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5.1
CEQA Requirements

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that meet most or all of the project objectives while reducing or avoiding one or more significant environmental effects of the project. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Where a potential alternative was examined but not chosen as one of the range of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR briefly discuss the reasons the alternative was dismissed. 

A Notice of Preparation was circulated to the public to solicit recommendations for a reasonable range of alternatives to the  General Plan. No specific alternatives were recommended by commenting agencies or the general public during the NOP public review process. 

5.2
Alternatives Considered in this EIR

Factors Guiding Selection of Alternatives

The alternatives to the General Plan Update selected for analysis in the EIR were developed to minimize significant environmental impacts while fulfilling the basic objectives of the project. The significant environmental impacts associated with the project relate to aesthetic and visual resources, traffic noise, roadway impacts to Caltrans facilities, increased demand for wastewater treatment, irreversible effects of growth, and cumulative effects associated with biological resources, noise, circulation, and utilities.  Significant impacts are summarized in Chapter 4 and described in greater detail in Chapters 3.1 through 3.13.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the following objectives have been identified for the proposed project.

· Reflect the current goals and vision expressed by City residents, businesses, decision-makers, and other stakeholders;

· Address issues and concerns identified by City residents, businesses, decision-makers, and other stakeholders;

· Maintain and enhance the City’s small-town character and quality of life;

· Increase opportunities for economic development, including programs that attract new business and industry to Cotati, and programs that assist and strengthen existing local businesses;

· Increase opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian connectivity; and

· Address new requirements of State law.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The proposed General Plan Update would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts, which are described in Sections 3.1 through 4.0:

Significant and Unavoidable Project-Level Impacts
· Impact 3.1-1: General Plan Implementation could result in Substantial Adverse Effects on Visual Character, including Scenic Vistas or Scenic Resources (significant and unavoidable)
· Impact 3.10-1:  Traffic Noise Sources (Significant and Unavoidable)
· Impact 3.10-7: Cumulative Noise Impacts (Significant and Unavoidable)

· Impact 3.12-1: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in acceptable traffic operation at the study intersections and roadway segments controlled by the City of Cotati, though the ability to fully fund all identified improvements is uncertain (Significant and Unavoidable)

· Impact 3.12-2: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in acceptable traffic operation on Gravenstein Highway, though the funding and timing of improvements needed to accommodate regional and local growth on the highway is uncertain (Significant and Unavoidable)

· Impact 3.12-3: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would contribute to unacceptable operation on US 101 freeway facilities (Significant and Unavoidable)

· Impact 3.13-3: Potential to exceed wastewater treatment capacity or the requirements of the RWQCB (Cumulatively Considerable and Significant and Unavoidable)
Significant and Unavoidable Cumulative Impacts

· Impact 4.1: Cumulative Degradation of the Existing Visual Character of the Region (Considerable Contribution and Significant and Unavoidable) 
· Impact 4.11: Cumulative Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Noise in Excess of Normally Acceptable Noise Levels or to Substantial Increases in Noise (Considerable Contribution and Significant and Unavoidable)
· Impact 4.13: Cumulative Impact on the Transportation Network (Considerable Contribution and Significant and Unavoidable)
· Impact 4.14: Cumulative Impact on Utilities (Considerable Contribution and Significant and Unavoidable)
· Impact 4.15: Irreversible Effects (Significant and Unavoidable)
Alternatives to the General Plan Update

Three alternatives to the General Plan Update were considered based on the analysis performed to identify the environmental effects of the proposed project.  Since the General Plan Update was prepared with the intent to be a self-mitigating document, project alternatives focused on amending land uses to address significant impacts.  The alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the following:

· Alternative 1: No Project Alternative. Under Alternative 1, the City would not adopt the General Plan Update.  The 1998 General Plan would continue to be implemented and no changes to the General Plan, including the Land Use Map (see Figure 3.9-3), Circulation Diagram, goals, policies, or actions would occur.  Subsequent projects, such as amending the Municipal Code, including the Land Use Code and zoning map, and the Design Review Criteria would not occur.  

· Alternative 2: Open Space and Parks/Reduced Development Alternative.   As shown on Figure 5.0-1, Alternative 2 would revise the General Plan Update to increase the amount of open space and parks uses and reduce development associated with commercial, industrial, and residential uses. General Commercial, Commercial Industrial, and Low Medium Density Residential uses would be decreased in the City and SOI and would be replaced with less intense uses, primarily Open Space/Parks.  This alternative was developed to reduce impacts associated with scenic resources, traffic noise, traffic impacts to US 101 and SR 116, and to reduce cumulative impacts associated with development. 

· Alternative 3: Reduced Land Use Intensity Alternative. Under Alternative 3, urban and industrial development under the General Plan Update Land Use Map would be focused more tightly around the City as shown on Figure 5.0-2.  General Commercial, Commercial Industrial, and Low Medium Density Residential uses would be decreased in the City and SOI and would be replaced with less intense uses, such as agricultural and rural residential. This alternative was developed to reduce impacts associated with scenic resources, traffic noise, traffic impacts to US 101 and SR 116, and to reduce cumulative impacts associated with development.

