7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

7.1 INTRODUCTION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an environmental impact report shall describe
and analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to a project. These alternatives should feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project (see Section 3.4 for project objectives), while
avoiding or substantially lessening one or more of the significant environmental impacts of the
project. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, nor is it required to
consider alternatives that are infeasible. The discussion of alternatives shall focus on those which
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if
they impede the attainment of the project objectives to some degree or would be more costly
[CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)].

CEQA requires an EIR to identify project alternatives and to indicate the manner in which a
project's significant effects may be mitigated or avoided, but does not mandate that the EIR
itself contain an analysis of the feasibility of the various project alternatives or mitigation
measures that it identifies. (Pub. Resources Code, Sections 21002.1, subd. (a); 21100, subd.
(b)(4); Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1503, citing San Franciscans
Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656,
689-690.) As the lead agency, the City of Colusa bears the responsibility for the decisions that
must be made before a project can go forward, including determinations of feasibility and
whether the benefits of a project outweigh the significant effects the project will have on the
environment. (Pub. Resources Code Sections 21002.1, subds. (b) & (c), 21081.) In addition, CEQA
specifically provides that in making these determinations, the City shall base its findings on
substantial evidence in the record, a provision reflecting an understanding that the City Council
will not limit its review to matters set forth in the EIR, but will base its decision on evidence found
anywhere in the record. (Sierra Club v. County of Napa, 121 Cal.App.4th at p. 1503; citing Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21081.5.)

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need only examine in detail those alternatives
that could feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the project. When addressing feasibility,
the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “among the factors that may be taken
into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
applicant can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to alternative sites.” The
State CEQA Guidelines also specify that the alternatives discussion should not be remote or
speculative; however, they need not be presented in the same level of detail as the assessment
of the proposed project.

State CEQA Guidelines indicate that several factors need to be considered in determining the
range of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR and the level of analytical detail that should be
provided for each alternative. These factors include: (1) the nature of the significant impacts of
the proposed project; (2) ability of alternatives to avoid or lessen the significant impacts
associated with the project; (3) the ability of the alternatives to meet the objectives of the
project; and (4) the feasibility of the alternatives. These factors would be unique for each
project.

The significant environmental impacts of the project that the alternatives will seek to eliminate or
reduce were determined and based upon the findings contained within each technical section
evaluated in Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of this DEIR. These impact areas are identified as:
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7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

LAND USE

e Conflicts with relevant land use plans, policies or regulations under project conditions
(Impact 4.1.2);

e Create conflicts between land uses within the proposed Planning Area and with land uses
adjacent to the proposed Planning Area (Impact 4.1.3);

e Loss and conversion of agricultural land under project and cumulative conditions (Impact
4.1.5 and 6.2);

POPULATION/HOUSING/EMPLOYMENT

e Population, housing and employment increases under project and cumulative conditions
(Impact 4.2.1 and 6.3);

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

e Impacts to roadway segments (Impact 4.3.1 and 4.3.3);

e Impacts to state highways (Impact 4.3.2 and 4.3.3);

e Roadway safety impacts (Impact 4.3.4);

e Cumulative traffic impacts to state highways (Impact 6.4);

NOISE

e Construction noise impacts (Impact 4.4.3);

e Airport noise impacts (Impact 4.4.4);

e Cumulative traffic noise impacts (Impacts 6.5);

AIR QUALITY

e Construction-related air quality impacts (Impact 4.5.1);

e Air quality impacts under project and cumulative conditions (Impacts 4.5.2, 4.5.4, and 6.6);
GEOLOGY, SOILS AND HAZARDS

¢ Release of and exposure to hazardous materials (Impact 4.6.5 and 4.6.7);
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

¢ Groundwater supply impacts under project conditions (Impact 4.7.5);
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

e Impacts to endangered, threatened, and other listed species under cumulative conditions
(Impact 6.9);

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

e Impacts to cultural resources and paleontological resources under project conditions
(Impact 4.9.2);

VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT AND GLARE

o Degradation of scenic vistas (Impact 4.10.3);

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

e Extension of energy and communication infrastructure (Impact 4.12.5.2).
CLIMATE CHANGE

e Cumulative increase in global greenhouse gas emissions and cumulative effects of global
climate change (Impacts 6.14 and 6.15)

7.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS

The following alternatives were considered as a possible option to the proposed project.
However, upon further evaluation these alternatives were not selected as viable based on the
reasoning indicated under each alternative.

ALTERNATIVE LOCATION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) discusses criteria for evaluating the feasibility of an
alternative location for a project. However, the project evaluated in this document is a General
Plan for an existing city. Given the nature of the project, an alternative location is considered
infeasible.

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN UPDATE ONLY/NO DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

Under this alternative, the proposed Colusa General Plan and its associated Land Use Policy
Map would be adopted, however the three individual projects; Colusa Crossings, Colusa
Riverbend and Brookins Ranch, would not be developed. Future development in the Planning
Area would occur as set forth in the Land Use Map. For the Brookins Ranch and Colusa
Riverbend sites, development would occur in accordance within the underlying designation on
the Land Use Map, which is Low Density Residential. For the Colusa Crossings site, while the
General Plan land use designation are identified as a variety of uses, this site will also be
analyzed a Low Density Residential. The analysis assumes that Low Density Residential areas
would develop with an average of six dwelling units per acre, with a development area equal to
80 percent of the gross acreage. These are the same assumptions used in calculating the
projected number of housing units in the Planning Area at General Plan buildout (see Table 4.2-7
in Section 4.2, Population and Housing).
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Based on the assumptions described above, buildout under this alternative could result in
approximately 8,764 residential dwelling units and an associated population of 24,890. This is
slightly less than development under the proposed General Plan update and the specific
development projects. This is because two of the development projects (Brookins Ranch and
Colusa Riverbend) were assumed to develop in accordance with their proposed underlying
designation in the proposed General Plan update analysis. The only change under this
alternative would occur on the Colusa Crossings site, which would not have the proposed
medium-density and high-density development. Instead, all residential development would be
low-density, leading to a decrease of approximately 324 housing units on the Colusa Crossings
site.

Since the total number of housing units and residents under this alternative is similar to those
under the proposed project, the environmental impacts would be similar. Impacts identified as
potentially significant under the proposed General Plan update would occur under this
alternative. Since it would not reduce any potentially significant environmental impacts
identified with the proposed project, this alternative was not selected for further analysis.

7.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED

In accordance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this document evaluates
the following alternatives:

e Alternative 1 - No Update/No Development Projects
e Alternative 2 - No Update/Development Projects

e Alternative 3 - Increased Density of Development

o Alternative 4 - Revised Circulation Alternative

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), an EIR shall include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the
proposed project. This means that the analysis of each alternative does not necessarily have to
be as detailed as the analysis for the proposed project. However, it does mean that the
evaluation of each alternative must have enough information for a meaningful comparison with
the proposed project. Therefore, the evaluation of each alternative in this MEIR will not be as
comprehensive as the evaluation of the proposed General Plan, but it will provide adequate
detail for a comparison of potential environmental impacts. In accordance with the
recommendation of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the end of this chapter contains a matrix
that summarizes the potential impacts of each alternative relative to the proposed project.

7.3.1 ALTERNATIVE T — NO UPDATE/NO DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Characteristics

Under Alternative 1, the proposed Colusa General Plan and its associated Land Use Map would
not be adopted. The existing City of Colusa General Plan policy document and Land Use Map
would remain in effect. The City would utilize its existing zoning and other regulations regarding
development within the City limits. Alternative 1’s land use planning area would be defined as
those areas within the existing city limits. No expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence and
Planning Area would take place. Infrastructure would be installed under existing plans, if
applicable.
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None of the specific projects discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description and further evaluated
in Section 5.0 (Colusa Riverbend, Colusa Crossings, Brookins Ranch), would be developed.
Instead, all unincorporated areas outside the City limits would develop in accordance with the
General Plan designations and zoning of Colusa County and not be annexed by the City.

Table 7.0-1 illustrates Alternative 1 land uses by acreage within the existing Planning Area.
Alternative 1 would include the conversion of approximately 1,173.6 acres into urban uses under

buildout conditions.

TABLE 7.0-1
ALTERNATIVE 1 - LAND USES
Land Use Acreage
Residential
Rural Residential 74.0
Low Density 438.0
Medium Density 56.5
High Density 53.6
Commercial/Professional 48.9
Industrial 22.4
Mixed Use 83.7
Public Use
Parks/Recreation/Open Space 75.3
Public Facility 92.9
Roadways 228.3
Total 1,773.6

Table 7.0-2 summarizes the proposed residential development under Alternative 1. Buildout
under Alternative 1 would result in approximately 3,725 residential dwelling units and an
associated population of 10,617, as well as designated commercial, industrial, and public uses.
The estimated population assumes 2.85 persons per housing unit, which according to DOF
estimates, is the average size of a household in Colusa in 2006.

TABLE 7.0-2
ALTERNATIVE 1 - POTENTIAL BUILDOUT HOUSING AND POPULATION

Proposed Land Use Acres Density HoA::i)r(\i:ljmts‘ P(l:;:?:ttiig:lz
Rural Residential 74 1.5 units/acre 89 254
Low Density Residential 438 6 units/acre 2,102 5,991
Medium Density Residential 57 10 units/acre 452 1,288
High Density 54 16.5 units/acre 746 2,126
Mixed Use 42 10 units/acre 336 958
Total 665 - 3,725 10,617

Note: 1) Estimates assume that 80% of acreage would be available for building construction.

totals. 2) Assumes 2.85 persons per housing unit, based on DOF 2006 Population Estimates.

Rounding may affect
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This analysis of Alternative 1 is consistent with the requirements for analysis of a No Project
Alternative, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). More specifically, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) states that, when the project under evaluation is the revision
of an existing land use or regulatory plan, the No Project Alternative will be the continuation of
the existing plan.

Comparative Impacts
Land Use

Conflicts with Land Use Plans/Policies - Impact 4.1.2

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update could lead to inconsistency with other
land use plans and ordinances, particularly the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Colusa
County Airport.

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the Colusa County Airport defines compatible
land uses for parcels near the airport. The overflight zone covers an extensive portion of the
southeastern area of the proposed Land Use Diagram. The CLUP states that single-family
residential is a compatible land use only if the density is five acres or more per residence.
Implementation of the General Plan Update would allow from four to eight units per acre,
exceeding the density identified as compatible by the CLUP. No feasible mitigations were
identified for this inconsistency, therefore this impact would be considered significant and
unavoidable.

Alternative 1 land use designhations allow for Rural Residential as well as areas of Medium Density
Residential development, all within the overflight zone. The Rural Residential land use
designation allows up to 1.5 units per acre, while the Medium Density designation allows up to 10
units per acre. Neither of these designations fall within the density parameters of the CLUP
overflight zone. Development under Alternative 1 would result in less residential uses, mainly due
to the unit potential differences between Rural Residential and Low Density Residential. However
Alternative 1 is still considered to be inconsistent with the CLUP and would result in the same
impact level as the proposed project.

Incompatibilities Between Land Uses - Impact 4.1.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan could create conflicts between land uses within
the proposed Planning Area and with land uses adjacent to the proposed Planning Area.
Impacts after implementation of the General Plan policies and actions would be less than
significant.

Alternative 1 is a continuation of the adopted General Plan goals, policies, actions and land
uses. In Colusa, there are some areas where land uses considered incompatible currently exist.
In the unincorporated area along 14t Street, residences exist alongside industrial uses. These
residences were built before zoning was enacted prohibiting such land uses. Additionally,
Alternative 1 allows for residential uses within airport overflight zones as discussed under Impact
4.1.2 above. Alternative would allow these land use incapability to continue. Therefore,
Alternative 1 is similar to the proposed project for this impact.
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Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 4.1.5 and Cumulative Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 6.2

The proposed General Plan project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban
uses. This conversion would result primarily due to the designation of agricultural uses to
residential, industrial and commercial uses. Under Alternative 1, the re-designation of
agricultural land to urban uses would not occur, as those lands would remain as agricultural
under Colusa County jurisdiction, thereby preserving these lands would avoid this significant
impact.

