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4.18.3 IMPACT DISCUSSION 

FIRE-1 Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially impair 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

2040 General Plan 

Adopted emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans include those discussed under 
Section 4.18.1.1, Regulatory Framework, such as the San Benito County EOP. The proposed project could 
result in a significant impact if it would substantially impair the implementation of this EOP. As discussed 
in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project would increase 
development potential within the city, part of which is in the WUI.  

Buildout under the proposed 2040 General Plan may result in changes to the circulation patterns or 
emergency access routes, especially in the proposed SOI where new planned developments may occur 
through the preparation of Specific Plans. However, any potential development under the proposed 2040 
General Plan would be required to integrate the EOP as necessary into development to continue its 
facilitation in evacuating people in wildfire-prone areas. Additionally, future development in the WUI or 
Very High FHSZs would be required to comply with the SRA and Very High FHSZ Fire Safe Regulations, the 
CBC, the CFC, and the HMC, which have maximum requirements for lengths of single-access roads, 
minimum widths of roadways, and vegetation fuel management around roadways.  

The proposed Health and Safety (HS) Element of the 2040 General Plan contains goals, policies, and 
actions that require local planning and development decisions to consider impacts to emergency response 
and evacuation. The following proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would serve to 
prepare for and facilitate evacuations caused by wildfires and other hazards: 

Goal HS-5: Maintain adequate fire and life safety protection from wildland and urban fires.  

 Policy HS-5.4: Fire Safety Requirements. Require new development to be protected from fire hazards 
through the provision of peak load water supply systems capable of providing the flow required for 
fire suppression, the design of roads with adequate widths and turning radii, and adequate separation 
between buildings, prior to project approval. (Policy CSF4.12) 

Goal HS-6: Minimize potential damage to life, environment, and property through timely, well-prepared, 
and well-coordinated emergency preparedness response plans and programs. (new) 

 Policy HS-6.4: Neighborhood Disaster Preparedness. Locate volunteer centers for emergency 
coordination in neighborhoods with potential for being isolated due to road closures or Public Safety 
Power Shutoff events. (Policy HS2.5) 

 Policy HS-6.7: Access for Emergency Vehicles. Provide adequate access for emergency vehicles and 
equipment, including providing a second means of ingress and egress to all development. (Policy 
HS2.4) 
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 Action HS-6.3: Emergency Evacuation Routes. Conduct education and outreach in conjunction with 
the County of San Benito, through multiple formats and media, to make evacuation routes known to 
the public. (Implementation Measure HS.M) 

 Action HS-6.9: Emergency Infrastructure. Ensure that traffic lights at major intersections continue to 
function in the event of localized power outage. Repair any damaged sets of infrastructure or 
equipment as needed to continue City operations. (new) 

Implementation of these proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would increase the 
effectiveness of the EOP, and therefore would not impair or conflict with the plan.  

A temporary impact on emergency operations and evacuation under the proposed project could occur 
from construction of future development projects if they were to result in temporary lane closures that 
would alter evacuation routes. These would be limited to the duration of the construction period, and 
direct impacts of construction would be evaluated during the permit review process by the HFD and/or 
CAL FIRE. Potential future development in the WUI or a Very High FHSZ would also be required to comply 
with Very High FHSZ Fire Safe Regulations, the CBC, the CFC, and the HMC. Review and approval of 
temporary lane closures, if needed, for future development projects in the city would ensure that that no 
inconsistencies with emergency evacuation plans would occur.  

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR, potential development under the 
proposed 2040 General Plan could occur in the WUI. Future development, regardless of whether it 
includes new development or redevelopment, is required to comply with adopted local, regional, and 
State plans and regulations addressing emergency access, response, and evacuation. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. Thus, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Climate Action Plan 

The proposed Climate Action Plan (CAP) is strategic plan focused on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
reduction through recommended community-wide GHG reduction strategies and an implementation plan. 
The proposed CAP does not include any specific projects or proposals that would directly conflict with the 
EOP. Projects and programs facilitated by the proposed CAP strategies may include activities that require 
construction or operation on major roadways or may require the closure of major roadways to facilitate 
construction activities. However, these would be limited to the duration of the construction period, and 
direct impacts of construction would be evaluated during the permit review process by the HFD, Caltrans, 
and/or CAL FIRE. Review and approval of temporary lane closures, if needed, for future development 
project in the city would ensure that no inconsistencies with emergency evacuation plans would occur. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  
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Agricultural Lands Preservation Program 

The proposed Agricultural Lands Preservation Program (ALPP) is a program focused on mitigating the 
effects of agricultural land conversion through the dedication of eligible agricultural conservation 
easements at a rate of at least one acre of agricultural land for each one acre of agricultural land to be 
converted (1:1 ratio) for projects that would convert agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. Since the 
proposed ALPP would not affect evacuation capabilities or the implementation of the EOP, 
implementation of the proposed ALPP would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

FIRE-2 Implementation of the proposed project would not, due to slope, 
prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. 

2040 General Plan 

As discussed in Section 4.18.1.2, Existing Conditions, Hollister is prone to periods of high winds. These 
winds have high speeds and can shift suddenly, and they are often accompanied by low humidity. They 
create dangerous conditions for starting and spreading wildfires during the drier months of the year, and 
they also spread wildfire smoke hazards, as can prevailing winds.  

Section 4.18.1.1, Regulatory Framework, describes plans, policies, regulations, and procedures that help 
to reduce wildfire risks. The 2019 Strategic Fire Plan for California, 2021 California Wildfire and Forest 
Resilience Action Plan, Unit Strategic Fire Plan for San Benito-Monterey, San Benito County CWPP, and San 
Benito County MJHMP are intended to reduce wildfire hazards and coordinate response to these hazards 
on a statewide and regional scale. In addition, the Monterey Air Resources District provides air quality 
alerts, advisories, and an interactive online map to view current air quality conditions in the region.  
Furthermore, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes Policy HS-2.10, Resilience Hubs, which requires 
the City to establish equitably located resilience hubs that offer refuge from poor air quality due to 
regional wildfire smoke.  

As discussed in Section 4.18.1.2, Existing Conditions, the topography of Hollister is largely flat and mostly 
does not contain significant slopes. Construction of potential future development throughout the city may 
require grading and site preparation; however, these activities would not significantly change the slope. 
All potential future development in Hollister would be required to comply with the CBC, CFC, and HMC 
requirements for grading, which would minimize the ignition and spread of wildfire due to slopes. 
Additionally, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes Policy HS-1.1, Location of Future Development, and 
Policy HS-1.2, Safety Considerations in Development Review, which prevent future development from 
being in hazard-prone areas without appropriate hazard mitigation and require studies to be conducted 
during development review to assess hazards and potential mitigation. Therefore, potential future 
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development under the proposed 2040 General Plan would not expose people to the uncontrolled spread 
of wildfire or pollutant concentrations due to slope.  

Other factors, such as vegetation, have the potential to exacerbate wildfire risks. The grassland and brush 
areas of Hollister are easily ignited, especially during late summer and fall when temperatures and winds 
are high and relative humidity is low. During these conditions, grassland and brush vegetation can dry out, 
particularly in areas with unirrigated vegetation, becoming extremely flammable and increasing wildfire 
risks.  

As described in Section 4.18.1.1, Regulatory Framework, the San Benito County MJHMP and the San 
Benito County CWPP contain several vegetation management, defensible space, fuel reduction, and fuel 
break projects to reduce the uncontrolled spread of wildfire due to vegetation. Additionally, all potential 
future development in wildfire-prone areas or the WUI in Hollister would be required to comply with 
Chapter 49 of the CFC, PRC Section 4291, and the HMC. These regulations have specific requirements for 
new and existing development to create defensible space and extensive fuel reduction within 100 feet of 
a structure, an ember-resistant zone within 5 feet of a structure, and the overall maintenance of 
properties to reduce the risk of uncontrolled fires or the spread of fires to other properties.  

Furthermore, the proposed Health and Safety (HS) Element of the 2040 General Plan contains goals, 
policies, and actions that require local planning and development decisions to consider impacts to wildfire 
risks. The following proposed 2040 General Plan goal, policies, and actions would serve to minimize 
wildfire risks associated with vegetation: 

Goal HS-5: Maintain adequate fire and life safety protection from wildland and urban fires. 

 Policy HS-5.1: Wildland-Urban Interface. Coordinate between the Building and Fire Departments to 
ensure that new development in the wildland-urban interface is in full compliance with all applicable 
sections of the Building Code. (new) 

 Policy HS-5.3: Fire Protection Master Plan. Ensure that all new development will be adequately 
designed to minimize risks to life and property through the implementation of the Fire Protection 
Master Plan. (Policy CSF4.12) 

 Policy HS-5.6: Land Use Management for Fire Risks. Maintain all City-owned public lands to clear them 
of fuel loads, establish appropriately placed fire breaks, and educate all property owners in the city on 
proper landscape maintenance and fire-scaping standards to reduce the risk of fire hazards. (new) 

 Action HS-5.1: Requirements for Development in High Fire Hazard Areas. Require project-level 
development in the High Fire Hazard Zone in the Planning Area to occur in accordance with the 
California Building Standards Code to provide needed safeguards and facilities to control the spread of 
fire in any fire hazardous area. Provisions may include, but are not limited to, the following: (a) require 
spark arresters for any chimney; (b) prohibit open-flame devices; (c) clear brush or vegetative growth 
30 feet from structures; and (d) clear brush 10 feet from roadways. (new) 

 Action HS-5.2: Tree Trimming. Trim all public trees and other vegetation in Hollister on a regular basis 
to clear them of any loose branches or debris that could serve as fuel in a fire event. (new) 
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These proposed 2040 General Plan goal, policies, and actions would ensure that fire hazard reduction 
measures are implemented and maintained, and that existing and new development would incorporate 
vegetation management measures. Adherence to the above building practices, fire safety regulations, and 
vegetation fuel management requirements would reduce the potential for exacerbating wildfire risks. 
Therefore, potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan would not expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Thus, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Climate Action Plan 

The proposed CAP is strategic plan focused on GHG emissions reduction through recommended 
community-wide GHG reduction strategies and an implementation plan. The proposed CAP does not 
include any specific projects or proposals that would exacerbate wildfire risks and aims to increase the 
resilience of the community. Projects and programs facilitated by the proposed CAP strategies would be 
required to comply with CBC, CFC, PRC Section 4291, HMC, and proposed 2040 General Plan goals, 
policies, and actions to reduce wildfire risks due to prevailing winds, topography, and other factors such as 
vegetation. Review of projects and programs for consistency with State and local regulations would ensure 
that the proposed CAP strategies would not exacerbate wildfire risks and expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Agricultural Lands Preservation Program 

The proposed ALPP is a program focused on mitigating the effects of agricultural land conversion through 
the dedication of eligible agricultural conservation easements at a rate of at least one acre of agricultural 
land for each one acre of agricultural land to be converted (1:1 ratio) for projects that would convert 
agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. Because agricultural lands often create a buffer between 
wildland vegetation and developed areas, preserving the agricultural lands would further reduce wildfire 
risks.36 Thus, implementation of the proposed ALPP would not exacerbate wildfire risks and expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

 
36 Teri Shore, Advocacy Director, Greenbelt Alliance. 2021. The Critical Role of Greenbelts in Wildfire Resilience. 

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/  

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/
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FIRE-3 Implementation of the proposed project would not require the 
installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, 
fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) but 
would not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment. 

2040 General Plan 

Buildout under the proposed 2040 General Plan would require the installation of new roadways, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, transmission lines, and other utilities to serve future potential 
development in Hollister.  

 Roadways. As shown in Figure C-4, 2040 General Plan Circulation Diagram, of the proposed 2040 
General Plan, proposed buildout of the 2040 General Plan would include new roadways to connect to 
new developments throughout the city. Potential future development under the proposed 2040 
General Plan could also create new or expanded roadways in WUI areas of Hollister, including 
converting unpaved roads to paved access roads, developing roadways to new development, and 
expanding existing roads to accommodate new development and multimodal forms of transportation. 

 Fuel Breaks. Proposed 2040 General Plan Policy HS-5.6, Land Use Management for Fire Risks, requires 
establishing and maintaining fuel breaks and defensible space in both public and private 
developments. These activities would likely occur in WUI areas.  

 Emergency Water Sources. Proposed 2040 General Plan Policy HS-5.2, Firefighting Infrastructure, and 
Policy HS-5.4 ensure that existing and future development have sufficient water supplies for fire-
fighting purposes and structural suppression, which would require the installation of new water 
conveyance infrastructure in new development or areas not served by adequate water supplies. 

 Power Lines. Potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan would require 
electrical line installations and connections to provide power to buildings and infrastructure. Proposed 
2040 General Plan Policy HS-1.5, Undergrounding Utilities, and proposed Action HS-1.3, Coordination 
with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), require continued collaboration with Pacific Gas & 
Electric to underground existing electrical transmission infrastructure throughout the city and 
encourage the undergrounding of utilities in new development. 

 Other Utilities. Potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan would require 
the installation and maintenance of water systems, septic or sewer systems, internet infrastructure, 
and stormwater systems in wildfire-prone areas. 

These types of improvements would involve temporary construction and result in changes to the existing 
built environment. The installation and operation of new, above-ground power transmission lines would 
create a higher risk of wildfire compared to other infrastructure. However, as stated above, the proposed 
project encourages the undergrounding of new and existing electrical transmission lines, which is 
consistent with HMC Section 16.24.050. Additionally, CPUC requires maintenance of vegetation around 
power lines, strict wire-to-wire clearances, and annual inspections of above-ground power lines. These 
measures would reduce the wildfire risks associated with the installation and maintenance of power lines.  
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Development in the WUI areas throughout the city would also be required to comply with building and 
design standards in the CBC and CFC, which include provisions for fire-resistant building materials, the 
clearance of debris, and fire safety requirements during demolition and construction activities. 
Additionally, PRC Section 4291 requires a defensible space within 100 feet of a structure and an ember-
resistant zone within 5 feet of a structure. These measures, along with the proposed 2040 General Plan 
policies and actions for undergrounding of power lines, creation and maintenance of vegetation, and 
ensuring adequate water supplies, would minimize wildfire risks associated with the installation and 
maintenance of infrastructure.  

Such infrastructure and maintenance activities would also be required to comply with the adopted State 
regulations, HMC standards, and the proposed 2040 General Plan policies and actions to mitigate the 
impact of infrastructure on the environment. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Climate Action Plan 

The proposed CAP is a strategic plan focused on GHG emissions reduction through recommended 
community-wide GHG reduction strategies and an implementation plan. The proposed CAP does not 
include any specific projects or proposals that would require the installation of infrastructure that would 
exacerbate fire risks or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Projects and programs 
facilitated by the proposed CAP strategies would be required to comply with CBC, CFC, PRC Section 4291, 
HMC, and proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions to reduce wildfire risk, underground 
utilities, and ensure adequate emergency water supplies. Review of projects and programs for consistency 
with State and local regulations would ensure that the proposed CAP strategies would not exacerbate 
wildfire risks or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Agricultural Lands Preservation Program 

The proposed ALPP is a program focused on mitigating the effects of agricultural land conversion through 
the dedication of eligible agricultural conservation easements at a rate of at least one acre of agricultural 
land for each one acre of agricultural land to be converted (1:1 ratio) for projects that would convert 
agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. As discussed under Impact Discussion FIRE-2, agricultural lands 
often create a buffer between wildland vegetation and developed areas, and therefore preserving the 
agricultural lands would further reduce wildfire risks.37 Thus, implementation of the proposed ALPP would 
not exacerbate fire risks or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

 
37 Teri Shore, Advocacy Director, Greenbelt Alliance. 2021. The Critical Role of Greenbelts in Wildfire Resilience. 

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/  

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/
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FIRE-4 Implementation of the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, postfire slope instability, or 
drainage changes. 