5.3
 Environmental Analysis

The alternatives analysis provides a summary of the relative impact level of significance associated with each alternative for each of the environmental issue areas analyzed in this EIR. Following the analysis of each alternative, Table 5-7 summarizes the comparative effects of each alternative.

Alternative 1 - No Project

Under Alternative 1, the City would continue to implement the adopted 1998 General Plan and no changes would be made to address the requirements of state law.  Since adoption of the 1998 General Plan, state legislation has been passed requiring the City to address new safety and circulation requirements in the General Plan and to address greenhouse gas emissions.  These requirements of state law would not be addressed.  

The General Plan goals, objectives, policies, and actions as well as the Land Use Map would not be updated to address the vision and concerns of the City’s residents, property owners, decision-makers, and other stakeholders that actively participated in the Visioning and goal and policy development process.  

Alternative 1 would not result in the updates to the Economic Vitality Element that focus on business retention and attraction, marketing and branding of Cotati, and high-quality employment opportunities for Cotati residents.  Alternative 1 would not improve the jobs:housing balance in comparison to the proposed project as it would not provide for increased potential for industrial and commercial growth on the Land Use Map. 

The Community Health and Wellness Element would not be adopted under Alternative 1.  Therefore, the goals, policies, and actions associated with improving public health would not be implemented.

The Circulation Element would not be updated to include policies and actions addressing complete streets, including safety, access, and mobility for all roadway users.  The action providing for a Traffic Impact Fee to address needed circulation improvements would not be implemented.

The Conservation and Open Space Elements would not be updated to include comprehensive programs and actions to address protection of natural resources and open space, conservation of habitat for special-status species, protection of air quality, reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and protection of cultural and historic resources.

Alternative 1 would result in the continuation of existing conditions and development levels, as described in Chapter 3.9, Land Use, and shown on Figure 3.9-3.  New growth would be allowed as envisioned under the 1998 General Plan, with land uses required to be consistent with the 1998 General Plan Land Use Map as shown on Figure 3.10-1 and summarized in Table 5-1.  As shown in Table 5-1, Alternative 1 would result in a reduction in Agriculture (-592.9 acres) and Parks (-28.4 acres), replacing these uses primarily with Rural Residential (606.8 acres).  Alternative 1 would also result in increased acreage for General Commercial (112.3 acres), Office (17.4 acres), and Public Facilities (9.6 acres).  Approximately 80 acres of General Commercial that is shown in Alternative 1 would be redesignated to Specific Plan under the Project and would result in land uses consistent with the applicable Specific Plan under either alternative.  Alternative 1 would also result in decreases in Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and High Density Residential as shown in Table 5-1. 

	Table 5-1: Alternative 1 v. Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations Comparison

	Land Use Designation
	Proposed Project - General Plan Update (acres)
	Alternative  1 – No Project (Acres)
	Difference

	
	City
	SOI
	City
	SOI
	City
	SOI

	Agriculture
	0
	592.9
	0
	0
	0.0
	-592.9

	Open Space/Parks
	47.7
	8.7
	19.3
	8.7
	-28.4
	0.0

	General Commercial/Highway Commercial
	110.8
	8.0
	192.4
	38.7
	81.6
	30.7

	Commercial Industrial/General Industrial
	108.6
	43.2
	108.6
	0
	0.0
	-43.2

	Office
	0
	0
	17.4
	0
	17.4
	0.0

	Specific Plan
	81.5
	0
	0
	0
	-81.5
	0.0

	Rural Residential
	105.8
	490.7
	120.5
	1,082.8
	14.7
	592.1

	Low Density Residential
	145.7
	93.6
	137.0
	97.0
	-8.7
	3.4

	Low/Medium Density Residential
	233.0
	30.9
	229.9
	36.5
	-3.1
	5.6

	Medium Density Residential
	102.2
	0
	87.6
	0
	-14.6
	0.0

	High Density Residential
	29.8
	0
	27.4
	0
	-2.4
	0.0

	Public Facilities
	16.8
	0
	26.4
	0
	9.6
	0.0

	No Label/ROW
	238.6
	48.8
	254.22
	64.93
	15.6
	16.1

	TOTAL
	1,220.6
	1,316.9
	1,220.7
	1,328.6
	0.1
	11.71


1The existing General Plan identifies several parcels in the SOI that were removed from the SOI as part of the 2013 update.

Under Alternative 1, there would be a reduction in residential growth (-138 units) and an increase in jobs-creating uses (22,317 s.f. of commercial uses and 28,429 s.f. of office uses) within the City limits.  Alternative 1 would result in a 4.9 jobs:housing ratio associated with new development accommodated within the City, compared to the 4.4 ratio associated with the proposed project.   However, under buildout conditions, Alternative 1 would result in a reduced jobs:housing ratio of 3.7 compared with the proposed project (4.1).

Under cumulative conditions, development in the SOI under Alternative 1 would result in an increase in residential units (220 units) and an increase in office uses (88,949 s.f.) and a decrease in industrial uses (-595,071 s.f.). 