Population and Housing

Population and Housing Growth - Impact 4.2.1 and Cumulative Population and Housing Growth
- Impact 6.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to population and housing growth. As noted previously, Alternative 1
would result in a maximum of 3,725 housing units and 10,617 residents, substantially less than the
proposed project, which proposes a maximum of 9,089 housing units and 25,904 residents.
Figures for both Alternative 1 and the proposed project are based on applicable General Plan
land use designations at buildout.

The impacts on future population growth and housing development may vary, depending on
factors such as the housing market, job availability, type of housing built and economic
conditions. Under Alternative 1, fewer housing units would be built than under the proposed
project. The population projections in this analysis assume a constant relationship between
population and housing stock, which likely will not occur. However, as discussed elsewhere in
this section, the lower number of housing units under Alternative 1 would result in less significant
impacts on the physical environment than the proposed project.

Transportation and Circulation

Local Roadway System - Impact 4.3.1, State Highways - Impact 4.3.2, Intersections - Impact
4.3.3, Cumulative Roadway Impacts Impact 6.4 and Roadway Safety - Impact 4.3.4

The proposed General Plan project would incur impacts to the local roadway system including
State Highways 20 and 45, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternative 1 is
expected to lead to fewer significant impacts on transportation than the proposed project.
Since there would be less development, and consequently fewer residents, under Alternative 1,
there would be fewer motorists and therefore less traffic. It is possible that the growth in
population under this alternative could lead to LOS and safety issues at specific intersections
and road segments within the City. It is expected that such impacts would be less extensive and
would require less mitigation than under the proposed project.

However, implementation of Alternative 1 may result in an increase in commuter traffic on roads,
as residents go to other communities for jobs. The more limited amount of land available for
commercial and industrial development under Alternative 1 could lead to lower job generation.
Under Alternative 1, it is estimated that development of commercial, industrial and mixed use
areas could generate up to 2,863 employees. This would lead to a jobs-housing balance of 0.77,
which is less than the 0.96-1.24 range under the proposed project and below a typically desired
minimum ratio of 1.00. This could indicate that more people will have to find work outside the
City, adding to traffic on roads to other employment centers.
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However, this impact would be confined mainly to the State highways, which are the main
roads going out of Colusa. The potential increase in commuter traffic on the State highways
would be offset by the smaller increase in traffic volume under Alternative 1, although the extent
of this offset cannot be determined. Local streets and roads are likely to experience less traffic
under Alternative 1, due to the smaller population. This would result in less significant impacts on
the physical environment than the proposed project.

Noise

Construction Noise - Impact 4.4.3

The proposed project would result in construction noise impacts, which would be reduced to a
less than significant level with the incorporation of proposed mitigation measures.

As with the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in construction activities, although not at
the same intensity because of a smaller amount of developable land. Alternative 1 would have
short-term construction noise with could be mitigated to a less than significant impact as with
the proposed project, resulting in a comparable level of environmental impact.

Airport Noise - Impact 4.4.4

The General Plan Land Use Diagram indicates that some residential areas may be placed near
the Colusa County Airport. As indicated in Figure 4.4-1, areas near the airport may be exposed
to noise levels of at least 55 dB CNEL. While mitigation measures may reduce noise levels, it is not
anticipated that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than significant level through
implementation of mitigation measures through the Design Review process for all development
that may be accommodated under the proposed General Plan. As a result, this impact is
significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 1 would also allow sensitive receptor uses to be developed in areas which may be
impacted by airport noise. As with the proposed project, while mitigation measures may reduce
noise levels, it is not anticipated that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than
significant level. The impacts to sensitive receptors for airport related noise may not be fully
mitigated, however Alternative 1 would result in less development in the airport noise contours.
Therefore, Alternative 1 is considered to have an environmentally better outcome than the
proposed project.

Cumulative Traffic Noise - Impact 6.5

The proposed project would result in cumulative traffic noise impacts, which would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact.

The future population of the City under Alternative 1 and its resulting traffic would be
substantially less than the proposed project. As described in the Transportation and Circulation
section above, Alternative 1 is expected to generate less traffic than the proposed project,
thereby decreasing the potential amount of noise generated by traffic. While there may be
some noise impacts in localized areas under Alternative 1, the total amount of noise generated
by traffic would decrease and therefore, this alternative is considered to an environmentally
better alternative when compared to the proposed project.
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Air Quality

Construction-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.1

The proposed General Plan project would result in construction-related air quality impacts.
Emissions from individual development construction sites would be short term and temporary,
but would occur through buildout of the General Plan. At any given times, several construction
projects may be under way, which may result in substantial construction-related emissions.
Intensification of individual development projects would account for most development, and
consequently most construction-related emissions. However, with incorporation of proposed
mitigation measures and General Plan policies and implementing actions, this impact was
considered less than significant.

Alternative 1 would also allow the new development which would result in construction-related
air quality impacts. Construction-related air quality impacts could be reduced to a less than
significant level with proper mitigation, as with the proposed project. However, because the
difference in the potential developable area between Alternative 1 and the proposed project,
from 1,773 acres to 3,805 acres, construction air emissions would be substantially less, Alternative
1 would have less overall construction air emissions than the proposed project. This would result
in an environmentally better outcome.

Operations-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.2

Table 4.5-3 identifies the daily operational emissions for the proposed project as: 1,085.1 Ibs/day
for ROG, 316.3 Ibs/day for NOx and 1,326.1 Ibs/day for PMw. Impact 4.5.2 concludes that even
with General Plan policies and implementing actions and the proposed mitigation measures
listed under this impact, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact
in this area.

Alternative 1 would have less operation-related emissions because of the reduced development
potential as a result of a smaller area. Alternative 1 land area is approximately 1/3 the size of the
proposed project and it can be assumed that this alternative would produce approximately 2/3
less air emissions. However, the differences in land use designations between Alternative 1 and
the proposed project would affect this assumption as the proposed project has a much higher
ratio of residential land designations (41 percent and 1,621 acres) than that of Alternative 1 (23
percent and 664 acres). As residential uses usually result in the highest proportion of air quality
impacts, so Alternative 1 may have more than a reduction of 66.6 percent in air quality impacts.
However, Alternative 1 would most likely result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air
quality as a result of operational emissions because of the substantial growth Alternative 1
represents (approximately 10,617 persons). In any case, any substantial reduction in air emissions,
as with the Alternative 1 when compared to the proposed project, even knowing the alternative
may result in significant and unavoidable impacts, would be considered an environmentally
better solution.

Carbon Monoxide Emissions from Traffic - Impact 4.5.4

Development accommodated under the proposed General Plan Update would increase traffic
volumes on streets throughout the proposed Planning Area, and therefore would increase local
carbon monoxide concentrations. Concentrations of this pollutant are related to the levels of
traffic and congestion along streets and at intersections. Due to the lack of feasible mitigation,
the proposed General Plan project resulted in a significant and unavoidable impact.
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Alternative 1 would continue existing conditions. The state-wide carbon monoxide protocol
document identifies signalized intersections operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F as having
potential to result in localized exceedances of the state/federal ambient air quality standards
(Garza et al, 1997). Colusa can be expected to have very low concentrations of this pollutant,
and signalized intersections affected by project traffic currently operate at good levels of
service, with the exception of the intersection at Bridge St (SR 20)/Wescott Road/Tuttle Lane. This
intersection currently operates at LOS F under PM peak hour conditions. However, Alternative 1
would allow for the development of approximately 3,725 housing units or an estimated future
population of 10,617 persons. This is an increase of 4,844 persons over the existing population of
the Cityl. Anincrease in population generally increases roadway traffic. However, this increase is
not as substantial as the proposed project and therefore impacts to City intersection will be less
and result in a better LOS. Alternative 1 would have a better environmental impact than the
proposed project in this area.

Cumulative Regional Air Basin Impacts - Impact 6.6

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in an increased population
and substantial new development, which would adversely affect regional air quality. The
growth in population, vehicle usage and business activity within the NSVAB, when considered
with growth proposed under the General Plan, would contribute to cumulative regional air
quality impacts. It also could potentially delay attainment of standards for which counties in the
NSVAB currently are in nonattainment status, mainly ozone and PMio. This would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 1 would have fewer air quality impacts than the proposed project. Since traffic is a
major source of pollutant emissions, and since traffic would be reduced under Alternative 1,
fewer emissions from traffic would occur. Also, with less industrial development occurring under
this alternative, pollutants from industrial sources would be less. However, these reductions in
emissions may be offset to an extent by emissions from increased commuter traffic on roads
leading out of the City due to less employment generating development allowed under
Alternative 1. As with the discussion expressed under Operations-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.2
above, any substantial reduction in air emissions would be considered an environmentally better
solution. However, the potential decrease in employment opportunities in the City resulting in
higher commuter traffic may offset any potential reduction in local air emissions. As a result,
Alternative 1 is considered to have a similar impact on the regional air basin as the proposed
project.

Geology, Soils and Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Material Sites - Impact 4.6.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project may lead to development on or
adjacent to hazardous material contamination sites. Located in the City are identified areas of
potential hazardous material contamination sites. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified under this impact would reduce to a less than significant level.

Alternative 1 would not change the existence of hazardous material contamination sites nor the
potential for health and safety hazards occurring. The contamination sites identified in Section

1 Based on a population of 5,773 for the City of Colusa as defined by the DOF in E-1 City / County Population Estimates,
2007.
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4.6 are all located within Alternative 1’s Planning Area and therefore this impact would not be
reduced by a smaller planning area than that of the proposed project. Alternative 1 does not
include the development of mitigation measures to reduce potential hazardous materials sites
impacts but is rather a continuation of the adopted General Plan, which does not have policies
or actions regarding the potential health and safety hazards of hazardous materials
contamination sites. As such, protection of persons from potential health and safety hazards as a
result of the existence of hazardous materials contamination sites in the City is not guaranteed
through policies, actions or mitigations in Alternative 1. As a result, Alternative 1 would be
considered to have a worse impact.

Contamination on Agricultural Lands - Impact 4.6.7

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would encourage development on lands
currently or previously used for agriculture, which may contain hazardous material
contamination from substances used in past operations. Implementation of mitigation measure
identified under Impact 4.6.7 would reduce or eliminate potential health hazards associated
with development of former agricultural lands to a less than significant level.

As with hazardous materials sites, Alternative 1 does not include the development of mitigation
measures to reduce potential agricultural-related hazardous materials but is rather a
continuation of the adopted General Plan, which does not have policies or actions regarding
the potential health and safety hazards of these materials. As such, protection of persons from
potential health and safety hazards as a result of the existence of these agricultural-related
hazardous materials in the City is not guaranteed through policies, actions or mitigations in
Alternative 1. As a result, Alternative 1 would be considered to have a worse impact.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater Supply - Impact 4.7.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would increase demand for water, requiring
increased groundwater production. Future development allowed by the proposed General
Plan would place an increasing demand on the City’s existing water supplies. An increased
demand would at the least require additional pumping from existing wells, and possibly require
more wells to be drilled. This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the
local aquifer. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures listed under Impact 4.7.5,
along with the General Plan policies and implementing actions, would reduce the impacts to
groundwater supply to a less than significant level.

Section 4.7 of this MEIR discusses water usage for the general City of Colusa area. According to
Tully and Young, hydrological consultants for the MEIR, agricultural uses tend to use more water
that urban uses. According to Table 4.7-2, which provides an estimate of the water demand for
the City and surrounding area, under current conditions areas currently within the City Sphere of
Influence would actually have a higher water demand than the proposed project through year
2027, mainly due to existing agricultural uses. Alternative 1 (existing General Plan in the table)
would actually have a higher water demand than the proposed project through year 2027. This
is due primarily to the removal of land from agricultural uses under the proposed project which
would not occur under the adopted General Plan.

The City currently provides its municipal water via wells. An increased demand would at the
least require additional pumping from these wells, and possibly require more wells to be drilled.
This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the local aquifer. Because
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Alternative 1 is estimated to have a higher water demand than the proposed General Plan
project, Alternative 1 would have a worse impact on groundwater supply than the proposed
project.

Biological Resources

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts — Impact 6.9

Implementation of the General Plan Update with it resulting development would result in direct
and indirect impacts to listed and non-listed special-status species as well as impacts to
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., non-special status species, trees, habitat and movement
corridors. This results in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

The majority of land area within Alternative 1 is already developed as urban uses, however
special-status species have been recorded within close proximity of the City (see Figure 4.8-2).
While, most of the land within Alternative 1 is already developed thereby reducing the potential
for impacts to special-status species, there area areas such as the Colusa Riverbend project site
which have the potential for special-status species and their habitats as well as potential
jurisdictional waters of the United States.