2040 General Plan 

Wildfires, such as the 1981 Herbert Fire and the 2020 Coyote Fire, can create favorable conditions for 
other hazards, such as flooding and landslides during the rainy season. Wildfires on hillsides can burn the 
vegetation that stabilizes the slope and create hydrophobic conditions that prevent the ground from 
absorbing water. This can lead to landslides, debris flows, and flooding. A project would result in a 
significant impact if—due to slopes, drainage patterns, or postfire slope instability—it would expose 
people or structures to significant risks from landsides, debris flows, or flooding. 

As discussed in Chapter 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Revised Draft EIR, parts of Hollister are 
in floodplains. As shown in Figure 4.10-2, Flood Zones, in Chapter 4.10, areas adjacent to the San Benito 
River, Pacheco Creek, and Santa Ana Creek are in the flood zone. 

As discussed in Chapter 4.7, Geology and Soils, of the Revised Draft EIR, the EIR Study Area is generally 
flat, and earthquake-caused landslides would only occur on Park Hill. However, due to the soil profile, 
these landslides or mudflows would be small.  

Potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan would not contribute to postfire 
slope instability due to the flat nature of the topography but may contribute to drainage changes 
upstream. However, the proposed Health and Safety (HS) Element of the 2040 General Plan contains 
goals, policies, and actions that require local planning and development decisions to consider impacts to 
runoff, slope, and drainage. The following proposed 2040 General Plan goal, policies, and actions would 
serve to minimize runoff and prevent flooding: 

Goal HS-4: Protect the community from flood hazards. (new) 

 Policy HS-4.1: Flood Hazards. Review all development proposals to verify that either no portion of the 
proposed development lies in the 100-year floodplain or that the applicant has taken adequate 
measures to eliminate the risk of flood damage in a 100-year storm consistent with the City of 
Hollister Flood Damage Prevention Regulations as amended from time to time. (Policy HS1.9) 

 Policy HS-4.2: Floodplain Uses. Encourage developers to dedicate identified lands in floodplains that 
are unsuitable for development to the City for use as parks or for preservation as open space, 
consistent with the City of Hollister Parks and Recreation Master Plan or other infrastructure plan 
developed for a given area. Development of these identified lands as community recreation amenities 
should be economically feasible to build and maintain. (Policy HS1.10) 

 Policy HS-4.3: Flood Control Coordination. Coordinate with the San Benito County Water District and 
other State agencies to maintain flood-control infrastructure to minimize flood damage. (new) 

 Action HS-4.1: Flood Control Requirements in New Development. Update and apply flood control 
requirements to regulate construction in flood zones. (Implementation Measure HS.H) 
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 Action HS-4.2: Areas of Poor Drainage. Identify areas of poor drainage and install new or upgrade 
existing drainage systems to accommodate drainage needs. Use natural infrastructure to the extent 
feasible. (new) 

 Action HS-4.3: Floodplain Use Assessment. Identify those areas with natural hazards that are 
unsuitable for development, but which may be suitable for public recreational uses. (new) 

Furthermore, all new development in the city is required to comply with State and local regulations, such 
as the CBC and HMC, both of which have provisions to reduce flooding and landslides in existing and new 
development. As described in Section 4.18.1.1, Regulatory Framework, HMC Chapters 15.20 and 15.24 
provide regulations for existing and new development to reduce flooding potential downslope or 
downstream.  

New development complying with these proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would 
not expose people or structures to downslope landslides or downstream flooding due to postfire hazards. 
Furthermore, as identified under Impact Discussions FIRE-1 and FIRE-2, development under proposed 
2040 General Plan must also comply with best management practices regarding wildfire prevention, 
action, and recovery as outlined in the San Benito County EOP, San Benito MJHMP, and the San Benito 
County Community Wildfire Protection Plan. All future development, regardless of the location, is 
required to comply with adopted local, regional, and State plans and regulations addressing wildfire 
prevention, which would minimize risks of postfire hazards. Compliance with these policies and regulatory 
requirements would ensure that impacts from postfire instability would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Climate Action Plan 

The proposed CAP is strategic plan focused on GHG emissions reduction through recommended 
community-wide GHG reduction strategies and an implementation plan. The proposed CAP does not 
include any specific projects or proposals that would expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including flooding or landslides as a results of postfire runoff or slope instability. Projects and programs 
facilitated by the proposed CAP strategies would be required to comply with CBC, CFC, PRC Section 4291, 
HMC, and proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions to reduce wildfire risk, geologic hazard 
risks, and flood risks. Review of projects and programs for consistency with State and local regulations 
would ensure that the proposed CAP strategies would not expose people or structures to significant 
postfire risks such as slope instability or increased runoff. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Agricultural Lands Preservation Program 

The proposed ALPP is a program focused on mitigating the effects of agricultural land conversion through 
the dedication of eligible agricultural conservation easements at a rate of at least one acre of agricultural 
land for each one acre of agricultural land to be converted (1:1 ratio) for projects that would convert 
agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. As discussed under Impact Discussions FIRE-2 and FIRE-3, 
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agricultural lands often create a buffer between wildland vegetation and developed areas, and therefore 
preserving the agricultural lands further reduces wildfire risks.38 Thus, implementation of the proposed 
ALPP would not expose people or structures to postfire runoff, slope instability, or drainage changes, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

FIRE-5 In combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact to wildfire impacts. 

2040 General Plan 

The cumulative setting includes potential future development in the EIR Study Area and the surrounding 
region. Future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan would not impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; would not exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire of uncontrolled spread of wildfire; 
would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure; and would 
not cause downslope or downstream post-fire flooding or landslide hazards. Cumulative development in 
the surrounding unincorporated County, local jurisdictions, and State lands would be subject to the same 
State regulations.  

Future potential development in the EIR Study Area and the surrounding region would be required to 
comply with the same State and regional regulations, such as SRA and Very High FHSZ Fire Safe 
Regulations, PRC Section 4291, CBC, CFC, and San Benito County EOP. Lands throughout San Benito 
County would also implement wildfire reduction strategies through implementation of the San Benito 
County CWPP and the San Benito County MJHMP. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not impair an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; would not exacerbate wildfire risks and 
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire of uncontrolled spread of 
wildfire; would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure; and 
would not cause downslope or downstream postfire flooding or landslide hazards. These would not result 
in cumulatively considerable impacts when taken into consideration with the proposed project. Therefore, 
cumulative wildfire impacts would be less than significant. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Climate Action Plan 

The proposed CAP is strategic plan focused on GHG emissions reduction through recommended 
community-wide GHG reduction strategies and an implementation plan. The proposed CAP does not 
include any specific projects or proposals that would expose people or structures to significant wildfire 

 
38 Teri Shore, Advocacy Director, Greenbelt Alliance. 2021. The Critical Role of Greenbelts in Wildfire Resilience. 

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/  
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risks or conflict with the EOP. Projects and programs facilitated by the proposed CAP strategies would be 
required to comply with CBC, CFC, PRC Section 4291, HMC, and proposed 2040 General Plan goals, 
policies, and actions to reduce wildfire risk and ensure adequate evacuation capabilities. The cumulative 
conditions of the proposed CAP would include the buildout of the proposed 2040 General Plan and 
development in surrounding areas. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact with respect to wildfire. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  

Agricultural Lands Preservation Program 

The proposed ALPP is a program focused on mitigating the effects of agricultural land conversion through 
the dedication of eligible agricultural conservation easements at a rate of at least one acre of agricultural 
land for each one acre of agricultural land to be converted (1:1 ratio) for projects that would convert 
agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. As previously discussed, agricultural lands often create a buffer 
between wildland vegetation and developed areas, and therefore preserving the agricultural lands further 
reduces wildfire risks.39 Therefore, the proposed ALPP would result in a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact with respect to wildfire. 

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.  
  

 
39 Teri Shore, Advocacy Director, Greenbelt Alliance. 2021. The Critical Role of Greenbelts in Wildfire Resilience. 

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/  

https://www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/
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 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision makers of feasible alternatives to 
the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed 
project. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines set forth the intent and extent of 
alternatives analysis to be provided in an environmental impact report (EIR). Section 15126.6(a) of the 
CEQA Guidelines states that: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives, which are infeasible. 
The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must 
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the 
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 

5.1 PURPOSE 
The alternatives evaluated in this Revised Draft EIR were developed consistent with Section 15126.6(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, which states that: 

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have 
on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus 
on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening 
any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. 

5.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
As stated, the range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. As listed in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, of this Revised Draft EIR, the City has identified the following objectives, which build on the 
framework of the Vision and Values and reflect the community’s desires for the future of Hollister and will 
serve as the project objectives for the EIR. 

 Provide for balanced and sustainable growth. Create and maintain a cohesive development pattern 
amidst the agriculture landscape, with clearly defined urban edges. The General Plan land use map 
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focuses urban development within the Sphere of Influence (SOI) and protects Hollister’s surrounding 
lands from sprawl, reduces the cost of extending costly infrastructure, and enhances the visual 
character of the city’s edge. Land use policies are enacted to reduce incompatible land uses and 
ensure developments pay for their share of infrastructure, public facilities, and any environmental 
costs they might impose. 

 Create new jobs to develop the local economy. Strive for more local, high-quality jobs and an 
improved jobs/housing ratio.  

 Integrate neighborhoods and neighborhood centers. Build quality neighborhoods and maintain a 
quality urban environment. Balanced neighborhoods include a mix of residential types and intensities 
at all levels of affordability and include activities and facilities that are used on a frequent basis—such 
as schools, stores, and parks. Land uses are designated to ensure balanced neighborhood 
development with a mix of uses and housing types, provision of parks and schools, and easy access to 
commercial activity centers. 

 Create a network of parks and open space. In addition to neighborhood and community parks, create 
a network of trails.  

 Create a safe, efficient, and equitable circulation system for all users. Establish a well-integrated and 
coordinated transit network and safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle circulation.  

 Provide ample retail and shopping opportunities. Create quality retail sites to ensure jobs and sales 
tax revenue that serve both local residents and a regional population. 

 Plan for environmental justice. Senate Bill (SB) 1000, the Planning for Healthy Communities Act, was 
passed in 2016 and requires that General Plans address environmental justice for disadvantaged 
communities that exist within the planning area of the General Plan. California law defines 
“environmental justice” as the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect 
to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies. 

 Respond to State law requirements. As previously described, the proposed 2040 General Plan builds 
off the current General Plan by incorporating similar topics and revising or adding new goals, policies, 
and actions that are required by State law. Table 3-1, 2040 General Plan Required by State Law, in 
Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Revised Draft EIR provides a list of the key State laws that are 
addressed in the 2040 General Plan, a summary of the purpose of the law, and the element that 
addresses the law.  

5.3 SELECTION OF A REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 
Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states:  

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or 
more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the 
alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the 
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lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons 
underlying the lead agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the choice of 
alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 

5.3.1 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Two project alternatives and the comparative merits of the alternatives are discussed in this section, in 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. All the potential environmental impacts associated with adoption 
and implementation of the proposed project were found to be either less than significant without 
mitigation or less than significant with mitigation, except for impacts to agricultural resources (AG), air 
quality (AIR), greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), noise (NOI), and transportation (TRAN), which were found 
to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation measures at the program level. Although the proposed 
2040 General Plan results in significant and unavoidable impacts, the identification of these program-level 
impacts does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent development 
proposals analyzed at the project level that do not exceed the applicable project-level thresholds. The 
program-level significant and unavoidable impacts include the following:  

 Impact AG-1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland land (together referred to as 
“qualified Farmland”) to nonagricultural land uses. 

 Impact AG-2: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of agricultural land 
under the Williamson Act. 

 Impact AG-4: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects, could result in a significant cumulative impact with respect to the conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland land (together referred to as 
“qualified Farmland”)  under CEQA and Williamson Act properties to nonagricultural uses. 

 Impact AIR-1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the generation of substantial 
operational (long-term) criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance threshold for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), nitrogen 
oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO)  and would; therefore, not be considered consistent with the 
existing Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). 

 Impact AIR-2a: Operation of development projects that could occur from implementation of the 
project would generate emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) 
regional significance thresholds for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and 
carbon monoxide (CO). 

 Impact AIR-2b: Construction activities that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 
2040 General Plan would generate substantial short-term criteria air pollutant emissions that would 
exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance thresholds and 
cumulative contribute to the nonattainment designations of the North Central Coast Air Basin 
(NCCAB). 



H O L L I S T E R  2 0 4 0  G E N E R A L  P L A N ,  C L I M A T E  A C T I O N  P L A N ,  A N D   
A G R I C U L T U R A L  L A N D S  P R E S E R V A T I O N  P R O G R A M  R E V I S E D  D R A F T  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  H O L L I S T E R  

ALTERNATIVES 

5-4 J U L Y  2 0 2 4  

 Impact AIR-3a: Implementation of the proposed project could expose air quality sensitive receptors to 
substantial toxic air contaminant concentrations from non-permitted sources during operation. 

 Impact AIR-3b: Construction activities associated with potential future development could expose 
nearby air quality sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants during 
construction. 

 Impact AIR-5: The emissions that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General 
Plan could generate a substantial increase in emissions that exceeds the Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District’s (MBARD’s) significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment 
designations and health risk in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). 

 Impact NOI-1.1: Construction activities associated with potential future development under the 
proposed 2040 General Plan could expose sensitive receptors in close proximity to a construction site 
to excessive noise from construction equipment. 

 Impact NOI-1.2: Operational vehicle traffic noise increases would exceed the City’s significance 
thresholds with implementation of the proposed project. 

 Impact NOI-4: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could contribute to an increase in 
cumulative construction noise and operational vehicle noise. 

 Impact TRANS-2: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would result in a significant 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact for VMT per Capita (Residential) and Retail VMT over 50,000 
square feet, due to forecasted land use growth through 2040, based on a comparison of the VMT rate 
increment for VMT to the corresponding average baseline rates for the San Benito County region. 

 Impact TRANS-5: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would cumulatively contribute 
to regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

The alternatives were selected because of their potential to further reduce and avoid these impacts. The 
alternatives to be analyzed in comparison to the proposed project include: 

 Alternative A: No Project Alternative (Current General Plan) 
 Alternative B: Focused Growth 

The first alternative is the CEQA-required “No Project” Alternative, which assumes the current 2005 
General Plan remains in effect and is not replaced by the proposed 2040 General Plan, the proposed 
Climate Action Plan (CAP) would not be adopted, and the Zoning Ordinance would not be amended to 
include the proposed Agricultural Lands Preservation Program (ALPP). Alternative B assumes the same 
amount of households, residential units, population, and jobs would occur as under the proposed project, 
but would allow for more dense housing in parcels within the Medium-Density Residential, High-Density 
Residential, Mixed-Use Commercial and Residential, and Downtown Commercial and Mixed Use land use 
designations and also increase the maximum floor-area ratios (FAR)1 in the Mixed-Use Commercial and 
Residential and Downtown Commercial and Mixed Use land use designations when compared to the 

 
1 FAR is a ratio of the building square footage permitted on a lot to the net square footage of the lot. For example, on a site 

with 10,000 square feet of net land area, a FAR of 1.0 will allow 10,000 square feet of building floor area to be built. 
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proposed project. In addition, Alternative B would maintain the currently adopted SOI thus encouraging 
more development and redevelopment in the City Limits and less growth on undeveloped land. 

