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6.1 INTRODUCTION

The Statutorily Required Sections chapter of the Draft EIR includes discussions regarding those
topics that are required to be included in an EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2.
The chapter includes a discussion of the proposed project’s potential to result in growth-inducing
impacts; the cumulative setting analyzed in this EIR; significant irreversible environmental
changes; and significant and unavoidable impacts caused by the proposed project.

6.2 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires an EIR to evaluate the potential growth-
inducing impacts of a proposed project. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth can be induced in a
number of ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or by encouraging and/or
facilitating other activities that could induce growth. Examples of projects likely to have growth-
inducing impacts include extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems beyond what is
needed to serve project-specific demand, and development of new residential subdivisions or
office complexes in areas that are currently only sparsely developed or are undeveloped.

The CEQA Guidelines are clear that while an analysis of growth-inducing effects is required, it
should not be assumed that induced growth is necessarily significant or adverse. This analysis
examines the following potential growth-inducing impacts related to implementation of the
proposed project and assesses whether these effects are significant and adverse (see CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.2[d]):

Foster population and economic growth and construction of housing.

Eliminate obstacles to population growth.

Affect service levels, facility capacity, or infrastructure demand.

Encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment.

hPowbh =~

Foster Population and Economic Growth and Construction of Housing
As discussed in and Chapter 4.11, Population and Housing, of this EIR, the proposed 1,250
residential units would increase the available housing within the City of Davis, which would be
expected to increase population in the area. Using the 2.57 persons/household average
household size for the City of Davis, the proposed 1,250 residential units would be anticipated to
house an estimated 3,213 residents. Because the project site is currently located in Yolo County,
a General Plan Amendment to redesignate the project site with a City of Davis land use
designation will be required. In addition to the General Plan Amendment, a Sphere of Influence
(SOI) Amendment, Annexation, Pre-zoning, Development Agreement, and Affordable Housing
Plan would be required by the City of Davis for project approval. As such, the proposed project
has not been included as part of the City’s growth projections. Development of the proposed
project would increase the total current population of the City of Davis from 65,832 to
approximately 69,045, or a 4.9 percent increase. The population growth associated with the
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proposed project has not been included as part of the City’s growth projections and would result
in an increase beyond what is currently anticipated for the site.

Future residents of the proposed project would likely patronize local business and services in the
area, fostering economic growth. While construction of the proposed project could result in
increased employment opportunities in the construction field, potentially resulting in increases in
population and housing demand, the nature of this change in demand would be temporary, lasting
only as long as construction of the proposed project. Short-term employment opportunities
associated with construction activities would become available, which would likely be filled by the
local employee base. Employment opportunities created by the proposed project could include
household and landscape maintenance jobs, and jobs associated with the neighborhood retail
uses, daycare facility, and community park. New jobs generated by such uses would not be
substantial in number and would also likely be filled by the local employee base. Therefore, the
proposed project and any associated population growth, would not result in significant long-term
employment growth in the area.

Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines has been recently amended to clarify that unplanned population
growth would be considered a potentially significant impact. However, growth that is planned, and
the environmental effects of which have been analyzed in connection with a land use plan or a
regional plan, should not by itself be considered an impact. As discussed in further detail under
Impact 4.11-1 within the Population and Housing chapter of this EIR, the proposed project would
result in population growth within the City of Davis. While new infrastructure improvements would
be sized to accommodate only the proposed project, improvements would include development
that would result in direct on-site unplanned population growth. Population growth resulting from
the proposed project would not be within the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
or City of Davis growth estimates for the project area. Thus, the proposed project would induce
substantial unplanned population growth, and a significant impact related to population and
economic growth would occur.

Eliminate Obstacles to Population Growth
The elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-

inducing effect. A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service
infrastructure. The extension of public service infrastructure, including roadways, water mains,
and sewer lines, into areas that are not currently provided with these services, would be expected
to support new development. Similarly, the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle,
including existing growth and development policies, could result in new growth.

As discussed in Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of this EIR, upon annexation of the
project site into the City Limits, the existing City of Davis water system would be used to connect
new water lines to the proposed project. In the immediate project vicinity, new water lines would
connect to an existing water line in East Covell Boulevard. From the new water lines, installed
within the new on-site internal streets, water service would be provided to each structure through
new water laterals. Similarly, sanitary sewer service would be provided by the City of Davis
through new connections to the existing sewer system in the site vicinity. However, as the City’s
WWTP may be at or nearing its available capacity, and the project would pay its fair share toward
future expansion of the WWTP, the project could contribute toward eliminating obstacles to
population growth.
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The improved on-site utilities infrastructure would be sized to serve only the proposed project and
would be financed by the project applicant. Consequently, the construction of on-site utilities
infrastructure would not be anticipated to result in elimination of obstacles to population growth in
the area.

The proposed project would require approval of a SOl Amendment from the Yolo Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) in order to bring the project site within the City of Davis SOI, and
annexation of the project site into the City of Davis. The site is bounded by the City of Davis
boundary to the west and south. Therefore, City of Davis would not need to extend existing water
and sewer infrastructure through intervening unincorporated County lands where services are not
currently provided. Upon annexation of the project site into the City Limits, utility services would
be provided to the proposed project by the City of Davis, as described above. Doing so would
have a negligible effect on growth, as new utility infrastructure would not be installed in any
unincorporated lands surrounding the site or the City of Davis.

Because implementation of the aforementioned improvements would be developed to serve only
the proposed project, such improvements would not be considered to eliminate obstacles to
growth in a manner that would encourage previously unplanned growth, with the possible
exception of wastewater treatment capacity.

Affect Service Levels, Facility Capacity, or Infrastructure Demand
Increases in population that would occur as a result of a proposed project may tax existing

community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant
environmental impacts. As discussed in Chapter 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, of this
EIR, fire and police protection services would be provided to the proposed project by the Davis
Fire Department (DFD) and the Davis Police Department (DPD), respectively. Implementation of
the project would increase the number of structures protected by local fire protection services; as
such, DFD has identified the potential need for a fire station in the northeastern portion of the City.
If the facility is not accommodated elsewhere, the proposed project has reserved land to
accommodate the fire station on a parcel in the southwestern portion of the site, adjacent to East
Covell Boulevard. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the new fire station
would ultimately be designed and implemented by the DFD, but could consist of a four-bay fire
station. Similarly, the increase in residents resulting from the proposed project would increase the
demand for DFD services. However, based upon correspondence with the DPD, the increase in
demand could be accommodated through existing DPD facilities, and new or expanded police
facilities would not be required as a result of the proposed project.’

Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of this EIR, although
the proposed project would include connection to the existing wastewater treatment and water
supply facilities provided by the City of Davis, through compliance with all applicable federal,
State, and City regulations, significant environmental impacts would not occur, with the exception
of wastewater treatment capacity.

The landfill that would serve the proposed project has adequate capacity to manage the solid
waste generated as a result of the project, as described in Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service
Systems, of this EIR. Furthermore, mitigation measures set forth in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and

' Antonia Dias, Intelligence-Led Policing (ILP) Sergeant, City of Davis Police Department. Personal Communication

[email] with Nick Pappani, Vice President, Raney Planning and Management. September 5, 2025.
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Water Quality, of this EIR would ensure that the proposed project would not create or contribute
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of the City’s stormwater drainage systems.

Therefore, the proposed project would not increase population such that service levels, facility
capacity, or infrastructure demand would require construction of new facilities that could cause
significant environmental impacts, with the exception of wastewater treatment capacity.

Encourage or Facilitate other Activities That Could Significantly Affect

the Environment

This EIR provides a comprehensive assessment of the potential for environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed project. Please refer to Chapters 4.1 through
4.15 of this EIR, which comprehensively address the potential for impacts from urban
development on the project site.

6.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 requires that an EIR discuss the cumulative and long-term
effects of the proposed project that would adversely affect the environment. “Cumulative impacts”
are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable
or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355).
“[ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, subd. [a]). “The cumulative impact from several
projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, subd. [b]).

The need for cumulative impact assessment reflects the fact that, although a project may cause
an “individually limited” or “individually minor” incremental impact that, by itself, is not significant,
the increment may be “cumulatively considerable,” and, thus, significant, when viewed together
with environmental changes anticipated from past, present, and probable future projects (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15064, subd. [h(1)], Section 15065, subd. [c], and Section 15355, subd. [b]).
Accordingly, particular impacts may be less than significant on a project-specific basis but
significant on a cumulative basis if their small incremental contribution, viewed against the larger
backdrop, is cumulatively considerable. However, it should be noted that CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064, subdivision (h)(5) states, “[...] the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts
caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed
project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, even where cumulative
impacts are significant, any level of incremental contribution is not necessarily deemed
cumulatively considerable.

Section 15130(b) of CEQA Guidelines indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative analysis
need not be as great as for the project impact analyses, but that analysis should reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and that the analysis should be focused,
practical, and reasonable. To be adequate, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the
following elements:

(1) Either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if necessary,
those outside the agency’s control, or (b) a summary of projections contained in an
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior certified EIR, which
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described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative
impact, provide that such documents are reference and made available for public
inspection at a specified location;

(2) A summary of the individual projects’ environmental effects, with specific reference to
additional information and stating where such information is available; and

(3) A reasonable analysis of all of the relevant projects’ cumulative impacts, with an
examination of reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s
contribution to such effects (Section 15130[b]).

For some projects, the only feasible mitigation measures will involve the adoption of ordinances
or regulations, rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis (Section
15130][c]). Section 15130(a)(3) states that an EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to
a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not
significant, if a project is required to implement or fund the project’s fair share of a mitigation
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

A discussion of cumulative impacts is provided within each of the technical chapters of this EIR
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

Cumulative Setting

The lead agency should define the relevant geographic area of inquiry for each impact category
(id., Section 15130, subd. [b][3]), and should then identify the universe of “past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” relevant to the various
categories, either through the preparation of a “list” of such projects or through the use of “a
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in
a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact” (id., subd. [b][1]).