The resultant less than significant level for the proposed project is due to the policies,
implementing actions and mitigation measures identified in the General Plan and MEIR.
Alternative 1 does not include the policies or actions or mitigation measures to reduce the
potential of impacts special-status species. As such, protection of special-status species is not
guaranteed. However, because the majority of land in Alternative 1 is developed, the
probability of impacting a special-status species in much less than the proposed project.
Additionally, environmental review for discretionary projects, such as a subdivision, is still required
as part of state CEQA law and if the occurrence of a special-status species or its habitat should
be identified at that time. As a result, Alternative 1 would be considered to have a better impact
to special-status species and its habitat than the proposed project mainly due to the much
larger land area of the proposed project and higher potential for occurrence in this area.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Disturbance of Cultural and Paleontological Resources - Impact 4.9.2

Future development associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan project may
encounter currently unknown cultural resources and paleontological resources, thereby
disturbing their sites. Implementation of the mitigation measure, along with the proposed
General Plan policy, would avoid or minimize adverse physical impacts on undiscovered cultural
resources, and ensure their proper disposition with minimal loss of resource value. Impacts after
mitigation would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 1, impacts on cultural resources would be similar to those under the proposed
project. Most of the known cultural resources are located within the City limits, which is where
activity under Alternative 1 would be concentrated. Therefore, Alternative 1 potentially would
have a similar impact on these resources as would development under the proposed project.
However, since less land area would be developed under Alternative 1, there would be a lower
probability of encountering currently unknown cultural resources in undeveloped areas.
Therefore, Alternative 1 would have a better outcome on impacts related to unknown cultural
resources.
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Visual Resources/Lights and Glare

Scenic Vistas - Impact 4.10.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may result in the obstruction of scenic
vistas at the existing edges of urban development. Policies and implementing actions would
protect scenic vistas to the extent feasible. However, the only way to avoid or reduce this
impact to a less than significant impact would be to prohibit development that would affect
views of scenic resources. This would be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed
General Plan Update and the proposed land use map. No feasible mitigation measures can be
applied and results in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 1 would result in less urban development than under the proposed project and as
such, more views of scenic vistas would be retained. Therefore, this alternative would result in
less potential obstruction of scenic views and would be considered a better alternative for the
protection of scenic vistas.

Public Services and Utilities

Extension of energy and communication infrastructure — Impact 4.12.5.2

Implementation of the General Plan Update would require the extension of energy and
communication infrastructure. This would potentially impact the environment by increase air
pollutants during construction, create impacts to biological resources, create noise and
vibration during construction, create visual impacts, etc. Mitigation measures provided in the
MEIR reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Alternative 1 may also require the extension of energy and communication infrastructure.
However, this would occur at a much smaller scale due to the smaller land area of Alternative 1
that would be developed in comparison to the proposed project. This is considered to be a
better alternative.

Climate Change

Cumulative increase in global greenhouse gas emissions and cumulative effects of global climate
change (Impacts 6.14 and 6.15)

Implementation of the General Plan Update would result in an increase in greenhouse gas
emissions and contribute to cumulative climate change impacts, including rising temperatures.
The effects of climate change may expose the City to increased flooding, uncertain water
supply, health effects and other impacts under cumulative conditions as described under
Impact 6.15.

Alternative 1 would also result in increased development and both contribute to cumulative
climate change impacts and expose the City to the effects of climate change. However, the
reduction in development that would occur under this alternative would reduce these impacts
in comparison to the proposed project. This is considered to be a better alternative.
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7.3.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 — NO UPDATE/DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ONLY
Characteristics

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1 in that the proposed Colusa General Plan and its
associated Land Use Policy Map would not be adopted. The adopted General Plan and its
Land Use Map would guide future development within the City limits. However, under Alternative
2, the three specific projects (Colusa Riverbend, Colusa Crossings, Brookins Ranch) would be
developed as described in Sections 3.0, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. The City would utilize its existing zoning
and other regulations regarding development within the City limits and on the project sites.
Infrastructure would be installed under existing plans, if applicable. However, infrastructure on
the project sites would be installed as described in Sections 3.0, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 of the MEIR.
Table 7.0-3 illustrates the land uses for Alternative 2.

TABLE 7.0-3
ALTERNATIVE 2 - LAND USES
Land Use Acreage

Residential

Rural Residential 74

Low Density 1066

Medium Density 117.1

High Density 63.6
Commercial/Professional 73.9
Industrial 22.4
Mixed Use 83.7
Public Use

Parks/Recreation/Open Space 156

Public Facility 119.1

Roadways 228.3
Total 2,684.1

Buildout under Alternative 2 would result in a maximum of approximately 8,219 residential
dwelling units and an associated population of 23,424, assuming an average household size of
2.85 persons per household, as well as designated commercial, industrial, and public uses.
Development of commercial, industrial, office and mixed use designations would be less under
this alternative in comparison to the proposed project. Table 7.0-4 summarizes the proposed
residential development under Alternative 2.
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TABLE 7.0-4
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT, ALTERNATIVE 2
. Maxirr.lum Estimated
Proposed Land Use Acres Density Hou.smg Population
Units1
Within City Limits
Estate Residential 74 1.5 units/acre 89 254
Low Density Residential 438 6 units/acre 2,102 5,991
Medium Density Residential 57 10 units/acre 452 1,288
High Density 54 16.5 units/acre 746 2,126
Mixed Use 42 10 units/acre 336 958
Subtotal 664 - 3,725
Colusa Riverbend? 3323 various 2,050° 5,843
Colusa Crossings® 233 various 1,380 3,933
Brookins Ranch? 143.6 various 1,064 3,032
Total 1,373 - 8,219 23,424

Note: 1) Estimates assume that 80% of acreage would be available for building construction. Rounding may affect
totals. 2) Totals for Colusa Riverbend, Colusa Crossings and Brookins Ranch only include residential land uses. 3) 80
acres of residential land is within the current city limits and therefore included in that total not in the Colusa Riverbend
total.

Comparative Impacts
Land Use

Conflicts with Land Use Plans/Policies - Impact 4.1.2

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update could lead to inconsistency with other
land use plans and ordinances, particularly the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Colusa
County Airport.

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the Colusa County Airport defines compatible
land uses for parcels near the airport. The overflight zone covers an extensive portion of the
southeastern area of the proposed Land Use Diagram. The CLUP states that single-family
residential is a compatible land use only if the density is five acres or more per residence.
Implementation of the General Plan Update would allow from four to eight units per acre,
exceeding the density identified as compatible by the CLUP. No feasible mitigations were
identified for this inconsistency, therefore this impact would be considered significant and
unavoidable.

Alternative 2 land use designations allow for Rural Residential as well as areas of Medium Density
Residential development, all within the overflight zone. The Rural Residential land use
designation allows up to 1.5 units per acre, while the Medium Density designation allows up to 10
units per acre. Neither of these designations fall within the density parameters of the CLUP
overflight zone. The Colusa Riverbend project proposes residential development within the noise
contours of the Colusa County Airport (see Section 5.1, Impact 5.1.9 for a complete discussion of

City of Colusa Colusa General Plan
July 2007 Draft Master Environmental Impact Report
7.0-15



7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

this impact). This is contradictory to the CLUP. The Colusa Crossings and Brookins Ranch projects
are not within the overflight zone

Development under Alternative 2 would result in less residential uses, mainly due to the unit
potential differences between Rural Residential and Low Density Residential. However
Alternative 2 is still considered to be inconsistent with the CLUP and would result in the same
impact level as the proposed project.

Incompatibilities Between Land Uses - Impact 4.1.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan could create conflicts between land uses within
the proposed Planning Area and with land uses adjacent to the proposed Planning Area.
Impacts after implementation of the General Plan policies and actions would be less than
significant.

Alternative 2 is a continuation of the adopted General Plan goals, policies, actions and land
uses with the exception of the annexation of the three proposed development projects. In
Colusa, there are some areas where land uses considered incompatible currently exist. In the
unincorporated area along 14t Street, residences exist alongside industrial uses. These
residences were built before zoning was enacted prohibiting such land uses. However, current
zoning and development review procedures limit potential inconsistent land uses.

Development of those areas currently outside the City’s jurisdiction (i.e. Colusa Crossings,
portions of Colusa Riverbend, and Brookins Ranch) would be located adjacent to land within
the County of Colusa’s jurisdiction. These areas are currently agricultural uses. Annexation of the
proposed development projects would not change land use designations of adjacent
agricultural land nor would implementation of Alternative 2 as it does not include this area for
future annexation. This may result in incompatibility between planned residential uses and
agricultural uses. As such, Alternative 2 would have the same level of impact, though to a lesser
degree because of the smaller land area, as the proposed project.

Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 4.1.5 and Cumulative Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 6.2

The proposed General Plan project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban
uses. This conversion would result primarily due to the designation of agricultural uses to
residential, industrial and commercial uses. Under Alternative 2, the re-designation of
agricultural land to urban uses would not occur, except for the three project areas resulting in a
loss of 910 acres, as those lands would remain as agricultural under Colusa County jurisdiction,
thereby preserving these lands would avoid this significant impact.

Since Alternative 2 would allow the construction of the three development projects,
approximately 910 acres of agricultural land would be converted to urban uses. However,
Alternative 2 would still result in the conversion of less agricultural land than under the proposed
project, since an additional 1,121 acres designated for development under the proposed
General Plan would remain in County jurisdiction and undeveloped in Alternative 2. These
would primarily be areas in the northwestern and far southern portions of the proposed Planning
Area, which mostly are agricultural in use. Therefore, Alternative 2 would be considered the
environmentally better scenario of the two.
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Population and Housing

Population and Housing Growth - Impact 4.2.1 and Cumulative Population and Housing Growth
- Impact 6.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to population and housing growth. As noted previously, Alternative 2
would result in a maximum of 8,219 housing units and 23,424 residents, less than the proposed
project, which proposes a maximum of 9,089 housing units and 25,904 residents. Figures for both
Alternative 2 and the proposed project are based on applicable land use designations at
buildout.

The impacts on future population growth and housing development may vary, depending on
factors such as the housing market, job availability, type of housing built and economic
conditions. Under Alternative 2, fewer housing units would be built than under the proposed
project. The population projections in this analysis assume a constant relationship between
population and housing stock, which likely will not occur. However, as discussed elsewhere in
this section, the lower number of housing units under Alternative 2 would result in less significant
impacts on the physical environment than the proposed project.

Transportation and Circulation

Local Roadway System - Impact 4.3.1, State Highways - Impact 4.3.2, Intersections - Impact
4.3.3, Cumulative Roadway Impacts Impact 6.4, and Roadway Safety - Impact 4.3.4

The proposed General Plan project would incur impacts to the local roadway system including
State Highways 20 and 45, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternative 2 is
expected to lead to fewer significant impacts on transportation than the proposed project.
Since there would be less development, and consequently fewer residents, under Alternative 2,
there would be fewer motorists and therefore less traffic. It is possible that the growth in
population under this alternative could lead to LOS and safety issues at specific intersections
and road segments within the City. It is expected that such impacts would be less extensive and
would require less mitigation than under the proposed project.

However, implementation of Alternative 2 may result in an increase in commuter traffic on roads,
as residents go to other communities for jobs. The more limited amount of land available for
commercial and industrial development under Alternative 2 could lead to lower job generation.
Under Alternative 2, it is estimated that development of commercial, industrial and mixed use
areas could generate up to 3,408 employees. This would lead to a jobs-housing balance of 0.41,
which is less than the 0.96-1.24 range under the proposed project and below the desired ratio of
1.00. This could indicate that more people will have to find work outside the City, adding to
traffic on roads to other employment centers.

However, this impact would be confined mainly to the State highways, which are the main
roads going out of Colusa. The potential increase in commuter traffic on the State highways
would be offset by the smaller increase in traffic volume under Alternative 2, although the extent
of this offset cannot be determined. Local streets and roads are likely to experience less traffic
under Alternative 2, due to a projected population approximately 2,387 persons less than the
proposed project. This would result in less significant impacts on the physical environment than
the proposed project.
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Noise

Construction Noise - Impact 4.4.3

The proposed project would result in construction noise impacts, which would be reduced to a
less than significant level with the incorporation of proposed mitigation measures.