5.3.2 ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY 

The alternatives analysis is presented as a comparative analysis to the proposed project. The development 
intensity for the alternatives varies from the proposed project. The estimated growth under each 
alternative, as well as the proposed project, is provided in Table 5-1, Forecasted Additional Growth for the 
Proposed Project and the Alternatives to the Proposed Project.  

TABLE 5-1 FORECASTED ADDITIONAL GROWTH FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVES TO THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

Category Proposed Project  Alternative A: No Project  Alternative B: Focused Growth  
Households 10,160 5,723 a 10,160 
Residential Units 10,530 5,845 b 10,530 
Population 31,575 20,779 b  31,575 
Jobs 11,170 8,970 b 11,170 
Notes: 
a. The 2000 U.S. Census reported a vacancy rate of 2.1 percent for the City of Hollister (2005-2023 General Plan, page A.14. 
b. See Table LU1, City of Hollister Growth Projections through 2023, of the 2005-2023 General Plan, page 2.4. 
Source: City of Hollister, 2023. 

The alternatives analysis assumes that all applicable mitigation measures recommended for the proposed 
project and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would apply to Alternative B, but 
would not apply to Alternative A. The following discussion compares the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives with those of the proposed project for each of the environmental topics analyzed in detail in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, of this Revised Draft EIR. The impacts of each alternative are classified 
as less than (<), similar or comparable to (=), or greater than (>) the level of impacts associated with the 
proposed project. Table 5-2, Comparison of Impacts of the Project Alternatives and the Proposed Project, 
summarizes the relative impacts of each of the alternatives compared to the proposed project. 

TABLE 5-2 COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Topic 
Proposed  
Project a 

Alternative A:  
No Project 

Alternative B:  
Focused Growth 

Aesthetics LTS < = 
Agricultural Resources SU < < 
Air Quality SU < < 
Biological Resources LTS/M > < 
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources LTS/M > < 
Energy LTS > < 
Geology and Soils LTS/M <  = 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions LTS > < 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials LTS > = 
Hydrology and Water Quality LTS > = 
Land Use and Planning LTS > = 
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TABLE 5-2 COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Topic 
Proposed  
Project a 

Alternative A:  
No Project 

Alternative B:  
Focused Growth 

Mineral Resources LTS > < 
Noise  SU < < 
Population and Housing LTS > = 
Public Services and Recreation LTS < = 
Transportation  SU > < 
Utilities and Service Systems LTS < = 
Wildfire LTS > < 
Notes:  
a. The impacts listed in this column represent the highest significance determination for each respective standard of significance. 
LTS  Less Than Significant 
LTS/M  Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
SU Significant and Unavoidable 

< Fewer impact in comparison to the proposed project 
= Similar impact in comparison to the proposed project 
> Greater impact in comparison to the proposed project 

5.4 ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT  

5.4.1 DESCRIPTION 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1), the No Project Alternative is required as part of the 
“reasonable range of alternatives” to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the 
proposed project with the impacts of taking no action or not approving the proposed project. Consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), when the project is the revision of a plan, as in this case, 
the no project alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan. Under Alternative A, potential 
future development in Hollister would continue to be subject to existing policies, regulations, 
development standards, and land use designations of the existing 2005 General Plan, the City would not 
adopt the proposed CAP or amend the Zoning Ordinance to incorporate the proposed ALPP.  

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Revised Draft EIR, the existing 2005 General Plan 
was adopted in 2005 and included a horizon year of 2023. A number of State and federal laws guiding 
general plan policies have also been updated during this time.  

Many of the community issues vetted in the 2005 General Plan are still relevant, well addressed, and do 
not require major changes. However, Alternative A would not incorporate new topics that are now 
required by State law, such as environmental justice, and would not revise relevant policies and actions to 
meet those requirements.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C), the City of Hollister, acting as the lead agency, 
should analyze the impacts of the No Project Alternative by projecting what would reasonably be 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the proposed project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. Implementation of the No 
Project Alternative assumes that development growth throughout the city would remain unchanged until 
the buildout horizon year 2040, which is consistent with other regional plans, including Association of 
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Monterey Bay Area Government’s (AMBAG) 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan & the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (2045 AMBAG MTP/SCS). 

Future development permitted under the No Project Alternative would not increase development 
potential in Hollister beyond what was considered in the existing 2005 General Plan and analyzed in the 
associated EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2004081147), but rather assumes the remaining development 
growth shown in Table 5-1 would occur through 2040. No General Plan land use designations changes 
would be required to accommodate these uses. Table 5-3, 2019 to 2040 Growth Under the Proposed 
Project and Alternative A, shows the difference between 2019 to 2040 growth of the proposed project 
compared to Alternative A. As shown in Table 5-3, Alternative A would result in less residential, 
population, and job growth when compared to the proposed project.  

TABLE 5-3 2019 TO 2040 GROWTH UNDER THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVE A 

Category 
Proposed 
 Project 

Alternative A: No 
Project a 

Difference between the  
Proposed Project and Alternative A 

Households 10,160 5,723 a 4,437 fewer households 
Residential Units 10,530 5,845 b 4,685 fewer residential units 
Population 31,575 20,779 b  10,796 fewer population 
Jobs 11,170 8,970 b 2,200 fewer jobs 
Notes: 
a. The 2000 U.S. Census reported a vacancy rate of 2.1 percent for the City of Hollister (2005-2023 General Plan, page A.14. 
b. See Table LU1, City of Hollister Growth Projections through 2023, of the 2005-2023 General Plan, page 2.4. 
Source: City of Hollister, 2023. 

Alternative A would include the SOI shown on the current General Plan Land Use Map. Alternative A 
would also not adopt the proposed CAP to serve as the strategic plan for how the City will reduce GHG 
emissions and foster a sustainable community through 2050 and beyond. The 32 reduction strategies and 
recommended implementation actions of the proposed CAP to help the City reduce GHG emissions to 
meet or exceed its targets would not be adopted. 

Alternative A would also not amend Hollister Municipal Code (HMC) Title 17, Zoning, to add the proposed 
ALPP. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Revised Draft EIR, the purpose of the ALPP is 
to ensure the benefits of agricultural activities are maintained by requiring that activities that convert 
existing agricultural lands to urban uses directly address that loss through a program that funds 
agricultural conservation easements.  None of the applicable mitigation measures recommended for the 
proposed project would apply to Alternative A. 

5.4.2 IMPACT DISCUSSION 

The potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative A when compared to the proposed 
project are described herein. 
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 AESTHETICS 

As described in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of this Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project would not result in 
any significant impacts related to aesthetics. 

Like the proposed project, potential future development in the EIR Study Area under Alternative A is 
anticipated to occur in the form of infill/intensification on sites either already developed and/or 
underutilized, and/or in close proximity to existing development, where future development would have a 
lesser impact on scenic vistas. The proposed 2040 General Plan reinforces existing uses, heights, and 
densities in most locations, with allowances for greater intensity only in a limited number of locations and 
therefore would not substantially increase building height beyond what is previously accounted for under 
the current 2005 General Plan.  

There are no officially designated scenic view corridors or vistas within the EIR Study Area. Therefore, 
implementation of either scenario would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and impacts 
would be similar.  

Applicable future projects under both scenarios would be subject to design review prior to project 
approval pursuant to HMC Section 17.24.190, Site and Architectural Review, and Section 17.24.140(E), 
Design Review Procedures, and comply with the various planning documents that govern scenic quality in 
the city, as described in Section 4.1.1.1, Regulatory Framework, in Chapter 4.1. However, Alternative A 
would not realize the new or modified 2040 General Plan goals, policies, or actions that were prepared as 
part of the proposed 2040 General Plan update. For example, a new policy requires the City develop city-
wide design guidelines and/or objective design standards to cover residential, commercial, and industrial 
uses and include standards for streetscape improvements to make the right-of-ways more attractive and 
pedestrian friendly. Thus, unlike the proposed project, which includes these new policies, development 
under this alternative would not provide the same level of design consideration related to the visual 
character or quality of a project site and its surrounding; thus, aesthetic impacts related to these topics 
from potential development under Alternative A would be greater when compared to the proposed 
project.  

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative A would result in new lighting sources that could result in 
sources of glare. Potential future development under both scenarios would be required to comply with 
best management practices in CALGreen and the Hollister Zoning Ordinance that ensure new land uses do 
not generate excessive light levels and reduce light and glare spillover from future development to 
surrounding land uses. Because Alternative A would result in less development than the proposed project, 
fewer new light and glare sources would be introduced, and impacts would be less when compared to the 
proposed project.  

Overall, while Alternative A would not realize the new or modified 2040 General Plan goals, policies, or 
actions that were prepared as part of the proposed 2040 General Plan update, development in the EIR 
Study Area under Alternative A would be less and would be guided by the current policies and regulations 
that guide development in Hollister, and as such, impacts related to aesthetics would be fewer when 
compared to the proposed project. 
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 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

As determined in Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to agricultural resources despite implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan 
*Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural 
Land Conversion.  

As discussed in Chapter 4.2, the EIR Study Area contains 1,990 acres of Prime Farmland, 134 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 92 acres of Unique Farmland, and 227 acres of these lands are 
under Williamson Act contracts. Under both scenarios, Alternative A and the proposed project, there is 
the potential for these agricultural lands to be converted to non-agricultural uses. However, there is fewer 
development potential under Alternative A when compared to the proposed project; therefore, impacts 
would be fewer under Alternative A when compared to the proposed project.  

 AIR QUALITY 

As described in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, of this Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts even with implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy 
NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, *Policy NRC-3.14, Construction Health Risk Assessment, and *Policy NRC-
3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessment. This significant and unavoidable impact is only related to the 
programmatic nature of the proposed project that precludes the availability of mitigation measures at the 
project level. 

As described in Chapter 4.3, implementation of the proposed project would conflict with the Monterey 
Bay Air Resource District (MBARD) clean air plans (see Section 4.3.2.3, Regulatory Framework, in Chapter 
4.3 for the complete list of clean air plans), exceed MBARD regional significance thresholds, and expose 
nearby sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants during construction, but 
would not generate any substantial odors. At a program level, implementation of the proposed project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction and operation of potential 
future development, as well as the cumulative contribution to the non-attainment designations of the 
North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). 

Alternative A would continue development as allowed under the current 2005 General Plan, which would 
result in less development in the EIR Study Area compared to the proposed project. Development under 
both scenarios would be subject to MBARD Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review, and would be required to 
prepare a detailed air quality impact assessment on a project-by -project basis. Additionally, future 
development under both scenarios could result in construction activities in close proximity to residential 
and other sensitive land uses, thus, temporarily elevating concentrations of toxic air contaminants in the 
vicinity of sensitive land uses. While the regulatory setting mitigating construction impacts is the same 
under both scenarios, less development would occur under Alternative A; therefore, construction impacts 
would be fewer when compared to the proposed project.  