	Table 5-2:  Future Growth under the Proposed Project and Alternative 1

	
	City
	SOI

	
	Residential (# of Units)
	Commercial (sq. ft.)
	Industrial (sq. ft.)
	Office 

(sq. ft.)
	Residential (# of Units)
	Commercial (sq. ft.)
	Industrial (sq. ft.)
	Office 

(sq. ft.)

	Proposed Project
	1,541
	910,014
	511,230
	966,706
	599
	323,147
	595,071
	27,988

	Alternative 1
	1,403
	932,331
	511,230
	995,153
	819
	323,565
	0
	116,937

	Difference
	<138>
	22,317
	0
	28,429
	220
	418
	<595,071>
	88,949  


Under Alternative 1, the 1998 General Plan policy framework would still be in effect, which would constitute a business-as-usual approach to land use regulation in the City.  The policy framework proposed by the General Plan Update that encourages a mix and balance of uses to provide an improved ratio of local jobs to population, would ensure that development pays its fair-share of necessary roadway, public service, and other infrastructure improvements, and provides for protection of natural resources would not occur.  This alternative would not include safety policies, particularly those related to flooding, required by State law.  This alternative would not include various policies provided to ensure protection of environmental resources, both at the project level and under cumulative conditions, consistent with the objectives of CEQA.  

Further, this alternative would not prevent all potential impacts associated with increased development, because development would continue to occur.  The land disturbance associated with this alternative is expected to be less than the proposed project under project-level conditions and slightly less than the proposed project under cumulative conditions.  The reduction in land disturbance would result in a reduction in associated impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project.

At the project level, development within the City limits would result in a slight reduction in the amount of trip generation (approximately 330 less trips), resulting in comparable traffic and associated air quality and noise impact reductions.  Under cumulative conditions, this alternative would result in a reduction of approximately 1,910 trips generated within the SOI compared with the Project and would result in a reduction in associated traffic-related impacts, particularly along SR 116.  There would be less demand for public services and utilities, resulting in a reduction in environmental impacts associated with facilities improvements to provide public services and utilities. 

This alternative fails to meet three of the basic project objectives, which are: 1) to bring the City’s General Plan into consistency with State laws pertaining to General Plan updates, 2) to reflect the current goals and visions for the City based on input received during the public participation process, and 3) to address current issues and concerns raised during the public participation process. Therefore, Alternative 1 (No Project) was rejected from further consideration as a CEQA alternative.  However, the environmental effects associated with Alternative 1 are summarized in Table 5-5 to provide a general comparison between the adopted 1998 General Plan (Alternative 1), the proposed project, and Alternatives 2 and 3.

Alternative 2 – Open Space and Parks/Reduced Development Alternative

Alternative 2 would revise the General Plan Update to increase the amount of open space and parks uses and reduce development associated with commercial, industrial, and residential uses. General Commercial, Commercial Industrial, and Low Medium Density Residential uses would be decreased in the City and SOI and would be replaced with less intense uses, primarily Open Space.  This alternative was developed to reduce impacts associated with scenic resources, traffic noise, traffic impacts to US 101 and SR 116, and to reduce cumulative impacts associated with development. 

Land use designations under Alternative 2 would be modified as shown on Figure 5-1 and summarized in Table 5-3. The goals, objectives, policies, and actions of the General Plan Update would apply to subsequent development, planning and infrastructure projects.  

As shown in Table 5-3 below, Alternative 2 would convert 27.0 acres of land designated within the City for General Commercial and Low Density Residential uses to Open Space and Parks.  Within the SOI, this alternative would result in an increase in lands designated Open Space/Parks (266 acres) and a decrease in lands designated Agriculture (-134.8 acres), General Commercial (-8 acres), Commercial Industrial (-19.8 acres), Rural Residential (-15.4 acres), Low Density Residential (-68.4 acres), and Low/Medium Density Residential (-19.6 acres). 

	Table 5-3: Alternative 2 v. Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations Comparison

	Land Use Designation
	Proposed Project - General Plan Update (acres)
	Alternative 2 – Revised Land Use (Acres)
	Difference

	
	City
	SOI
	City
	SOI
	City
	SOI

	Agriculture
	0
	592.9
	0
	458.1
	0.0
	-134.8

	Open Space/Parks
	47.7
	8.7
	74.7
	274.7
	27.0
	266.0

	General Commercial
	110.8
	8.0
	95.5
	0
	-15.3
	-8.0

	Commercial Industrial
	108.6
	43.2
	108.6
	23.5
	0
	-19.8

	Specific Plan
	81.5
	0
	81.5
	0
	0
	0

	Rural Residential
	105.8
	490.7
	105.8
	475.3
	0
	-15.4

	Low Density Residential
	145.7
	93.6
	134.0
	25.2
	-11.7
	-68.4

	Low/Medium Density Residential
	233.0
	30.9
	233.0
	11.3
	0
	-19.6

	Medium Density Residential
	102.2
	0
	102.2
	0
	0
	0

	High Density Residential
	29.8
	0
	29.8
	0
	0
	0

	Public Facilities
	16.8
	0
	16.8
	0
	0
	0

	No Label/ROW
	238.6
	48.8
	238.6
	48.8
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	1,220.7
	1,316.9
	1,220.7
	1,316.9
	-
	-