The majority of the cumulative analysis in this EIR is based upon a summary of projections
contained in the City of Davis General Plan, as well as other reasonably foreseeable projects
within the project region. Present and future probable local projects within the City of Davis
include, but are not limited to, the following projects: Palomino Place; Village Farms Davis; Davis
Innovation Sustainability Campus (DiSC) 2022; the Cannery Remainder Commercial Parcels;
Sutter Davis Expansion (including adjacent Communicare Expansion); various Bretton Woods
developments; the Promenade/Nishi; and Olive Drive Mixed Use.

Limited situations exist where geographic setting differs between project chapter analysis within
a particular region. Examples include air quality, for which the cumulative geographic setting is
the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). Global climate change is, by nature, a cumulative
impact. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the significant
adverse environmental impacts of global climate change (e.g., sea level rise, impacts to water
supply and water quality, public health impacts, impacts to ecosystems, impacts to agriculture,
and other environmental impacts). A single project could not generate enough GHG emissions to
contribute noticeably to a change in the global average temperature. However, the combination
of GHG emissions from a project in combination with other past, present, and future projects could
contribute substantially to the world-wide phenomenon of global climate change and the
associated environmental impacts. Although the geographical context for global climate change
is the Earth, for analysis purposes under CEQA, and due to the regulatory context pertaining to
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GHG emissions and global climate change applicable to the proposed project, the geographical
context for global climate change in this EIR is limited to the State of California.

For hydrology and water quality, the cumulative analysis appropriately focuses on the Covell Drain
and East Davis watersheds, within which the project site is located.

6.4 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

As established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), this EIR is required to include
consideration of significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the
proposed project, should the project be implemented. An impact would be determined to be a
significant and irreversible change in the environment if:

e Buildout of the project area could involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;

e The primary and secondary impacts of development could generally commit future
generations to similar uses (e.g., a highway provides access to a previously remote area);

o Development of the proposed project could involve uses in which irreversible damage
could result from any potential environmental accidents associated with the project; or

e The phasing and eventual development of the project could result in an unjustified
consumption of resources (e.g., the wasteful use of energy).

The proposed project would likely result in, or contribute to, the following significant irreversible
environmental changes:

e Conversion of predominantly vacant land to a fully built-out community with residential,
retail, and recreational uses, thus precluding alternative land uses in the future;

e lIrreversible consumption of goods and services, such as fire, police, and school services,
associated with the future population; and

e lrreversible consumption of energy and natural resources, such as water and electricity,
associated with the future residential and retail uses.

6.5 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

According to CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of those impacts identified as
significant and unavoidable should the proposed action be implemented (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.2[b]). Such impacts would be considered unavoidable when the determination is
made that either mitigation is not feasible or only partial mitigation is feasible such that the impact
is not reduced to a level that is less-than-significant. This section identifies significant impacts that
could not be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigations imposed by the
City. The final determination of the significance of impacts and the feasibility of mitigation
measures would be made by the City as part of the City’s certification action. The significant and
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are summarized below.

In a non-urbanized area, substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings
(public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point) or, in an urbanized area, conflict with applicable

zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. (Impact 4.1-2)
The project site is located within a non-urbanized area; therefore, the relevant threshold is
whether the proposed project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
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of public views of the site and its surroundings. The proposed project would consist of a mixed-
use community comprised of both affordable and market-rate single- and multi-family residences,
as well as, transit improvements; neighborhood retail uses; a daycare facility; associated on-site
roadway improvements; utility improvements; and recreational uses. The new residential units
would be constructed in accordance with the applicable development standards established in
the Davis Municipal Code for each relevant zoning designation, and would be required to adhere
to the plans submitted by the applicant, pursuant to the proposed Development Agreement.
Development of the foregoing project components would entirely replace views of the existing
agricultural field with the proposed development.

The proposed project would include an Urban Agricultural Transition Area (UATA) in the northern
and eastern portions of the site that would serve as a buffer between the surrounding agricultural
land and the proposed project. The on-site UATA would be designed to emulate a natural
appearance that provides a natural separation between agricultural and urban uses. Similarly, the
parking spaces provided adjacent to East Covell Boulevard would be buffered with landscaping,
along the entire length of the project frontage.

Nonetheless, given that the proposed project would convert views of the site from the existing
agricultural landscape to a mixed-use development, the existing visual character and quality of
public views of the project site would be significantly altered. Although the proposed project would
reduce the severity of the aesthetic impact of the proposed project through the incorporation of
landscaping and buffers, feasible mitigation does not exist to reduce the above impact to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, the potential impact associated with development of the
proposed project would remain significant and unavoidable.

Long-term changes in visual character associated with cumulative
development of the proposed project in combination with future

buildout of the City of Davis General Plan. (Impact 4.1-4)

Due to the location of the project site, the geographic setting for analysis of long-term cumulative
effects on visual character is cumulative buildout of the project site in conjunction with future
buildout of the City’s General Plan and reasonably foreseeable development along the East
Covell Boulevard corridor. Other planned development projects in the cumulative setting for the
proposed project include the Village Farms Davis Project, the DiSC 2022 Project, and the
approved Palomino Place Project. The sites of the DiISC 2022 and Village Farms Davis projects
are both located on existing agricultural land outside of the City Limits along East Covell
Boulevard, whereas the Palomino Place project site is within the City Limits.

As discussed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of this EIR, the three aforementioned projects are
separated from the project site by intervening urban and agricultural uses. Development of other
approved projects, as well as the project site, would change the existing visual character of those
locations from vacant or minimally developed land to more intensively developed residential
areas. Such projects would be required to comply with applicable City requirements, including the
City’s Municipal Code, General Plan policies, and development standards set forth by project-
specific plans. Nonetheless, the project site is predominantly undeveloped and affords views from
East Covell Boulevard of agricultural landscape, which would be significantly altered following
project construction. Therefore, in context with the planned development along East Covell
Boulevard in the project vicinity, the project’s incremental contribution to the significant impact
related to altering the visual character of the surroundings would be cumulatively considerable.
Feasible mitigation does not exist to reduce such an impact to a less-than-significant level. Due
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to the substantial degradation of the existing visual character and quality of public views of the

project site, the impact associated with construction of the proposed project in combination with
cumulative development would be cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use or agricultural land as
defined in Davis Municipal Code Chapter 40A. (Impact 4.2-1)

Pursuant to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Important Farmland Finder, the
project site contains approximately 215.2 acres of Farmland, comprised of approximately 192.7
acres of Prime Farmland and approximately 22.5 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance.
The site also meets the City’s definition of “agricultural land” and Yolo County’s definition of “prime
agricultural land.”

Because the entire project site is in agricultural use, as defined by the Davis Municipal Code,
agricultural mitigation would be required for the full site acreage, with the exception of the
proposed UATA. The City’s agricultural mitigation requirement would satisfy Yolo County’s
agricultural land mitigation ratio requirement, and Yolo LAFCo’s agricultural land mitigation ratio
requirement, as discussed in Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of this EIR. While the mitigation
measures would preserve Farmland acreage elsewhere, such preservation would not create new
Farmland. As such, the proposed project would lead to an overall loss of Farmland. Therefore,
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Involve changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to
non-agricultural use. (Impact 4.2-4)

Village Farms Davis and DiSC 2022 would result in the conversion of Farmland, as defined by
CEQA, to non-agricultural uses. The present and probable future projects within the City of Davis
would also be subject to the agricultural land mitigation measures for the loss of Farmland
established by the appropriate jurisdiction. Nonetheless, the foregoing projects would further
contribute to the cumulative loss of existing Farmland in and adjacent to the City of Davis.

Based on the above, development facilitated by buildout of the City’s General Plan, as well as
other present and/or probable future projects, would result in a significant impact related to the
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Thus, the contribution of the proposed project to
the significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable due to the permanent loss of agricultural land attributable to the proposed project.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality

plan during project operation. (Impact 4.3-2)

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR,
while the proposed project’s maximum unmitigated operational emissions of oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) and particulate matter 10 micrometers in diameter or smaller (PM10) would be below the
applicable Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) threshold of significance,
maximum unmitigated operational emissions of reactive organic gas (ROG) would exceed the
applicable YSAQMD threshold of significance. Accordingly, the proposed project could violate an
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
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The majority of the operational ROG emissions are associated with area sources which are largely
from consumer products and mobile sources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 would
reduce the operational area source emissions associated with the proposed project through the
use of zero-volatile-organic-compound (zero-VOC) paints, finishes, adhesives, and cleaning
supplies as shown in Table 4.3-12 of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and energy, of
this EIR. However, even with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 operational ROG
emissions associated with the proposed project would continue to exceed the applicable threshold
of significance. Possible additional mitigation measures for further reducing consumer product
emissions could include limitations on consumer products at the site, but such mitigation cannot
be feasibly enforced or verified.

With regard to mobile source emissions, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-4 as set forth
in the Transportation chapter of this EIR, which requires implementation of Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) strategies to reduce the number of vehicle trips that would be
generated by the residential component of the proposed project, would further reduce operational
mobile source ROG emissions. However, the effectiveness of the TDM strategies can vary based
on a variety of factors, are site-specific in nature, and rely on implementation and/or adoption by
private entities and other agencies. Thus, the effectiveness of the TDM strategies cannot be
quantified and subsequent vehicle trip reduction effects cannot be guaranteed. Furthermore, the
proposed project’s inherent site and/or design features that would reduce vehicle trips and vehicle
miles traveled (VMT), thereby reducing mobile source emissions of criteria pollutants, including
ROG, have already been accounted for in the project-specific modeling. Additional measures for
the reduction of mobile source emissions sufficient to reduce emissions of ROG to below the
applicable thresholds of significance, are not available, nor feasible for the proposed project at
this time. Because additional feasible mitigation for the reduction of the proposed project site’s
operational ROG emissions to below the applicable thresholds of significance is not currently
available, even with implementation of mitigation, the impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors). (Impact 4.3-6)

By nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact, and in combination with other proposed
and pending projects in the region, the proposed project would significantly contribute to air quality
effects within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), resulting in an overall significant
cumulative impact. As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
Energy, of this EIR, unmitigated operational emissions of NOx and PM;o associated with the
proposed project would be below the YSAQMD'’s applicable thresholds of significance. However,
the proposed project would result in operational emissions of ROG that would exceed the
applicable YSAQMD threshold of significance. Consequently, implementation of the proposed
project could violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, conflict with the YSAQMD’s adopted attainment plans, or inhibit attainment of
regional ambient air quality standards (AAQS). Therefore, implementation of the proposed project
could violate air quality standards and thereby contribute towards regional health effects
associated with the existing nonattainment status of ozone and particulate matter (PM) standards.
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Because operational ROG emissions associated with the proposed project would not be reduced
to below the applicable threshold of significance, even with mitigation, and because additional
feasible mitigation sufficient to reduce the proposed project operational ROG emissions to below
the YSAQMD’s threshold of significance is not currently available, the proposed project’s
incremental contribution to the significant cumulative effect would be cumulatively considerable
and significant and unavoidable.

Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs during operation. (Impact 4.3-8)

The City of Davis has adopted a Climate Action Adaption Plan (CAAP), as well as emissions
reductions targets and emissions allowances for projects within the City. In recognition of the City
Council’s actions and emissions reductions efforts and policies enacted by the City’s CAAP, for
the purposes of this EIR, the proposed project would be considered to have a significant impact
if emissions from proposed project operations would result in net positive operational emissions
in the year 2040. Should the proposed project be shown to reach net neutrality by the year 2040
compared to existing emissions levels associated with the site, the proposed project would be
considered to provide a proportional share of emissions reductions and would not inhibit
attainment of citywide net carbon neutrality by the year 2040, nor would the proposed project
conflict with the City’s CAAP. Project-specific features sufficient to reduce the anticipated
emissions to net carbon neutrality by the year 2040 are not currently included in the proposed
project. Because project emissions could exceed net carbon neutrality in the year 2040,
implementation of the proposed project would conflict with the City’s adopted goal of carbon
neutrality by the year 2040.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-8 would achieve a downward trajectory of operational
GHG emissions, assuming an equal-level reduction per year sufficient to reach zero metric tons
of carbon dioxide (CO3) equivalents (MTCOze/yr) by 2040. However, due to uncertainties related
to the potential efficacy and feasibility of the GHG reductions measures, as well as the availability
of off-site carbon credit programs, the full GHG reductions associated with the proposed project
cannot be guaranteed at this time.

Based on the above, implementation of the proposed project could generate GHG emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with
an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHG, and the proposed project’s incremental contribution to this significant cumulative impact
would be cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

Generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies. (4.10-1)

As discussed in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of this EIR, the City has not adopted any formal standard
for evaluating temporary construction noise which occurs within allowable hours. For short-term
noise associated with project construction, the City has elected to use an increase criteria for A-
weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) of five dBA, applied to existing residential receptors
in the project vicinity. As shown Table 4.10-10 of Chapter 4.10, Noise, of this EIR, construction
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of the proposed project is predicted to generate noise-level increases over ambient conditions
greater than five dBA at surrounding sensitive receptors. Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would include
installation of an eight-foot-tall temporary noise barrier at the boundary of the construction area
adjacent to residential uses in order to reduce temporary construction noise levels at the nearest
sensitive receptors. The temporary barriers would reduce construction noise levels associated
with three construction areas to below the applicable significant increase criteria of five dBA.
However, construction noise associated with the majority of construction areas would remain over
the five dBA increase criteria. Based on the above, noise levels associated with construction
activities would result in a significant temporary noise level increase at the nearest sensitive
receptors. Therefore, although implementation of mitigation would reduce the severity of the
significant impact, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing hew homes and businesses) or
indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension
of major infrastructure). (Impact 4.11-1)

The 1,250-unit affordable and market-rate single- and multi-family residential uses associated
with the proposed project would increase the available housing within the City of Davis, which
would increase population in the area. Using the 2.57 persons/household average household size
for the City of Davis, the proposed 1,250 residential units would house an estimated 3,213
residents. Residential development is not allowed under the existing Yolo County General Plan
land use and zoning designations for the project site, with the exception of farmworker housing.
Thus, the proposed project would result in an increase of approximately 1,250 units, or 3,213
residents, beyond what is currently anticipated for the site.

Annexation of the project site into the City and development of 1,250 residential units, with the
associated addition of approximately 3,213 residents, would increase the total current population
of the City of Davis from 65,832 to approximately 69,045, or a 4.9 percent increase. SACOG has
projected that the City’s population could grow to as much as 76,884 residents by 2036. However,
because the project site is currently not located within the City of Davis and does not have a City
General Plan land use designation, the proposed project has not been included as part of the
City’s growth projections. Therefore, the increase in population resulting from the proposed
project would not be within the range of growth projections assumed for the City of Davis. As
discussed in Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of this EIR, the proposed utility
improvements related to water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage services would be sized to
accommodate only the proposed project and would connect to existing infrastructure in the project
vicinity.

Nonetheless, the proposed project would include development that would result in direct
unplanned population growth that would not be within the City of Davis growth estimates for the
project area. Feasible mitigation does not exist to reduce the potential impact, and as a result,
substantial unplanned population growth would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Cumulative unplanned population growth. (Impact 4.11-2)

As discussed above, the population growth related to implementation of the proposed project has
not been anticipated for the region. However, population growth itself does not constitute a
significant physical environmental effect. Rather, the determination of significance is based on
whether population growth associated with a project could result in indirect physical environmental
impacts.
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Buildout of the City of Davis was anticipated to result in population growth within the plan area
through the buildout of urban and rural developments. Since approval of the General Plan, the
City has approved several large residential projects, such as the Cannery Subdivision with 610
residential units, located adjacent to the project site, the Bretton Woods Subdivision with 560
residential units, and the Palomino Place Project with 175 residential units. In addition, the Davis
Innovation and Sustainability Campus (DiSC) 2022, with 460 units, was approved by City Council
but denied by public voters. The approval of the aforementioned residential development projects
has increased the amount of land designated for residential development within the City. In
addition, several new residential subdivisions are currently proposed, including Village Farms
Davis with 1,800 residential units, located approximately 1.03 miles west of the project site. It
should be noted that the Village Farms Davis Project is also located outside the City Limits, and,
therefore, the addition of the 1,800 residential units associated with the Village Farms Davis
Project would be unplanned. In total, the aforementioned residential developments, in
combination with the proposed project, would result in a total of 4,855 new residential units within
the City of Davis. The General Plan Housing Element projected that a total of 1,737 housing units
would be developed in the City between 2020 and 2036; thus, development of the proposed
project with 1,250 residential units, in combination with other cumulative development in the City
of Davis, would result in a cumulative significant impact related to cumulative unplanned
population growth.

Feasible mitigation does not exist to reduce the above potential impact to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the impact would remain cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable.

Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b). (Impact 4.13-4)

According to the TIS, the residential component of the proposed project would generate
residential VMT per capita eight percent and 50 percent above baseline local and regional
residential VMT per capita averages, respectively. As such, the residential component of the
proposed project would generate residential VMT per capita exceeding 15 percent below baseline
regional residential VMT per capita averages. Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.13-4 would
reduce project-generated VMT per capita by implementing TDM strategies to reduce external
vehicle trips generated by project residents. However, the effectiveness of the TDM strategies
cannot be quantified at this time and subsequent vehicle trip reduction effects cannot be
guaranteed. Moreover, many TDM strategies are site-specific and rely on implementation and/or
adoption by private entities and other agencies. Even with TDM strategy implementation, it is
uncertain if TDM strategies would be able to sufficiently reduce VMT generated by the project to
levels below the thresholds of significance. Therefore, due to uncertainties regarding the ability
for the mitigation measure to reduce VMT to a less-than-significant level, the project’'s VMT impact
would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit facilities and services, associated
with cumulative development of the proposed project in combination
with future buildout of the City of Davis. (Impact 4.13-8)

Under cumulative conditions, substantial increases in background vehicle travel activity would
occur on study area roadways due to reasonably foreseeable land use development elsewhere
in and around the City of Davis. Together with the increase in vehicle travel activity caused by the
proposed project, including the proposed north leg to the East Covell Boulevard/Alhambra Drive
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intersection, increases in vehicle travel activity would cause adverse effects to transit operations
by increasing transit service delay and running times in a manner inconsistent with Unitrans
performance standards.

In addition, the TIS notes that extreme delays and queuing are anticipated on westbound East
Covell Boulevard at the Alhambra Drive/Westerly Project Access intersection under cumulative
plus project conditions. The cumulative effects of additional background trips plus the project trips
necessitate a second westbound through lane to avoid causing added delays to buses traveling
in that direction. The project applicant would be required to provide a fair share payment towards
the addition of the second westbound travel lane along the project frontage, as required by
Mitigation Measure 4.13-8(b), thereby reducing the average PM peak hour delay per vehicle at
the East Covell Boulevard/Alhambra Drive/Westerly Project Access intersection from about three
minutes to 30 seconds. In addition, , the improvements that are necessary to improve transit
service and facilities that would be identified as an outcome of Mitigation Measure 4.13-8(a) would
require additional actions and implementation by Unitrans and Yolobus, which cannot be legally
required to implement such actions. Therefore, due to the uncertainties regarding the ability for
mitigation to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, the proposed project, in
combination with future buildout of the City of Davis, could conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing transit facilities and services resulting in cumulatively
considerable and significant impacts.

Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b) associated with cumulative development of the
proposed project in combination with future buildout of the City of
Davis. (Impact 4.13-9)

As discussed above, the proposed project would cause a significant impact to VMT by virtue of
resulting in residential VMT per capita measuring above the applicable significance thresholds
relative to existing local and regional residential VMT per capita averages. Because the VMT
impact analysis for Existing Plus Project conditions provide VMT significance thresholds based
on existing development levels from an efficiency-based project-specific VMT analysis, an
identical impact finding for a cumulative VMT analysis can be implied. Therefore, both the
proposed project, in combination with future buildout of the City of Davis, would conflict or be
inconsistent with  CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) and a cumulatively
considerable and significant impact would occur.