Under Alternative A, less development would occur; therefore, less direct and indirect criteria air 
pollutant emissions from energy (e.g., natural gas use), and area sources (e.g., aerosols and landscaping 
equipment) would occur. Under both scenarios, subsequent environmental review of applicable 
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	Table 2-1 Summary of Significant Impacts, Mitigating Policies, and Mitigation Measures
	AG-1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland land (together referred to as “qualified Farmland”) to nonagricultural land uses.
	In compliance with CEQA, “each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of the project it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so.” The term “feasible” is defined in CEQA to mean, “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 defines “mitigation” as: (1) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (2) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its implementation; (3) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; (4) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and (5) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. The following is a brief discussion of the mitigation measures considered for mitigating or avoiding the impact of the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses and their infeasibility. However, as shown, no feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the agricultural resource impact to less-than-significant levels.
	As described, these measures were considered and found to be infeasible for mitigating or avoiding the impact of the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses pursuant to the definition of CEQA in that there is no guarantee that measures would result in successfully establishing Important Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, if doing so could happen within a reasonable period of time, that their implementation would not potentially cause greater environmental impacts, and that acquiring additional lands to be established as Important Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland would be economically possible. 
	As discussed previously, implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would designate qualified Farmland as nonagricultural land uses. Through the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions, and the proposed Agricultural Lands Preservation Program (ALPP), impacts related to the conversion of qualifying agricultural lands would be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level. The proposed 2040 General Plan contains a policy and action to mitigate and reduce the conversion of qualifying agricultural lands. Specifically, proposed *Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for Loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural Land Conversion, requiring all new developments that convert agricultural land to urban uses provide for the preservation of agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio, which are being implemented via the proposed ALPP. Proposed *Policy OS-2.1 and proposed *Action OS-2.1 and the proposed ALPP, would not reduce the amount of acreage converted under buildout of the proposed 2040 General Plan; however, they would forestall development of the best agricultural land within the EIR Study Area. While these efforts and other mitigation measures were considered, such as preserving agricultural uses in the EIR Study Area, replacement of agricultural resources by replacing lost agricultural uses to other areas of the city, and relocation of Prime Farmland topsoil to other areas, these mitigations are not feasible. While these efforts and other mitigating efforts, such as proposed Policy OS-2.3, San Benito County Future Development Areas, encouraging San Benito County to focus future development within the areas identified for development; proposed Policy OS-2.4, Coordination with San Benito County to Preserve Important Farmlands, requiring coordination with the County of San Benito in efforts to maintain prime farmlands, unique farmlands, and farmlands of statewide significance in active agricultural use; and proposed Action OS-2.3, Urban Growth Boundary, to establish and maintain an Urban Growth Boundary that delineates future urbanization areas from areas in which urbanization will not occur, work to mitigate impacts, the only way to fully avoid the agricultural impact from implementation of the proposed project is to not allow the conversion of state-designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land uses, thereby eliminating the agricultural impact. However, doing so is not feasible or practical as the City has a responsibility to meet other conflicting obligations, including increases in the number and type of jobs available in Hollister and to reduce the need for residents to commute to high-quality jobs. These measures are critical to reducing single-occupant vehicle travel to and from Hollister and meeting State targets for greenhouse gas reduction. The City needs to promote both economic development and corresponding residential development, as required by State housing law, within its City Limits. While possible forms of mitigation for, or avoidance of, conservation of agricultural lands in the EIR Study Area would be implemented by the City through proposed *Policy OS-2.1 and proposed *Action OS-2.1 and the proposed ALPP, doing so to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level would be infeasible and inconsistent with City planning goals and objectives. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
	Impact AG-2: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of agricultural land under the Williamson Act.
	As described under Impact Discussion AG-1, pursuant to CEQA, the City has considered mitigation to reduce impacts from implementation of the proposed project that could conflict with lands under a Williamson Act contract. However, as shown, no feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the agricultural resource impact to less-than-significant levels. Specifically, the City considered a measure that would result in the replacement of Williamson Act contract farmland that would place other farmland under Williamson Act contract. Even if feasible, the placing of alternative farmland under Williamson Act contract would establish a commitment to retain that alternative farmland for agricultural use. The length of time that the alternative land will remain in agricultural use would depend on the terms of the Williamson Act contract. However, the Williamson Act contract will only reduce the potential that the alternative land will convert to nonagricultural use. The individual and cumulative loss of agricultural land caused by the proposed project would still occur. Therefore, this mitigation measure will not reduce impacts on agriculture to below the level of significance. For these reasons, placing alternative privately held land under permanent restriction through Williamson Act contracts is considered infeasible.
	As described under Impact Discussion AG-1, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes a policy and action to mitigate and reduce the conversion of qualifying agricultural lands. Proposed *Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for Loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural Land Conversion, requiring all new developments that convert agricultural land to urban uses provide for the preservation of agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio, which are being implemented via the proposed Agricultural Land Preservation Program (ALPP). Proposed *Policy OS-2.1 and proposed *Action OS-2.1 and the proposed ALPP would also minimize impacts from conflicts with Williamson Act lands and reduce the likelihood of premature contract cancellations by the property owners of the Williamson Act parcels in the EIR Study Area. Additional mitigation for this impact was considered, including the placement of other farmland under Williamson Act contract. However, the individual and cumulative loss of agricultural land under the Williamson Act caused by the proposed project would still occur. Given that CEQA does not require that the project be changed to avoid an impact, and no additional mitigation is available, this would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 
	Impact AG-4: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in a significant cumulative impact with respect to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland land (together referred to as “qualified Farmland”) under CEQA and Williamson Act properties to nonagricultural uses.
	As described previously, implementation of the proposed project would result in significant impacts related to the conversion of qualified Farmland under CEQA and Williamson Act properties to nonagricultural uses. As such, the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative impact described in the San Benito County General Plan Update EIR. Although the proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for Loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural Land Conversion, and the proposed Agricultural Lands Preservation Program would reduce and partially offset regional agricultural impacts, as well as consideration of mitigation measures to avoid conversion, the only way to fully avoid the agricultural impact of the proposed project is to not allow development on state-designated farmland. However, this would be infeasible and inconsistent with City planning goals and objectives. Further, the amount of growth foreseen in the region and the decisions of San Benito County and other surrounding counties regarding conversion of agricultural land are outside the control of the City of Hollister. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
	AIR-1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the generation of substantial operational (long-term) criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance threshold for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO)  and would; therefore, not be considered consistent with the existing Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).
	The various goals, policies, and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan identified under Impact Discussions AIR-1 and AIR-2, in addition to applicable MBARD rules and regulations, would reduce operational (long-term) criteria air pollutant emissions to the extent feasible. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare technical assessments evaluating potential project construction and operation phase-related air quality impacts and submit to the City of Hollister for review and approval. Pursuant to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, the evaluations must be prepared in conformance with MBARD criteria and methodology in assessing air quality impacts. Where the technical assessment finds that air pollutants have the potential to exceed the MBARD-adopted thresholds of significance, the technical assessment shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction or operational activities. Examples of types of project-specific mitigation measures that are available to future projects in Hollister are listed in Impact Discussion AIR-2. However, because of the magnitude and intensity of development accommodated by the proposed 2040 General Plan, as well as regional air quality influences beyond the control of Hollister, impacts associated with consistency with the MBARD would remain significant and unavoidable. No additional feasible mitigation measures or mitigating policies at the program level would ensure consistency of the proposed project with the MBARD’s AQMP. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable project-level thresholds of significance.
	AIR-2a: Operation of development projects that could occur from implementation of the project would generate emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance thresholds for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO).
	Long-term emissions for VOC that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan would exceed MBARD’s regional significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designation of the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The goals, policies, and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan, and implementation of MBARD Rule 207, Review of New or Modified Sources, would reduce air pollutant emissions to the extent feasible. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare technical assessments evaluating potential project construction and operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Hollister for review and approval. Pursuant to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, the evaluations must be prepared in conformance with MBARD criteria and methodology in assessing air quality impacts. Where the technical assessment finds that air pollutants have the potential to exceed the MBARD-adopted thresholds of significance, the technical assessment shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction or operational activities. Possible mitigation measures for potential future project-specific developments to reduce operational (long-term) emissions can include, but are not limited to the following: 
	The measures and policies covering topics such as expansion of the pedestrian and bicycle networks, promotion of public and active transit, and support to increase building energy efficiency and energy conservation would also reduce criteria air pollutants within the city. However, operational (long-term) emissions would remain significant and unavoidable due to the increase in VOCs from residential development and increase in NOX and CO from mobile sources associated with the project.
	This EIR quantifies the increase in criteria air pollutants emissions in the city. However, at a programmatic level analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase in toxic air contaminants (TACs) from stationary sources associated with the proposed project or meaningfully correlate how regional criteria air pollutant emissions above the MBARD’s significance thresholds correlate with basin wide health impacts. 
	To determine cancer and noncancer health risk, the location, velocity of emissions, meteorology and topography of the area, and locations of receptors are equally important as model parameters as the quantity of TAC emissions. The white paper prepared by the Association of Environmental Professionals’ Climate Change Committee, We Can Model Regional Emissions, But Are the Results Meaningful for CEQA, describes several of the challenges of quantifying local effects—particularly health risks—for large-scale, regional projects, and these are applicable to both criteria air pollutants and TACs. 
	Similarly, the two amicus briefs filed by the air districts on the Friant Ranch case describe two positions regarding CEQA requirements, modeling feasibility, variables, and reliability of results for determining specific health risks associated with criteria air pollutants. The discussions also include the distinction between criteria air pollutant emissions and TACs with respect to health risks. Additionally, the MBARD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines demonstrate the infeasibility based on the current guidance/methodologies. The following summarizes major points about the infeasibility of assessing health risks of criteria air pollutant emissions and TACs associated with implementation of a general plan. The white paper and amicus briefs are provided in Appendix B, Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, of this Revised Draft EIR.
	To achieve and maintain air quality standards, the MBARD has established numerical emission indicators of significance for regional and localized air quality impacts for both construction and operational phases of a local plan or project. MBARD has established criteria for Negative Declarations, Mitigated Negative Declarations, and EIRs which can be used by lead agencies as a checklist to determine a project’s significance on air quality. The numerical emission indicators are based on the recognition that the NCCAB is a distinct geographic area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient air quality standards have been promulgated to protect public health. The thresholds represent the maximum emissions from a plan or project that are expected not to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable national or state ambient air quality standard. By analyzing the plan’s emissions against the thresholds, an EIR assesses whether these emissions directly contribute to any regional or local exceedances of the applicable ambient air quality standards and exposure levels. 
	MBARD currently does not have methodologies that would provide the city with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis to correlate specific health impacts that may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions. For criteria air pollutants, exceedance of the regional significance thresholds cannot be used to correlate a project to quantifiable health impacts unless emissions are sufficiently high to use a regional model. MBARD has not provided methodology to assess the specific correlation between mass emissions generated and their effect on health (note Appendix B, Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, of this Revised Draft EIR provides the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s amicus brief and South Coast Air Quality Management District’s amicus brief).
	Ozone concentrations depend on a variety of complex factors, including the presence of sunlight and precursor pollutants, natural topography, nearby structures that cause building downwash, atmospheric stability, and wind patterns. Secondary formation of particulate matter (PM) and ozone can occur far from sources as a result of regional transport due to wind and topography (e.g., low-level jet stream). Photochemical modeling depends on all emission sources in the entire domain (i.e., modeling grid). Low resolution and spatial averaging produce “noise” and modeling errors that usually exceed individual source contributions. Because of the complexities of predicting ground-level ozone concentrations in relation to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and California AAQS, it is not possible to link health risks to the magnitude of emissions exceeding the significance thresholds. 
	Current models used in CEQA air quality analyses are designed to estimate potential project construction and operation emissions for defined projects. The estimated emissions are compared to significance thresholds, which are keyed to reducing emissions to levels that will not interfere with the region’s ability to attain the health-based standards. This serves to protect public health in the overall region, but there is currently no CEQA methodology to determine the impact of emissions (e.g., pounds per day) on future concentration levels (e.g., parts per million or micrograms per cubic meter) in specific geographic areas. CEQA thresholds, therefore, are not specifically tied to potential health outcomes in the region.
	Further, as shown in Table 4.3-10, Net Change in Regional Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions from Existing Baseline, compared to existing baseline year conditions, emissions of NOX are projected to decrease from current levels and be below MBARD’s regional significance threshold despite growth associated with the proposed 2040 General Plan. Meaning, that the finding that the project would cumulatively contribute to health effects is conservative in light of reductions in emissions as a result of improvements in technology. However, because cumulative development within the city would exceed the regional significance thresholds compared to the no project conditions, this EIR identifies that the proposed project could contribute to an increase in health effects in the NCCAB until the attainment standards are met.
	The EIR must provide an analysis that is understandable for decision making and public disclosure. Regional-scale modeling may provide a technical method for this type of analysis, but it does not necessarily provide a meaningful way to connect the magnitude of a project’s criteria pollutant emissions to health effects without speculation. Additionally, this type of analysis is not feasible at a general plan level because the location of emissions sources and quantity of emissions are not known. 
	In summary, as described above, implementation of the proposed project would generate emissions that would exceed MBARD’s regional significance thresholds for VOC, NOX, and CO. The proposed 2040 General Plan includes goals, policies, and actions to reduce these long-term regional criteria air pollutant emissions. Proposed *Policy NCR-3.6, Technical Assessments, requires potential future development in Hollister to prepare and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Hollister for review and approval prior to project approval by the City. Where the technical assessment determines the MBARD-adopted thresholds are exceeded, the applicants for new development projects would be required to incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during operational activities. Due to the programmatic nature of this EIR, no additional mitigation measures or mitigating policies are available, and the impact is found to be significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	AIR-2b: Construction activities that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan would generate substantial short-term criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance thresholds and cumulative contribute to the nonattainment designations of the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).
	Implementation of the proposed project would occur over a period of 15 years or longer. Construction activities associated with development that could occur under the proposed project could generate short-term emissions that exceed the MBARD’s significance thresholds during this time and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations of the NCCAB. Implementation of applicable regulatory measures (e.g., MBARD Rule 400, Visible Emissions, Rule 402, Nuisances, and Rule 426, Architectural Coatings) and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals and policies listed above would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions from construction-related activities to the extent feasible and may result in reducing construction-related regional air quality impacts of subsequent individual projects to less than significant. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare technical assessments evaluating potential project construction and operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Hollister for review and approval. Pursuant to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, the evaluations must be prepared in conformance with MBARD criteria and methodology in assessing air quality impacts. Where the technical assessment finds that air pollutants have the potential to exceed the MBARD-adopted thresholds of significance, the technical assessment shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction or operational activities. Future project-specific mitigation measures to reduce construction-related emissions could include, but are not limited to: 
	However, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, construction time frames and equipment for individual site-specific projects are not available and there is a potential for multiple developments to be constructed at any one time, resulting in significant construction-related emissions. Therefore, despite adherence to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, and due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, no additional mitigation measures or mitigating policies are available, and this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	AIR-3a: Implementation of the proposed project could expose air quality sensitive receptors to substantial toxic air contaminant concentrations from non-permitted sources during operation.
	Potential future development from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could result in a substantial increase in DPM near existing or planned air quality sensitive receptors (e.g., children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory diseases, disadvantaged communities). Proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring that applicants of industrial or warehousing land uses in addition to commercial land uses that would generate substantial diesel truck travel (i.e., 100 diesel trucks per day or 40 or more trucks with diesel-powered transport refrigeration units per day based on the California Air Resources Board recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses) to prepare and submit an operational health risk assessment (HRA) to the City of Hollister for review and approval. If the operational HRA determines the new development poses health hazards that increase the incremental cancer risk above the threshold established by the Monterey Bay Air Resource District (MBARD), project-specific mitigation measures shall be integrated to reduce cancer and acute risk below the MBARD threshold. The operational HRA is required to be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and MBARD. If the operational HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds 10 in a million, the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0; or the thresholds as determined by the MBARD at the time a project is considered, the project applicant would be required to identify and demonstrate that measures can reduce potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 