During the planning horizon, the total amount of residential units within the City under Alternative 2 would be comparable to the proposed project (a reduction of 21 units) and there would be a decrease in non-residential uses (-127,245 commercial s.f. and -53,393 office s.f.).  Under cumulative conditions, future development within the SOI would be significantly decreased in comparison to the proposed project.  There would be a reduction of 232 residential units, 185,414 s.f. of commercial, 275,693 s.f. of industrial, and 27,989 s.f. of office uses within the SOI.  Alternative 2 would result in a 4.4 jobs:housing ratio associated with new development accommodated within the City, which is the same as the 4.4 ratio associated with the proposed project.  However, under buildout conditions, Alternative 2 would result in a reduced jobs:housing ratio of 3.8 compared with the proposed project (4.1).

The additional land area designated Open Space/Parks under this alternative would be identified for permanent open space or passive park use and would not result in development.  The development footprint of this alternative would be significantly reduced in comparison to the Project, resulting in an associated reduction to impacts associated with aesthetics (changes in visual character, potential lighting and glare), biological resources (impacts to special-status species and sensitive habitats), cultural resources (potential disturbance of prehistoric, historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources), geology and soils (unstable soils and geologic units), and hydrology and water quality (changes to drainage and flooding patterns, water quality, erosion). 

At the project-level, development under Alternative 2 within the City limits would result in a reduction of approximately 3,770 daily trips, an 8% reduction in daily traffic compared to the proposed project.  This would also result in a reduction in associated air quality and noise impacts.   Under cumulative conditions, this alternative would result in a reduction of approximately 13,310 trips a 22% reduction compared to the proposed project.  There would be less demand for public services and utilities, resulting in a reduction in environmental impacts associated with facilities improvements to provide public services and utilities. 

	Table 5-4:  Future Growth under the Proposed Project and Alternative 2

	
	City
	SOI

	
	Residential (# of Units)
	Commercial (sq. ft.)
	Industrial (sq. ft.)
	Office 

(sq. ft.)
	Residential (# of Units)
	Commercial (sq. ft.)
	Industrial (sq. ft.)
	Office 

(sq. ft.)

	Proposed Project
	1,541
	910,014
	511,230
	966,706
	599
	323,147
	595,071
	27,988

	Alternative 2
	1,520
	782,769
	511,230
	913,313
	367
	137,733
	319,378
	0

	Difference
	<21>
	<127,245>
	0
	<53,393>
	<232>
	<185,414>
	<275,693>
	<27,988>


Potentially significant impacts that would be reduced to less than significant as described in Sections 3.1 through 4.0 would also be reduced to less than significant with implementation of the proposed General Plan policies and actions described in Sections 3.1 through 4.0.  Alternative 2 would not result in an increase in the significance of any impacts or new environmental impacts in comparison to the proposed project.  The potential for Alternative 2 to reduce or avoid significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed project is discussed below.

Adverse Effects on Visual Character

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with adverse effects on visual character, including scenic resources, as described under Impact 3.1-1 in Section 3.1.  Under Alternative 2, development patterns within the City would be generally comparable to the proposed project, with less commercial, industrial, office, and residential growth occurring along the western portion of SR 116 past Alder Avenue to the City limits.  While 27 acres of land would be designated for less intense land uses within the City, the potential for commercial and residential development along the SR 116 corridor and residential development in the south and southwest areas of the City could result in significant changes in visual character.  Therefore, impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be reduced but not avoided in comparison to the proposed project. 

Traffic Noise Sources

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the increases in traffic noise levels, as described under Impact 3.10-1 in Chapter 3.10, with increases of 3 dB or greater along Gravenstein Highway (SR 116), east of Madrone Avenue, and along Alder Avenue.  This alternative would result in decreased growth in the City (1.4% decrease in residential units and 7.5% decrease in non-residential development) and is anticipated to have reduced traffic noise levels, but would not avoid significant impacts associated with traffic noise.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in less of an impact than the proposed project, though those impacts would still remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Noise Impacts

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to noise impacts that would be in significant and unavoidable under cumulative conditions, as described under Impact 3.10-7 in Chapter 3.10, with increases of 3 dB or greater along Gravenstein Highway (SR 116), both east and west of Madrone Avenue, and along Alder Avenue.  This alternative would result in decreased growth in the City and SOI and would result in a reduction in noise levels.  However, Alternative 2 is anticipated to considerably contribute to increases of 3dB or greater under cumulative conditions and, thus, would not fully avoid the impact.  Alternative 2 would have a reduced contribution to cumulative traffic noise and would result in a reduction in impacts compared to the proposed project, though those impacts would still remain significant and unavoidable.
Traffic Operation at the Study Intersections and Roadway Segments Controlled by the City of Cotati