As with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in construction activities, although not at
the same intensity because of a smaller amount of developable land. Alternative 2 would have
short-term construction noise which could be mitigated to a less than significant impact as with
the proposed project, resulting in the same level of environmental impact.

Airport Noise - Impact 4.4.4

The General Plan Land Use Diagram indicates that some residential areas may be placed near
the Colusa County Airport. As indicated in Figure 4.4-1, areas near the airport may be exposed
to noise levels of at least 55 dB CNEL. While mitigation measures may reduce noise levels, it is not
anticipated that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than significant level through
implementation of mitigation measures through the Design Review process for all development
that may be accommodated under the proposed General Plan. As a result, this impact is
significant and unavoidable.

As with the proposed project, while mitigation measures may reduce noise levels, it is not
anticipated that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than significant level. The
impacts to sensitive receptors for airport related noise may not be fully mitigated, however
Alternative 2 would result in less development in the airport noise contours as land uses around
the airport have not been changed and remain as rural residential in this scenario. Therefore,
Alternative 2 is considered to have an environmentally better outcome than the proposed
project.

Cumulative Traffic Noise - Impact 6.5

The proposed project would result in cumulative traffic noise impacts, which would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

The future population of the City under Alternative 2 and its resulting traffic would be less than
the proposed project. As described in the Transportation and Circulation section above,
Alternative 2 is expected to generate less traffic than the proposed project, thereby decreasing
the potential amount of noise generated by traffic. While there may be some noise impacts in
localized areas under Alternative 2, the total amount of noise generated by traffic would
decrease and therefore, this alternative is considered to an environmentally better alternative
when compared to the proposed project.

Air Quality

Construction-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.1

The proposed General Plan project would result in construction-related air quality impacts.
Emissions from individual development construction sites would be short term and temporary,
but would occur through buildout of the General Plan. At any given times, several construction
projects may be under way, which may result in substantial construction-related emissions.
Intensification of individual development projects would account for most development, and
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consequently most construction-related emissions. However, with incorporation of proposed
mitigation measures and General Plan policies and implementing actions, this impact was
considered less than significant.

Alternative 2 would also allow the new development which would result in construction-related
air quality impacts. Construction-related air quality impacts could be reduced to a less than
significant level with proper mitigation, as with the proposed project. However, because the
difference in the potential developable area between Alternative 2 and the proposed project,
from 2,684 acres to 3,805 acres, construction air emissions would be substantially less, Alternative
2 would have less overall construction air emissions than the proposed project. This would result
in an environmentally better outcome.

Operations-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.2

Table 4.5-3 identifies the daily operational emissions for the proposed project as: 1,085.1 Ibs/day
for ROG, 316.3 Ibs/day for NOx and 1,326.1 lbs/day for PMi. Impact 4.5.2 concludes that even
with General Plan policies and implementing actions and the proposed mitigation measures
listed under this impact, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact
in this area.

Alternative 2 would have less operation-related emissions because of the reduced development
potential as a result of a smaller area. Alternative 2 land area is approximately 2/3 the size of the
proposed project (2,684 acres compared to 3,805 acres) and it can be assumed that this
alternative would produce approximately 1/3 less air emissions. However, the differences in land
use designations between Alternative 2 and the proposed project would affect this assumption
as Alternative 2 is proposing a substantial amount of residential development (1,373 acres).
Residential uses usually result in the highest proportion of air quality impacts, so Alternative 2 may
result in similar air emissions to the proposed project. Alternative 2 would most likely result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality as a result of operational emissions because of
the substantial growth Alternative 2 represents (approximately 23,424 persons). In any case, any
reduction in air emissions, as with the Alternative 2 when compared to the proposed project,
even knowing the alternative may result in significant and unavoidable impacts, would be
considered an environmentally better solution.

Carbon Monoxide Emissions from Traffic - Impact 4.5.4

Development accommodated under the proposed General Plan Update would increase traffic
volumes on streets throughout the proposed Planning Area, and therefore would increase local
carbon monoxide concentrations. Concentrations of this pollutant are related to the levels of
traffic and congestion along streets and at intersections. Due to the lack of feasible mitigation,
the proposed General Plan project resulted in a significant and unavoidable impact.

While Alternative 2 would have less traffic than the proposed General Plan project, Alternative 2
would increase the population of the City by 17,651 persons over the estimated 2007 population
of 5,7732. This increase would substantially intensify traffic in the City. The proposed project is
projected to have multiple intersections where the LOS is E or F (See Section 4.5) and result in a
significant and unavoidable carbon monoxide emission impact because of the inability to
improve the level of service to City intersections. The difference between the proposed project
and Alternative 2 buildout population is 2,480 persons. While, this slightly smaller buildout

2 DOF E-1 City / County Population Estimates, 2007.
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population for Alternative 2 would decrease the potential for traffic impacts, the ability to
incorporate improvements to the City’s roadways system to improve the LOS to D or better is
unknown at this time. Therefore, Alternative 2 carbon monoxide emission impacts would be
similar to that of the proposed project.

Cumulative Regional Air Basin Impacts - Impact 6.6

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in an increased population
and substantial new development, which would adversely affect regional air quality. The
growth in population, vehicle usage and business activity within the NSVAB, when considered
with growth proposed under the General Plan, would contribute to cumulative regional air
quality impacts. It also could potentially delay attainment of standards for which counties in the
NSVAB currently are in nonattainment status, mainly ozone and PMio. This would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 2 would have fewer air quality impacts than the proposed project. Since traffic is a
major source of pollutant emissions, and since traffic would be reduced under Alternative 2,
fewer emissions from traffic would occur. Also, with less industrial development occurring under
this alternative, pollutants from industrial sources would be less. However, these reductions in
emissions may be offset to an extent by emissions from increased commuter traffic on roads
leading out of the City due to less employment generating development allowed under
Alternative 2. As with the discussion expressed under Operations-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.2
above, any substantial reduction in air emissions would be considered an environmentally better
solution. However, the potential decrease in employment opportunities in the City resulting in
higher commuter traffic may offset any potential reduction in local air emissions. As a result,
Alternative 2 is considered to have a similar impact on the regional air basin as the proposed
project.

Geology, Soils and Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Material Sites - Impact 4.6.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project may lead to development on or
adjacent to hazardous material contamination sites. Located in the City are identified areas of
potential hazardous material contamination sites. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified under this impact would reduce to a less than significant level.

Alternative 2 would not change the existence of hazardous material contamination sites nor the
potential for health and safety hazards occurring. The contamination sites identified in Section
4.6 are all located within Alternative 2’s planning area and therefore this impact would not be
reduced by a smaller planning area than that of the proposed project. Alternative 2 does not
include the development of mitigation measures to reduce potential hazardous materials sites
impacts but is rather a continuation of the adopted General Plan, which does not have policies
or actions regarding the potential health and safety hazards of hazardous materials
contamination sites. As such, protection of persons from potential health and safety hazards as a
result of the existence of hazardous materials contamination sites in the City is not guaranteed
through policies, actions or mitigations in Alternative 2. As a result, Alternative 2 would be
considered to have a worse impact.
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Contamination on Agricultural Lands - Impact 4.6.7

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would encourage development on lands
currently or previously used for agriculture, which may contain hazardous material
contamination from substances used in past operations. Implementation of mitigation measure
identified under Impact 4.6.7 would reduce or eliminate potential health hazards associated
with development of former agricultural lands to a less than significant level.

As with Impact 4.6.5 Hazardous Materials Sites, Alternative 2 does not include the development
of mitigation measures to reduce potential agricultural-related hazardous materials but is rather
a continuation of the adopted General Plan, which does not have policies or actions regarding
the potential health and safety hazards of these materials. As such, protection of persons from
potential health and safety hazards as a result of the existence of these agricultural-related
hazardous materials in the City is not guaranteed through policies, actions or mitigations in
Alternative 2. As a result, Alternative 2 would be considered to have a worse impact.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater Supply - Impact 4.7.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would increase demand for water, requiring
increased groundwater production. Future development allowed by the proposed General
Plan would place an increasing demand on the City’s existing water supplies. An increased
demand would at the least require additional pumping from existing wells, and possibly require
more wells to be drilled. This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the
local aquifer. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures listed under Impact 4.7.5,
along with the General Plan policies and implementing actions, would reduce the impacts to
groundwater supply to a less than significant level.

Section 4.7 of this MEIR discusses water usage for the general City of Colusa area. According to
Tully and Young, hydrological consultants for the MEIR, agricultural uses tend to use more water
that urban uses. According to Table 4.7-2, which provides an estimate of the water demand for
the City and surrounding area, under current conditions areas currently within the City Sphere of
Influence would actually have a higher water demand than the proposed project through year
2027, mainly due to existing agricultural uses. Alternative 2 would continue the adopted General
Plan land uses and would also convert 910 acres of agricultural uses to urban uses. Expansion of
this area (the Colusa Crossings, Colusa Riverbend and Brookins Ranch project sites) may reduce
water usage. However, Alternative 2 would not convert agricultural uses to urban uses to the
extent of the proposed project, as the proposed General Plan project is approximately 1,100
acres larger in size, of which is mostly agricultural land.

The City currently provides its municipal water via wells. An increased demand would at the
least require additional pumping from these wells, and possibly require more wells to be drilled.
This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the local aquifer. Because
Alternative 2 is estimated to have a higher water demand than the proposed General Plan
project, Alternative 2 would have a worse impact on groundwater supply than the proposed
project.
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Biological Resources

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts — Impact 6.9

Implementation of the General Plan Update with it resulting development would result in direct
and indirect impacts to listed and non-listed special-status species as well as impacts to
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., non-special status species, trees, habitat and movement
corridors. This results in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 2 would have similar cumulative impacts on special-status species and their habitat
as would the proposed project. In particular, development of the Colusa Riverbend project
would have impacts on existing elderberry bushes, the habitat of the listed valley elderberry
longhorn beetle. The project also would have impacts on the pond and connecting water
channels, which are potential jurisdictional waters of the United States and potential habitat for
special-status species. The Brookins Ranch project site also contains potential jurisdictional
waters and habitat for special-status species, which may be affected under Alternative 2.
Potential foraging and/or nesting habitat for special-status bird species at all three development
project sites would be affected. However, since less agricultural land would be developed, the
impacts on these habitats would not be as extensive under Alternative 2 as under the proposed
project.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Disturbance of Cultural and Paleontological Resources - Impact 4.92

Future development associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan project may
encounter currently unknown cultural resources and paleontological resources, thereby
disturbing their sites. Implementation of the mitigation measure, along with the proposed
General Plan policy, would avoid or minimize adverse physical impacts on undiscovered cultural
resources, and ensure their proper disposition with minimal loss of resource value. Impacts after
mitigation would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 2, impacts on cultural resources would be similar to those under the proposed
project. Alternative 2 would continue the existing land use designations for the area currently
within the city boundaries. Most of the known cultural resources are located within the City limits.
However, Alternative 2 would allow for the development of large areas adjacent to the city for
which there may be unknown cultural and paleontological resources. Development of these
lands into urban uses may impact these resources. However, since less land area would be
developed under Alternative 2, there would be a lower probability of encountering currently
unknown cultural resources in undeveloped areas.

Visual Resources

Scenic Vistas - Impact 4.10.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may result in the obstruction of scenic
vistas at the existing edges of urban development. Policies and implementing actions would
protect scenic vistas to the extent feasible. However, the only way to avoid or reduce this
impact to a less than significant impact would be to prohibit development that would affect
views of scenic resources. This would be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed
General Plan Update and the proposed land use map. No feasible mitigation measures can be
applied and results in a significant and unavoidable impact.
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Alternative 2 would result in less urban development than under the proposed project.
Therefore, this alternative would result in less potential obstruction of scenic views. Therefore, this
alternative would result in less potential obstruction of scenic views and would be considered a
better alternative for the protection of scenic vistas.