	Examples of project-specific mitigation measures that future projects in Hollister can apply to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to:
	Implementation of proposed *Policy NRC-3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessments, would ensure mobile sources of emissions not covered under MBARD permits are considered and mitigated during subsequent project-level environmental review by the City of Hollister. Potential future development projects in the city that have the potential to generate potentially significant risks associated with the release of TACs are required to undergo an analysis of their potential health risks associated with (toxic air contaminants) TACs based upon the specific details of each individual project. Though individual projects would be required to have less-than-significant impacts, cumulative development in the City would result in an increase in diesel particulate matter (DPM) concentrations and could increase the environmental burden on sensitive populations, including environmental justice communities, in the North Central Coast Air Basin. Overall, because there are no specific development projects identified or approved under the proposed 2040 General Plan and the location and exact nature of future development projects are unknown, determining health risk at this time is considered speculative pursuant to Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines. Health risk impacts from development of industrial and commercial land uses are considered a significant and unavoidable project and cumulative impact. However, the identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	AIR-3b: Construction activities associated with potential future development could expose nearby air quality sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants during construction.
	Implementation of the proposed project would occur over a period of 15 years or longer. Construction activities associated with potential future development over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan could expose air quality sensitive receptors to short-term construction emissions. Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-3.14, Construction Health Risk Assessment, would mitigate impacts by requiring subsequent project-specific evaluation of qualifying future development projects to assess potential impacts and mitigate those impacts to acceptable levels. Proposed *Policy NRC-3.14 would require new sources of air pollution that will generate new air quality impacts or expose to harmful emissions of toxic air pollutants to prepare a construction Health Risk Assessment in alignment with the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and Monterey Bay Air Resource District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. The construction Health Risk Assessment shall be submitted to the City of Hollister for review and approval and shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction activities such as the use of construction equipment with United States Environmental Protection Agency Tier 4-rated (or higher) engines. Implementation of proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, in addition to applicable regulatory measures, would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions from construction-related activities to the extent feasible and may result in reducing construction-related regional air quality impacts of subsequent individual projects to a less-than-significant level. However, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, construction time frames and equipment for individual site-specific projects are not available and there is a potential for multiple developments to be constructed at any one time, resulting in significant construction-related emissions. Therefore, despite adherence to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, no additional mitigation measures or mitigating policies are available, and this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	AIR-5: The emissions that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan could generate a substantial increase in emissions that exceeds the Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations and health risk in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).
	Criteria air pollutant emissions generated by land uses of the proposed 2040 General Plan could exceed the MBARD regional thresholds (see Impact Discussions AIR-2 and AIR-3). Air quality impacts identified in the discussion under Impact AIR-2a, AIR-2b, AIR-3a, and AIR-3b constitute the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts in the NCCAB. Proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, *Policy NRC-3.14, Construction Health Risk Assessments, and *Policy NRC-3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessments, identified previously to mitigate impacts by reducing project-related emissions, would reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the project, no additional mitigation measures are available. Air pollutant emissions associated with the project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to air quality impacts and remain significant and unavoidable at the program level. The identification of this program-level cumulative impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant cumulative impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.
	Impact BIO-1: Impacts to special-status species or the inadvertent loss of bird nests in active use, which would conflict with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code, could occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project. 
	The proposed 2040 General Plan policies and actions would mitigate impacts to special-status species by requiring that detailed surveys and assessments be completed as part of future project approval and/or environmental review, when applicable, to identify occurrences of special-status species and minimize adverse impacts on any species identified as an endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, or special-status species and their habitat. Where natural habitat remains that could support special-status species, wetlands, and other sensitive resources, further detailed studies and assessment would be performed to verify presence or absence. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-1.4, Specialized Surveys for Special-Status Species and Sensitive Natural Communities, requires surveys and project-specific mitigation for sites known to support special-status species; *Policy NRC-1.5, Biological Site Assessment, requires the preparation of biological resource assessment for proposed development on sites with natural habitat conditions that may support special-status species, sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters; *Policy NRC-1.6, Mitigation of Potential Impacts on Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat Areas, requires that potential significant impacts on special-status species, occurrences of sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters be minimized through adjustments and controls on the design, construction, and operations of a proposed project; *Policy NRC-1.7, Preconstruction Surveys for the San Joaquin Kit Fox, *Policy NRC-1.8, California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander Site Assessments, *Policy NRC-1.9, Surveys and Mitigation for Burrowing Owls, *Policy NRC-1.10, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, all require surveys and project-specific mitigation; and *Policy NRC-1.13, Wetland Preservation, and *Policy NRC-1.14, Wetlands Delineation, require the protection of wetlands through surveys and project-specific mitigation measures. Additionally, future development on parcels with a proposed Specific Plan land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development and protect sensitive natural communities in these areas.
	Furthermore, the location and nature of future development considered would be guided by the proposed 2040 General Plan and the Hollister Municipal Code. Future development would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA review, where applicable, to ensure consistency with local, state, and federal regulations and proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions intended to protect sensitive biological resources. Therefore, potential impacts on special-status species would be less than significant.
	Impact BIO-2: Impacts to riparian areas, drainages, and sensitive natural communities could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan where natural habitat remains. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions listed would serve to ensure that occurrences of sensitive natural communities are identified, avoided, or adequately mitigated. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-1.4, Specialized Surveys for Special-Status Species and Sensitive Natural Communities, *Policy NRC-1.5, Biological Site Assessment, and *Policy NRC-1.6, Mitigation of Potential Impacts on Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat Areas, would mitigate impacts through site surveys and project-specific mitigation measures. Additionally, future development within the Sphere of Influence on parcels with a proposed Specific Plan land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development and protect sensitive natural communities in these areas. Therefore, potential impacts on sensitive natural communities would be less than significant.
	Impact BIO-3: Potential future development from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could result in direct and indirect impacts to wetland habitat.
	The proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would serve to ensure that wetlands and regulated waters are identified, avoided, or adequately mitigated. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-1.5, Biological Site Assessment, requires the preparation of biological resource assessment for proposed development on sites with natural habitat conditions that may support special-status species, sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters; *Policy NRC-1.6, Mitigation of Potential Impacts on Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat Areas, requires that potential significant impacts on special-status species, occurrences of sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters be minimized through adjustments and controls on the design, construction, and operations of a proposed project; and *Policy NRC-1.13, Wetland Preservation, and *Policy NRC-1.14, Wetlands Delineation, require the protection of wetlands through surveys and project-specific mitigation measures. Additionally, future development within the Sphere of Influence on parcels with a proposed Specific Plan Area land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development in these areas. Therefore, potential impacts on wetlands and regulated waters would be less than significant.
	Impact CUL-1: Impacts to known or yet to be classified historic buildings or structures could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would ensure that new development and exterior remodels are compatible with cultural and historic resources; that landmarks and historic treasures would be preserved, enhanced, and rehabilitated; and that cultural and historic resources in the EIR Study Area would be protected and restored. Specifically, proposed *Policy LU-19.1, Historic Structure Preservation, Renovation, and Rehabilitation, would mitigate potential impacts by requiring the City to promote preservation, renovation and rehabilitation of historic structures that conform to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Structures and the California Historical Building Code and require project applicants to demonstrate compliance with these standards when proposing new or redevelopment that could affect historic structures in Hollister, and proposed *Policy LU-19.5, Historic Structure Alteration, would require that prior to approving alteration (including demolition) of historically significant buildings, the City shall require the evaluation of alternatives, including structural preservation, relocation or other mitigation, and demonstrate that financing has been secured for replacement use. Demolition of historically significant buildings shall only be considered after all other options have been thoroughly reviewed and exhausted. Additionally, implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would require the formation of a historic resources commission whose function would be to evaluate the proposed demolition or alteration of historic buildings or cultural resources to minimize development impact. 
	Furthermore, Hollister Municipal Code (HMC) Section 15.04.050 adopts the California State Historic Building Code, which provides regulations for permitting repairs, alterations, and additions necessary for the preservation, rehabilitation, relocation, related construction, change of use, or continued use of a qualified historical building or structure. Section 15.16.060 of the HMC outlines the responsibilities of the Historic Resources Commission, including establishing criteria to conduct a comprehensive survey in conformance with federal and state survey standards and guidelines of historic resources; maintaining a local register of historic resources; and reviewing and commenting on the conduct of land use, housing and redevelopment, municipal improvement, and other types of planning and programs as they relate to the survey results and historic resources. Additionally, any permits for work for or on a designated historic resource are to be reviewed and approved by the commission staff, as outlined in HMC Section 15.16.090. HMC Section 17.16.030 establishes the procedure in the event of discovery of a historic resource during construction. Construction activities are to cease, and the City’s Planning Department is to be notified so that a qualified historian may record the extent and location of discovered materials. Additionally, the City’s Downtown Design Guidelines contain design guidelines for new development projects as well as downtown projects that involve renovating or modifying historic buildings (as determined by the National Register or local equivalent). These guidelines also apply to property owners who wish to maintain the historical integrity of a building. The Downtown Design Guidelines include standards for renovating or modifying historic buildings and addresses roofs, building façades, projecting façade elements, landscaping, and mechanical equipment. The Downtown Design Guidelines are to be used in conjunction with the guidelines for the appropriate building types (i.e., main street commercial building, apartment flat building, townhouse building, or detached house building) and other resources, such as the Secretary of the Interior’s standards.
	Finally, CEQA would require that future potential projects permitted under the proposed 2040 General Plan with the potential to significantly impact historical resources be subject to project-level CEQA review wherein the future potential project’s potential to affect the significance of a surrounding historical resource would be evaluated and mitigated to the extent feasible. The requirement for subsequent CEQA review, pursuant to state law, would minimize the potential for new development to indirectly affect the significance of existing historical resources to the maximum extent practicable.
	Potential impacts from future development on historical resources could lead to (1) demolition, which by definition results in the material impairment of a resource’s ability to convey its significance; (2) inappropriate modification, which may use incompatible materials, designs, or construction techniques in a manner that alters character-defining features; and (3) inappropriate new construction, which could introduce incompatible new buildings that clash with an established architectural context. While any of these scenarios, especially demolition and alteration, have the potential to change the historic fabric or setting of an architectural resource such that the resource’s ability to convey its significance may be materially impaired, adherence to the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions, specifically, proposed *Policy LU-19.1, Historic Structure Preservation, Renovation, and Rehabilitation, and proposed *Policy LU-19.5, Historic Structure Alteration, and HMC regulations identified, and compliance with federal and state laws as described in Section 4.5.1.1, Regulatory Framework, would ensure future development would not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and impacts would be less than significant.
	Impact CUL-2: Impacts to known and unknown archeological resources could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would ensure that new development in the EIR Study Area reduces potential impacts to archeological resources. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-2.3, Protection and Preservation of Archaeological Resources, would mitigate impacts from potential future development by requiring future project applicants to comply with state and federal standards to evaluate and mitigate impacts to archeological resources, including requiring that project areas found to contain significant archaeological resources be examined by a qualified consulting archaeologist with recommendations for protection and preservation. Additionally, the City plans to actively encourage infill development through the implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan to focus new residential and job-generating uses in the downtown and on residential and mixed-use infill sites where development already occurs and is in close proximity to existing infrastructure and services. The City does not support new urban development outside the proposed Sphere of Influence (SOI) and will work with the County to focus future development in already urbanized areas, thereby reducing the potential for unearthing archaeological resources on undeveloped lands. Specifically, proposed Policy LU-1.1, Infill Development, requires the City to maintain a well-defined compact urban form that prioritizes infill development over the annexation of properties, thus reducing potential impacts to development in undisturbed lands which are more likely to contain unknown archaeological resources. Where development is considered outside of the SOI, future development with a proposed Specific Plan land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development and protect potential archeological resources in these areas.  As demonstrated, the proposed General Plan goals, policies, and actions encourage infill development, adaptive reuse of structures, development on underutilized land, and the protection of open spaces, and specifically proposed *Policy NRC-2.3 requires the City to evaluate and mitigate project-specific impacts to archeological resources, which would reduce the potential for disturbing archaeological deposits since ground-disturbing activities have already taken place in developed areas. 
	As further shown in Impact Discussion CUL-4, the proposed 2040 General Plan also promotes the registration of historic sites in the National and California Register and requires applicants of major development projects to consult with Native American representatives regarding cultural resources to identify locations of importance to Native Americans, including archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties. 
	Compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions listed previously, would protect recorded and unrecorded archaeological deposits in the greater EIR Study Area by providing for the early detection of potential conflicts between development and resource protection, and by preventing or minimizing the material impairment of the ability of archaeological deposits to convey their significance through excavation or preservation would ensure that potential impacts from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would be less than significant.
	Impact CUL-4: Impacts to tribal cultural resources could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would ensure that new development in the EIR Study Area reduces potential impacts to tribal cultural resources (TCRs). Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-2.3, Protection and Preservation of Archaeological Resources, would mitigate impacts from potential future development by requiring future project applicants to comply with state and federal standards to evaluate and mitigate impacts to archeological resources; *Policy NRC-2.4, Tribal Coordination During Project Construction, would mitigate impacts by requiring the developer of a proposed project that could impact a TCR to contact an appropriate tribal representative to train construction workers on appropriate avoidance and minimization measures, requirements for confidentiality and culturally appropriate treatment, other applicable regulations, and consequences of violating State laws and regulations; and *Policy NRC-2.5, Preconstruction Investigations, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare preconstruction investigations of potential TCRs and on-site mitigation for all developments. Implementation of these mitigating policies and compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions listed here and under Impact Discussion CUL-2 would protect unrecorded TCRs in the EIR Study Area by providing for the early detection of potential conflicts between development and resource protection, and by preventing or minimizing the material impairment of the ability of archaeological deposits to convey their significance through excavation or preservation. Therefore, the proposed 2040 General Plan would result in a less-than-significant impact on TCRs.
	Impact GEO-1: Impacts from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan where there are known geological hazards could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed project. 
	Implementation of the goals, policies, and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan would reduce potential impacts from development in geologically hazardous areas. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy HS-1.1, Location of Future Development, would mitigate impacts by permitting development only in areas where potential danger to the health, safety, and welfare of the community can be adequately mitigated. This includes prohibiting development that would be subject to severe flood damage or geological hazard due to its location and/or design and that cannot be mitigated to safe levels; *Policy HS-1.2, Safety Considerations in Development Review, would mitigate impacts by requiring require project applicants to prepare appropriate studies to assess identified hazards and ensure that impacts are adequately mitigated prior to project approval; *Policy HS-3.2, Geotechnical and Geologic Review, would mitigate impacts by requiring that all geologic hazards be adequately addressed and mitigated through project development. Development proposed within areas of potential geological hazards shall not be endangered by, nor contribute to, the hazardous conditions on the site or on adjoining properties, and proposed *Policy HS-3.3, Engineering Tests for Geologic Conditions, would mitigate impacts by requiring engineering tests for those development projects that may be exposed to impacts associated with expansive soils, so that building foundation footings, utility lines, roadways, and sidewalks can be designed to accept the estimated degree of soil contraction, expansion and settlement, according to the standards of the Uniform Building Code. Implementation of these goals, policies, and actions, and specifically *Policy HS-1.1, *Policy HS-1.2,*Policy HS-3.2, and *Policy HS-3.3 of the proposed 2040 General Plan, as well as compliance with state, regional, and local regulations pertaining to structural safety regarding fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides, would ensure that potential future development that results from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
	NOI-1.1: Construction activities associated with potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could expose sensitive receptors in close proximity to a construction site to excessive noise from construction equipment.
	In most cases, construction of individual developments associated with implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would temporarily increase the ambient noise environment in the vicinity of each individual project, potentially affecting existing and future nearby sensitive uses. The policies and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan would minimize the effects of construction noise. Specifically, implementation of the proposed *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, and proposed *Action HS-8.9, Construction Best Management Practices, would mitigate noise impacts by requiring the City to adopt noise and vibration thresholds based on the Federal Transit Authority criteria for acceptable levels of construction noise applied in this analysis (i.e., 80 dB(A) Leq(8hr), the Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and noise receptor, and the construction best management practices outlined above. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Proposed Policy HS-8.3, Construction Noise, is required to regulate construction activity to reduce noise as established in the Hollister Noise Ordinance, which prohibits excessive or unusually loud noises and vibrations from any and all sources in the community. Furthermore, proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not significantly increase noise beyond the City’s established thresholds. However, because construction activities associated with any individual development may occur near noise-sensitive receptors and because—depending on the project type, equipment list, time of day, phasing and overall construction durations—noise disturbances may occur for prolonged periods of time, during the more sensitive nighttime hours, or may exceed 80 dB(A) Leq(8hr) even with future project-level mitigation, construction noise impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project are considered significant and unavoidable. Due to the programmatic nature of this EIR, project-level conclusions of construction noise would be speculative; however, the identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level that do not exceed the noise thresholds.