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic operations on City-controlled study intersections and roadway segments, as described under Impact 3.12-1 in Chapter 3.12.  Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of approximately 3,770 daily trips within the City, an 8% reduction compared to the proposed project, and a reduction of 13,310 trips within the City and SOI, a 22% reduction compared to the proposed project, under cumulative conditions.  Under Alternative 2, through the planned adoption and implementation of the traffic impact fee update, along with roadway improvements that the City will require developers to construct as part of their projects, many of the circulation improvements identified in the General Plan as being needed to support citywide buildout will be constructed.  It cannot be guaranteed, however, that full funding to achieve all improvements will ultimately be collected, nor can it be guaranteed that individual improvements can be fully funded and constructed by the time they are needed, as described in greater detail under Impact 3.12-1.  Therefore, while Alternative 2 would result in less traffic on City-controlled roadway segments and intersections in comparison to the proposed project, impacts to these facilities would remain significant and unavoidable as the City would not be able to ensure that the improvements envisioned for these facilities in the General Plan would occur, as described in Chapter 3.12.  

Traffic Operations on Gravenstein Highway

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic operations on Gravenstein Highway, as described under Impact 3.12-2 in Chapter 3.12.  Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of approximately 3,770 daily trips within the City, an 8% reduction compared to the proposed project, and a reduction of 13,310 trips within the City and SOI, a 22% reduction compared to the proposed project, under cumulative conditions.  Under Alternative 2, Gravenstein Highway (SR 116) would remain under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and improvements to the facility would be outside of the City’s control as described under Impact 3.12-2.  Therefore, while Alternative 2 would result in less traffic on Gravenstein Highway in comparison to the proposed project, impacts to the facility would remain significant and unavoidable as the City would not be able to ensure that the improvements envisioned for this facility in the General Plan would occur, as described in Chapter 3.12.  

Traffic Operations on US 101 Facilities

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic operations on US 101 facilities, as described under Impact 3.12-3 in Chapter 3.12.  Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of approximately 3,770 daily trips within the City, an 8% reduction compared to the proposed project, and a reduction of 13,310 trips within the City and SOI, a 22% reduction compared to the proposed project, under cumulative conditions.  Under Alternative 2, US 101 facilities would remain under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and improvements to the facility would be outside of the City’s control as described under Impact 3.12-2.  Therefore, while Alternative 2 would result in less traffic on US 101 and associated on- and off-ramps in comparison to the proposed project, implementation of measures to reduce impacts associated with facilities under the jurisdiction of Caltrans would remain outside of the control of the County, as described in Chapter 3.12. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Potential to Exceed Wastewater Treatment Capacity

The proposed project would result in increased demand for wastewater treatment in excess of the permitted capacity available to the City as described under Impact 3.13-3 in Chapter 3.13.  Under Alternative 2, development within the City would require treatment of approximately 0.70 mgd of wastewater and would remain within the treatment capacity available of 0.76 mgd. Under cumulative conditions, development within the City and SOI would require treatment of approximately 0.758 mgd of wastewater and would also remain within the City’s permitted treatment capacity.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would avoid the significant and unavoidable impact associated with wastewater treatment that would occur with the proposed project.

Cumulative: Visual Character

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts associated with visual character as described under Impact 4.1.  Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 2 would result in a reduced growth and development pattern, particularly in the western and southeast areas of the City and SOI (see Figure 5-1).  Alternative 2 would provide for increased areas of recreational and open space uses and would result in aesthetic improvements in comparison to the proposed project.  However, Alternative 2 would also result in substantial visual changes to the City and surrounding area and would have a considerable contribution to significant and unavoidable impacts associated with visual character. 

Cumulative: Noise

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts associated with noise as described under Impact 4.11. Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 2 would result in less residential, commercial, industrial, and office development.  This difference would be appreciable under cumulative conditions and this alternative would have less of an impact than the proposed project.  However, the cumulative level of development would result in significant and unavoidable increases in traffic noise levels and would also increase the cumulative exposure of sensitive receptors. 

Cumulative: Transportation

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on the transportation network, associated with increased traffic levels and the need for additional circulation facilities, as described under Impact 4.13. Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 2 would result in less development and would result in approximately 13,310 fewer daily trips.  However, significant impacts to Gravenstein Highway and US 101 would occur, as described previously.  Therefore, although Alternative 2 would result in a reduction in impacts compared to the proposed project, the contribution to cumulative traffic would remain considerable. 

Cumulative: Utilities

The proposed project would result in increased demand for wastewater treatment in excess of the permitted capacity available to the City as described under Impact 4.14.  Under Alternative 2, development within the City and SOI would require treatment of approximately 0.758 mgd under cumulative conditions and would remain within the treatment capacity available of 0.76 mgd.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would not have a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts associated with wastewater treatment and would have less of an impact than the proposed project.