Public Services and Utilities

Extension of energy and communication infrastructure — Impact 4.12.5.2

Implementation of the General Plan Update would require the extension of energy and
communication infrastructure. This would potentially impact the environment by increase air
pollutants during construction, create impacts to biological resources, create noise and
vibration during construction, create visual impacts, etc. Mitigation measures provided in the
MEIR reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Alternative 2 may also require the extension of energy and communication infrastructure.
However, this would occur at a much smaller scale due to the smaller land area of Alternative 2
than the proposed project. This is considered to be a better alternative.

Climate Change

Cumulative increase in global greenhouse gas emissions and cumulative effects of global climate
change (Impacts 6.14 and 6.15)

Implementation of the General Plan Update would result in an increase in greenhouse gas
emissions and contribute to cumulative climate change impacts, including rising temperatures.
The effects of climate change may expose the City to increased flooding, uncertain water
supply, health effects and other impacts under cumulative conditions as described under
Impact 6.15.

Alternative 2 would also result in increased development and both contribute to cumulative
climate change impacts and expose the City to the effects of climate change. However, the
reduction in development that would occur under this alternative would reduce these impacts
in comparison to the proposed project. This is considered to be a better alternative.

7.3.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 — INCREASED DENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT
Characteristics

Alternative 3 would have a similar buildout scenario to that under the proposed General Plan, in
terms of population and number of dwelling units. However, this alternative would designate
more acreage for medium-density and high-density residential development. The result would
accommodate the same anticipated population at buildout of the proposed General Plan, but
on less land. One example of how Alternative 3 could be implemented is presented in Table
7.0-5 below. Figures are based on the methodology used to estimate the number of housing
units and population at buildout of the proposed General Plan. In this scenario, more intensive
residential development would occur at the three development project sites (Colusa Riverbend,
Colusa Crossings, Brookins Ranch).
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TABLE 7.0-5
ALLOCATION OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS, ALTERNATIVE 3
ACRES Housing Units Population
Proposed General Plan 2,297 9,089 25,904
Add:
MDR, development project sites 34 272 772
HDR, development project sites 20 264 749
Subtotal 2,351 9,623 27,332
Subtract:
LDR, development project sites -54 -258 -732
Urban Reserve, designated AG -108 -8 -22
Urban Reserve, designated AT -338 -270 -767
Total 1,851 9,089 25,904
Notes:

“Development project sites” include proposed Colusa Riverbend, Colusa Crossings and Brookins Ranch sites.
LDR - Low Density Residential

MDR — Medium Density Residential

HDR - High Density Residential

AG - Agriculture-General (Colusa County designation)

AT — Agriculture-Transitional (Colusa County designation)

With the increased residential development density, the anticipated population in the proposed
General Plan could be accommodated on approximately 1,851 acres, a decrease of
approximately 446 acres from the proposed General Plan. Some land designated as Urban
Reserve under the proposed General Plan that is currently designated by Colusa County as
Agriculture-General (AG) and Agriculture-Transitional (AT) would not need to be developed. All
other land within the Planning Area would retain the same designations and uses as under the
proposed General Plan. There would be the same acreage designated for commercial,
industrial and public uses under Alternative 3 as under the proposed project.

Policies and implementing actions in the proposed General Plan would apply under Alternative
3. Proposed infrastructure would be the same as that under the proposed General Plan, except
that lands in the Urban Reserve removed from development would be left undeveloped.

Comparative Impacts
Land Use

Conflicts with Land Use Plans/Policies - Impact 4.1.2

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update could lead to inconsistency with other
land use plans and ordinances, particularly the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Colusa
County Airport.

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the Colusa County Airport defines compatible
land uses for parcels near the airport. The overflight zone covers an extensive portion of the
southeastern area of the proposed Land Use Diagram. The CLUP states that single-family
residential is a compatible land use only if the density is five acres or more per residence.
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Implementation of the General Plan Update would allow from four to eight units per acre,
exceeding the density identified as compatible by the CLUP. No feasible mitigations were
identified for this inconsistency, therefore this impact would be considered significant and
unavoidable.

Alternative 3 land use designations may increase the amount of Medium Density Residential
development within the overflight zone. This designation does not fall within the density
parameters of the CLUP overflight zone. This is contradictory to the CLUP.

Development under Alternative 3 may result in more persons within the overflight zone. Because
Alternative 3 may allow uses within the overflight zone at a denser development range than the
proposed General Plan Update, Alternative 3 would result in the worse impact level than the
proposed project.

Incompatibilities Between Land Uses - Impact 4.1.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan could create conflicts between land uses within
the proposed Planning Area and with land uses adjacent to the proposed Planning Area.
Impacts after implementation of the General Plan policies and actions would be less than
significant.

Alternative 3 would continue to allow for the development of those areas currently outside the
City’s jurisdiction (i.e. Colusa Crossings, portions of Colusa Riverbend, and Brookins Ranch),
however these areas would be developed at a much higher density. Because new
development may be located adjacent to land within the County of Colusa’s jurisdiction which
is currently used for agricultural production purposes, the potential for incompatibilities does
exist. Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the same number of persons as the
proposed project in a smaller area. This would result in less incompatibility between planned
residential uses and agricultural uses than the proposed project due to less developed areas
located adjacent to existing agricultural uses. As such, Alternative 3 would have a better level of
impact, because of the smaller land area, than the proposed project.

Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 4.1.5 and Cumulative Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 6.2

The proposed General Plan project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban
uses. This conversion would result primarily due to the designation of agricultural uses to
residential, industrial and commercial uses. Under Alternative 2, the re-designation of
agricultural land to urban uses would not occur, except for the three project areas resulting in a
loss of 910 acres, as those lands would remain as agricultural under Colusa County jurisdiction,
thereby preserving these lands would avoid this significant impact.

As illustrated by Table 7.0-5, Alternative 3 would result in less land being developed than under
the proposed project. With more intensive residential development, potentially 446 acres of
land currently designated for agriculture may be retained for such use. Therefore, Alternative 3
would result in the conversion of less agricultural land overall. The loss of agricultural land would
still occur at the development project sites, but the cumulative impact of this loss would be less
than under the proposed project.
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Population and Housing

Population and Housing Growth - Impact 4.2.1 and Cumulative Population and Housing Growth
- Impact 6.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to population and housing growth.

The number of housing units and residents would remain the same under Alternative 3 as under
the proposed project. Therefore, population and housing impacts would be similar. However,
the greater availability of medium-density and high-density housing units could lead to more
affordable housing overall, particularly for lower-income households. This may lead to less
overcrowding of housing units, thereby reducing deterioration of these units and improving the
physical appearance and soundness of the housing stock.

Transportation and Circulation

Local Roadway System - Impact 4.3.1, State Highways - Impact 4.3.2, Intersections - Impact
4.3.3, Cumulative Roadway Impacts Impact 6.4, and Roadway Safety - Impact 4.3.4

The proposed General Plan project would incur impacts to the local roadway system including
State Highways 20 and 45, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts.

Overall traffic volumes would remain the same under Alternative 3, as there would be no
change in the number of residents, and therefore no change in the anticipated number of
vehicles. However, more intensive residential development at the development project sites
could lead to greater impacts on LOS at intersections and streets near these areas. This may
require more modifications to these intersections and streets than would have occurred under
the proposed project. On the other hand, because of the more compact development, the
use of alternative transportation may increase which in turn may improve the LOS of impacted
streets. Public transit stops may become more economically feasible at the more intensively
developed residential areas.

Noise

Construction Noise - Impact 4.4.3

The proposed project would result in construction noise impacts, which would be reduced to a
less than significant level with the incorporation of proposed mitigation measures.

Alternative 3 would result in construction activities similar to the proposed project. While these
activities may affect a smaller land area, the increase in the use of higher density units will
require larger and potentially taller buildings. This would result in the use of larger construction
equipment needed to build a multi-story building. However as with the proposed project,
Alternative 3 would have short-term construction noise that could be mitigated to a less than
significant impact, resulting in the same level of environmental impact as the proposed project.

Airport Noise - Impact 4.4.4

The General Plan Land Use Diagram indicates that some residential areas may be placed near
the Colusa County Airport. As indicated in Figure 4.4-1, areas near the airport may be exposed
to noise levels of at least 55 dB CNEL. While mitigation measures may reduce noise levels, it is not
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anticipated that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than significant level through
implementation of mitigation measures through the Design Review process for all development
that may be accommodated under the proposed General Plan. As a result, this impact is
significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 3 may result in locating more persons in the airport noise contours as a result of
denser development standards. Therefore, Alternative 3 is considered to have an
environmentally worse outcome than the proposed project. As with the proposed project, while
mitigation measures imposed under Alternative 3 may reduce noise levels, it is not anticipated
that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than significant level. The impacts to
sensitive receptors for airport related noise may not be fully mitigated under Alternative 3.

Cumulative Traffic Noise - Impact 6.5

The proposed project would result in cumulative traffic noise impacts, which would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Overall, traffic noise impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under the proposed
project, as the amount of vehicle traffic would remain the same. It is possible that more
developed residential areas could be placed near noise sources such as arterial and collector
streets, thereby increasing the number of residents exposed to noise. Also, some streets near the
more intensively developed residential areas may experience increases in traffic volumes,
thereby increasing the noise levels along these streets.

Air Quality

Construction-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.1

The proposed General Plan project would result in construction-related air quality impacts.
Emissions from individual development construction sites would be short term and temporary,
but would occur through buildout of the General Plan. At any given times, several construction
projects may be under way, which may result in substantial construction-related emissions.
Intensification of individual development projects would account for most development, and
consequently most construction-related emissions. However, with incorporation of proposed
mitigation measures and General Plan policies and implementing actions, this impact was
considered less than significant.

Alternative 3 would also allow the new development which would result in construction-related
air quality impacts. Construction-related air quality impacts could be reduced to a less than
significant level with proper mitigation, as with the proposed project. However, because
Alternative 3 would have less potential developable area than the proposed project resulting in
less grading and construction of infrastructure and streets, construction air emissions would be
substantially less, Alternative 3 would have less overall construction air emissions than the
proposed project. This would result in an environmentally better outcome.

Operations-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.2

Table 4.5-3 identifies the daily operational emissions for the proposed project as: 1,085.1 Ibs/day
for ROG, 316.3 Ibs/day for NOx and 1,326.1 lbs/day for PMi. Impact 4.5.2 concludes that even
with General Plan policies and implementing actions and the proposed mitigation measures
listed under this impact, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact
in this area.
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Alternative 3 would have less operation-related emissions because of the reduced development
potential as a result of a smaller area and denser development. Additionally, a more compact
development scenario may lead to a higher use in alterative transportation which will reduce
operational-related emissions. Alternative 3 would most likely result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to air quality as a result of operational emissions because of the substantial
growth Alternative 3 represents (approximately 25,904 persons). In any case, any reduction in air
emissions, as with the Alternative 3 when compared to the proposed project, even knowing the
alternative may result in significant and unavoidable impacts, would be considered an
environmentally better solution.

Carbon Monoxide Emissions from Traffic - Impact 4.5.4

Development accommodated under the proposed General Plan Update would increase traffic
volumes on streets throughout the proposed Planning Area, and therefore would increase local
carbon monoxide concentrations. Concentrations of this pollutant are related to the levels of
traffic and congestion along streets and at intersections. Due to the lack of feasible mitigation,
the proposed General Plan project resulted in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 3 would have the same population as the proposed General Plan Update. However,
because Alternative 3 is a more compact development scenario, the likelihood of an increase in
the use of alternative transportation and a more viable public transit system would occur,
thereby reducing carbon monoxide emissions in the City.

Cumulative Regional Air Basin Impacts - Impact 6.6

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in an increased population
and substantial new development, which would adversely affect regional air quality. The
growth in population, vehicle usage and business activity within the NSVAB, when considered
with growth proposed under the General Plan, would contribute to cumulative regional air
quality impacts. It also could potentially delay attainment of standards for which counties in the
NSVAB currently are in nonattainment status, mainly ozone and PMio. This would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

While Alternative 3 would have the same number of housing units and population as the
proposed General plan Update, Alternative 3 would potentially have fewer air quality impacts
as a result of a more compact design. Since traffic is a major source of pollutant emissions, and
since traffic would be potentially reduced under Alternative 3, fewer emissions from traffic would
occur. As a result, Alternative 3 is considered to have a better impact on the regional air basin
than the proposed project.

