture, and entertainment increases the
demand for and interest in urban residential living. Urban Neighborhoods are intended to be highly active
areas where people live, work, and recreate. Where non-residential uses are present, they are complementary

Residential (30-45 du/ac)

to and vertically and horizontally integrated with residential uses. Public parks and open space areas are
within walking distance of local residents.

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics of Urban Neighborhood Residential development and support uses in urban
neighborhoods include the following:
1.

Buildings establishing a consistent setback from the street that produces a pleasing definition to the
public right-of-way (e.g., sidewalk, parkway strip, street).

2.

Residential (45-100 du/ac)

Building façades and entrances that directly address the street and have a high degree of transparency
(i.e., numerous windows) on street-fronting façades.

3.

Building heights generally ranging from four to fifteen stories (150 feet) for densities between 30-45
du/ac; three to eight stories for densities between 45-100 du/ac; and four to twenty-four stories for
densities over 100 du/ac.

4.

Site area generally ranging from:
a. 1,000 – 1,450 square feet for densities between 30-45 du/ac;
b. 435 – 1,000 square feet for densities between 45-100 du/ac; and
c. 435+ square feet for for densities between 100+ du/ac.

5.

Off-street parking integrated into the buildings or placed in separate parking structures.

6.

An interconnected street system providing for traffic and route flexibility.

7.

Street design that integrates pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular use and incorporates traffic-calming

Residential (100+ du/ac)

features and on-street parking:
a. Minimal or no curb cuts along street fronts and façades;
b. Side or rear access to parking and service functions;
c. Broad sidewalks appointed with appropriate pedestrian amenities/facilities; and
d. Consistent planting of street trees providing shade and enhancing a character and identity.

Residential (100+ du/ac)
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8.

A mix of low- and mid-rise buildings (four to fifteen stories) creating a varied
and defined skyline.

9.

Lot coverage generally does not exceed 90 percent.

10. Building heights stepping down to not more than one story higher at the
property line than permitted in the adjacent neighborhood, unless separated
by a roadway, rail corridor, or other setback or buffer.

Residential (30-45 du/ac)
Allowed Uses
This designation provides for lower-intensity urban housing and neighborhoodsupport uses where public transit is available, including the following:
•

11. Buildings sited to positively define the public streetscape and public spaces.
12. Building façades and entrances directly addressing the street and having a high
degree of transparency.
13. An interconnected street system providing greater distribution of traffic and
route flexibility.
14. Vertical and horizontal integration of residential uses.

Small-lot single-family attached dwellings (e.g., duplexes, triplexes,
townhomes)

•

Multifamily developments (e.g., apartments and condominiums)

•

Mixed-use neighborhood-serving commercial

•

Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses

Development Standards
•

Minimum Density: 30.1 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 45.0 du/ac

16. Parking integrated into buildings or placed in separate structures.

•

Minimum FAR: 0.50

17. Minimal or no curb cuts along primary street façades, with side or rear access

•

Maximum FAR: 1.50

15. Public plazas, small parks, and open space areas within walking distance of
local residents.

to parking and service functions.
18. Broad sidewalks appointed with appropriate pedestrian amenities/facilities.
19. Street design integrating safe pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular use and
incorporates traffic-calming features and on-street parking.
20. Consistent planting of street trees providing shade and enhancing character
and identity.
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Residential (45-100 du/ac)

Residential (100+ du/ac)

Allowed Uses

Allowed Uses

This designation provides for single-use urban multifamily housing and

This designation provides for single-use urban multifamily housing and

neighborhood-support uses in the Greater Station District including the following:

predominantly residential urban mixed-use development in areas served by major

•

Multifamily developments (e.g., apartments and condominiums)

•

Mixed-use neighborhood-serving commercial

•

Compatible public and quasi-public

Development Standards

transportation routes and facilities, and near major shopping areas, including the
following:
•

Multifamily developments (e.g., apartments and condominiums)

•

Mixed-use neighborhood-serving commercial

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

•

Minimum Density: 45.1 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 100.0 du/ac