Irreversible Effects

The proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with irreversible environmental effects as described under Impact 4.15.  During the planning horizon, development under Alternative 2 would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project, as described above.  Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 2 would result in less residential development and less industrial, commercial, and office development (see Table 5-4). Alternative 2 would result in the permanent development of up to 1,945 new residential units and approximately 2.9 million square feet of industrial, commercial, and office uses.  Alternative 2 would use non-renewable resources, including metals, stone, and other materials, related to construction and result in on-going demand for fossil fuels and other resources associated with energy production at levels comparable to the proposed project. The associated irretrievable commitment of non-renewable resources and permanent conversion of agricultural, open space, and other undeveloped lands under Alternative 2 would be a significant impact.  Therefore, while Alternative 2 would have a reduced impact in comparison to the proposed project, the irreversible effects would remain significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 3 – Reduced Land Use Intensity

Alternative 3: Reduced Land Use Intensity Alternative. Under Alternative 3, urban and industrial development under the General Plan Update Land Use Map would be focused more tightly around the City.  General Commercial, Commercial Industrial, and Low Medium Density Residential uses would be decreased in the City and SOI and would be replaced with less intense uses, such as agricultural and rural residential. This alternative was developed to reduce impacts associated with scenic resources, traffic noise, traffic impacts to US 101 and SR 116, and to reduce cumulative impacts associated with development.

Alternative 3 was created to reduce environmental impacts associated with the growth accommodated by the General Plan Update by reducing the extent to which growth could occur.  Development intensities along the Gravenstein Highway corridor and in the Alder Avenue area were reduced in order to reduce significant impacts associated with traffic and noise that were specific to these areas.   

Under Alternative 3, future growth would be more tightly concentrated in and around the City and growth outside of the City would be more focused on Agricultural and Rural Residential uses. Land uses would be modified from those under the General Plan Update as shown on Figure 5-2 and summarized in Table 5-5.  The goals, objectives, policies, and actions of the General Plan Update would apply to subsequent development, planning and infrastructure projects.  

Land use designations under Alternative 3 would be modified as shown on Figure 5-2 and summarized in Table 5-5.  As shown in Table 5-5 below, Alternative 2 would convert 19.8 acres of land designated within the City for General Commercial, Low Density Residential, and Low/Medium Density Residential uses to Agriculture.  Within the SOI, this alternative would result in an increase in lands designated Agriculture (33.4 acres) and Rural Residential (56.6 acres) and a decrease in lands designated General Commercial (-8.0 acres), Commercial Industrial (-19.8 acres), Low Density Residential (-42.6 acres), and Low/Medium Density Residential (-19.6 acres). 

	Table 5-5: Alternative 3 v. Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations Comparison

	Land Use Designation
	Proposed Project - General Plan Update (acres)
	Alternative 3 – Revised Land Use (Acres)
	Difference

	
	City
	SOI
	City
	SOI
	City
	SOI

	Agriculture
	0
	592.9
	19.8
	626.3
	19.8
	33.4

	Open Space/Parks
	47.7
	8.7
	47.7
	8.7
	0
	0

	General Commercial
	110.8
	8.0
	102.7
	0
	-8.1
	-8.0

	Commercial Industrial
	108.6
	43.2
	108.6
	23.5
	0
	-19.8

	Specific Plan
	81.5
	0
	81.5
	0
	0
	0

	Rural Residential
	105.8
	490.7
	105.8
	547.2
	0
	56.6

	Low Density Residential
	145.7
	93.6
	141.2
	51.0
	-4.5
	-42.7

	Low/Medium Density Residential
	233.0
	30.9
	225.8
	11.3
	-7.2
	-19.6

	Medium Density Residential
	102.2
	0
	102.2
	0
	0
	0

	High Density Residential
	29.8
	0
	29.8
	0
	0
	0

	Public Facilities
	16.8
	0
	16.8
	0
	0
	0

	No Label/ROW
	238.6
	48.8
	238.6
	48.8
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	1,220.7
	1,316.9
	1,220.7
	1,316.9
	-
	-


During the planning horizon, the total amount of residential growth within the City under Alternative 3 would be slightly reduced in comparison to the proposed project (a reduction of 57 units) and there would be a decrease in non-residential uses (-67,660 commercial s.f. and -28,294 office s.f.).  Under cumulative conditions, future development within the SOI would be significantly decreased in comparison to the proposed project.  There would be a reduction of 206 residential units, 185,414 s.f. of commercial, 275,693 s.f. of industrial, and 27,989 s.f. of office uses within the SOI.  Alternative 3 would result in a jobs:housing ratio of 4.6 associated with new development within the City, which is slightly higher than the 4.4 ratio associated with the proposed project.  However, under buildout conditions, Alternative 3 would result in a reduced jobs:housing ratio of 4.0 compared with the proposed project (4.1).

The additional land area designated Rural Residential and Agricultural uses would allow residential development and, in the Agricultural designation, non-residential commercial and visitor-serving uses. The development footprint of this alternative would be reduced in comparison to the Project, resulting in an associated reduction to impacts associated with aesthetics (changes in visual character, potential lighting and glare), biological resources (impacts to special-status species and sensitive habitats), cultural resources (potential disturbance of prehistoric, historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources), geology and soils (unstable soils and geologic units), and hydrology and water quality (changes to drainage and flooding patterns, water quality, erosion). 