Geology, Soils and Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Material Sites - Impact 4.6.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project may lead to development on or
adjacent to hazardous material contamination sites. Located in the City are identified areas of
potential hazardous material contamination sites. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified under this impact would reduce to a less than significant level.

Alternative 3 would not change the existence of hazardous material contamination sites nor the
potential for health and safety hazards occurring. The contamination sites identified in Section
4.6 are all located within Alternative 3’s planning area and therefore this impact would not be
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reduced by a smaller planning area than that of the proposed project. As a result, Alternative 3
is considered to have the same impact for the exposure to hazardous materials as the proposed
project.

Contamination on Agricultural Lands - Impact 4.6.7

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would encourage development on lands
currently or previously used for agriculture, which may contain hazardous material
contamination from substances used in past operations. Implementation of mitigation measure
identified under Impact 4.6.7 would reduce or eliminate potential health hazards associated
with development of former agricultural lands to a less than significant level.

The development of urban uses on lands that have been used for agricultural activities have
similar impacts with regard to hazardous materials as the proposed project. Agricultural
activities may have involved the use of chemicals such as pesticides, fertilizers and herbicides.
Residues of these chemicals may be in the soils of these project sites. Potential impacts of these
residues on development under Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified with the
proposed project, albeit to a lesser degree since less land would be developed.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater Supply - Impact 4.7.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would increase demand for water, requiring
increased groundwater production. Future development allowed by the proposed General
Plan would place an increasing demand on the City’s existing water supplies. An increased
demand would at the least require additional pumping from existing wells, and possibly require
more wells to be drilled. This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the
local aquifer. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures listed under Impact 4.7.5,
along with the General Plan policies and implementing actions, would reduce the impacts to
groundwater supply to a less than significant level.

Section 4.7 of this MEIR discusses water usage for the general City of Colusa area. According to
Tully and Young, hydrological consultants for the MEIR, agricultural uses tend to use more water
that urban uses. According to Table 4.7-2, which provides an estimate of the water demand for
the City and surrounding area, under current conditions areas currently within the City Sphere of
Influence would actually have a higher water demand than the proposed project through year
2027, mainly due to existing agricultural uses.

Alternative 3 would not convert agricultural uses to urban uses to the extent of the proposed
project, as the proposed General Plan project is approximately 466 acres larger in size, of which
is mostly agricultural land.

The City currently provides its municipal water via wells. An increased demand would at the
least require additional pumping from these wells, and possibly require more wells to be drilled.
This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the local aquifer. Alternative 3 is
estimated to have the same water demand as the proposed General Plan Update. However,
because Alternative 3 converts less agricultural land to urban uses than the proposed project,
Alternative 3 would have a worse impact on groundwater supply than the proposed project
due the higher use of water for agricultural uses than for urban uses.
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Biological Resources

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts — Impact 6.9

Implementation of the General Plan Update with it resulting development would result in direct
and indirect impacts to listed and non-listed special-status species as well as impacts to
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., non-special status species, trees, habitat and movement
corridors. This results in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 3 would have similar cumulative impacts on special-status species and their habitat
as would the proposed project. In particular, development of the Colusa Riverbend project
would have impacts on existing elderberry bushes, the habitat of the listed valley elderberry
longhorn beetle. The project also would have impacts on the pond and connecting water
channels, which are potential jurisdictional waters of the United States and potential habitat for
special-status species. The Brookins Ranch project site also contains potential jurisdictional
waters and habitat for special-status species, which may be affected under Alternative 3.
Potential foraging and/or nesting habitat for special-status bird species at all three development
project sites would be affected. However, since less agricultural land would be developed, the
impacts on these habitats would not be as extensive under Alternative 3 as under the proposed
project.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Disturbance of Cultural and Paleontological Resources - Impact 4.92

Future development associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan project may
encounter currently unknown cultural resources and paleontological resources, thereby
disturbing their sites. Implementation of the mitigation measure, along with the proposed
General Plan policy, would avoid or minimize adverse physical impacts on undiscovered cultural
resources, and ensure their proper disposition with minimal loss of resource value. Impacts after
mitigation would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 3, impacts on cultural resources would be similar to those under the proposed
project. Alternative 3 would continue the existing land use designations for the area currently
within the city boundaries. Most of the known cultural resources are located within the City limits.
However, Alternative 3 would allow for the development of large areas adjacent to the city for
which there may be unknown cultural and paleontological resources. Development of these
lands into urban uses may impact these resources. However, since less land area would be
developed under Alternative 3, there would be a lower probability of encountering currently
unknown cultural resources in undeveloped areas. Therefore, Alternative 3 is considered to be
the better alternative regarding cultural and paleontological resources.

Visual Resources

Scenic Vistas - Impact 4.10.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may result in the obstruction of scenic
vistas at the existing edges of urban development. Policies and implementing actions would
protect scenic vistas to the extent feasible. However, the only way to avoid or reduce this
impact to a less than significant impact would be to prohibit development that would affect
views of scenic resources. This would be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed
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General Plan Update and the proposed land use map. No feasible mitigation measures can be
applied and results in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 3 would result in a similar number of housing units than under the proposed project.
However, these units would require less acreage to construct, since there would be more
medium-density and high-density units. More high-density residential buildings could lead to
partial obstruction of scenic vistas from certain parts of the City, especially if such buildings are
more than one story in height. However, existing height limitations in the City’s Zoning Ordinance
would reduce potential impacts. Also, since the higher-density buildings would be
concentrated on the development project sites, other parts of the Planning Area would not
experience any potential obstruction of scenic views. Therefore, this alternative would result in
less potential obstruction of scenic views and would be considered a better alternative for the
protection of scenic vistas.

Public Services and Utilities

Extension of energy and communication infrastructure — Impact 4.12.5.2

Implementation of the General Plan Update would require the extension of energy and
communication infrastructure. This would potentially impact the environment by increase air
pollutants during construction, create impacts to biological resources, create noise and
vibration during construction, create visual impacts, etc. Mitigation measures provided in the
MEIR reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Alternative 3 may also require the extension of energy and communication infrastructure.
However, this would occur at a much smaller scale due to the smaller land area of Alternative 3
than the proposed project. This is considered to be a better alternative.

Climate Change

Cumulative increase in global greenhouse gas emissions and cumulative effects of global climate
change (Impacts 6.14 and 6.15)

Implementation of the General Plan Update would result in an increase in greenhouse gas
emissions and contribute to cumulative climate change impacts, including rising temperatures.
The effects of climate change may expose the City to increased flooding, uncertain water
supply, health effects and other impacts under cumulative conditions as described under
Impact 6.15.

Alternative 3 would also result in increased development and both contribute to cumulative
climate change impacts and expose the City to the effects of climate change. Total levels of
development would be the same as the proposed project, resulting in comparable emissions
associated with residential and non-residential buildings. Similarly, the number of persons
exposed to the effects of climate change would be comparable. However, as development
would be more compact, it is anticipated that there would be a reduction in trip length that
would result in reduced vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse gas emissions.
Therefore, this is considered to be a better alternative.
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7.3.4 ALTERNATIVE 4 — REVISED CIRCULATION ALTERNATIVE
Characteristics

Alternative 4 would: 1) revise Implementing Action CIR-1.1.a to establish LOS D as the minimum
acceptable LOS for City streets and intersections and 2) provide for an alternative circulation
pattern that would include two features. The alternative includes the development of a four-
lane arterial street within the existing boundaries of the old railroad right-of-way located along
the southern boundary of the City. This new roadway would connect to Highway 20 and run
south to Wescott Road. The new roadway will then turn east and eventually connect to with
Farinon Road, which would be constructed to four lanes, and would terminate at the Farinon
Road/Highway 20-45 intersection (Figure 7.0-1). This roadway would be developed similarly
under the General Plan Update. However, the roadway would provide a more direct route to
Highway 20/45 as it would not include the southern portion of Wescott Road. Development of
this roadway will provide an alternative route for travelers connecting Highway 20 to Highway
20/45 and negating the current need to pass through the City. The second feature would be the
development of Sioc Street and Fremont Street as a two lane one-way street couplet. Sioc
Street would be a two lane eastbound street and Fremont would be two lanes westbound.

All other aspects of Alternative 4, including other elements of the proposed General Plan
circulation plan, would be the same as the proposed project. Alternative 4 would have the
same land use designhations, buildout population and housing units as the proposed General
Plan Update. Certain assumptions were made the traffic analysis completed for Alternative 4.
These include:

« Various routes are used by through traffic today, and these routes will be supplemented by
the new Railroad Collector-Farinon Road Collector. The General Plan Update analysis
assumed that % of the traffic increase will use each of Market Street, Fremont Street, Sioc
Street and the new collector, or approximately 700 ADT on each route. If the Farinon Road
connection is a direct link to the Railroad corridor, it was assumed that Market Street,
Fremont Street and Sioc Street would each carry 1/8 of the increase, or 350 ADT on each
route

« The General Plan Update analysis assumed use of various roads by future traffic attracted by
the expansion of the Colusa Casino. The original distribution pattern was based on the trip
assignment presented in the Expansion’s traffic study. This alternative analysis assumes no
change to the pattern presented in that traffic study based on the assumption that the
Farinon-Railroad corridor route will not be signhed as the casino access route.

While this new roadway will not reduce local traffic within the City, it will provide for an alterative
route for those passing through the City and thereby reducing traffic on certain streets. Table
7.0-6 identifies year 2030 dalily traffic volumes on Colusa streets and presents resulting Levels of
Service assuming implementation of the GP Circulation diagram but no improvements to existing
streets.
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TABLE 7.0-6
ALTERNATIVE 4
CoLUSA GPU YEAR 2030 DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

Daily Traffic Volumes
Under Circulation System Alternative
Street From To Lanes LOS
Existing New Growth |Through Traffic Casin'o Total
Expansion
East-West Streets
Lurline Ave West of 14" St 1,810 (c) 2,530 0 0 4,340 2 B
Main Street Bridge Street 5t Street 1,960 (c) 290 0 0 2,250 2 A
5% Street 10™ Street 1,740 (c) 200 0 0 1,940 2 A
Market Street (SR|East Collector Bridge St 0 4,800 0 0 4,800 2 B
20) Bridge Street 5% Street 9,300 (c) 6,860 350 1,250 17,750 4 B
5% Street 10" Street 9,120 (c) 7,050 350 1,250 17,770 4 B
Clay St Bridge Street 5t Street 390 (c) 3,775 0 0 4,165 2 A
5% Street 10" Street 300 (0) 2,175 0 0 2,475 2 A
Fremont Street Bridge St 5t 5,050 (c) 4,360 350 0 11,025 2 oneway B
5t Street 10™ Street 3,640 (0) 5,870 350 0 12,000 2 oneway D
10" Street 11" Street 2,090 (c) 3,640 0 0 5,573 2 B
Wilson Ave West of 14" Ave 700 (c) 1,575 0 0 2,275 2 A
Sioc Street Bridge St 5" Street 4,940 (c) 7,000 350 0 11,025 2 oneway B
5% Street 10™ Street 5,000 (e) 8,775 350 0 12,000 2 oneway B
Moonbend Rd East of SR 20 0 4,550 0 0 4,550 2 B
Sunrise Ave SR 20 Davison 500 (e) 4,590 0 0 5,090 2 B
SR 20 East Collector 0 9,230 0 0 9,230 2+ C-D
Colus Ave 5t Street 8™ Street 0 7,300 0 0 7,300 2 C
Will S Green Ave 8™ Street 500 (e) 6,915 0 0 7,415 2 C
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Daily Traffic Volumes
Under Circulation System Alternative
Street From To Lanes LOS
Existing New Growth |Through Traffic Casinp Total
Expansion
Tenant Drive 5t Street 8™ Street 0 4,880 0 0 4,880 2 B
Farinon Road SR 20 Niagra Ave 300 (e) 11,050 1,750 0 13,100 4+ A
Wescott Road Niagra Ave 0 16,400 1,750 0 18,150 4+ B
Railroad Connector |SR 20 Will S Green 0 7,670 1,750 0 9,420 4+ A
Will S Green Wescott Rd 0 10,900 1,750 0 12,650 4+ A
North-South Streets
Wilson Ave North of SR 20 500 (o) 2,825 0 0 3,325 2 A
Wescott Road SR 20 Cynthia Ave 4,550 (c) 2,800 0 0 7,950 2 D
Cynthia Ave Tenant Drive 4,550 (c) 6,080 0 0 10,630 2 D
Tenant Dr Railroad - Farinon 1,000 (e) 6,490 0 0 7,490 2+ C
Will S Green Wilson Avenue SR 20 0 13,225 0 0 13,225 2+ D
SR 20 Colus Ave 770 (c) 14,275 0 0 15,045 2+ E
Colus Ave Railroad collector 0 8,100 0 0 8,100 2+ C
SR 20 (Bridge St) Market Street Clay Street 10,570 (c) 5,240 350 1,870 18,030 2+ F
Clay Street Fremont Street 10,000 (e) 8,100 350 1,870 20,320 2+ F
Fremont St Sioc Street 18,300* 11,380 700 1,870 32,250 2+ F
Sioc Street Wescott Road 13,300 (e) 12,825 1,050 1,870 29,045 44 D
Wescott Road New Commercial 9,430 (c) 12,250 1,050 1,800 24,600 44 C
New Commercial Moonbend Rd 9,430 (c) 21,620 1,050 1,800 33,900 44 E
Moonbend Rd Sunrise Blvd 8,370 (c) 18,590 1,050 1,800 29,810 4+ D
East of Farinon St 9,700* 16,120 2,800 1,700 30,320 4+ D
SR 20 (10™ St) Clay St Market St 6,610 (c) 5,420 350 2,800 15,180 2 E
Fremont Street Clay Street 7,540 (o) 5,975 350 2,800 16,665 2 F
Colusa General Plan City of Colusa
Draft Master Environmental Impact Report July 2007