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment) associated with cumulative development of
the proposed project in combination with future buildout of the City
of Davis. (Impact 4.13-11)

The TIS analyzed peak hour traffic operations to determine the extent to which the proposed
project could cause off-ramp queues to spill back to the Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route (SR)
113 mainline. To the extent possible, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
strives to prevent off-ramp queues from extending to the freeway mainline in order to minimize
the potential for associated adverse operational and safety effects (e.g., speed differentials
between vehicle traffic on the freeway mainline and stopped/queued off-ramp vehicle traffic that
could increase the potential for conflicts). Table 4.13-6 in Chapter 4.13, Transportation, of this
EIR, displays the maximum freeway off-ramp queues at the SR 113/West Covell Boulevard, I-
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80/Mace Boulevard/Chiles Road, and I-80/County Road (CR) 32A/CR 32B interchanges under
cumulative conditions. Under cumulative conditions, maximum queues would spill back onto the
freeway mainline at the West Covell Boulevard/SR 113 Southbound Ramps, West Covell
Boulevard/SR 113 Northbound Ramps, Mace Boulevard/I-80 Westbound Off-Ramp, and Chiles
Road/I-80 Eastbound Ramp terminal intersections, which would conflict with Caltrans
performance expectations related to safety for the State Highway System.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-11 would reduce the proposed project’s contribution
to cumulative impacts by preventing off-ramp queues from spilling back onto the SR 113 and 1-80
mainlines. However, elements of Mitigation Measure 4.13-11 would occur within Caltrans rights-
of way and would be subject to final approval and actions by Caltrans. Moreover, because the
remaining fair share contributions needed for the construction of the improvements have not been
identified by the relevant lead agency, fair share payment by the project applicant would not
ensure construction. Because Mitigation Measure 4.13-11 cannot be guaranteed, the impact
would be significant and unavoidable.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it does not have adequate
capacity to serve the project’'s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments. (Impact 4.14-3)

As discussed in Impact 4.14-3, Brown & Caldwell, under contract with the City of Davis, has
recently completed preliminary testing of the City’s WWTP capacity and tentatively confirmed that
the WWTP may be at or nearing capacity. As shown in Table 4.14-5, the maximum influent ADWF
from the proposed project is estimated to be approximately 0.2 mgd. As a result, adequate
capacity may not exist to accommodate the proposed project’s wastewater.

The City is currently working with Brown & Caldwell to identify the range of engineering options
available to provide additional treatment capacity at the WWTP. The costs for the necessary
upgrades to the WWTP will also need to be identified, and likely, included in the City’s Capital
Improvement Program. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.14-3 would require the applicant
to pay its fair share towards future expansion of the WWTP, but because the costs for the
necessary upgrades are not yet included in the City’s CIP, the remaining funds necessary to
guarantee completion of the upgrades are uncertain. As a result, the project’s impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

Increase in demand for utilities and service systems associated with
the proposed project, in combination with future buildout of the City
of Davis General Plan. (Impact 4.14-5)

Cumulative development would result in increased demand for wastewater treatment services,
with the ADWF flows under cumulative buildout conditions projected to be 4.9 mgd. Brown &
Caldwell, under contract with the City of Davis, has recently completed preliminary testing of the
City’s WWTP capacity and tentatively confirmed that the WWTP is likely at or nearing capacity.
As a result, the proposed project in combination with reasonably foreseeable development could
result in a significant impact related to WWTP capacity, and the project’s incremental contribution
could be cumulatively considerable. Implementation of the following Mitigation Measure 4.14-5
would require the applicant to pay its fair share towards future expansion of the WWTP capacity,
and other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would be required to pay Wastewater
Capacity Charges. However, the costs for the necessary upgrades are not yet included in the
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City’s CIP, and thus, the remaining funds necessary to guarantee completion of the upgrades are
uncertain. As a result, the project’s incremental contribution is considered significant and
unavoidable.
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7. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

7.1 INTRODUCTION

The Alternatives Analysis chapter of the EIR includes consideration and discussion of a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, as required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. Generally, the chapter includes discussions of the following: the purpose of an
alternatives analysis; alternatives considered but dismissed; a reasonable range of project
alternatives and their associated impacts in comparison to the proposed project’s impacts; and
the environmentally superior alternative.

7.2 PURPOSE OF ALTERNATIVES

The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines, is to “[...] describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 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.” In the context of CEQA Guidelines Section 21061.1,
“feasible” is defined as:

[...]Jcapable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors.

Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA Guidelines states, “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is
governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary
to permit a reasoned choice.” Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA Guidelines further states:

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only
the ones that the lead agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project.

In addition, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives when the effects of the alternative
“cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.”

The CEQA Guidelines provide the following guidance for discussing alternatives to a proposed
project:

¢ An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 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 (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6[a]).

o Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project
may have on the environment (Public Resources Code [PRC] 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
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these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives,
or would be more costly (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b]).

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 lead agency but
were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination [...] 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 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]).

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be
used to summarize the comparison (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]).

If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would
be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]).

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. The
purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision-makers
to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for
determining whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts may be significant,
unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does establish
that baseline (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e][1]).

If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[e][2]).

Project Objectives
Based on the above, reasonable alternatives to the project must be capable of feasibly attaining

most of the basic objectives of the project. The proposed project is being pursued with the
following objectives:

1.

2.

Provide a meaningful number of housing units for the City, in a balanced and wide variety
of densities, products and price points.

Provide 20 percent of the total residential units for the construction of deed-restricted
affordable housing for low, very low and extremely low-income households.

Provide more attainable homeownership opportunities for the “missing middle”
households and young families, including 23 percent of the total residential units offering
higher density condominiums/townhomes that are anticipated to be more attainable to
these households.

Prioritize the use of high and medium density housing for the missing middle and young
families who are currently unable to find or afford housing in Davis.

Create the type of housing that will encourage young families to buy and live in Davis,
increasing the number of children attending Davis Joint Unified School District (DJUSD)
schools.

Encourage people living outside and commuting in to Davis to live in Davis, thereby
reducing regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated environmental impacts.
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Respect existing agricultural uses by providing buffers that create a transitional space and
encourage residents to appreciate the value of both uses coexisting together while
establishing a thoughtfully designed urban City boundary.

Develop an inclusive community for all, including those with intellectual or developmental
disabilities with independent housing, recreation, and employment opportunities designed
to meet the unique needs of that cohort.

Provide a vibrant community park with active ballfields, inclusive play areas, and an indoor
gymnasium, proximate to existing residents as well as new homeowners.

Provide a transit station and stops, allowing easy access to transit for neighborhood
residents and visitors and reducing the use of individual automobiles.

Create outdoor educational opportunities for various age groups and abilities, which
encourage exploration and complement existing programs within the City.

Expand the City’s existing bikeway and pedestrian trail system and provide important
connections to new off-site bikeways and existing public trails.

Support existing retailers by avoiding the construction of brick-and-mortar retail and
instead providing an eclectic neighborhood retail and entertainment area with
opportunities to incorporate a Competitive Integrated Employment (CIE) program for
persons living with intellectual or developmental disabilities.

Design an environmentally sensitive and sustainable community that features an urban
forest throughout the connected trail system and emphasizes the use of rooftop solar
electricity to reduce the community’s environmental footprint, reduce automobile and
water use, and increase tree cover.

Create an economically feasible project able to construct the special amenities and
features proposed for the neighborhood.

Impacts Identified in the EIR

In addition to attaining the maijority of project objectives, reasonable alternatives to the proposed
project must be capable of reducing the magnitude of, or avoiding, identified significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project. The significant but mitigable and significant and
unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR are presented in Table 7-6; the significant and
unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR are also presented below.

Aesthetics. The EIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to substantially degrading the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. In addition, the EIR determined that
the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable impact related to substantially degrading the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings associated with development of the
proposed project in combination with future buildout of the City of Davis.

Agricultural Resources. The EIR determined that the proposed project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use or agricultural land as defined in Davis
Municipal Code Chapter 40A, even with implementation of mitigation measures. In
addition, even with implementation of mitigation, the EIR determined that the proposed
project would result in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact
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related to involving changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use.

o Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy. The EIR determined that the proposed project
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to conflicting with or obstructing
implementation of the applicable air quality plan during operation of the proposed project
because the reactive organic gases (ROG) emissions would be above the applicable Yolo-
Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) thresholds of significance.
Additionally, the EIR determined that, even with implementation of mitigation, the amount
of ROG emissions generated by the proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which
the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air
quality standard (AAQS). The EIR also determined that the proposed project would result
in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact related to the
generation of GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs during operation.

o Noise. The EIR determined that, even with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-
1, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the
generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels during construction
in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

e Population and Housing. The EIR determined that the proposed project would result in
a significant and unavoidable impact related to inducing substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, because the increase in population resulting
from the proposed project would not be within the range of growth projections assumed
for the City of Davis. The EIR also concluded that impacts related to cumulative unplanned
population growth would be cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

o Transportation. The EIR determined that even with implementation of mitigation the
proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to conflicting
or being inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), which is
related to VMT. The EIR also determined that the foregoing impact would also be
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable. In addition, the EIR
determined that the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable related to conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit facilities and services, even with the
implementation of mitigation, because the remaining fair share contribution sources
enabling the construction of a second westbound through lane and the specific
improvements and associated funding sources are not currently known. Finally, the EIR
determined that the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable impact related to substantially increasing hazards due to
geometric design features or incompatible uses (i.e., SR 113 and 1-80 freeway off-ramp
queueing).

o Utilities and Service Systems. The EIR determined that the City’s WWTP may not have
sufficient capacity to treat the proposed project’'s wastewater. Even with implementation
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of mitigation, which consists of the project’s payment of fair share fees toward future
expansion of the WWTP, the remaining funds necessary to guarantee completion of the
upgrades are uncertain, and therefore, the project’s impact is considered significant and
unavoidable. The EIR also determined that the project in combination with reasonably
foreseeable development could result in a significant cumulative impact to the City’s
WWTP, and the project’s incremental contribution would be cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable.

7.3 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project or alternatives to the
location of the proposed project is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives analysis is
to disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained, while reducing the
magnitude of, or avoiding, one or more of the significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Alternatives that are included and evaluated in the EIR must be feasible alternatives.
However, the CEQA Guidelines require the EIR to “set forth only those alternatives necessary to
permit a reasoned choice.” As stated in Section 15126.6(a), 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. The CEQA
Guidelines provide a definition for “a range of reasonable alternatives” and thus limit the number
and type of alternatives that may need to be evaluated in a given EIR. According to the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f):

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only
the ones that the lead agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project.