•

Minimum FAR: 1.00

•

Density: 100+ du/ac

•

Maximum FAR: 2.00

•

Minimum FAR: 2.00

•

Maximum FAR: 6.00

Development Standards
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Commercial and Mixed Use Centers
Commercial and mixed-use centers are intended to provide areas for retail outlets and services demanded
by either neighborhood, community, or subregional/regional markets. Centers are places for commerce,
employment, entertainment, culture, and/or living. Pedestrian-oriented activities are encouraged with plazas
and uses that draw a variety of people and offer a welcome setting. Centers can accommodate development
of property exclusively for commercial and employment uses (without housing) and/or mixed-use projects

Retail Commercial Center

that integrate housing with retail, office, community facilities, and other uses within the same structure or
on the same site. Centers can also integrate community-serving uses, such as public meeting rooms and
daycare facilities in key activity areas. Centers should be designed to operate in harmony with adjacent
neighborhoods and uses through the siting of buildings, transitions in scale, and land use mix.
Urban form characteristics are provided for each land use designation.

Visitor and Thoroughfare Commercial Center

Mixed Use Center

Station Mixed Use Commercial
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Retail Commercial

Allowed Uses

This designation emphasizes those uses that provide convenience goods and services for surrounding

This designation provides for predominantly non-

residential neighborhoods, the larger community, or subregion/region. Uses should be appropriate to the type

residential, lower-intensity single-use commercial

of market being served. Centers serving community-wide or regional needs include uses which may either

development or horizontal and vertical mixed-use

be neighborhood-oriented activities grouped together on a larger scale, or uses that demand a larger market

development that includes the following:

area. The retail commercial designation is generally located along freeways, major arterials, and transit routes.

•

Retail uses

•

Grocery stores

•

Restaurants and cafes

•

Services (e.g., clinics, dentist, insurance)

•

Entertainment uses (e.g., movie theatres)

•

Accessory and supportive office uses

Compact development pattern with buildings sited adjacent to streets to add character and spatial

•

Central public gathering places

definition to the public realm.

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

Retail commercial centers should be located and designed to minimize impacts on surrounding residential
areas.

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Retail Commercial Centers include the following:
1.
2.
3.

Centrally-located gathering places (e.g., a plaza, small park or greenspace, outdoor restaurant/café

Development Standards

seating, other publicly accessible areas) supporting surrounding uses.

•

Minimum FAR: 0.25

Building façades and entrances with a high degree of transparency and on-street and internal street-

•

Maximum FAR: 1.00

fronting façades.
4.

Building heights generally ranging from one to four stories (taller heights acceptable if supported by
surrounding context and market).

5.

Parcel size generally not less than 5,000 square feet.

6.

Lot coverage generally not exceeding 60 percent.

7.

Centers generally not less than 5,000 square feet for neighborhood-serving uses and 10 acres for
community or sub-regional/regional uses.

8.

Separated parking between buildings, pedestrian paths, and landscaping.

9.

Attractive internal and on-street pedestrian streetscapes with broad sidewalks appointed with
appropriate landscaping, lighting, and pedestrian/transit amenities/facilities.

10. Convenient and attractive pedestrian connections to/from adjoining neighborhoods and transit.
11. Streets designed to integrate and balance safe pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use with efficient
vehicular traffic flow.
12. Attractive landscaping of public rights-of-way with street trees and other plantings to enhance center
character and identity.
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Visitor and Thoroughfare Commercial

Allowed Uses

This designation provides areas for commercial activities oriented to serve the traveling public near freeway

•

Hotels and motels

interchanges and high-capacity major arterials in such a fashion as to provide safe and convenient access.

•

Restaurants and cafes

Centers located on the edge of the city should be designed to offer a visually pleasing entrance to the city with

•

Automobile service stations

signage and landscaping that announces arrival to Union City.

•

Convenience stores

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Visitor and Thoroughfare Commercial Centers include the
following:
1.

Building façades and entrances with a high degree of transparency and on-street fronting façades.

2.

Building heights generally ranging from one to four stories (taller heights acceptable if supported by
surrounding context and market).

3.

Parcel size generally not less than 5,000 square feet.

4.

Centers generally not less than one acre in total size.