	NOI-1.2: Operational vehicle traffic noise increases would exceed the City’s significance thresholds with implementation of the proposed project.
	Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy HS-8.1, Protect Noise Sensitive Areas from Unacceptable Traffic Noise Levels, requires the City to protect the noise environment where there are uses that are sensitive to noise (e.g., residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, and nursing homes) by requiring the evaluation of mitigation measures for the operational phase of projects that exceed the City’s established noise thresholds. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Proposed Policy HS-8.5, Site Planning and Design, and proposed Policy HS-8.7, Techniques to Reduce Traffic Noise, would reduce impacts from traffic through site design such as installing earth berms, increasing the distance between the receptor and the noise source, using non-sensitive structures as shields, and the use roadway design. Roadway design could include installing and maintaining noise barriers and/or rubberized or special asphalt paving such as open grade asphalt concrete along roadway segments with significant noise increases that are adjacent to sensitive receptors, and working with the State to address noise impacts from highway traffic. Roadway design could include installing and maintaining noise barriers and/or rubberized or special asphalt paving, such as open grade asphalt concrete, along roadway segments with significant noise increases that are adjacent to sensitive receptors. Notable reductions in tire noise have been achieved via the implementation of special paving materials, such as rubberized asphalt or open-grade asphalt concrete overlays. For example, Caltrans conducted a study of pavement noise along I-80 in Davis, California, and found an average improvement of 6 to 7 dB(A) compared to conventional asphalt overlay with only minimal noise increases over a ten-year period. These quieter pavement types can be used alone or in combination with noise barriers, which are common throughout the city. However, barriers may not be feasible in all cases if they would prevent access to driveways or properties. Further, proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review of New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not exceed the City’s established thresholds and proposed Action HS-8.5, Traffic Noise Mitigation, requires the City to continue to enforce City Ordinances that restrict through truck traffic to approved truck routes only and prohibit the parking and maintenance of trucks in residential districts to reduce traffic noise from trucks. Since project-specific details are unknown and noise barriers and/or quieter pavement technologies may not be feasible or reduce vehicle traffic noise below significance thresholds in all cases, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level that do not exceed the noise thresholds.
	NOI-2.1: Construction activities associated with potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could generate excessive short-term vibration levels during project construction.
	Less than Significant
	Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan Policy HS-8.3, Construction Noise, requires the City to regulate construction activity to reduce noise as established in the Hollister Noise Ordinance, which prohibits noise sources from excessive or unusually loud noises and vibrations from any and all sources in the community. Proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not increase noise beyond the City’s established thresholds. Proposed *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, requires the City to adopt vibration thresholds based on the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria for acceptable levels of groundborne vibration for various types of construction equipment and should the FTA criteria be exceeded, a list of alternate methods/equipment shall be established, as provided above. This would ensure that construction vibration impacts would remain less than significant because alternate methods/equipment with less or no vibration, such as those shown in Table 4.13-14, would meet the thresholds. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Furthermore, Hollister Municipal Code Section 17.10.040 requires the City to not approve any land use that generates ground vibration perceptible without instruments at any point along or outside the property line of the use, except for motor vehicle operations. Therefore, the temporary program-level construction vibration impacts associated with implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan are considered less than significant.
	NOI-2-2: Operational activities associated with potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could generate excessive long-term vibration levels.
	Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, requires the City to adopt vibration thresholds based on the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria. As described in Section 4.13.2.3, Vibration, the FTA establishes vibration limits from operational activities in order for impacts to be less than significant on a project-by-project basis. For vibration annoyance from operational sources, the FTA recommends the following criteria for frequent events: 65 VdB for highly sensitive uses with vibration-sensitive equipment (e.g., microscopes in hospitals and research facilities) and 72 VdB for residences. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Furthermore, proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not significantly increase noise beyond the City’s established thresholds. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan *Action HS-8.1, *Action HS-8.6, and *Action HS-8.8, vibration from operation impacts is considered less than significant.
	NOI-4: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could contribute to an increase in cumulative construction noise and operational vehicle noise.
	Because construction details are unknown, potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could exceed the City’s significance threshold for construction noise. Even with proposed 2040 General Plan Policy HS-8.3, Construction Noise, *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, and *Action HS-8.9, Construction Best Management Practices, described under Impact Discussion NOI-1, because construction details are unknown at the time and construction activities associated with any individual development may occur near noise-sensitive receptors, noise disturbances may exceed the City’s significance thresholds even with future project-level mitigation.
	In addition, operational vehicle noise generated under the proposed project would exceed the City’s significance threshold. Even with proposed 2020 General Plan *Policy HS-8.1, Protect Noise Sensitive Areas from Unacceptable Traffic Noise Levels, *Action HS-8.1, and *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, described under Impact Discussion NOI-1, the effectiveness of traffic noise-reduction strategies is not certain. 
	Due to the programmatic nature of the project, no additional mitigation measures are available. Construction noise and operational vehicle noise associated with the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to noise impacts and remain significant and unavoidable at the program level. The identification of this program-level cumulative impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant cumulative impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.
	TRANS-2: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would result in a significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact for VMT per Capita (Residential) and Retail VMT over 50,000 square feet, due to forecasted land use growth through 2040, based on a comparison of the VMT rate increment for VMT to the corresponding average baseline rates for the San Benito County region.
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would mitigate VMT impacts to the degree feasible. Proposed *Policy C-1.5, Transportation Demand Management, requires the City to reduce single-occupant vehicle usage using Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies. Proposed *Action C-1.1, Performance and Monitoring, requires the City to monitor mode split progress on reducing VMT, and reducing GHG emissions from VMT, as data is available. Proposed *Action C-1.2, VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program, requires the City to establish a VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program to fund the construction of facilities that support active transportation and transit ridership to mitigate VMT impacts from new development. Proposed *Policy C-4.6, Transportation Demand Management Requirements, requires new or existing developments that meet specific size, capacity, and/or context conditions to implement TDM strategies and other single-occupancy vehicle reduction methodologies. Compliance with tiered trip reduction and VMT reduction targets and monitoring that are consistent with the targets of the City’s VMT CEQA thresholds is also required. In addition, as listed under Impact Discussion TRANS-1, the City has numerous policies to promote safe and user-friendly transit and improve the bicycle and pedestrian network in Hollister, all which would serve to promote alternative forms of transportation and reduce VMT. 
	Furthermore, as previously described, given the lack of specifics that are available for this program-level EIR, it is not possible to fully account for the effect of specific design principles, policies, and improvements that will reduce VMT as part of this analysis. Although many of the VMT-reducing design principles, policies, and improvements that are described in the prior section may ultimately mitigate and/or potentially reduce the VMT impacts outlined in this evaluation, necessary details to ensure implementation and appropriately evaluate their effect are not yet available. While some of the approaches to VMT reduction described in the prior section are supportive of existing City policies and guidelines, the VMT-reducing approaches cited would require further planning and development as well as committed funding sources, including those from participants in the development community (many of which may not be identified yet as large areas of land may be further subdivided into specific projects and developments). As such, it is reasonable to conclude that the findings of this analysis reflect a worst-case scenario for this program EIR. This program-level land use impact for VMT does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent development projects that achieve applicable VMT thresholds of significance. However, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed 2040 General Plan, no additional mitigation measures are available, and the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
	TRANS-5: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would cumulatively contribute to regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
	Even with the proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy C-1.5, Transportation Demand Management, *Action C-1.1, Performance and Monitoring, *Action C-1.2, VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program, and *Policy C-4.6, Transportation Demand Management Requirements, described under Impact Discussion TRANS-2 to mitigate the impacts related to VMT, the effectiveness of the VMT-reduction strategies is not certain. As such, the cumulative impact on VMT is considered significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level cumulative impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant cumulative impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.
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	Table 2-1 Summary of Significant Impacts, Mitigating Policies, and Mitigation Measures
	Impact AG-1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland land (together referred to as “qualified Farmland”) to nonagricultural land uses.
	In compliance with CEQA, “each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of the project it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so.” The term “feasible” is defined in CEQA to mean, “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 defines “mitigation” as: (1) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (2) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its implementation; (3) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; (4) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and (5) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. The following is a brief discussion of the mitigation measures considered for mitigating or avoiding the impact of the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses and their infeasibility. However, as shown, no feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the agricultural resource impact to less-than-significant levels.
	As described, these measures were considered and found to be infeasible for mitigating or avoiding the impact of the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses pursuant to the definition of CEQA in that there is no guarantee that measures would result in successfully establishing Important Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, if doing so could happen within a reasonable period of time, that their implementation would not potentially cause greater environmental impacts, and that acquiring additional lands to be established as Important Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland would be economically possible. 
	As discussed previously, implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would designate qualified Farmland as nonagricultural land uses. Through the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions, and the proposed Agricultural Lands Preservation Program (ALPP), impacts related to the conversion of qualifying agricultural lands would be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level. The proposed 2040 General Plan contains a policy and action to mitigate and reduce the conversion of qualifying agricultural lands. Specifically, proposed *Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for Loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural Land Conversion, requiring all new developments that convert agricultural land to urban uses provide for the preservation of agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio, which are being implemented via the proposed ALPP. Proposed *Policy OS-2.1 and proposed *Action OS-2.1 and the proposed ALPP, would not reduce the amount of acreage converted under buildout of the proposed 2040 General Plan; however, they would forestall development of the best agricultural land within the EIR Study Area. While these efforts and other mitigation measures were considered, such as preserving agricultural uses in the EIR Study Area, replacement of agricultural resources by replacing lost agricultural uses to other areas of the city, and relocation of Prime Farmland topsoil to other areas, these mitigations are not feasible. While these efforts and other mitigating efforts, such as proposed Policy OS-2.3, San Benito County Future Development Areas, encouraging San Benito County to focus future development within the areas identified for development; proposed Policy OS-2.4, Coordination with San Benito County to Preserve Important Farmlands, requiring coordination with the County of San Benito in efforts to maintain prime farmlands, unique farmlands, and farmlands of statewide significance in active agricultural use; and proposed Action OS-2.3, Urban Growth Boundary, to establish and maintain an Urban Growth Boundary that delineates future urbanization areas from areas in which urbanization will not occur, work to mitigate impacts, the only way to fully avoid the agricultural impact from implementation of the proposed project is to not allow the conversion of state-designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land uses, thereby eliminating the agricultural impact. However, doing so is not feasible or practical as the City has a responsibility to meet other conflicting obligations, including increases in the number and type of jobs available in Hollister and to reduce the need for residents to commute to high-quality jobs. These measures are critical to reducing single-occupant vehicle travel to and from Hollister and meeting State targets for greenhouse gas reduction. The City needs to promote both economic development and corresponding residential development, as required by State housing law, within its City Limits. While possible forms of mitigation for, or avoidance of, conservation of agricultural lands in the EIR Study Area would be implemented by the City through proposed *Policy OS-2.1 and proposed *Action OS-2.1 and the proposed ALPP, doing so to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level would be infeasible and inconsistent with City planning goals and objectives. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
	Impact AG-2: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of agricultural land under the Williamson Act.
	As described under Impact Discussion AG-1, pursuant to CEQA, the City has considered mitigation to reduce impacts from implementation of the proposed project that could conflict with lands under a Williamson Act contract. However, as shown, no feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the agricultural resource impact to less-than-significant levels. Specifically, the City considered a measure that would result in the replacement of Williamson Act contract farmland that would place other farmland under Williamson Act contract. Even if feasible, the placing of alternative farmland under Williamson Act contract would establish a commitment to retain that alternative farmland for agricultural use. The length of time that the alternative land will remain in agricultural use would depend on the terms of the Williamson Act contract. However, the Williamson Act contract will only reduce the potential that the alternative land will convert to nonagricultural use. The individual and cumulative loss of agricultural land caused by the proposed project would still occur. Therefore, this mitigation measure will not reduce impacts on agriculture to below the level of significance. For these reasons, placing alternative privately held land under permanent restriction through Williamson Act contracts is considered infeasible.
	As described under Impact Discussion AG-1, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes a policy and action to mitigate and reduce the conversion of qualifying agricultural lands. Proposed *Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for Loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural Land Conversion, requiring all new developments that convert agricultural land to urban uses provide for the preservation of agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio, which are being implemented via the proposed Agricultural Land Preservation Program (ALPP). Proposed *Policy OS-2.1 and proposed *Action OS-2.1 and the proposed ALPP would also minimize impacts from conflicts with Williamson Act lands and reduce the likelihood of premature contract cancellations by the property owners of the Williamson Act parcels in the EIR Study Area. Additional mitigation for this impact was considered, including the placement of other farmland under Williamson Act contract. However, the individual and cumulative loss of agricultural land under the Williamson Act caused by the proposed project would still occur. Given that CEQA does not require that the project be changed to avoid an impact, and no additional mitigation is available, this would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 
	Impact AG-4: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in a significant cumulative impact with respect to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland land (together referred to as “qualified Farmland”) under CEQA and Williamson Act properties to nonagricultural uses.
	As described previously, implementation of the proposed project would result in significant impacts related to the conversion of qualified Farmland under CEQA and Williamson Act properties to nonagricultural uses. As such, the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative impact described in the San Benito County General Plan Update EIR. Although the proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy OS-2.1, Offsets for Loss of Agricultural Land, and proposed *Action OS-2.1, Offsets for Agricultural Land Conversion, and the proposed Agricultural Lands Preservation Program would reduce and partially offset regional agricultural impacts, as well as consideration of mitigation measures to avoid conversion, the only way to fully avoid the agricultural impact of the proposed project is to not allow development on state-designated farmland. However, this would be infeasible and inconsistent with City planning goals and objectives. Further, the amount of growth foreseen in the region and the decisions of San Benito County and other surrounding counties regarding conversion of agricultural land are outside the control of the City of Hollister. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
	Impact AIR-1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in the generation of substantial operational (long-term) criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance threshold for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO)  and would; therefore, not be considered consistent with the existing Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).
	The various goals, policies, and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan identified under Impact Discussions AIR-1 and AIR-2, in addition to applicable MBARD rules and regulations, would reduce operational (long-term) criteria air pollutant emissions to the extent feasible. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare technical assessments evaluating potential project construction and operation phase-related air quality impacts and submit to the City of Hollister for review and approval. Pursuant to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, the evaluations must be prepared in conformance with MBARD criteria and methodology in assessing air quality impacts. Where the technical assessment finds that air pollutants have the potential to exceed the MBARD-adopted thresholds of significance, the technical assessment shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction or operational activities. Examples of types of project-specific mitigation measures that are available to future projects in Hollister are listed in Impact Discussion AIR-2. However, because of the magnitude and intensity of development accommodated by the proposed 2040 General Plan, as well as regional air quality influences beyond the control of Hollister, impacts associated with consistency with the MBARD would remain significant and unavoidable. No additional feasible mitigation measures or mitigating policies at the program level would ensure consistency of the proposed project with the MBARD’s AQMP. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable project-level thresholds of significance.
	Impact AIR-2a: Operation of development projects that could occur from implementation of the project would generate emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance thresholds for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO).
	Long-term emissions for VOC that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan would exceed MBARD’s regional significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designation of the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The goals, policies, and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan, and implementation of MBARD Rule 207, Review of New or Modified Sources, would reduce air pollutant emissions to the extent feasible. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare technical assessments evaluating potential project construction and operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Hollister for review and approval. Pursuant to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, the evaluations must be prepared in conformance with MBARD criteria and methodology in assessing air quality impacts. Where the technical assessment finds that air pollutants have the potential to exceed the MBARD-adopted thresholds of significance, the technical assessment shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction or operational activities. Possible mitigation measures for potential future project-specific developments to reduce operational (long-term) emissions can include, but are not limited to the following: 
	The measures and policies covering topics such as expansion of the pedestrian and bicycle networks, promotion of public and active transit, and support to increase building energy efficiency and energy conservation would also reduce criteria air pollutants within the city. However, operational (long-term) emissions would remain significant and unavoidable due to the increase in VOCs from residential development and increase in NOX and CO from mobile sources associated with the project.