7.0-34



7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Daily Traffic Volumes
Under Circulation System Alternative
Street From To Lanes LOS
_ . Casino
Existing New Growth |Through Traffic . Total
Expansion
Sioc St Fremont St 7,500* 8,125 700 2,800 19,125 2 F
Will S Green Sioc Street 8,540 (c) 12,225 1,050 2,800 24,615 4+ C
Railroad Collector  [Will S Green 8,400 (c) 10,050 1,050 2,500 22,000 44 C
West of Wilson Ave 7,500* 6,430 2,800 2,500 19,230 4+ B
3™ Street Sioc St Carson St 1,800 (c) 2,585 0 0 4,385 2 B
5t Street Tuttle St Ware St 800 (c) 2,375 0 0 3,175 2 A
8™ Street Fremont St Carson St 800 (c) 1,600 0 0 2,400 2 A
13" Street (SR 45) |North of Lurline Ave 7,930 (c) 3,685 0 4,050 15,665 2+ F
Lurline Ave Market Street 9,700* 5,900 0 4,050 19,650 2+ F
13" Street Clay Street Fremont Street 835 (0 750 0 0 1,585 2 A
East Collector Market Street Fremont Street 0 5,735 0 0 5,500 2+ B
Fremont St Sunrise Blvd 0 9,760 0 0 9,760 2+ D

2005 traffic volume reported by Caltrans is (*)
Daily traffic volume interpolated from peak hour counts or otherwise estimated is (e)
Daily traffic count by KDA is (c)

BOLD- is condition in excess f minimum LOS
Source: kdAnderson, 2007
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Comparative Impacts
Land Use

Conflicts with Land Use Plans/Policies - Impact 4.1.2

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update could lead to inconsistency with other
land use plans and ordinances, particularly the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Colusa
County Airport.

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the Colusa County Airport defines compatible
land uses for parcels near the airport. The overflight zone covers an extensive portion of the
southeastern area of the proposed Land Use Diagram. The CLUP states that single-family
residential is a compatible land use only if the density is five acres or more per residence.
Implementation of the General Plan Update would allow from four to eight units per acre,
exceeding the density identified as compatible by the CLUP. No feasible mitigations were
identified for this inconsistency, therefore this impact would be considered significant and
unavoidable.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore will
have the same potential conflicts with the CLUP. Alternative 4 would result in the same impact
level as the proposed project.

Incompatibilities Between Land Uses - Impact 4.1.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan could create conflicts between land uses within
the proposed Planning Area and with land uses adjacent to the proposed Planning Area.
Impacts after implementation of the General Plan policies and actions would be less than
significant.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential conflicts with the CLUP. Alternative 4 would result in the same impact
level as the proposed project.

Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 4.1.5 and Cumulative Loss of Agricultural Land - Impact 6.2

The proposed General Plan project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban
uses. This conversion would result primarily due to the designation of agricultural uses to
residential, industrial and commercial uses. Under Alternative 2, the re-designation of
agricultural land to urban uses would not occur, except for the three project areas resulting in a
loss of 910 acres, as those lands would remain as agricultural under Colusa County jurisdiction,
thereby preserving these lands would avoid this significant impact.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential conflicts with the CLUP. Alternative 4 would result in the same impact
level as the proposed project.
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Population and Housing

Population and Housing Growth - Impact 4.2.1 and Cumulative Population and Housing Growth
- Impact 6.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to population and housing growth.

The number of housing units and residents would remain the same under Alternative 4 as under
the proposed project and therefore would have the same potential to cause impacts as a result
of population and housing growth.

Transportation and Circulation

Local Roadway System - Impact 4.3.1, State Highways - Impact 4.3.2, Intersections - Impact
4.3.3, Cumulative Roadway Impacts Impact 6.4, and Roadway Safety - Impact 4.3.4

The proposed General Plan project would incur impacts to the local roadway system including
State Highways 20 and 49, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts.

A traffic analysis was competed for Alternative 4 by kdAnderson. See Appendix F for this analysis.
Table 7.0-7 presents a synopsis of the impacted roadways for Alternative 4 and compares this
alternative’s roadway LOS levels with that of the proposed General Plan. Four roadway
segments LOS levels would remain the same, two would be worse and two would result in a
better LOS than the General Plan Update.

TABLE 7.0-7
ALTERNATIVE 4 — ROADWAY IMPACTS AND LOS COMPARISON

LOS Comparison to

Proposed General Plan
Roadway Impact Update'

Better Same Worse

SR 20 Traffic volumes on SR 20 result in Levels of Service in excess of X
minimum standards. The volume of traffic forecast for SR 20
through Colusa will exceed the LOS D threshold for a 2 lane
arterial. Exceeding the City’s LOS D threshold in these areas is a
significant impact, and implementing the circulation option does
not eliminate this impact.

Fremont Street Traffic volumes on Fremont Street are indicative of LOS B X
conditions with the implementation of the one-way couplet.

Sioc Street Traffic volumes on Sioc Street are indicative of LOS B conditions X
with the implementation of the one-way couplet.

Farinon Rd Traffic volumes on the Farinon Rd Extension between SR 20 and X
Extension between | Westcott Road are indicative of LOS B conditions with the
SR 20 and Westcott | development of a 4 lane arterial street. The volume of traffic

Road expected on Farinon Road between Wescott Road and SR 20 will
increase but will not exceed the LOS C threshold for a four lane
arterial

Wescott Road Traffic Volumes on Wescott Road between SR 20 and Tenant Drive X

between SR 20 and | are indicative of LOS D conditions. The projected traffic volumes
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Roadway

Impact

LOS Comparison to
Proposed General Plan

Update'

Better

Same

Worse

Tenant Drive

will exceed the LOS C threshold for a two lane collector without
left turn lanes. Adding left turn lanes would deliver LOS C in the
area between SR 20 and Cynthia Avenue. To deliver LOS C
between Cynthia Avenue and Tenant Drive the road would have to
be constructed to two lane arterial standards.

Railroad Connector
between Wescott
Road and SR 20

Traffic Volumes on the Railroad Connector between Wescott Road
and SR 20 are indicative of LOS D conditions. The volume of
traffic on the Railroad Connector will exceed the LOS C threshold
for a collector street. To deliver LOS C it would be necessary to
acquire right of way and improve the road to an Arterial standard.

Will S Green
Avenue

Traffic volumes on Will S Green Ave are indicative of LOS F
conditions in the area between SR 20 and Colus Avenue and
immediately north of SR 20.  As under the GP, the volume of
traffic on these portions of Will S Green will exceed the LOS C
threshold for 2 lane collectors under the Circulation alternative. To
deliver LOS C it will be necessary to add auxiliary lanes in the area
between Colus Avenue and the SR 20 / Will S Green Avenue
intersection and on the northern leg of the intersection (i.e.,
separate right turn, through, and left turn lanes approaching SR 20).

SR 45 north of
Market Street

Traffic volumes on SR 45 north of Market Street are indicative of
LOS F. As under the base Circulation plan, the projected volume
on this state highway will exceed the LOS D threshold established
by the General Plan. To deliver LOS D it would be necessary to
widen the roadway to a four lane section.

SR 20 east and
west of the Colusa
sphere of influence

Traffic volumes on SR 20 east and west of the Colusa sphere of
influence are indicative of LOS F conditions.  Regionally,
development in Colusa will contribute to conditions in excess of
the LOS D standard with either circulation option.

East Collector

Traffic volumes on the East Collector are indicative of LOS D
conditions. As under the base circulation plan, the volume of
traffic on the southern half of the new East Collector will exceed
the LOS C threshold. To deliver LOS C it would be necessary to
designate this roadway as a 2 lane arterial and improve the road to
arterial standards.

Source: kdAnderson

Notes: 1) Comparison of LOS levels identified in Table 4.3-10 and 7.0-6

Overall number of trips would remain the same under Alternative 4, as there would be no
change in the number of residents, and therefore no change in the anticipated number of
vehicles. However, a re-routing of traffic may occur due to the new roadway. The traffic analysis
completed for Alternative 4 does not indicate a substantial decrease in traffic volumes or a
significant improvement of levels of service form impacted roadways. As presented in Table 7.0-
7, while there would be an improvement in traffic conditions on some streets, traffic conditions
on other streets would worsen.

However, the establishment of LOS D as the minimum acceptable level of service for roadway
operations under this alternative, would result in acceptable levels of service on the following
segments and avoid the need to mitigate impacts on these segments:

Colusa General Plan
Draft Master Environmental Impact Report

City of Colusa
July 2007
7.0-38



7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

¢ Wescott Road from SR 20 to Tenant Drive,
e Wil S Green Street from Wilson Avenue to SR 20, and
e East Collector from Fremont Street to Sunrise Boulevard.

Therefore, Alternative 4’s impact on City and State roadways would be better than the
proposed project.

Noise

Construction Noise - Impact 4.4.3

The proposed project would result in construction noise impacts, which would be reduced to a
less than significant level with the incorporation of proposed mitigation measures.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
result in construction activities similar to the proposed project. Alternative 4 would result in the
same impact level as the proposed project.

Airport Noise - Impact 4.4.4

The General Plan Land Use Diagram indicates that some residential areas may be placed near
the Colusa County Airport. As indicated in Figure 4.4-1, areas near the airport may be exposed
to noise levels of at least 55 dB CNEL. While mitigation measures may reduce noise levels, it is not
anticipated that aircraft noise levels would be mitigated to a less than significant level through
implementation of mitigation measures through the Design Review process for all development
that may be accommodated under the proposed General Plan. As a result, this impact is
significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential conflicts with the CLUP, including airport noise impacts. Alternative 4
would result in the same impact level as the proposed project.

Cumulative Traffic Noise - Impact 6.5

The proposed project would result in cumulative traffic noise impacts, which would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Overall, traffic noise impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those under the proposed
project, as the amount of vehicle traffic would remain the same. It is possible that Alternative 4
would remove through traffic in residential areas, thereby decreasing the number of residents
exposed to noise. However, the cumulative noise level would most likely remain the same as the
proposed project.

Air Quality

Construction-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.1

The proposed General Plan project would result in construction-related air quality impacts.
Emissions from individual development construction sites would be short term and temporary,
but would occur through buildout of the General Plan. At any given times, several construction
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projects may be under way, which may result in substantial construction-related emissions.
Intensification of individual development projects would account for most development, and
consequently most construction-related emissions. However, with incorporation of proposed
mitigation measures and General Plan policies and implementing actions, this impact was
considered less than significant.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential construction-related air emissions. Alternative 4 would result in the same
impact level as the proposed project.