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be feasible. In the context of CEQA Guidelines
Section 21061.1, “feasible” is defined as:

[...] capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors.

Finally, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives when the effects of the alternative “cannot
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.”

Alternatives Considered But Dismissed From Further Analysis
Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that could reduce
significant project impacts, while still meeting most of the basic project objectives.

As stated in Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), 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,
(i) infeasibility, or
(iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

Regarding item (ii), infeasibility, among the factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
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boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context),
and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the
alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). The aforementioned factors do
not establish a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.

A Buildout Within City Limits Alternative was considered but dismissed from detailed analysis in
this EIR. The reasons for dismissal, within the context of the three above-outlined permissible
reasons, are provided below.

Buildout Within City Limits Alternative

The Buildout Within City Limits Alternative would consist of development of the same project
components as the proposed project within the City of Davis city limits. Because the City does
not contain one contiguous plot of land that is currently undeveloped and would be large enough
to accommodate all components of the proposed project, the Buildout Within City Limits
Alternative would include development over multiple vacant and underutilized off-site parcels that
are located within the City of Davis.

As the project would not be located all on one site, the Buildout Within City Limits Alternative
would not be capable of meeting all of the project objectives, and the opportunity for the project
to include a variety of benefits would not occur. The Buildout Within City Limits Alternative would
not fully meet Project Objectives #9, #10, #11, #12, and #13, in that the proposed community
park, transit station, and neighborhood retail uses would not be centralized within one site. In
addition, unlike the proposed project, the Alternative may not provide a transit station and
bicycle/pedestrian connections where such improvements are currently needed. With respect to
the proposed community park, the same acreage and amenities as the proposed project cannot
be guaranteed under the Alternative, as the potential off-site parcels within the City Limits may be
smaller than the currently proposed park area.

Most importantly, and the primary reason for rejection, is the City’s lack of available vacant and
underutilized sites to accommodate the proposed project. For example, Table 62, Vacant and
Underutilized Sites, City of Davis, September 2023, of the Davis Housing Element, identifies a
total residential unit capacity of 242 units for the vacant and underutilized sites within the City.’
However, as noted, Table 62 does not include the capacity in the Downtown area that was created
with the Downtown Davis Specific Plan. Appendix E of the Housing Element identifies a potential
build-out capacity for the Downtown Davis Specific Plan area of 780 units. While this would close
the gap between the proposed project’s 1,250 units and 242 residential unit capacity in Table 62
of the Housing Element, only approximately 80 percent of the total project units could be
accommodated.

Overall, the Buildout Within City Limits Alternative would not be considered a feasible alternative
to the proposed project and has been dismissed from further evaluation.

Alternatives Considered in this EIR
The following alternatives are considered and evaluated in this section:

e Alternative 1: No Project (No Build) Alternative;
e Alternative 2: Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative;

' City of Davis. 2021-2029 Housing Element, City of Davis. Adopted December 5, 2023.
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e Alternative 3: Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative;
e Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative; and
e Alternative 5: Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative.

Each of the project alternatives is described in detail below, with a corresponding analysis of each
alternative’s impacts in comparison to the proposed project. As discussed above, reasonable
alternatives to the project must be capable of avoiding or substantially lessening one or more of
the significant effects of the proposed project. Therefore, this chapter focuses on the resource
areas and specific impacts listed above and in Table 7-6 that have been identified in this EIR for
the proposed project as requiring mitigation to reduce significant impacts to less than significant,
or have been found to remain significant and unavoidable. While an effort has been made to
include quantitative data for certain analytical topics, where possible, qualitative comparisons of
the various alternatives to the project are primarily provided. Such an approach to the analysis is
appropriate as evidenced by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), which states that the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects
of the project as proposed.

The analysis evaluates impacts that would occur with the alternatives relative to the significant
impacts identified for the proposed project. When comparing the potential impacts resulting from
implementation of the foregoing alternatives, the following terminology is used:

“Fewer” = Less than Proposed Project;
“Similar” = Similar to Proposed Project;
“Greater” = Greater than Proposed Project; and
"None” = No impact.

When the term “fewer” is used, the reader should not necessarily equate this to elimination of
significant impacts identified for the proposed project. For example, in many cases, an alternative
would reduce the relative intensity of a significant impact identified for the proposed project, but
the impact would still be expected to remain significant under the alternative, thereby requiring
mitigation. In other cases, the use of the term “fewer” may mean the actual elimination of an
impact identified for the proposed project altogether. Similarly, use of the term “greater” does not
necessarily imply that an alternative would require additional mitigation beyond what has been
required for the proposed project. To the extent possible, this analysis will distinguish between
the two implications of the comparative words “fewer” and “greater.”

See Table 7-6 at the end of this chapter for a comparison of the environmental impacts resulting
from the considered alternatives and the proposed project.

Alternative 1: No Project (No Build) Alternative
CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]). Analysis of the no project alternative shall:

“[...] discuss [...] existing conditions [...] as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (/d., subd. [e][2]) “If
the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project
on identifiable property, the ‘no project’ alternative is the circumstance under which the
project does not proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects of
the property remaining in the property’s existing state versus environmental effects that
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would occur if the project were approved. If disapproval of the project under consideration
would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project,
this ‘no project’ consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no project
alternative means ‘no build,” wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained.
However, where failure to proceed with the project would not result in preservation of
existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the
project's non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would
be required to preserve the existing physical environment.” (/d., subd. [e][3][B]).

The Lead Agency has decided to evaluate a No Project (No Build) Alternative, which assumes
that the current conditions of the project site would remain, and the site would not be developed.
As described in this EIR, the project site consists of generally flat, agricultural land. A drainage
course with associated riparian habitat (Channel A) runs east to west through the site, adjacent
to the northern private access road, continuing through the Wildhorse Golf Course to the west.
Current agricultural operations and cultivation occur within approximately five to 15 feet of
Channel A. Existing trees are located along the project frontage adjacent to East Covell Boulevard
and along both sides of Channel A. The project site is located outside of the City of Davis City
Limits and the City of Davis Sphere of Influence (SOI) and within the unincorporated area of Yolo
County. Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the existing on-site agricultural operations
would be anticipated to continue. As such, under the Alternative, the entire project site is
conservatively assumed to be subject to continuous disturbance related to discing, planting, and
harvesting. As shown in Table 7-5 at the end of this chapter, the No Project (No Build) Alternative
would not meet the majority of the project objectives. Because the No Project (No Build)
Alternative would preserve the existing agricultural uses on-site, the Alternative would partially
meet Objective #7 related to respecting existing agricultural uses. However, the Alternative would
not fully meet Objective #7, as agricultural buffers would not be required.

Aesthetics

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would consist of the continuation of the existing conditions
of the project site. Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not introduce any new
structures or buildings on the site, the Alternative would not alter the existing visual character and
quality of public views of the project site. In addition, the creation of new sources of light or glare
would not occur, and Mitigation Measures 4.1-3 and 4.1-5 would not be required. Thus, impacts
related to Aesthetics would not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative. The significant
and unavoidable (project-level and cumulative) impact related to Aesthetics would not occur under
the No Project (No Build) Alternative.

Agricultural Resources

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would consist of the continuation of the existing conditions
of the project site. Pursuant to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Important
Farmland Finder, approximately 192.7 acres of the project site are mapped as Prime Farmland,
and approximately 22.5 acres of the project site are mapped as Farmland of Statewide
Importance. In addition, the entire project site meets the City of Davis’s definition of “agricultural
land” and the Yolo LAFCo’s definition of Prime Farmland. The No Project (No Build) Alternative
would not result in farmland conversion, and thus, agricultural activities would be able to continue
to occur. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural uses, as well as impacts associated with involving changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or nature, could cumulatively result in loss of Farmland
to non-agricultural use, would be eliminated under the Alternative.
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Overall, impacts related to Agricultural Resources would not occur under the No Project (No Build)
Alternative.

Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not involve development of the project site,
operational activities anticipated for the proposed project would not occur under the Alternative.
Therefore, the Alternative would not result in operational emissions associated with the proposed
project that would generate emissions of ROG in exceedance of the YSAQMD'’s significance
thresholds, nor result in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable net increase
of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal
or State AAQS, and Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 and 4.3-6 would not be required. However, the
current agricultural operations involve activities that generate dust and result in emissions of
criteria air pollutants. For example, emissions from limited agricultural vehicle trips, discing, and
harvesting would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants. Due to the low intensity of current
operations, such emissions would be much less intensive under the No Project (No Build)
Alternative than what could occur under the proposed project. Therefore, while the No Project (No
Build) Alternative would result in emissions of air pollutants, any potential impacts associated with
such would be substantially less than what is expected for the proposed project.

The existing on-site agricultural operations involve limited activities that result in GHG emissions.
However, due to the increase in daily vehicle trips associated with the proposed project, GHG
emissions associated with continued operation of the existing on-site agricultural activities would
generate substantially less GHG emissions than the proposed project. As such, the potential
construction impact related to the generation of GHG emissions that may have a significant impact
on the environment, or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, would be reduced as compared to the proposed
project. Similarly, the cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable operational
impact identified for the proposed project related to the generation of GHG emissions that may
have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, would be reduced as
compared to the proposed project. Thus, the impacts identified for the proposed project related
to air quality and GHG emissions would be reduced under the No Project (No Build) Alternative,
and Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-6, 4.3-7(a), 4.3-7(b), and 4.3-8 would not be required. Overall,
the No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to Air Quality, GHG
Emissions, and Energy as compared to the proposed project.

Biological Resources

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, construction of the proposed urban uses would not
occur on the project site. However, agricultural operations could continue to occur on-site and it
is reasonably anticipated that the agricultural operations could impact protected species, including
but not necessarily limited to, Crotch’s bumble bee, monarch butterfly, northwestern pond turtle,
giant garter snake, and burrowing owl. In addition, unlike the proposed project, the Alternative
would not plant new trees within the project site and pesticide use on-site would continue under
the Alternative. Nevertheless, the extent of agricultural operations may vary over time, and it is
reasonable to conclude that the urban development proposed by the proposed project would have
greater impacts to biological resources.