5.

Lot coverage generally not exceeding 50 percent.

6.

Landscaped parking adjoining buildings.

7.

Attractive streetscapes with sidewalks appointed with appropriate landscaping, lighting, and
pedestrian/transit amenities/facilities.

8.

Streets designed to integrate and balance safe pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use with efficient
vehicular traffic flow.

9.

Bicycle lanes along key roadways.

10. Transit stops within retail commercial centers.
11. Attractive landscaping of public rights-of-way with street trees and other plantings to enhance center
character and identity.
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Development Standards
•

Minimum FAR: 0.35

•

Maximum FAR: 2.00

Mixed Use
This designation provides for residential and non-residential, moderate-intensity development. Mixed-use

Allowed Uses
•

townhomes)

development can be horizontal, where several single-use buildings sit adjacent to each other, or vertical,
where two or more uses are stacked on top of each other (e.g., residential units above ground floor retail).

Small-lot single-family attached dwellings (e.g.,

•

Multifamily dwellings (e.g., apartments and
condominiums)

Mixed use is intended to create areas of diverse activities, including commerce, employment, entertainment,
•

Retail uses, restaurants, and cafes

•

Services (e.g., clinics, dentist, insurance)

Urban Form Guidelines

•

Office uses

Key urban form characteristics envisioned for mixed use centers include the following:

•

Central public gathering places

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

culture, and living.

1.

Small, rectangular blocks, allowing for convenient pedestrian access from adjacent areas.

2.

Relatively small lots, providing a fine-grained development pattern.

3.

Building heights generally ranging from one to four stories (taller heights acceptable if supported by
context and market).

4.

Lot coverage generally not exceeding 80 percent.

5.

Buildings sited at or near the sidewalk and typically abut one another with limited side yard setbacks.

6.

Building entrances set at the sidewalk with preference for corner entrances when buildings are located

Development Standards
•

Minimum Density: 10.0 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 30.0 du/ac

•

Minimum FAR: 1.00

•

Maximum FAR: 2.00

on a corner lot.
7.

Rear alleys and secondary streets providing vehicular and service access to reduce the need for
driveways and curb cuts on the primary street.

8.

Parking provided on-street as well as in individual or shared lots at the side or rear of structures, or in
screened parking structures.

9.

Transparent building frontages with pedestrian-scaled articulation and detailing.

10. Moderately-wide sidewalks (minimum 8 feet) furnished with street trees, outdoor seating areas, and
other amenities that create inviting streetscapes.
11. Bicycle lanes along key roadways.
12. Transit stops within mixed-use centers.
13. Public gathering places as primary open space, complemented by outdoor seating, plazas, courtyards,
and sidewalk dining areas.
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Station Mixed Use Commercial

Allowed Uses

This designation is intended to promote retail and office opportunities, as well as high-density residential

•

Retail uses

development where it will promote the commercial development around the BART station. This designation

•

Restaurants and cafes

is applied to the immediate vicinity of the existing BART/future Intermodal Station in order to support

•

Office uses

regional and subregional transportation providers. Higher density/intensity uses should be focused near the

•

Multifamily dwellings (e.g., apartments and
condominiums)

existing BART/future Intermodal Station.

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Station Mixed Use Commercial include the following:
1.

A mix of low- and mid-rise buildings (four to fifteen stories) creating a varied and defined skyline.

2.

Lot coverage generally does not exceed 90 percent.

3.

Building heights stepping down to not more than one story higher at the property line than permitted
in the adjacent neighborhood, unless separated by a roadway, rail corridor, or other setback or buffer.

4.

Buildings sited to positively define the public streetscape and public spaces.

5.

Building façades and entrances directly addressing the street and having a high degree of transparency.

6.

An interconnected street system providing greater distribution of traffic and route flexibility.

7.

Vertical and horizontal integration of residential uses.

8.

Public plazas, small parks, and open space areas within walking distance of local residents.

9.

Parking integrated into buildings or placed in separate structures.