	This EIR quantifies the increase in criteria air pollutants emissions in the city. However, at a programmatic level analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase in toxic air contaminants (TACs) from stationary sources associated with the proposed project or meaningfully correlate how regional criteria air pollutant emissions above the MBARD’s significance thresholds correlate with basin wide health impacts. 
	To determine cancer and noncancer health risk, the location, velocity of emissions, meteorology and topography of the area, and locations of receptors are equally important as model parameters as the quantity of TAC emissions. The white paper prepared by the Association of Environmental Professionals’ Climate Change Committee, We Can Model Regional Emissions, But Are the Results Meaningful for CEQA, describes several of the challenges of quantifying local effects—particularly health risks—for large-scale, regional projects, and these are applicable to both criteria air pollutants and TACs. 
	Similarly, the two amicus briefs filed by the air districts on the Friant Ranch case describe two positions regarding CEQA requirements, modeling feasibility, variables, and reliability of results for determining specific health risks associated with criteria air pollutants. The discussions also include the distinction between criteria air pollutant emissions and TACs with respect to health risks. Additionally, the MBARD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines demonstrate the infeasibility based on the current guidance/methodologies. The following summarizes major points about the infeasibility of assessing health risks of criteria air pollutant emissions and TACs associated with implementation of a general plan. The white paper and amicus briefs are provided in Appendix B, Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, of this Revised Draft EIR.
	To achieve and maintain air quality standards, the MBARD has established numerical emission indicators of significance for regional and localized air quality impacts for both construction and operational phases of a local plan or project. MBARD has established criteria for Negative Declarations, Mitigated Negative Declarations, and EIRs which can be used by lead agencies as a checklist to determine a project’s significance on air quality. The numerical emission indicators are based on the recognition that the NCCAB is a distinct geographic area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient air quality standards have been promulgated to protect public health. The thresholds represent the maximum emissions from a plan or project that are expected not to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable national or state ambient air quality standard. By analyzing the plan’s emissions against the thresholds, an EIR assesses whether these emissions directly contribute to any regional or local exceedances of the applicable ambient air quality standards and exposure levels. 
	MBARD currently does not have methodologies that would provide the city with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis to correlate specific health impacts that may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions. For criteria air pollutants, exceedance of the regional significance thresholds cannot be used to correlate a project to quantifiable health impacts unless emissions are sufficiently high to use a regional model. MBARD has not provided methodology to assess the specific correlation between mass emissions generated and their effect on health (note Appendix B, Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, of this Revised Draft EIR provides the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s amicus brief and South Coast Air Quality Management District’s amicus brief).
	Ozone concentrations depend on a variety of complex factors, including the presence of sunlight and precursor pollutants, natural topography, nearby structures that cause building downwash, atmospheric stability, and wind patterns. Secondary formation of particulate matter (PM) and ozone can occur far from sources as a result of regional transport due to wind and topography (e.g., low-level jet stream). Photochemical modeling depends on all emission sources in the entire domain (i.e., modeling grid). Low resolution and spatial averaging produce “noise” and modeling errors that usually exceed individual source contributions. Because of the complexities of predicting ground-level ozone concentrations in relation to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and California AAQS, it is not possible to link health risks to the magnitude of emissions exceeding the significance thresholds. 
	Current models used in CEQA air quality analyses are designed to estimate potential project construction and operation emissions for defined projects. The estimated emissions are compared to significance thresholds, which are keyed to reducing emissions to levels that will not interfere with the region’s ability to attain the health-based standards. This serves to protect public health in the overall region, but there is currently no CEQA methodology to determine the impact of emissions (e.g., pounds per day) on future concentration levels (e.g., parts per million or micrograms per cubic meter) in specific geographic areas. CEQA thresholds, therefore, are not specifically tied to potential health outcomes in the region.
	Further, as shown in Table 4.3-10, Net Change in Regional Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions from Existing Baseline, compared to existing baseline year conditions, emissions of NOX are projected to decrease from current levels and be below MBARD’s regional significance threshold despite growth associated with the proposed 2040 General Plan. Meaning, that the finding that the project would cumulatively contribute to health effects is conservative in light of reductions in emissions as a result of improvements in technology. However, because cumulative development within the city would exceed the regional significance thresholds compared to the no project conditions, this EIR identifies that the proposed project could contribute to an increase in health effects in the NCCAB until the attainment standards are met.
	The EIR must provide an analysis that is understandable for decision making and public disclosure. Regional-scale modeling may provide a technical method for this type of analysis, but it does not necessarily provide a meaningful way to connect the magnitude of a project’s criteria pollutant emissions to health effects without speculation. Additionally, this type of analysis is not feasible at a general plan level because the location of emissions sources and quantity of emissions are not known. 
	In summary, as described above, implementation of the proposed project would generate emissions that would exceed MBARD’s regional significance thresholds for VOC, NOX, and CO. The proposed 2040 General Plan includes goals, policies, and actions to reduce these long-term regional criteria air pollutant emissions. Proposed *Policy NCR-3.6, Technical Assessments, requires potential future development in Hollister to prepare and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Hollister for review and approval prior to project approval by the City. Where the technical assessment determines the MBARD-adopted thresholds are exceeded, the applicants for new development projects would be required to incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during operational activities. Due to the programmatic nature of this EIR, no additional mitigation measures or mitigating policies are available, and the impact is found to be significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	Impact AIR-2b: Construction activities that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan would generate substantial short-term criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) regional significance thresholds and cumulative contribute to the nonattainment designations of the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).
	Implementation of the proposed project would occur over a period of 15 years or longer. Construction activities associated with development that could occur under the proposed project could generate short-term emissions that exceed the MBARD’s significance thresholds during this time and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations of the NCCAB. Implementation of applicable regulatory measures (e.g., MBARD Rule 400, Visible Emissions, Rule 402, Nuisances, and Rule 426, Architectural Coatings) and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals and policies listed above would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions from construction-related activities to the extent feasible and may result in reducing construction-related regional air quality impacts of subsequent individual projects to less than significant. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare technical assessments evaluating potential project construction and operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Hollister for review and approval. Pursuant to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, the evaluations must be prepared in conformance with MBARD criteria and methodology in assessing air quality impacts. Where the technical assessment finds that air pollutants have the potential to exceed the MBARD-adopted thresholds of significance, the technical assessment shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction or operational activities. Future project-specific mitigation measures to reduce construction-related emissions could include, but are not limited to: 
	However, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, construction time frames and equipment for individual site-specific projects are not available and there is a potential for multiple developments to be constructed at any one time, resulting in significant construction-related emissions. Therefore, despite adherence to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, and due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, no additional mitigation measures or mitigating policies are available, and this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	Impact AIR-3a: Implementation of the proposed project could expose air quality sensitive receptors to substantial toxic air contaminant concentrations from non-permitted sources during operation.
	Potential future development from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could result in a substantial increase in DPM near existing or planned air quality sensitive receptors (e.g., children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory diseases, disadvantaged communities). Proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessments, would mitigate impacts by requiring that applicants of industrial or warehousing land uses in addition to commercial land uses that would generate substantial diesel truck travel (i.e., 100 diesel trucks per day or 40 or more trucks with diesel-powered transport refrigeration units per day based on the California Air Resources Board recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses) to prepare and submit an operational health risk assessment (HRA) to the City of Hollister for review and approval. If the operational HRA determines the new development poses health hazards that increase the incremental cancer risk above the threshold established by the Monterey Bay Air Resource District (MBARD), project-specific mitigation measures shall be integrated to reduce cancer and acute risk below the MBARD threshold. The operational HRA is required to be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and MBARD. If the operational HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds 10 in a million, the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0; or the thresholds as determined by the MBARD at the time a project is considered, the project applicant would be required to identify and demonstrate that measures can reduce potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 
	Examples of project-specific mitigation measures that future projects in Hollister can apply to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to:
	Implementation of proposed *Policy NRC-3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessments, would ensure mobile sources of emissions not covered under MBARD permits are considered and mitigated during subsequent project-level environmental review by the City of Hollister. Potential future development projects in the city that have the potential to generate potentially significant risks associated with the release of TACs are required to undergo an analysis of their potential health risks associated with (toxic air contaminants) TACs based upon the specific details of each individual project. Though individual projects would be required to have less-than-significant impacts, cumulative development in the City would result in an increase in diesel particulate matter (DPM) concentrations and could increase the environmental burden on sensitive populations, including environmental justice communities, in the North Central Coast Air Basin. Overall, because there are no specific development projects identified or approved under the proposed 2040 General Plan and the location and exact nature of future development projects are unknown, determining health risk at this time is considered speculative pursuant to Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines. Health risk impacts from development of industrial and commercial land uses are considered a significant and unavoidable project and cumulative impact. However, the identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	Impact AIR-3b: Construction activities associated with potential future development could expose nearby air quality sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants during construction.
	Implementation of the proposed project would occur over a period of 15 years or longer. Construction activities associated with potential future development over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan could expose air quality sensitive receptors to short-term construction emissions. Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-3.14, Construction Health Risk Assessment, would mitigate impacts by requiring subsequent project-specific evaluation of qualifying future development projects to assess potential impacts and mitigate those impacts to acceptable levels. Proposed *Policy NRC-3.14 would require new sources of air pollution that will generate new air quality impacts or expose to harmful emissions of toxic air pollutants to prepare a construction Health Risk Assessment in alignment with the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and Monterey Bay Air Resource District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. The construction Health Risk Assessment shall be submitted to the City of Hollister for review and approval and shall identify project-specific mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during construction activities such as the use of construction equipment with United States Environmental Protection Agency Tier 4-rated (or higher) engines. Implementation of proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, in addition to applicable regulatory measures, would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions from construction-related activities to the extent feasible and may result in reducing construction-related regional air quality impacts of subsequent individual projects to a less-than-significant level. However, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, construction time frames and equipment for individual site-specific projects are not available and there is a potential for multiple developments to be constructed at any one time, resulting in significant construction-related emissions. Therefore, despite adherence to proposed *Policy NRC-3.6, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed project, no additional mitigation measures or mitigating policies are available, and this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent individual projects that meet applicable thresholds of significance.
	Impact AIR-5: The emissions that could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed 2040 General Plan could generate a substantial increase in emissions that exceeds the Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD’s) significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations and health risk in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB).
	Criteria air pollutant emissions generated by land uses of the proposed 2040 General Plan could exceed the MBARD regional thresholds (see Impact Discussions AIR-2 and AIR-3). Air quality impacts identified in the discussion under Impact AIR-2a, AIR-2b, AIR-3a, and AIR-3b constitute the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts in the NCCAB. Proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-3.6, Technical Assessments, *Policy NRC-3.14, Construction Health Risk Assessments, and *Policy NRC-3.15, Operational Health Risk Assessments, identified previously to mitigate impacts by reducing project-related emissions, would reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the project, no additional mitigation measures are available. Air pollutant emissions associated with the project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to air quality impacts and remain significant and unavoidable at the program level. The identification of this program-level cumulative impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant cumulative impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.
	Impact BIO-1: Impacts to special-status species or the inadvertent loss of bird nests in active use, which would conflict with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code, could occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project. 
	The proposed 2040 General Plan policies and actions would mitigate impacts to special-status species by requiring that detailed surveys and assessments be completed as part of future project approval and/or environmental review, when applicable, to identify occurrences of special-status species and minimize adverse impacts on any species identified as an endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, or special-status species and their habitat. Where natural habitat remains that could support special-status species, wetlands, and other sensitive resources, further detailed studies and assessment would be performed to verify presence or absence. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-1.4, Specialized Surveys for Special-Status Species and Sensitive Natural Communities, requires surveys and project-specific mitigation for sites known to support special-status species; *Policy NRC-1.5, Biological Site Assessment, requires the preparation of biological resource assessment for proposed development on sites with natural habitat conditions that may support special-status species, sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters; *Policy NRC-1.6, Mitigation of Potential Impacts on Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat Areas, requires that potential significant impacts on special-status species, occurrences of sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters be minimized through adjustments and controls on the design, construction, and operations of a proposed project; *Policy NRC-1.7, Preconstruction Surveys for the San Joaquin Kit Fox, *Policy NRC-1.8, California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander Site Assessments, *Policy NRC-1.9, Surveys and Mitigation for Burrowing Owls, *Policy NRC-1.10, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, all require surveys and project-specific mitigation; and *Policy NRC-1.13, Wetland Preservation, and *Policy NRC-1.14, Wetlands Delineation, require the protection of wetlands through surveys and project-specific mitigation measures. Additionally, future development on parcels with a proposed Specific Plan land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development and protect sensitive natural communities in these areas.
	Furthermore, the location and nature of future development considered would be guided by the proposed 2040 General Plan and the Hollister Municipal Code. Future development would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA review, where applicable, to ensure consistency with local, state, and federal regulations and proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions intended to protect sensitive biological resources. Therefore, potential impacts on special-status species would be less than significant.
	Impact BIO-2: Impacts to riparian areas, drainages, and sensitive natural communities could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan where natural habitat remains. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions listed would serve to ensure that occurrences of sensitive natural communities are identified, avoided, or adequately mitigated. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-1.4, Specialized Surveys for Special-Status Species and Sensitive Natural Communities, *Policy NRC-1.5, Biological Site Assessment, and *Policy NRC-1.6, Mitigation of Potential Impacts on Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat Areas, would mitigate impacts through site surveys and project-specific mitigation measures. Additionally, future development within the Sphere of Influence on parcels with a proposed Specific Plan land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development and protect sensitive natural communities in these areas. Therefore, potential impacts on sensitive natural communities would be less than significant.
	Impact BIO-3: Potential future development from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could result in direct and indirect impacts to wetland habitat.
	The proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would serve to ensure that wetlands and regulated waters are identified, avoided, or adequately mitigated. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-1.5, Biological Site Assessment, requires the preparation of biological resource assessment for proposed development on sites with natural habitat conditions that may support special-status species, sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters; *Policy NRC-1.6, Mitigation of Potential Impacts on Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat Areas, requires that potential significant impacts on special-status species, occurrences of sensitive natural communities, or regulated wetlands and waters be minimized through adjustments and controls on the design, construction, and operations of a proposed project; and *Policy NRC-1.13, Wetland Preservation, and *Policy NRC-1.14, Wetlands Delineation, require the protection of wetlands through surveys and project-specific mitigation measures. Additionally, future development within the Sphere of Influence on parcels with a proposed Specific Plan Area land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development in these areas. Therefore, potential impacts on wetlands and regulated waters would be less than significant.
	Impact CUL-1: Impacts to known or yet to be classified historic buildings or structures could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would ensure that new development and exterior remodels are compatible with cultural and historic resources; that landmarks and historic treasures would be preserved, enhanced, and rehabilitated; and that cultural and historic resources in the EIR Study Area would be protected and restored. Specifically, proposed *Policy LU-19.1, Historic Structure Preservation, Renovation, and Rehabilitation, would mitigate potential impacts by requiring the City to promote preservation, renovation and rehabilitation of historic structures that conform to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Structures and the California Historical Building Code and require project applicants to demonstrate compliance with these standards when proposing new or redevelopment that could affect historic structures in Hollister, and proposed *Policy LU-19.5, Historic Structure Alteration, would require that prior to approving alteration (including demolition) of historically significant buildings, the City shall require the evaluation of alternatives, including structural preservation, relocation or other mitigation, and demonstrate that financing has been secured for replacement use. Demolition of historically significant buildings shall only be considered after all other options have been thoroughly reviewed and exhausted. Additionally, implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would require the formation of a historic resources commission whose function would be to evaluate the proposed demolition or alteration of historic buildings or cultural resources to minimize development impact. 