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include removal of trees and, thus, would not
conflict with the City’s Tree Ordinance, and Mitigation Measure 4.4-13 would not be required. In
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addition, it is not anticipated that this Alternative would impact valley foothill riparian habitat or
Channel A, eliminating the need for Mitigation Measures 4.4-10(a), 4.4-10(b), and 4.4-11(a)
through 4.4-11(d). Further, because development of the site would not occur, and agricultural
operations are currently allowed on-site, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not have the
potential to conflict with the provisions of the Yolo County HCP/NCCP and would not be subject
to Mitigation Measures 4.4-14(a) through 4.4-14(g).

Overall, the proposed project would result in the potential to impact a broader range of protected
species; thus, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in fewer impacts to Biological
Resources as compared to the proposed project.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would consist of the continuation of agricultural operations
on the project site, which would involve disturbance of soils through planting, discing, etc.
Disturbance of soils through agricultural operations is, in some ways, similar to the construction
activities that would occur as part of the proposed project. However, unlike the existing on-site
agricultural operations, construction of the proposed project would involve excavation work
associated with installation of utility infrastructure, including water and sewer lines. Such
excavation work would require a greater depth of disturbance than the agricultural operations.
The additional depth of disturbance could increase the likelihood of encountering previously
unknown cultural and tribal cultural resources. Nonetheless, the existing on-site agricultural
operations would have the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an unique archaeological or tribal cultural resource, or disturb human remains. Overall, the No
Project (No Build) Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to Cultural and Tribal
Resources as compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-
4(a) through (c) would not be required.

Geology and Soils

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include grading or other ground-
disturbing activities associated with development, impacts related to being located on expansive
soil, would not occur. In addition, the Alternative would not have the potential to destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. Because development would not
occur, Mitigation Measure 4.6-3, requiring preparation and implementation of a final geotechnical
engineering report, would not be necessary. Nor would Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 be required,
because ground-disturbing activities associated with construction would not occur and any
subsurface paleontological resources would not be encountered. Overall, no impacts identified
for the proposed project related to Geology and Soils would occur under the No Project (No Build)
Alternative.

It is noted that, because the existing on-site agricultural operations would continue under the No
Project (No Build) Alternative, such agricultural operations could result in soil erosion and/or the
loss of topsoil.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include any development; thus, the Alternative
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving on-site irrigation wells. As such, Mitigation
Measure 4.7-2 would not be required. Overall, no impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous
Materials would occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not alter existing site conditions and, thus, would not
have the potential to result in construction or operational impacts related to water quality. Thus,
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 would not be required. In addition, because the project site
would be undeveloped, the Alternative would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through
the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site;
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; redirect
flood flows, or in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation. As such, Mitigation Measures 4.8-4 and 4.8-5 would not be required. Overall, no
impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality would occur under the No Project (No Build)
Alternative.

Noise

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include any construction activities on-
site, the Alternative would not have the potential to result in the generation of a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would not be required, and the significant and
unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project would not occur. However, for this
Alternative, periodic noise would be generated on-site due to ongoing agricultural activities. These
limited operational noises are anticipated to be fewer than the operational noise generated by the
proposed project. Overall, fewer impacts related to Noise would occur under the No Project (No
Build) Alternative.

Population and Housing

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include any development on-site, the
Alternative would not induce substantial unplanned population growth either directly or indirectly,
and would not result in cumulative unplanned population growth. Therefore, the significant and
unavoidable and cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impacts identified for
the proposed project would not occur under the Alternative. Overall, no impacts related to
Population and Housing would occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.

Transportation

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not generate construction or operational traffic on
local roadways and, thus, would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing
the circulation system during construction activities, or related to pedestrian, bicycle, or transit
facilities. As such, Mitigation Measures 4.13-1, 4.13-2, 4.13-3, and 4.13-7 would not be required.
In addition, because development of the project site would not occur, the cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project related
to conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit facilities and services, conflicting with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b), and substantially increasing hazards due to a geometric design feature or
incompatible uses, would not occur. As such, Mitigation Measures 4.13-3, 4.13-4, 4.13-8(a), 4.13-
8(b), 4.13-9, and 4.13-11 would not be required. Overall, impacts related to Transportation would
not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.
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Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that the bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements included in
the proposed project would not be constructed under this Alternative.

Utilities and Service Systems

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not generate wastewater and, thus, would not result
in the determination by the wastewater treatment provider (i.e., City of Davis) that it does not have
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.14-3 would not be required and the project’s
significant and unavoidable impact would not occur. Similarly, this Alternative would not result in
a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution toward a significant cumulative WWTP
capacity impact.

Alternative 2: Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative

The Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include a 25 percent reduction in
residential units as compared to the proposed project. The Alternative would consist of the
development of 937 dwelling units, including 263 Residential Low Density (LDR) units, 451
Residential Medium Density (MDR) units, and 223 Residential High Density (HDR) units, on the
same development footprint as the proposed project, resulting in an overall reduction of 313
residential units as compared to the proposed project (see Table 7-1). This Alternative would
include a reduction of 315 HDR units as compared to the proposed project, while still retaining
the affordable housing parcel located in the southwest corner of the project site (see Figure 7-1).

Table 7-1
Alternative 2: Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
Land Use Summary
Land Use Designation Gross Acres Net Acres Units
Residential Low Density 771 49.3 263
Residential Medium Density 68.5 43.8 451
Residential High Density 12.0 7.7 223
Subtotal 157.6 100.8 937
Urban Agricultural Transition Area 443 443 --
Park 12.3 12.3 -
Neighborhood Greenbelt 18.2 18.2 --
Subtotal 74.8 74.8 -
Total 2324 175.6 937

The Alternative would result in a net residential density of approximately 9.3 dwelling units per
acre (du/ac), as compared to the 11.9 du/ac net residential density associated with the proposed
project.

Similar to the proposed project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
include the development of transit improvements; a daycare facility within the HDR parcel;
associated on-site roadway improvements; utility improvements; recreational uses, open space,
and greenbelts; and off-site improvements. In addition, similar to the proposed project, the
Alternative would reserve land to accommodate a fire station adjacent to East Covell Boulevard.
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Figure 7-1
Alternative 2: Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
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A goal of the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would be reducing demand on
City services, including further minimizing demand on City services related to the proposed
community park, although the proposed project does not have a significant impact relative to City
services. The proposed project would include a community park intended to serve surrounding
communities and residents Citywide with sports fields, a gym/classroom building, neighborhood
retail offerings, a dog park, ample parking, and the ability for access to the park without traveling
through the project. To further reduce the demand on City services with the Lower Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative, the park would be moved to the center of project site and
would be designed to primarily serve the needs of the project residents as a neighborhood park
instead of a community park with amenities designed for the surrounding communities. As a
neighborhood park with reduced Citywide amenities, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would reduce the demands on City park services.

As a neighborhood-serving park with fewer Citywide amenities and the lack of proximity to East
Covell Boulevard, the retail uses would also be removed. With the central park intended to serve
as a neighborhood park, the proposed northern mini-park would no longer be necessary to serve
the project residents and meet the City’s walkability standards.

As shown in Table 7-5 at the end of this chapter, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would not meet Objectives #6, #9, and #13 and would be less successful in meeting
Objectives #4 and #5. Nevertheless, because the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would include development of the project site with the same types of uses, the majority
of the project objectives would generally be met.

Aesthetics

The Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would consist of the development of the
project site with similar uses to the proposed project, with the exception of 313 fewer residential
units. As such, similar to the proposed project, the Alternative would introduce new structures and
buildings on the site that would disrupt the existing panoramic open space/agricultural views
available on the project site. Therefore, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would have a similar potential as the proposed project to alter the existing visual character and
quality of public views of the project site, and feasible mitigation still would not exist to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level.

Thus, the project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts related to
degradation of the existing visual character and public views of the project site would still occur
under the Alternative. In addition, the creation of new sources of substantial light or glare would
occur under the Alternative, and Mitigation Measures 4.1-3 and 4.1-5 would be required.

Overall, impacts related to Aesthetics would be similar under the Lower Number of Units — Same
Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project, including the identified significant and
unavoidable impacts.

Agricultural Resources

The Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with similar uses as the proposed project, and would include the same development
footprint. Therefore, the Alternative would result in similar significant and unavoidable impacts
related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses, as well as impacts associated with
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involving changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Overall, impacts related to Agricultural Resources would be similar under the Lower Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures
4.2-1 and 4.2-4 would still be required.

Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy

The Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with similar uses as the proposed project. Although the Alternative would include the
development of 313 fewer units than currently proposed, because the development footprint of
the Alternative would be the same as the proposed project, potential impacts related to generating
GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment, or conflicting with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of GHGs during construction, would be similar to the proposed project,
and Mitigation Measures 4.3-7(a) and 4.3-7(b) would still be required.

Because the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the development
of 313 fewer units than the proposed project, emissions of ROG, as well as emissions of GHGs
associated with operation of the Alternative, would be reduced as compared to the proposed
project. However, even with the reduction in residential units, operational emissions associated
with the Alternative would not significantly decrease. As such, the foregoing impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable and/or cumulatively considerable, and implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-6, and 4.3-8 would still be required.

Therefore, while the significant and unavoidable impacts related to Air Quality, GHG Emissions,
and Energy would not be avoided under the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative,
the severity of such impacts would be reduced.