10. Minimal or no curb cuts along primary street façades, with side or rear access to parking and service
functions.
11. Broad sidewalks appointed with appropriate pedestrian amenities/facilities.
12. Street design integrating safe pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular use and incorporates trafficcalming features and on-street parking.
13. Consistent planting of street trees providing shade and enhancing character and identity.
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•

Central public gathering places

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

Development Standards
•

Minimum Density: 45.0 du/ac

•

Maximum Density: 165.0 du/ac

•

Minimum FAR: 1.00

•

Maximum FAR: 4.00

Employment Centers
Employment centers promote the city’s position as a regional asset by recognizing the city’s existing
industries, while also encouraging the reuse of underutilized, vacant, or obsolete buildings. These
designations provide for new manufacturing, research and development, flex space, industry incubators,
professional office, and similar uses that range from high-intensity, mixed-use office centers, business
parks, warehouses, and distribution facilities to manufacturing and other heavy industrial areas. “Clean”

Office Commercial

industries, such as light manufacturing, research and development, and high technology, will take advantage
of the education and skills of the local and regional population. Employment center designations promote
improvements in site planning to create places with attractive architecture and landscaping, and make
employment areas accessible to pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit. They also support the integration of
additional employment support uses such as retail and services.
Urban form characteristics are discussed in detail under each land use designation.
Research and Development Campus

General Industrial

Light Industrial
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Office Commercial

Allowed Uses

This designation provides areas for professional and administrative service and office uses and retail

•

Offices and office parks

commercial activities that complement or are accessory to office uses. Because of the potential intensity of

•

Support retail and service uses, such as restaurants, drycleaners, gym/fitness centers, markets, hotels, and office

uses, this designation should be located on major arterials or at freeway interchanges.

services (e.g., printing/copying/shipping)

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Office Commercial areas include the following:
1.

A more compact development pattern with buildings sited at or near front lot lines along primary
streets to add character and spatial definition to the public realm.

2.

Building heights generally ranging from one to four stories (taller heights are acceptable if supported
by context and market).

3.

Office Commercial centers generally not less than 0.5 acres in size with parcel sizes generally not less
than 5,000 square feet.

4.

Lot coverage generally not exceeding 70 percent.

5.

Greater integration of retail and service uses.

6.

Building entrances oriented to the primary street frontage rather than to parking areas.

7.

Building façades and entrances with a high degree of transparency.

8.

Reduced areas of surface parking and greater use of structured parking.

9.

Convenient and attractive pedestrian and vehicular connections from adjoining neighborhoods and
centers.

10. Sidewalks accommodate pedestrian movement, with connecting walkways from sidewalk into
individual sites.
11. Bicycle lanes along key roadways.
12. Transit stops within office parks.
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•

Landscaped gathering places that include support uses

Development Standards
•

Minimum FAR: 0.30

•

Maximum FAR: 1.50

Research and Development Campus

Allowed Uses

This designation provides for a flexible range of employment activities connected to office functions, “clean

•

“Flex” space

and green” tech, bio-tech, and semi-conductor, computer hardware, software and other technological,

•

Offices

administrative, sales, and engineering facilities. Research and development uses generally lead to the

•

Research and development

development of a new product or a new manufacturing and assembly process serving regional and

•

Service and sales that provide support to employees

international interests. Manufacturing is permitted, provided that characteristics such as noise, vibration, and

•

Light industrial manufacturing uses

odor do not generate significant impacts.

•

Hotels and conference centeres

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Research and Development Campus include the following:
1.

Lot coverage highly variable and dependent upon the needs of a given activity.

2.

High building coverage (e.g., 50 to 75 percent) with large floor plate.

3.

Building heights generally ranging from two to four stories.

4.

Minimal setbacks.

5.

Front, side, and rear yards may serve as parking, and/or service/loading areas.

6.

More articulation, detailing, and fenestration on façades visible from the street.

7.

Rooftop equipment screening with parapets.

8.

Curb cuts and sufficient internal circulation space permit trucks to enter and maneuver.

9.