At the project-level, development under Alternative 3 within the City limits would result in a reduction of  approximately 2,440 daily trips, an 8% reduction in daily traffic compared to the proposed project.  This would also result in a reduction in associated air quality and noise impacts.   Under cumulative conditions, this alternative would result in a reduction of approximately 11,734 trips, a 22% reduction compared to the proposed project.  There would be less demand for public services and utilities, resulting in a reduction in environmental impacts associated with facilities improvements to provide public services and utilities. 

	Table 5-6:  Future Growth under the Proposed Project and Alternative 3

	
	City
	SOI

	
	Residential (# of Units)
	Commercial (sq. ft.)
	Industrial (sq. ft.)
	Office 

(sq. ft.)
	Residential (# of Units)
	Commercial (sq. ft.)
	Industrial (sq. ft.)
	Office 

(sq. ft.)

	Proposed Project
	1,541
	910,014
	511,230
	966,706
	599
	323,147
	595,071
	27,988

	Alternative 3
	1,484
	842,354
	511,230
	938,412
	393
	137,733
	319,378
	0

	Difference
	<57>
	<67,660>
	0
	<28,294>
	<206>
	<185,414>
	<275,693>
	<27,988>


Adverse Effects on Visual Character

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with adverse effects on visual character, including scenic resources, as described under Impact 3.1-1 in Section 3.1.  Under Alternative 3, development patterns within the City would be generally comparable to the proposed project, with less commercial, industrial, and office growth occurring along the western portion of SR 116 past Alder Avenue to the City limits.  While 19.8 acres of land would be designated for less intense land uses within the City, the potential for commercial and residential development along the SR 116 corridor and residential development in the south and southwest areas of the City could result in significant changes in visual character under this alternative.  Therefore, impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be reduced but not avoided in comparison to the proposed project. 

Traffic Noise Sources

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the increases in traffic noise levels, as described under Impact 3.10-1 in Chapter 3.10, with increases of 3 dB or greater along Gravenstein Highway (SR 116), east of Madrone Avenue, and along Alder Avenue.  This alternative would result in decreased growth in the City (3.8% decrease in residential units and 3.7% decrease in non-residential development), which would result in a 5% daily trip reduction.  This reduction in traffic would have reduced traffic noise levels in comparison to the proposed project, but would not avoid significant impacts associated with traffic noise.  

Cumulative Noise Impacts

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to noise impacts that would be in significant and unavoidable under cumulative conditions, as described under Impact 3.10-7 in Chapter 3.10, with increases of 3 dB or greater along Gravenstein Highway (SR 116), both east and west of Madrone Avenue, and along Alder Avenue.  This alternative would result in decreased growth in the City and SOI that would result in a 19% reduction in daily trips under cumulative conditions.  This would result in a reduction in noise levels.  However, Alternative 3 is anticipated to considerably contribute to increases of 3dB or greater under cumulative conditions and, thus, would not fully avoid the impact.  Alternative 3 would have a reduced contribution to cumulative traffic noise compared to the proposed project.
Traffic Operation at the Study Intersections and Roadway Segments Controlled by the City of Cotati

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic operations on City-controlled study intersections and roadway segments, as described under Impact 3.12-1 in Chapter 3.12. Alternative 3 would result in a reduction of approximately 2,440 daily trips within the City, a 5% reduction compared to the proposed project, and a reduction of 11,730 trips within the City and SOI, a 19% reduction compared to the proposed project, under cumulative conditions.  Under Alternative 3, through the planned adoption and implementation of the traffic impact fee update, along with roadway improvements that the City will require developers to construct as part of their projects, many of the circulation improvements identified in the General Plan as being needed to support citywide buildout will be constructed.  It cannot be guaranteed, however, that full funding to achieve all improvements will ultimately be collected, nor can it be guaranteed that individual improvements can be fully funded and constructed by the time they are needed, as described in greater detail under Impact 3.12-1.  Therefore, while Alternative 3 would result in less traffic on City-controlled roadway segments and intersections in comparison to the proposed project, impacts to these facilities would remain significant and unavoidable as the City would not be able to ensure that the improvements envisioned for these facilities in the General Plan would occur, as described in Chapter 3.12.  

Traffic Operations on Gravenstein Highway

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic operations on Gravenstein Highway, as described under Impact 3.12-2 in Chapter 3.12.  Alternative 3 would result in a reduction of approximately 2,440 daily trips within the City, a 5% reduction compared to the proposed project, and a reduction of 11,730 trips within the City and SOI, a 19% reduction compared to the proposed project, under cumulative conditions.  Under Alternative 3, Gravenstein Highway (SR 116) would remain under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and improvements to the facility would be outside of the City’s control as described under Impact 3.12-2.  Therefore, while Alternative 3 would result in less traffic on Gravenstein Highway in comparison to the proposed project, impacts to the facility would remain significant and unavoidable as the City would not be able to ensure that the improvements envisioned for this facility in the General Plan would occur, as described in Chapter 3.12.  