Biological Resources

Although the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the development
of 313 fewer units than the proposed project, the development footprint would be similar. While
fewer units are proposed, the Alternative would include a greater number of single-family units
developed at a lower residential density than the development under the proposed project. As
such, the residential lots would be larger under the Alternative than the proposed project and
would be more spread out, and the entirety of the site currently proposed for development,
including the intervening spaces between residential units, would be subject to disturbance.
Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would result in a similar disturbance of on-site habitat and would have the potential to
impact Crotch’s bumble bee, monarch butterfly, northwestern pond turtle, giant garter snake,
tricolored blackbird, burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and other
birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code
(CFGC). In addition, because the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
result in the same development footprint as the proposed project, including the proposed
pedestrian bridge over Channel A and the two new storm water outfalls into the Channel, the
impact identified for the proposed project related to having a substantial adverse effect on State-
or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means, would still occur under
the Alternative. Furthermore, because the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
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would include the removal of on-site trees and disturbance of riparian habitat, the Alternative
would have similar potential to conflict with the City’s Tree Ordinance, result in substantial adverse
effects on riparian habitat and/or other sensitive natural communities, and conflict with the
provisions of the Yolo HCP/NCCP. As such, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 through 4.4-9, 4.4-10(a),
4.4-10(b), 4.4-11(a) through 4.4-11(c), 4.4-13, 4.4-14(a) through 4.4-14(g), and 4.4-15 would still
be required. Therefore, overall impacts to Biological Resources would be similar under the Lower
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in the development of the
same uses as the proposed project, and would include the same development footprint. Similar
to the proposed project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in
on- and off-site disturbance to accommodate new development. Therefore, Mitigation Measures
4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4(a) through 4.5-4(c) would still apply to the Alternative to mitigate the
potentially significant impacts associated with the potential to cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a unique archaeological or tribal cultural resource, or disturb human remains
during construction. Overall, potential impacts related to Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
would be similar under the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to
the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

As noted above, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in the
development of the same uses as the proposed project, and would include the same development
footprint. However, the Alternative would result in the development of 313 fewer residential units
than the proposed project and, thus, would expose a reduced number of individuals to potential
geological hazards. Consequently, the potential for the Alternative to result in impacts related to
being located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse, or be located on expansive soil, would be reduced as compared to the
proposed project. The Alternative’s potential to destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature would be similar to the proposed project. As such, Mitigation Measures
4.6-3 and 4.6-4 would still be required. Overall, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to Geology and Soils as compared to the
proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Because the development footprint for the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would be the same as compared to the proposed project, the potential recognized environmental
conditions (RECs) identified on the project site would still occur under the Alternative. Thus,
similar to the proposed project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative could
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment
related to on-site wells. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 would still be required. Overall, impacts
related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials under the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Given that the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the same
development footprint as the proposed project, the potential for the Alternative to result in impacts
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related to water quality during construction and/or operation would also be the same. Therefore,
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 would still be required. In addition, impacts related to
substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; redirect flood flows, or in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zone, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, would be similar to the proposed project,
and Mitigation Measures 4.8-4 and 4.8-5 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to
Hydrology and Water Quality under the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would be similar to the proposed project.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
include the construction of a residential and park uses within the project site. Similar to the
proposed project, construction would occur in close proximity to existing residential receptors. As
such, the Alternative would have the potential to result in a significant and unavoidable impact
related to the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies, and Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would still be required.
Despite the fact that the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the
development of 313 fewer units than the proposed project, because the development footprint
would be the same, construction activities associated with the Alternative would be of similar
duration and intensity as compared to the proposed project, and the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, overall impacts related to Noise under the Lower Number
of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

Population and Housing

Similar to the proposed project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
require annexation of the project site into the City of Davis. Because the project site is currently
not located within the City of Davis and does not have a City General Plan land use designation,
the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative has not been included as part of the
City’s growth projections. As such, the increase in population resulting from the Lower Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative would not be within the range of growth projections assumed
for the City of Davis. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Alternative would be
considered to induce substantial unplanned population growth, and a significant and unavoidable
and cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact would occur. However, as
stated above, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative includes the development
of 313 fewer dwelling units as compared to the proposed project; using the 2.57
persons/household average household size for the City of Davis, the Alternative would house
approximately 805 fewer residents than the proposed project. Therefore, while the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to Population and Housing would not be avoided under the Lower
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative, the severity of such impacts would be reduced.
Overall, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Population and Housing as compared to the proposed project.

Transportation
As previously discussed, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would entail
development of the project site with the same uses as the proposed project, with the exception
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that the Alternative would include 313 fewer dwelling units. Therefore, similar to the proposed
project, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would generate construction
traffic on local roadways and, thus, would have the potential to conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system during construction activities, and
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would still be required.

In addition, while the Alternative would result in 313 fewer dwelling units compared to the
proposed project, use of existing transit facilities would be increased as a result of buildout of the
Alternative and the Alternative could cause a substantial increase in vehicle travel demand and
cause increases to peak evening hour delay on East Covell Boulevard during the evening
commute period, thus affecting bus performance and on-time bus arrivals. As such, Mitigation
Measure 4.13-3 would still be required under the Alternative. In addition, the cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project related to
conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit facilities and services, associated with cumulative development of the proposed project in
combination with future buildout of the City of Davis would still occur, and implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.13-8(a) and 4.13-8(b) would still be required. Furthermore, because the
Alternative would still be required to implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-3, which requires
construction of westbound right-turn lanes at the site’s two access points on East Covell
Boulevard to reduce right-turning traffic and facilitate bus performance through the corridor,
construction of the turn lanes under the Alternative would increase conflicts between bicyclists
and vehicles. Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.13-2 and 4.13-7 would still be required under the
Alternative in order to ensure installation of bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements along
East Covell Boulevard. Based on the above, the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would still have the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and services.

According to the Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (LCI) (formerly known as
the Governor's Office of Planning and Research [OPR]) Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory), one method of reducing residential VMT
is to increase residential density. According to Fehr & Peers, increasing the proposed project’s
residential density from 11.9 to 18.5 dwelling units per net acre would reduce VMT to be below
the regional threshold. To meet the City’s VMT target, the project’s residential density would need
to increase from 11.9 to 14.5 dwelling units per net acre. The Lower Number of Units — Same
Footprint Alternative would include fewer residential units than the proposed project and, thus,
would be built out at a lower residential density as compared to the proposed project. The
Alternative would result in a net residential density of approximately 9.3 du/ac. As such, the
reduced density under this Alternative would result in increased VMT per capita as compared to
the proposed project. Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.13-4 and
4.13-9, the Alternative would result in a greater impact related to VMT (i.e., conflicting with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)), and the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Lastly, while the Lower Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the
development of 313 fewer units as compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would
similarly contribute to freeway off-ramp queuing that spills onto the freeway mainline. Therefore,
the changes associated with the Alternative, in combination with future buildout of the City of
Davis, could result in hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. Mitigation
Measure 4.13-11 would still be required, and the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.
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Overall, potential impacts related to Transportation would be greater under the Lower Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Alternative would consist of the development of 937 dwelling units, resulting in an overall
reduction of 313 residential units as compared to the proposed project. Using the metrics in the
WWTP Capacity Memorandum, this would equate to a reduction in wastewater flow by
approximately 46,000 gallons per day, as compared to the proposed project. As a result, this
Alternative could have a reduced impact on the City’s WWTP capacity, though the impact could
still be significant and unavoidable given the recent capacity analysis, suggesting that the WWTP
may be at or nearing its capacity. Similarly, this Alternative’s incremental contribution to the
significant cumulative impact on the City’s WWTP capacity could be reduced.

Overall, potential impacts related to Ultilities and Service Systems could be fewer under the Lower
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Alternative 3: Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative
The Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would consist of buildout of the same
land uses included with the proposed project on a reduced development footprint in order to avoid,
to the extent feasible, conversion of on-site high-quality agricultural land with non-agricultural
uses, and to reduce residential VMT. The Alternative would include a total of 1,250 units on a
170-acre development footprint, which represents an approximately 27 percent reduction in
development area, for a reduction of approximately 62 acres (see Table 7-2 and Figure 7-2).

Table 7-2
Alternative 3: Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint

Alternative Land Use Summari

Residential Low Density 33.1 21.2 148
Residential Medium Density 36.3 23.2 282
Residential High Density 48.1 30.8 820
Subtotal 117.5 75.2 1,250
Urban Agricultural Transition Area 17.6 17.6 --
Park 16.4 16.4 --
Neighborhood Greenbelt 18.5 18.5 --
Subtotal 52.5 52.5 -
Total 170.0 127.7 1,250

The Alternative would result in a net residential density of approximately 16.6 du/ac, as compared
to the 11.9 du/ac net residential density associated with the proposed project.

; Chapter 7 — Alternatives Analysis
( Page 7-19



Draft EIR
Willowgrove Project
November 2025

Figure 7-2
Alternative 3: Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative
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With the goal of reducing VMT with the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative,
the HDR parcels would be located closer to East Covell Boulevard to ensure all higher density
apartments are closer to proposed transit stops, consistent with strategies to reduce VMT. To
accommodate HDR closer to transit stops, the community park would be located in a central area
of the project site. As density increases and project footprint decreases, the amenities and size
of the park would also be reduced. The park associated with the Alternative would be focused on
neighborhood amenities to reduce travel through the project site by non-resident park visitors. In
addition, the Alternative would not include neighborhood retail in order to accommodate higher
density residential uses on a smaller development footprint and due to the lack of proximity to
East Covell Boulevard. Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative would reserve land to
accommodate a fire station facility adjacent to East Covell Boulevard.

Under the Alternative, the UATA would be reduced to a minimum and additional trees within the
urban forest north of Channel A would not be planted. Channel A would be completely avoided,
but existing agricultural operations around Channel A could continue. The landscape buffer along
East Covell Boulevard would be reduced in order to accommodate additional units and a sound
wall. The Alternative would not include a connection to the existing off-site City of Davis trails
located to the north (i.e., Gill Orchard Easement trail), and connections to the trail within the
adjacent Wildhorse Agricultural Buffer would be reduced. The overall trail and bikeway system
would be reduced in order to accommodate the increased residential density.

As shown in Table 7-5 at the end of this chapter, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint
Alternative would fully meet Objectives #6, #7, #8, #10, and #11. However, for reasons outlined
in Table 7-5, the Alternative would not meet Objectives #9, #13, or #14 and would be less
successful in meeting the remaining project objectives.

