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Purpose

The City of Cotati (City) as lead agency, determined that the 2013 General Plan project (2013 General Plan, General Plan, or project) is a "project" within the definition of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This Draft EIR has been prepared to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the project. This EIR is designed to fully inform decision-makers in the City, other responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public of the potential environmental consequences of approval and implementation of the 2013 General Plan. A detailed description of the proposed project, including the components and characteristics of the project, project objectives, and how the EIR will be used, is provided in Chapter 2.0, Project Description. 

2BAreas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

This Draft EIR addresses environmental impacts associated with the project that are known to the City, raised during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) scoping process, or were raised during preparation of the Draft EIR.  This Draft EIR addresses the potentially significant impacts associated with aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils/minerals, greenhouse gases/climate change, hazards, hydrology/water quality, land use planning/population, and agricultural resources, noise, public services/recreation, transportation/circulation, utilities, and cumulative impacts. During the NOP process, one comment was received from the California Public Utilities Commission regarding safety associated with railroad crossings.  The comments are summarized in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, and are also provided in Appendix A.

3BAlternatives to the Proposed Project

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project or to the location of the project which would reduce or avoid significant impacts, and which could feasibly accomplish the basic objectives of the proposed project. 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.
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 ES-1 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 ES-1: 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


Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR focuses on the significant effects on the environment. The CEQA Guidelines defines a significant effect as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected by the proposed project. A less than significant effect is one in which there is no long or short-term significant adverse change in environmental conditions. Some impacts are reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures and/or compliance with regulations. The definition of "beneficial" effect is not defined in the CEQA Guidelines, but for purposes of this EIR a beneficial effect is one in which an environmental condition is enhanced or improved.

The environmental impacts of the proposed project, the impact level of significance prior to mitigation, the proposed mitigation measures to mitigate an impact, and the impact level of significance after mitigation are summarized in Table ES-2. 
6Table ES-2:  Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

	Environmental Impact
	Level of Significance Without Mitigation
	Mitigation Measure
	Resulting Level of Significance

	Aesthetics and Visual Resources

	Impact 3.1-1: General Plan Implementation could result in Substantial Adverse Effects on Visual Character, including Scenic Vistas or Scenic Resources
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.  
	SU

	Impact 3.1-2: General Plan Implementation could result in the Creation of New Sources of  Nighttime Lighting and Daytime Glare
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Air Quality

	Impact 3.2-1: The General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.2-2: The General Plan would not cause health risks associated with toxic air contaminants
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.2-3: The General Plan would not create objectionable odors
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.2-4: The General Plan would not conflict with Regional Plans
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Biological Resources

	Impact 3.3-1: General Plan implementation could have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.3-2: General Plan implementation could have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.3-3: The General Plan could have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.3-4: General Plan implementation would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.3-5: The General Plan would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.3-6: The General Plan would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Cultural Resources

	Impact 3.4-1: Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of a Historical or Archaeological Resource
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.4-2: Disturbance of Human Remains
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.4-3: Damage to or the Destruction of Paleontological Resources
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Geology and Soils

	Impact 3.5.1: The General Plan has the potential to expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.5.2: The General Plan has the potential to result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.5.3: The General Plan has the potential to be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.5.4: The General Plan has the potential to result in development on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.5.5: The General Plan does not have the potential to have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

	Impact 3.6-1: General Plan implementation could generate GHGs, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant effect on the environment
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.6-2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Hazards

	Impact 3.7-1: The General Plan has the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.7-2: The General Plan has the potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.7-3: The General Plan has the potential to have projects located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.7-4: The General Plan is not located within an airport land use plan, two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.7-5: The General Plan does not have the potential to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.7-6: The General Plan does not have the potential to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Hydrology and Water Quality

	Impact 3.8-1: General Plan implementation could result in a violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.8.2: General Plan implementation could result in the depletion of groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.8-3: General Plan implementation could alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation, flooding, or polluted runoff
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.8.4 General Plan implementation could otherwise substantially degrade water quality
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.8.5 General Plan implementation could place housing and structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.8-6: The General Plan would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Land Use, Agriculture, and Population

	Impact 3.9-1: Potential to physically divide an established community
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.9-2: Potential to conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.9-3: Conversion of Farmlands, including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.9-4: Conflict with Existing Farmlands, Agricultural Zoning, or Williamson Act Contracts
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.9-5: Potential to induce substantial population growth
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.9-6: Potential to displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Noise

	Impact 3.10-1: Traffic Noise Sources
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	SU

	Impact 3.10-2: Railroad Noise Sources
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.10-3: Stationary Noise Sources
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.10-4: Construction Noise Sources
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.10-5: Construction Vibration
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.10-6: Groundborne Vibration
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.10-7: Cumulative Noise Impacts
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	CC and SU

	Public Services and Recreation

	Impact 3.11-1: Adverse Physical Impacts on the Environment Associated with Governmental Facilities and the Provision of Public Services
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.11-2: Adverse Physical Impacts Associated with the Deterioration of Existing Parks and Recreation Facilities or the Construction of New Parks and Recreation Facilities
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Transportation and Circulation

	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
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	SU

	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
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	SU

	Impact 3.12-3: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would contribute to unacceptable operation on US 101 freeway facilities
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	SU

	Impact 3.12-4: The proposed General Plan would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.12-5: The proposed General Plan would not result in a change in air traffic patterns
	LS
	None Required
	LS

	Impact 3.12-6: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.12-7: Emergency Access
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.12-8: The proposed General Plan would accommodate increased demand for public transit and supports a shift in trips from automobile to transit modes
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.12-9: The proposed General Plan is consistent with adopted bicycle and pedestrian plans, and supports enhancements that emphasize bicycle and pedestrian circulation
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Utilities

	Impact 3.13-1: Increased Demand for Water Supply
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.13-2: Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.13-3: Potential to exceed wastewater treatment capacity or the requirements of the RWQCB
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	SU

	Impact 3.13-4: Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Impact 3.13-5: The project would be served by a landfill for solid waste disposal needs and will require compliance with various laws and regulations
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LS

	Other CEQA-Required Topics

	Impact 4.1: Cumulative Degradation of the Existing Visual Character of the Region 
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	CC and SU

	Impact 4.2: Cumulative Impact on the Region's Air Quality 
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.3: Cumulative Loss of Biological Resources Including Habitats and Special Status Species
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.4: Cumulative Impacts on Known and Undiscovered Cultural Resources 
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.5: Cumulative Impacts related to Geology and Soils
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.6: Increased Greenhouse Gas Emissions May Contribute to Climate Change
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.7:
Cumulative impacts from hazardous materials and human health risks
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.8:
Cumulative impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.9: Cumulative Impact on Communities and Local Land Uses
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.10: Cumulative Impacts on Agricultural Lands
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	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 
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	CC and SU

	Impact 4.12: Cumulative Impact on Public Services and Recreation
	PS
	General Plan Policies and Actions mitigate this impact to a less than significant level.
	LCC

	Impact 4.13: Cumulative Impact on the Transportation Network
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	CC and SU

	Impact 4.14: Cumulative Impact on Utilities
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	CC and SU

	Impact 4.15: Irreversible Effects
	PS
	Mitigated to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.  No additional feasible mitigation is available.
	SU
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