Sidewalks accommodate pedestrian movement, with connecting walkways from sidewalks into

Development Standards
•

Minimum FAR: 0.40

•

Maximum FAR: 2.00

individual sites.
10. Bicycle lanes along key roadways.
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General Industrial
This designation provides for a broad range of heavier industrial, manufacturing, and warehousing uses.
Typically this designation is applied where large land acreage is available. General Industrial area uses are

Allowed Uses
•

Industrial, manufacturing, or warehousing

Development Standards

assumed to have moderate nuisance characteristics, but discourage hazardous materials manufacturing or

•

Minimum FAR: 0.10

distribution. This designation should not be located adjacent to a residential neighborhood or center without

•

Maximum FAR: 0.75

substantial buffers (employment center low rise, parks, greenways, or open space).

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for General Industrial include the following:
1.

Lot coverage highly variable and dependent upon the needs of a given activity.

2.

High building coverage high (e.g., 50 to 75 percent) or quite low (e.g., 25 percent or less) in areas
where outdoor storage or production processes are the primary activity.

3.

Industrial centers generally not less than one acre.

4.

Very large building floor plates.

5.

Generally single-story buildings, with ceiling heights typically quite high (the equivalent of two- and
three-story buildings) to accommodate production and storage.

6.

Minimal setbacks.

7.

Front, side, and rear yards may serve as parking, storage, and/or service/loading areas.

8.

More articulation, detailing, and fenestration on façades visible from major thoroughfares and
freeways.

9.

Rooftop equipment screening with parapets.

10. Wide curb cuts and ample internal circulation space permit large trucks to enter and maneuver within
individual parcels.
11. Landscaping used to buffer adjacent sensitive uses and views from public way.
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Light Industrial

Allowed Uses

This designation provides for manufacturing and industrial uses with limited or very low nuisance

•

Industrial, manufacturing, or warehousing

characteristics. The designation is applied to areas where nuisance characteristics of noise, odor, traffic

•

Industrial parks

generation, unsightliness, or hazardous materials manufacturing or storage are undesirable. Light Industrial

•

Office, retail, and service uses that provide support
primary uses and employees

areas typically include high-quality industrial park developments with high-quality landscaping and
screening.

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Light Industrial include the following:
1.

Lot coverage highly variable and dependent upon the needs of a given activity.

2.

High lot coverage (e.g., 50 to 60 percent).

3.

Parcel sizes generally not less than 20,000 square feet.

4.

Generally single-story buildings, with ceiling heights typically quite high (the equivalent of two- and

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

Development Standards
•

Minimum FAR: 0.25

•

Maximum FAR: 1.00

three-story buildings) to accommodate production and storage.
5.

Front, side, and rear yards may serve as parking, storage, and/or service/loading areas.

6.

More articulation, detailing, and fenestration on façades visible from major thoroughfares and
freeways.

7.

Rooftop equipment screening with parapets.

8.

Wide curb cuts and ample internal circulation space permit large trucks to enter and maneuver within
individual parcels.

9.

Landscaping used to buffer adjacent sensitive uses.
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Special Industrial

Allowed Uses

This designation provides space for the light industrial operations and non-manufacturing uses that support

•

Small-scale, high-quality industrial park developments

nearby manufacturing and exhibit virtually no nuisance characteristics. Non-manufacturing uses are also

•

Non-manufacturing uses include educational,
administrative, sales, and service activities

permitted, including educational, sales, and service activities. Development is typically smaller scale and on
smaller sites than would typically be found in Light Industrial designated areas. Uses are conducted entirely

Development Standards

within enclosed buildings. It is often applied as a buffer adjacent to major thoroughfares and transition

•

Minimum FAR: 0.25

between higher-intensity industrial uses and residential, commercial, or other lower-intensity uses.

•

Maximum FAR: 1.00

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Special Industrial include the following:
1.

Lot coverage highly variable and dependent upon the needs of a given activity.

2.

High lot coverage (e.g., 50 to 60 percent).

3.

Parcel sizes generally not less than 20,000 square feet.

4.

Generally single-story buildings, with ceiling heights typically quite high (the equivalent of two- and
three-story buildings) to accommodate production and storage or multi-story buildings.

5.

Front, side, and rear yards may serve as parking, and/or service/loading areas.

6.

More articulation, detailing, and fenestration on facades visible from major thoroughfares and
freeways.