	Furthermore, Hollister Municipal Code (HMC) Section 15.04.050 adopts the California State Historic Building Code, which provides regulations for permitting repairs, alterations, and additions necessary for the preservation, rehabilitation, relocation, related construction, change of use, or continued use of a qualified historical building or structure. Section 15.16.060 of the HMC outlines the responsibilities of the Historic Resources Commission, including establishing criteria to conduct a comprehensive survey in conformance with federal and state survey standards and guidelines of historic resources; maintaining a local register of historic resources; and reviewing and commenting on the conduct of land use, housing and redevelopment, municipal improvement, and other types of planning and programs as they relate to the survey results and historic resources. Additionally, any permits for work for or on a designated historic resource are to be reviewed and approved by the commission staff, as outlined in HMC Section 15.16.090. HMC Section 17.16.030 establishes the procedure in the event of discovery of a historic resource during construction. Construction activities are to cease, and the City’s Planning Department is to be notified so that a qualified historian may record the extent and location of discovered materials. Additionally, the City’s Downtown Design Guidelines contain design guidelines for new development projects as well as downtown projects that involve renovating or modifying historic buildings (as determined by the National Register or local equivalent). These guidelines also apply to property owners who wish to maintain the historical integrity of a building. The Downtown Design Guidelines include standards for renovating or modifying historic buildings and addresses roofs, building façades, projecting façade elements, landscaping, and mechanical equipment. The Downtown Design Guidelines are to be used in conjunction with the guidelines for the appropriate building types (i.e., main street commercial building, apartment flat building, townhouse building, or detached house building) and other resources, such as the Secretary of the Interior’s standards.
	Finally, CEQA would require that future potential projects permitted under the proposed 2040 General Plan with the potential to significantly impact historical resources be subject to project-level CEQA review wherein the future potential project’s potential to affect the significance of a surrounding historical resource would be evaluated and mitigated to the extent feasible. The requirement for subsequent CEQA review, pursuant to state law, would minimize the potential for new development to indirectly affect the significance of existing historical resources to the maximum extent practicable.
	Potential impacts from future development on historical resources could lead to (1) demolition, which by definition results in the material impairment of a resource’s ability to convey its significance; (2) inappropriate modification, which may use incompatible materials, designs, or construction techniques in a manner that alters character-defining features; and (3) inappropriate new construction, which could introduce incompatible new buildings that clash with an established architectural context. While any of these scenarios, especially demolition and alteration, have the potential to change the historic fabric or setting of an architectural resource such that the resource’s ability to convey its significance may be materially impaired, adherence to the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions, specifically, proposed *Policy LU-19.1, Historic Structure Preservation, Renovation, and Rehabilitation, and proposed *Policy LU-19.5, Historic Structure Alteration, and HMC regulations identified, and compliance with federal and state laws as described in Section 4.5.1.1, Regulatory Framework, would ensure future development would not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and impacts would be less than significant.
	Impact CUL-2: Impacts to known and unknown archeological resources could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would ensure that new development in the EIR Study Area reduces potential impacts to archeological resources. Specifically, proposed *Policy NRC-2.3, Protection and Preservation of Archaeological Resources, would mitigate impacts from potential future development by requiring future project applicants to comply with state and federal standards to evaluate and mitigate impacts to archeological resources, including requiring that project areas found to contain significant archaeological resources be examined by a qualified consulting archaeologist with recommendations for protection and preservation. Additionally, the City plans to actively encourage infill development through the implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan to focus new residential and job-generating uses in the downtown and on residential and mixed-use infill sites where development already occurs and is in close proximity to existing infrastructure and services. The City does not support new urban development outside the proposed Sphere of Influence (SOI) and will work with the County to focus future development in already urbanized areas, thereby reducing the potential for unearthing archaeological resources on undeveloped lands. Specifically, proposed Policy LU-1.1, Infill Development, requires the City to maintain a well-defined compact urban form that prioritizes infill development over the annexation of properties, thus reducing potential impacts to development in undisturbed lands which are more likely to contain unknown archaeological resources. Where development is considered outside of the SOI, future development with a proposed Specific Plan land use designation would be subject to additional site-specific policies to guide development and protect potential archeological resources in these areas.  As demonstrated, the proposed General Plan goals, policies, and actions encourage infill development, adaptive reuse of structures, development on underutilized land, and the protection of open spaces, and specifically proposed *Policy NRC-2.3 requires the City to evaluate and mitigate project-specific impacts to archeological resources, which would reduce the potential for disturbing archaeological deposits since ground-disturbing activities have already taken place in developed areas. 
	As further shown in Impact Discussion CUL-4, the proposed 2040 General Plan also promotes the registration of historic sites in the National and California Register and requires applicants of major development projects to consult with Native American representatives regarding cultural resources to identify locations of importance to Native Americans, including archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties. 
	Compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions listed previously, would protect recorded and unrecorded archaeological deposits in the greater EIR Study Area by providing for the early detection of potential conflicts between development and resource protection, and by preventing or minimizing the material impairment of the ability of archaeological deposits to convey their significance through excavation or preservation would ensure that potential impacts from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would be less than significant.
	Impact CUL-4: Impacts to tribal cultural resources could occur from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan. 
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would ensure that new development in the EIR Study Area reduces potential impacts to tribal cultural resources (TCRs). Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy NRC-2.3, Protection and Preservation of Archaeological Resources, would mitigate impacts from potential future development by requiring future project applicants to comply with state and federal standards to evaluate and mitigate impacts to archeological resources; *Policy NRC-2.4, Tribal Coordination During Project Construction, would mitigate impacts by requiring the developer of a proposed project that could impact a TCR to contact an appropriate tribal representative to train construction workers on appropriate avoidance and minimization measures, requirements for confidentiality and culturally appropriate treatment, other applicable regulations, and consequences of violating State laws and regulations; and *Policy NRC-2.5, Preconstruction Investigations, would mitigate impacts by requiring project applicants to prepare preconstruction investigations of potential TCRs and on-site mitigation for all developments. Implementation of these mitigating policies and compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions listed here and under Impact Discussion CUL-2 would protect unrecorded TCRs in the EIR Study Area by providing for the early detection of potential conflicts between development and resource protection, and by preventing or minimizing the material impairment of the ability of archaeological deposits to convey their significance through excavation or preservation. Therefore, the proposed 2040 General Plan would result in a less-than-significant impact on TCRs.
	Impact GEO-1: Impacts from potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan where there are known geological hazards could occur over the buildout horizon of the proposed project. 
	Implementation of the goals, policies, and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan would reduce potential impacts from development in geologically hazardous areas. Specifically, proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy HS-1.1, Location of Future Development, would mitigate impacts by permitting development only in areas where potential danger to the health, safety, and welfare of the community can be adequately mitigated. This includes prohibiting development that would be subject to severe flood damage or geological hazard due to its location and/or design and that cannot be mitigated to safe levels; *Policy HS-1.2, Safety Considerations in Development Review, would mitigate impacts by requiring require project applicants to prepare appropriate studies to assess identified hazards and ensure that impacts are adequately mitigated prior to project approval; *Policy HS-3.2, Geotechnical and Geologic Review, would mitigate impacts by requiring that all geologic hazards be adequately addressed and mitigated through project development. Development proposed within areas of potential geological hazards shall not be endangered by, nor contribute to, the hazardous conditions on the site or on adjoining properties, and proposed *Policy HS-3.3, Engineering Tests for Geologic Conditions, would mitigate impacts by requiring engineering tests for those development projects that may be exposed to impacts associated with expansive soils, so that building foundation footings, utility lines, roadways, and sidewalks can be designed to accept the estimated degree of soil contraction, expansion and settlement, according to the standards of the Uniform Building Code. Implementation of these goals, policies, and actions, and specifically *Policy HS-1.1, *Policy HS-1.2,*Policy HS-3.2, and *Policy HS-3.3 of the proposed 2040 General Plan, as well as compliance with state, regional, and local regulations pertaining to structural safety regarding fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides, would ensure that potential future development that results from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
	Impact NOI-1.1: Construction activities associated with potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could expose sensitive receptors in close proximity to a construction site to excessive noise from construction equipment.
	In most cases, construction of individual developments associated with implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would temporarily increase the ambient noise environment in the vicinity of each individual project, potentially affecting existing and future nearby sensitive uses. The policies and actions of the proposed 2040 General Plan would minimize the effects of construction noise. Specifically, implementation of the proposed *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, and proposed *Action HS-8.9, Construction Best Management Practices, would mitigate noise impacts by requiring the City to adopt noise and vibration thresholds based on the Federal Transit Authority criteria for acceptable levels of construction noise applied in this analysis (i.e., 80 dB(A) Leq(8hr), the Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and noise receptor, and the construction best management practices outlined above. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Proposed Policy HS-8.3, Construction Noise, is required to regulate construction activity to reduce noise as established in the Hollister Noise Ordinance, which prohibits excessive or unusually loud noises and vibrations from any and all sources in the community. Furthermore, proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not significantly increase noise beyond the City’s established thresholds. However, because construction activities associated with any individual development may occur near noise-sensitive receptors and because—depending on the project type, equipment list, time of day, phasing and overall construction durations—noise disturbances may occur for prolonged periods of time, during the more sensitive nighttime hours, or may exceed 80 dB(A) Leq(8hr) even with future project-level mitigation, construction noise impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project are considered significant and unavoidable. Due to the programmatic nature of this EIR, project-level conclusions of construction noise would be speculative; however, the identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level that do not exceed the noise thresholds.
	Impact NOI-1.2: Operational vehicle traffic noise increases would exceed the City’s significance thresholds with implementation of the proposed project.
	Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy HS-8.1, Protect Noise Sensitive Areas from Unacceptable Traffic Noise Levels, requires the City to protect the noise environment where there are uses that are sensitive to noise (e.g., residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, and nursing homes) by requiring the evaluation of mitigation measures for the operational phase of projects that exceed the City’s established noise thresholds. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Proposed Policy HS-8.5, Site Planning and Design, and proposed Policy HS-8.7, Techniques to Reduce Traffic Noise, would reduce impacts from traffic through site design such as installing earth berms, increasing the distance between the receptor and the noise source, using non-sensitive structures as shields, and the use roadway design. Roadway design could include installing and maintaining noise barriers and/or rubberized or special asphalt paving such as open grade asphalt concrete along roadway segments with significant noise increases that are adjacent to sensitive receptors, and working with the State to address noise impacts from highway traffic. Roadway design could include installing and maintaining noise barriers and/or rubberized or special asphalt paving, such as open grade asphalt concrete, along roadway segments with significant noise increases that are adjacent to sensitive receptors. Notable reductions in tire noise have been achieved via the implementation of special paving materials, such as rubberized asphalt or open-grade asphalt concrete overlays. For example, Caltrans conducted a study of pavement noise along I-80 in Davis, California, and found an average improvement of 6 to 7 dB(A) compared to conventional asphalt overlay with only minimal noise increases over a ten-year period. These quieter pavement types can be used alone or in combination with noise barriers, which are common throughout the city. However, barriers may not be feasible in all cases if they would prevent access to driveways or properties. Further, proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review of New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not exceed the City’s established thresholds and proposed Action HS-8.5, Traffic Noise Mitigation, requires the City to continue to enforce City Ordinances that restrict through truck traffic to approved truck routes only and prohibit the parking and maintenance of trucks in residential districts to reduce traffic noise from trucks. Since project-specific details are unknown and noise barriers and/or quieter pavement technologies may not be feasible or reduce vehicle traffic noise below significance thresholds in all cases, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level that do not exceed the noise thresholds.
	Impact NOI-2.1: Construction activities associated with potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could generate excessive short-term vibration levels during project construction.
	Less than Significant
	Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan Policy HS-8.3, Construction Noise, requires the City to regulate construction activity to reduce noise as established in the Hollister Noise Ordinance, which prohibits noise sources from excessive or unusually loud noises and vibrations from any and all sources in the community. Proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not increase noise beyond the City’s established thresholds. Proposed *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, requires the City to adopt vibration thresholds based on the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria for acceptable levels of groundborne vibration for various types of construction equipment and should the FTA criteria be exceeded, a list of alternate methods/equipment shall be established, as provided above. This would ensure that construction vibration impacts would remain less than significant because alternate methods/equipment with less or no vibration, such as those shown in Table 4.13-14, would meet the thresholds. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Furthermore, Hollister Municipal Code Section 17.10.040 requires the City to not approve any land use that generates ground vibration perceptible without instruments at any point along or outside the property line of the use, except for motor vehicle operations. Therefore, the temporary program-level construction vibration impacts associated with implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan are considered less than significant.
	Impact NOI-2-2: Operational activities associated with potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could generate excessive long-term vibration levels.
	Implementation of proposed 2040 General Plan *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, requires the City to adopt vibration thresholds based on the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria. As described in Section 4.13.2.3, Vibration, the FTA establishes vibration limits from operational activities in order for impacts to be less than significant on a project-by-project basis. For vibration annoyance from operational sources, the FTA recommends the following criteria for frequent events: 65 VdB for highly sensitive uses with vibration-sensitive equipment (e.g., microscopes in hospitals and research facilities) and 72 VdB for residences. As part of the project approval process, future project applicants would be required to comply with these new standards in the Hollister Municipal Code pursuant to proposed *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, which requires the City to revise the Noise Ordinance to incorporate the noise-related policies presented in the Hollister General Plan. Furthermore, proposed *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, requires the City to review all development proposals to verify that the proposed development would not significantly increase noise beyond the City’s established thresholds. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan *Action HS-8.1, *Action HS-8.6, and *Action HS-8.8, vibration from operation impacts is considered less than significant.
	Impact NOI-4: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan could contribute to an increase in cumulative construction noise and operational vehicle noise.
	Because construction details are unknown, potential future development under the proposed 2040 General Plan could exceed the City’s significance threshold for construction noise. Even with proposed 2040 General Plan Policy HS-8.3, Construction Noise, *Action HS-8.1, Review New Development for Potential Noise Impacts, *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, *Action HS-8.8, Noise and Vibration Thresholds, and *Action HS-8.9, Construction Best Management Practices, described under Impact Discussion NOI-1, because construction details are unknown at the time and construction activities associated with any individual development may occur near noise-sensitive receptors, noise disturbances may exceed the City’s significance thresholds even with future project-level mitigation.
	In addition, operational vehicle noise generated under the proposed project would exceed the City’s significance threshold. Even with proposed 2020 General Plan *Policy HS-8.1, Protect Noise Sensitive Areas from Unacceptable Traffic Noise Levels, *Action HS-8.1, and *Action HS-8.6, Periodic Updates to Noise Ordinance, described under Impact Discussion NOI-1, the effectiveness of traffic noise-reduction strategies is not certain. 
	Due to the programmatic nature of the project, no additional mitigation measures are available. Construction noise and operational vehicle noise associated with the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to noise impacts and remain significant and unavoidable at the program level. The identification of this program-level cumulative impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant cumulative impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.
	Impact TRANS-2: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would result in a significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact for VMT per Capita (Residential) and Retail VMT over 50,000 square feet, due to forecasted land use growth through 2040, based on a comparison of the VMT rate increment for VMT to the corresponding average baseline rates for the San Benito County region.
	Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and actions would mitigate VMT impacts to the degree feasible. Proposed *Policy C-1.5, Transportation Demand Management, requires the City to reduce single-occupant vehicle usage using Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies. Proposed *Action C-1.1, Performance and Monitoring, requires the City to monitor mode split progress on reducing VMT, and reducing GHG emissions from VMT, as data is available. Proposed *Action C-1.2, VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program, requires the City to establish a VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program to fund the construction of facilities that support active transportation and transit ridership to mitigate VMT impacts from new development. Proposed *Policy C-4.6, Transportation Demand Management Requirements, requires new or existing developments that meet specific size, capacity, and/or context conditions to implement TDM strategies and other single-occupancy vehicle reduction methodologies. Compliance with tiered trip reduction and VMT reduction targets and monitoring that are consistent with the targets of the City’s VMT CEQA thresholds is also required. In addition, as listed under Impact Discussion TRANS-1, the City has numerous policies to promote safe and user-friendly transit and improve the bicycle and pedestrian network in Hollister, all which would serve to promote alternative forms of transportation and reduce VMT. 
	Furthermore, as previously described, given the lack of specifics that are available for this program-level EIR, it is not possible to fully account for the effect of specific design principles, policies, and improvements that will reduce VMT as part of this analysis. Although many of the VMT-reducing design principles, policies, and improvements that are described in the prior section may ultimately mitigate and/or potentially reduce the VMT impacts outlined in this evaluation, necessary details to ensure implementation and appropriately evaluate their effect are not yet available. While some of the approaches to VMT reduction described in the prior section are supportive of existing City policies and guidelines, the VMT-reducing approaches cited would require further planning and development as well as committed funding sources, including those from participants in the development community (many of which may not be identified yet as large areas of land may be further subdivided into specific projects and developments). As such, it is reasonable to conclude that the findings of this analysis reflect a worst-case scenario for this program EIR. This program-level land use impact for VMT does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent development projects that achieve applicable VMT thresholds of significance. However, due to the programmatic nature of the proposed 2040 General Plan, no additional mitigation measures are available, and the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
	Impact TRANS-5: Implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan would cumulatively contribute to regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
	Even with the proposed 2040 General Plan *Policy C-1.5, Transportation Demand Management, *Action C-1.1, Performance and Monitoring, *Action C-1.2, VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program, and *Policy C-4.6, Transportation Demand Management Requirements, described under Impact Discussion TRANS-2 to mitigate the impacts related to VMT, the effectiveness of the VMT-reduction strategies is not certain. As such, the cumulative impact on VMT is considered significant and unavoidable. The identification of this program-level cumulative impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant cumulative impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.