Traffic Operations on US 101 Facilities

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic operations on US 101 facilities, as described under Impact 3.12-3 in Chapter 3.12. Alternative 3 would result in a reduction of approximately 2,440 daily trips within the City, a 5% reduction compared to the proposed project, and a reduction of 11,730 trips within the City and SOI, a 19% reduction compared to the proposed project, under cumulative conditions.  Under Alternative 3, US 101 facilities would remain under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and improvements to the facility would be outside of the City’s control as described under Impact 3.12-2.  Therefore, while Alternative 3 would result in less traffic on US 101 and associated on- and off-ramps in comparison to the proposed project, implementation of measures to reduce impacts associated with facilities under the jurisdiction of Caltrans would remain outside of the control of the County, as described in Chapter 3.12. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Potential to Exceed Wastewater Treatment Capacity

The proposed project would result in increased demand for wastewater treatment in excess of the permitted capacity available to the City as described under Impact 3.13-3 in Chapter 3.13.  Under Alternative 3, development within the City would require treatment of approximately 0.71 mgd of wastewater and would remain within the treatment capacity available of 0.76 mgd. Under cumulative conditions, development within the City and SOI would require treatment of approximately 0.77 mgd of wastewater and would exceed the City’s permitted treatment capacity.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would reduce, but not avoid, the significant and unavoidable impact associated with wastewater treatment and would have less of an impact than the proposed project.

Cumulative: Visual Character

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts associated with visual character as described under Impact 4.1.  Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 3 would result in a less intense growth and development pattern, particularly in the western and southeast areas of the City and SOI (see Figure 5-2).  Alternative 3 would provide for increased areas of agricultural uses and would result in aesthetic improvements in comparison to the proposed project.  However, Alternative 3 would also result in substantial visual changes to the City and surrounding area and would have a considerable contribution to significant and unavoidable impacts associated with visual character. 

Cumulative: Noise

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts associated with noise as described under Impact 4.11. Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 3 would result in less residential, commercial, industrial, and office development.  This difference would be appreciable under cumulative conditions and this alternative would have less of an impact than the proposed project.  However, the cumulative level of development would result in significant and unavoidable increases in traffic noise levels and would also increase the cumulative exposure of sensitive receptors. 

Cumulative: Transportation

The proposed project would have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on the transportation network, associated with increased traffic levels and the need for additional circulation facilities, as described under Impact 4.13. Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 3 would result in less development and would result in approximately 11,730 fewer daily trips.  However, significant impacts to Gravenstein Highway and US 101 would occur, as described previously.  Therefore, although Alternative 3 would have less of an impact than the proposed project, the contribution to cumulative traffic would remain considerable. 

Cumulative: Utilities

The proposed project would result in increased demand for wastewater treatment in excess of the permitted capacity available to the City as described under Impact 4.14.  Under Alternative 3, development within the City and SOI would require treatment of approximately 0.77 mgd under cumulative conditions and would exceed the treatment capacity available of 0.76 mgd.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would have a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts associated with wastewater treatment but would reduce the impact in comparison to the proposed project.

Irreversible Effects

The proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with irreversible environmental effects as described under Impact 4.15.  During the planning horizon, development under Alternative 3 would be reduced in comparison to the proposed project, as described above.  Under cumulative conditions, Alternative 3 would result in less residential development and less industrial, commercial, and office development (see Table 5-6). Alternative 3 would result in the permanent development of up to 1,935 new residential units and approximately 3.0 million square feet of industrial, commercial, and office uses.  Alternative 3 would use non-renewable resources, including metals, stone, and other materials, related to construction and result in on-going demand for fossil fuels and other resources associated with energy production at levels comparable to the proposed project. The associated irretrievable commitment of non-renewable resources and permanent conversion of agricultural, open space, and other undeveloped lands under Alternative 3 would be a significant impact.  Therefore, while Alternative 3 would have a reduced impact in comparison to the proposed project, the irreversible effects would remain significant and unavoidable.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified among the alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, an EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). The environmentally superior alternative is that alternative with the least adverse environmental impacts when compared to the proposed project.  

As summarized in Table 5-7 below, Alternative 2 (Open Space and Parks/Reduced Development) is the environmentally superior alternative because it provides the greatest reduction of potential impacts in comparison to the other alternatives.  Alternatives 3 (Reduced Land Use Intensity) and 1 (No Project) would have reduced environmental impacts compared to the proposed project. 

	Table 5-7: Comparison  of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

	Environmental Issue
	Proposed Project
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2
	Alternative 3

	Aesthetics
	3 - Same
	2 - Better
	1 - Best
	2 - Better

	Air Quality
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Biological Resources
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Cultural Resources
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Geology and Soils
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Hydrology and Water Quality
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Land Use, Population, and Agricultural Resources
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Noise
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Public Services 
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Transportation and Circulation
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Utilities
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Cumulative Impacts
	3 – Same
	2 – Better
	1 - Best
	2 – Better

	Irreversible Effects
	3 – Same
	2 - Better
	1 - Best
	2 - Better

	SUMMARY
	45 - Same
	30 - Better
	15 – Best
	30 - Better
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