7.

Rooftop equipment screening with parapets.

8.

Wide curb cuts and ample internal circulation space.

9.

Landscaping used to buffer adjacent sensitive uses.
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Public/Quasi-Public

Allowed Uses
•

Government buildings

Public/Quasi-Public spaces describes areas with unique uses and typically unique urban forms. These areas

•

Private non-profit and service organizations

host community services and/or educational, cultural, and administrative facilities often located within a

•

Public and private schools

well-landscaped setting. Most of these areas provide a public function and as a result, existing buildings often

•

Community centers

include a significant amount of surface parking lots and structured parking to accommodate users of the

•

Schools and colleges

facilities. It should be noted that many Public/Quasi-Public uses are also allowed and are located in other

•

Libraries

land use and urban form designations.

•

Museums

•

Hospitals

•

Continuing Care Retirement Communities

•

Churches

These designations are applied to the City’s major public buildings and facilities owned by City, County, State,

•

Cemeteries

Federal, and other public agencies that serve the general public, or private institutional uses.

•

Airports

•

Water and wastewater facilities

Urban Form Guidelines

•

Transportation facilities

Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Public/Quasi-Public areas include the following:

•

Energy and telecommunications facilities

•

Public safety facilities

•

Other compatible public, quasi-public uses

Civic Facility
Private Institutional

1.

Building forms vary due to the variety of activities, though most buildings tend to have fairly large
floor-plate, and be multi-story structures containing meeting rooms, classrooms, offices, assembly
areas, and research space.

2.
3.

Development Standards

Automobile access and parking are limited to the periphery of the site in order to create a park-like

•

Minimum FAR: N/A

pedestrian zone.

•

Maximum FAR: 1.00

Recreation facilities such as parks, greenways, stadiums, tracks, ball fields, and tennis courts are
located on the perimeter of the public use.
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Open Space
Open spaces provide for natural open space and other areas primarily used for recreation within easy access
of all city residents. These spaces are characterized by a high degree of open area, and a limited number of
buildings connected through an integrated system of greenways. In urban areas of the city, smaller parks,
plazas, and boulevard parks provide open space and recreation opportunities.

Open Space
This designation includes greenways, large developed parks, and other areas primarily used for recreation
(smaller parks and recreation facilities may be included as elements within other urban form types).
Typically, these areas are characterized by a high degree of open area and a limited number of buildings.

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Open Space areas include the following:
1.

Centrally-located gathering places or recreation facilities.

2.

Building heights, if buildings are present, generally from one to two stories.

3.

Off-street parking facilities.

4.

Recreation facility lighting for evening use.

5.

Attractive internal and on-street pedestrian facilities with sidewalks appointed with appropriate

•

Nature centers and outdoor nature laboratories

landscaping, lighting, and pedestrian/transit amenities/facilities.

•

Vista areas

6.

Convenient and attractive pedestrian connections to/from adjoining neighborhoods and transit.

•

Wetlands and wildlife habitat

7.

Streets designed to integrate and balance safe pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use with efficient

•

Natural trails

vehicular traffic flow.

•

Public parks, picnic areas, and sitting areas

Attractive landscaping of public right-of-ways with street trees and other plantings.

•

Playgrounds and sports fields

•

Parkways and urban trails

•

Public and private golf courses and driving ranges

•

Commercial recreation

•

Compatible public and quasi-public uses

8.

Allowed Uses

Development Standards
•
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Maximum FAR: 0.1

Agriculture

Allowed Uses

This designation is intended to conserve lands that should remain as open space because of their value for

•

Agricultural production and grazing

agricultural production and/or grazing activities , with limited or no development.

•

Private non-commercial recreation areas

Urban Form Guidelines
Key urban form characteristics envisioned for Agriculture areas include the following:
1.

Natural features and vegetation indigenous to the area.

2.

Agricultural landscapes.

3.

Building heights, if buildings are present, generally from one to two stories.

4.

Limited off-street parking facilities, if public access is appropriate, located near access points and

Development Standards
•

Density : 1 du/20 acres

•

Maximum FAR: 0.1

transit.
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