Operations-Related Emissions - Impact 4.5.2

Table 4.5-3 identifies the daily operational emissions for the proposed project as: 1,085.1 Ibs/day
for ROG, 316.3 Ibs/day for NOx and 1,326.1 Ibs/day for PMiw. Impact 4.5.2 concludes that even
with General Plan policies and implementing actions and the proposed mitigation measures
listed under this impact, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact
in this area.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential operational-related air emissions. Alternative 4 would result in the same
impact level as the proposed project.

Carbon Monoxide Emissions from Traffic - Impact 4.5.4

Development accommodated under the proposed General Plan Update would increase traffic
volumes on streets throughout the proposed Planning Area, and therefore would increase local
carbon monoxide concentrations. Concentrations of this pollutant are related to the levels of
traffic and congestion along streets and at intersections. Due to the lack of feasible mitigation,
the proposed General Plan project resulted in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 4 would have the same population as the proposed General Plan Update. While
Alternative 4, may decrease traffic on local residential streets, those streets which have the
potential for substantial carbon monoxide emissions would still operate at a level where carbon
monoxide hazards would occur (LOS E or worse).

Cumulative Regional Air Basin Impacts - Impact 6.6

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project would result in an increased population
and substantial new development, which would adversely affect regional air quality. The
growth in population, vehicle usage and business activity within the NSVAB, when considered
with growth proposed under the General Plan, would contribute to cumulative regional air
quality impacts. It also could potentially delay attainment of standards for which counties in the
NSVAB currently are in nonattainment status, mainly ozone and PMio. This would result in a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same and result in the same levels of traffic,
housing units, commercial and industrial growth as the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 4
would result in the same impact level as the proposed project.
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Geology, Soils and Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Material Sites - Impact 4.6.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan project may lead to development on or
adjacent to hazardous material contamination sites. Located in the City are identified areas of
potential hazardous material contamination sites. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified under this impact would reduce to a less than significant level.

Alternative 4 would not change the existence of hazardous material contamination sites nor the
potential for health and safety hazards occurring. The contamination sites identified in Section
4.6 are all located within Alternative 4’s planning area. As a result, Alternative 4 is considered to
have the same impact for the exposure to hazardous materials as the proposed project.

Contamination on Agricultural Lands - Impact 4.6.7

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would encourage development on lands
currently or previously used for agriculture, which may contain hazardous material
contamination from substances used in past operations. Implementation of mitigation measure
identified under Impact 4.6.7 would reduce or eliminate potential health hazards associated
with development of former agricultural lands to a less than significant level.

The development of urban uses on lands that have been used for agricultural activities have
similar impacts with regard to hazardous materials as the proposed project. Agricultural
activities may have involved the use of chemicals such as pesticides, fertilizers and herbicides.
Residues of these chemicals may be in the soils of these project sites. Potential impacts of these
residues on development under Alternative 4 would be the same as those identified with the
proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater Supply - Impact 4.7.5

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would increase demand for water, requiring
increased groundwater production. Future development allowed by the proposed General
Plan would place an increasing demand on the City’s existing water supplies. An increased
demand would at the least require additional pumping from existing wells, and possibly require
more wells to be drilled. This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the
local aquifer. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures listed under Impact 4.7.5,
along with the General Plan policies and implementing actions, would reduce the impacts to
groundwater supply to a less than significant level.

Section 4.7 of this MEIR discusses water usage for the general City of Colusa area. According to
Tully and Young, hydrological consultants for the MEIR, agricultural uses tend to use more water
that urban uses. According to Table 4.7-2, which provides an estimate of the water demand for
the City and surrounding area, under current conditions areas currently within the City Sphere of
Influence would actually have a higher water demand than the proposed project through year
2027, mainly due to existing agricultural uses.

The City currently provides its municipal water via wells. An increased demand would at the
least require additional pumping from these wells, and possibly require more wells to be drilled.
This would increase the amount of groundwater withdrawn from the local aquifer. Alternative 4 is
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will the same buildout potential as the proposed General Plan Update and therefore the same
water demand.

Biological Resources

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts — Impact 6.9

Implementation of the General Plan Update with it resulting development would result in direct
and indirect impacts to listed and non-listed special-status species as well as impacts to
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., non-special status species, trees, habitat and movement
corridors. This results in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential to impact biological resources an the General Plan Update..
Alternative 4 would result in the same impact level as the proposed project.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Disturbance of Cultural and Paleontological Resources - Impact 4.92

Future development associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan project may
encounter currently unknown cultural resources and paleontological resources, thereby
disturbing their sites. Implementation of the mitigation measure, along with the proposed
General Plan policy, would avoid or minimize adverse physical impacts on undiscovered cultural
resources, and ensure their proper disposition with minimal loss of resource value. Impacts after
mitigation would be less than significant.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential impacts to cultural and paleontological resources. Alternative 4 would
result in the same impact level as the proposed project.

Visual Resources

Scenic Vistas - Impact 4.10.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may result in the obstruction of scenic
vistas at the existing edges of urban development. Policies and implementing actions would
protect scenic vistas to the extent feasible. However, the only way to avoid or reduce this
impact to a less than significant impact would be to prohibit development that would affect
views of scenic resources. This would be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed
General Plan Update and the proposed land use map. No feasible mitigation measures can be
applied and results in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Alternative 4 land use designations will be the same as the proposed project and therefore wiill
have the same potential to impact scenic vistas. Alternative 4 would result in the same impact
level as the proposed project.
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Public Services and Utilities

Extension of energy and communication infrastructure — Impact 4.12.5.2

Implementation of the General Plan Update would require the extension of energy and
communication infrastructure. This would potentially impact the environment by increase air
pollutants during construction, create impacts to biological resources, create noise and
vibration during construction, create visual impacts, etc. Mitigation measures provided in the
MEIR reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Alternative 4 will also require the extension of energy and communication infrastructure to the
same degree of the proposed project. Alternative 4 would result in the same impact level as the
proposed project.

Climate Change

Cumulative increase in global greenhouse gas emissions and cumulative effects of global climate
change (Impacts 6.14 and 6.15)

Implementation of the General Plan Update would result in an increase in greenhouse gas
emissions and contribute to cumulative climate change impacts, including rising temperatures.
The effects of climate change may expose the City to increased flooding, uncertain water
supply, health effects and other impacts under cumulative conditions as described under
Impact 6.15.

Alternative 4 would also result in increased development and both contribute to cumulative
climate change impacts and expose the City to the effects of climate change. Development
levels under this alternative would be comparable to the proposed project. While traffic
patterns would change, vehicle miles traveled are anticipated to be comparable. This
alternative would have impacts similar to those of the proposed project.

7.4 SUMMARY MATRIX

Table 7.0-8 provides a summary of the potential impacts of the alternatives evaluated in this
section, as compared with the potential impacts of the proposed General Plan. Impacts under
alternatives are evaluated on whether they had better, worse or similar environmental impacts
than the proposed project.

7.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) indicates that an environmentally superior alternative
must be identified in an EIR. Based on the summary of information presented in Table 7.0-8
above, the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project is Alternative 1 — No
Update/No Development Projects. Alternative 1 generally has lesser adverse impacts on the
environment than the proposed project. However, Alternative 1 may not adequately meet
proposed General Plan objectives related to growth.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that if a No Project alternative in an EIR is
considered an environmentally superior alternative, another environmentally superior alternative
must be identified. For the purposes of CEQA, Alternative 1 is considered a No Project
alternative. Therefore, based on the summary of information presented in Table 7.0-8, the next

City of Colusa Colusa General Plan
July 2007 Draft Master Environmental Impact Report
7.0-43



7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

environmentally superior alternative is Alternative 2 — No Update/Development Projects. As with
Alternative 1, Alternative 2 generally has lesser adverse impacts than the proposed project.
However, Alternative 2 likewise may not adequately meet proposed General Plan objectives
related to growth.

COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN

TABLE 7.0-8

Environmental Proposed No Update/No No Update/ Increased Revised
Categories General Plan Development Development Density of Circulation
(Impact Projects Projects Development Alternative -
Significance) Alternative Alternative - Alternative - Alternative 4
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 (Impact
(Impact (Impact (Impact Significance)
Significance) Significance) Significance)
Land Use Project Impacts B/S B/S B/S S

Conflicts with
relevant land

Inconsistency
with other land

Alternative 1
would retain
adopted General

Alternative 3 may

Alternative 4

use p.Ians, use plans and Plan land use Considered to be result in more would result in the
policies or - . . ) . . . .
. ordinances, designations and inconsistent with persons within same impact level
regulations . . o .
. particularly the policy provisions the CLUP. the overflight as the proposed

under project . .
and cumulative Comprehensive | for these areas and (S) zone project

L Land Use Plan. would avoid this (S) (S)
conditions (S) significant impact
(Impact 4.1.2) & pact.

(N)

Significance SU) N U sU U
After Mitigation
Results in
conflicts Result in less

between land

Incompatibility

incompatibility

Alternative 4

uses within the Conflicts with Incompatibilit bT;\r/]vs:S between planned | would result in the
proposed . b Y plant residential uses same impact level
. surrounding uses reduced residential uses .
Planning Area . and agricultural as the proposed
. (S) (S) and agricultural .
and with USes uses than the project
adjacent land S) proposed project (S)
uses (Impact )
4.1.3)
Significance U U U U U
After Mitigation
Loss and
conversion of Loss and No loss and . .
agricultural conversion of conversion of Less Ios§ and Alternative 3 Alternatlve? 4
land and agricultural land agricultural land conversion of would result in would result in the
roiect and and proiect and and proiect and agricultural land | the conversion of | same impact level
Eun]\ulative curr)nujlative curr)nujlative than the less agricultural as the proposed
conditions conditions conditions proposed project land overall project
(Impact 4.1.7 ©) (LTS) © © .
and 6.2)
i\'f%;‘r'f;\;?t?gcjﬁon CCand SU LTS CCand SU CC and SU CCand SU
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Environmental Proposed No Update/No No Update/ Increased Revised
Categories General Plan Development Development Density of Circulation
(Impact Projects Projects Development Alternative -
Significance) Alternative Alternative - Alternative - Alternative 4
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 (Impact
(Impact (Impact (Impact Significance)
Significance) Significance) Significance)
Pop/Housing Project Impacts B B S S
Decrease in
housing units
Population, Population, under Population and
housing housing and Alternative 2 P Alternative 4

increases under
project and

employment
increases under

Would result in a
maximum of 3,725
housing units and

would result in
less significant

housing impacts
would be similar
to that of the

would result in the
same impact level

cumqlfitlve project gnd 10,617 residents impacts on the proposed General as the proposed
conditions cumulative (LTS) physical Plan project
(Impact 4.2.1, conditions environment S) (S)
and 6.3) (S) than the

proposed project

(S)

Significance CC and SU LTS CCand SU CC and SU CCand SU
After Mitigation
Traffic Project Impacts B B S B
Impacts to Alternative 4's
;Z;ﬁwvéii/s under lr:;z?jf/t/zilo Impacts to Local streets and Overall traffic impact on City and

project and

segments under

roadway segments

roads are likely

volumes would

State roadways

. . under project and to experience remain the same would be
cumulative project and . . . .
- . cumulative less traffic under | under Alternative improved
conditions cumulative L ;
o conditions Alternative 2 3 compared to the
(Impact 4.3.1, conditions S) S) S) ronosed project
4.3.2,43.3, ©) prop (B)p ject.
4.3.4 and 6.4)
Significance CCand SU CCand SU CC and SU CCand SU CC and SU
After Mitigation
Noise Project Impacts B B S S

Alternative 2
would result in
construction

Alternative 3

activities, . Alternative 4
although not at would resultin would result in the
Construction Construction Construction noise the same construction same impact level
noise impacts noise impacts impacts intensity activities similar as the proposed
(Impact 4.4.3) (S) (S) because of a to the proposed project
smaller amount progect (S)
of developable ©)
land
(S)
Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS sul

After Mitigation

Airport noise
impacts (Impact
4.4.4)

Airport noise
impacts
(S

Airport noise
impacts are
avoided

Alternative 2
would result in
less
development in

Alternative 3 may
result in locating
more persons in
the airport noise

Alternative 4
would result in the
same impact level

as the proposed
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