Aesthetics

The Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in the development of
similar uses to the proposed project on a 170-acre development footprint. In order to achieve the
increased residential density, the mix of residential product types would need to be adjusted. This
would result in an increase in the amount of multi-family housing along East Covell Boulevard and
could result in the number of stories of each multi-family structure being increased from two and
three stories anticipated under the proposed project, to three and four stories under the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative. The Alternative is anticipated to require three-
story garden style buildings along East Covell Boulevard. Parking would be provided at a 1:1 ratio,
and limited outdoor space would be provided. Although the Alternative would introduce new
structures and buildings on the site that would disrupt the existing panoramic open
space/agricultural views available on the project site, a reduced amount of agricultural land would
be converted to urban uses under the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative.
Therefore, although the project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts
related to degradation of the existing visual character and public views of the project site would
still occur under the Alternative, the severity of such impacts would be reduced. In addition, the
creation of new sources of substantial light or glare would occur under the Alternative, and
Mitigation Measures 4.1-3 and 4.1-5 would be required. Overall, impacts related to Aesthetics
would be fewer under the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative as compared to
the proposed project due to the reduction in development area by approximately 62 acres.
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Agricultural Resources

As discussed above, although the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would
involve the development of similar uses as the proposed project, the Alternative would be
designed to avoid the development of approximately 62 acres of agricultural land in the northern
portion of the project site. The entire 170-acre development footprint under the Alternative is
designated as Prime Farmland (see Figure 7-3). In comparison, the proposed project would
convert approximately 215.2 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), which equates to approximately 26.6 percent more Farmland conversion than the
Alternative.

Therefore, although the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses,
as well as impacts associated with involving changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use,
because a greater amount of Farmland would be preserved under the Alternative than under the
proposed project, the severity of the aforementioned significant and unavoidable impacts would
be reduced under the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative.

Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note that productive farming of the 62-acre
agricultural avoidance area may prove difficult given that the area would be surrounded by new
residential receptors. Agricultural operations can generate noise and dust from equipment
operations, and should residents file nuisance complaints with the City, the ability to successfully
farm the agricultural avoidance area on an ongoing basis may be comprised and ultimately
rendered infeasible.

Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Agricultural Resources as compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures
4.2-1 and 4.2-4 would still be required.

Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy

The Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include development of similar
uses to the proposed project. The Alternative would include a smaller development footprint than
the proposed project, reduced park amenities, and would not include neighborhood retail uses.
While potential impacts related to generating GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment, or conflicting with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs during construction would
be reduced under the Alternative as compared to the proposed project due to the reduced
development footprint, Mitigation Measures 4.3-7(a) and 4.3-7(b) would still be required.

As previously discussed, the EIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the applicable
air quality plan during operation of the proposed project because the ROG emissions would be
above the applicable YSAQMD thresholds of significance. Additionally, the EIR determined that,
even with implementation of mitigation, the amount of ROG emissions generated by the proposed
project would result in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable net increase
of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal
or State AAQS.
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Figure 7-3
Alternative 3: Same Number of Units — Smaller Foot
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The EIR also determined that the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable
and significant and unavoidable impact related to the generation of GHG emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs during
operation.

In their Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate
Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity,? the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) sets forth VMT reduction strategies. As stated therein, most CAPCOA
VMT reduction strategies also reduce GHG emissions and criteria pollutants, considered co-
benefits, by reducing the source metric of VMT (i.e., vehicle ownership, number of vehicle trips,
and trip distance). As discussed in further detail under the Transportation discussion, the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in a reduction in residential VMT per
capita as compared to the proposed project due to the increased residential density. The
reduction in VMT associated with the Alternative would result in a proportional reduction in mobile
source emissions. The reduction in GHG emissions was calculated using the following CAPCOA
formula for Strategy T-1 (Increase Residential Density):

Percent reduction in GHG emissions from project VMT in study area = [(Residential density
of project development —9.1) / 9.1] * -0.22

As such, unmitigated operational GHG emissions would be reduced by an estimated 18.1 percent
from 10,210 metric tons of CO, equivalents per year (MTCOze/yr) to 8,362 MTCOze/yr under the
Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative. However, even with such a reduction, the
Alternative could still result in GHG emissions that could exceed net carbon neutrality in the year
2040, and, thus, implementation of the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative
would conflict with the City’s adopted goal of carbon neutrality by the year 2040. Therefore, the
foregoing impact would remain significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable, even
with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-8. Nonetheless, the severity of the foregoing
impact would be reduced under the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative as
compared to the proposed project.

In addition, according to the CAPCOA Handbook, the percentage reduction in ROG emissions
associated with reduction in VMT can be calculated with the following formula:?

Percent reduction in ROG emissions = Percent reduction in GHG * 87 percent

Using the above formula, the reduction in VMT under the Alternative would result in a 15.77
percent reduction in ROG emissions, for a reduction from 14.5 tons per year (tons/yr) associated
with the proposed project to approximately 12.2 tons/yr, which would still be above the YSAQMD
significance threshold of 10 tons/yr. As such, the foregoing impacts related to criteria pollutant
emissions would remain significant and unavoidable and/or cumulatively considerable, and
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 and 4.3-6 would still be required.

Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy as compared to the proposed project.

2 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December 2021.

8 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity [pg. 63]. December 2021.
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Biological Resources

Because the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include less ground-
disturbing activities on the project site and would include a reduction in development area of
approximately 62 acres, the Alternative would have a reduced potential to impact Crotch’s bumble
bee, monarch butterfly, burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and
other birds protected under the MBTA and CFGC as compared to the proposed project.
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-7, 4.4-8, 4.4-9, 4 and 4.4-15 would still be
required. However, because the Alternative would not result in impacts to the riparian habitat
located along Channel A, the Alternative would not impact northwestern pond turtle, giant garter
snake, or tricolored blackbird, and Mitigation Measures 4.4-4 through 4.4-6 would not be required.
The Alternative would have a similar potential to conflict with the provisions of the Yolo
HCP/NCCP, and Mitigation Measures 4-14(a) through 4.4-14(g) would still be required. In
addition, while the Alternative would result in the removal of fewer trees as compared to the
proposed project, the Alternative would still be required to comply with the applicable provisions
of Davis Municipal Code Chapter 37, and Mitigation Measure 4.4-13 would still be required.

Because the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in a reduced
development footprint as compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would avoid the
riparian habitat located along Channel A within the project site. Thus, impacts to riparian
resources would be fewer under the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative as
compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures 4.4-10(a) and 4.4-10(b) would not be
required. Similarly, because the Alternative would not require installation of a pedestrian bridge
over Channel A or storm water outfalls into Channel A, the Alternative would not result in impacts
to riverine habitat, and Mitigation Measures 4.4-11(a) through 4.4-11(d) would not be required.

Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Biological Resources as compared to the proposed project.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with similar uses to the proposed project. Because the development footprint would
be reduced under the Alternative, the potential for development of the Same Number of Units —
Smaller Footprint Alternative to encounter previously unrecorded archaeological or tribal cultural
resources or disturb human remains during construction would be reduced as compared to the
proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4(a) through 4.5-4(c)
would still be required. Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would
result in fewer impacts related to Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources as compared to the
proposed project due to the reduced development footprint.

Geology and Soils

As noted above, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include a
smaller overall area of disturbance compared to the proposed project while including the same
number of residential units. As such, the same number of occupants would be subject to potential
impacts related to being located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, or be located on expansive soil, and impacts
related to such would be similar as compared to the proposed project. Similar to the discussion
related to cultural and tribal cultural resources above, due to the reduced development footprint
of the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative, the Alternative’s potential to destroy
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a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature would be reduced as
compared to the proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 would still
be required. Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would result in
fewer impacts related to Geology and Soils as compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Although the overall disturbance area for the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint
Alternative would be decreased as compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would not
avoid the on-site wells. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smaller
Footprint Alternative could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous
materials into the environment related to on-site wells. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 would
still be required. Overall, impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials under the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Given that the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include a smaller
overall area of disturbance compared to the proposed project, the potential for the Alternative to
result in construction or operational impacts related to water quality would be decreased.
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 would still be required to ensure that impacts
to water quality during project construction and operation would not occur. Similarly, although
Mitigation Measures 4.8-4 and 4.8-5 would still be required, due to the smaller development
footprint associated with the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative, impacts
related to substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; redirect flood flows, or in flood hazard, tsunami,
or seiche zone, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, would be reduced as compared
to the proposed project. Overall, impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality under the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would be fewer than the proposed project.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would
include the construction of residential and park uses within the project site. Similar to the proposed
project, construction would occur in close proximity to existing residential receptors to the west of
the project site. As such, the Alternative would have the potential to result in a significant and
unavoidable impact related to the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would
still be required. Despite the fact that the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative
would not include development in the northern portion of the site, construction activities
associated with the Alternative would be of similar duration and intensity as compared to the
proposed project, and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, overall
impacts related to Noise under the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would
be similar to the proposed project.
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Population and Housing

Similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would
require annexation of the project site into the City of Davis. Because the project site is currently
not located within the City of Davis and does not have a City General Plan land use designation,
the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative has not been included as part of the
City’s growth projections. Similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smaller
Footprint Alternative would include the development of 1,250 residential units and would house
approximately 3,213 future residents. As such, the increase in population resulting from the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would not be within the range of growth
projections assumed for the City of Davis. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the
Alternative would be considered to induce substantial unplanned population growth, and a
significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable
impact would occur. Therefore, overall impacts related to Population and Housing under the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

Transportation

As previously discussed, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would entail
development of the project site with similar uses as the proposed project on a smaller
development footprint. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units —
Smaller Footprint Alternative would generate construction traffic on local roadways and, thus,
would have the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system during construction activities, and Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would still be
required.

In addition, because development of the project site would be similar to the proposed project
under the Alternative, use of existing transit facilities would be increased as a result of buildout of
the Alternative and the Alternative would cause a substantial increase in vehicle travel demand
and cause increases to peak evening hour delay on East Covell Boulevard during the evening
commute period, thus affecting bus performance and on-time bus arrivals. As such, Mitigation
Measure 4.13-3 would still be required under the Alternative. In addition, the cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project related to
conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit facilities and services, associated with cumulative development of the proposed project in
combination with future buildout of the City of Davis would still occur, and implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.13-8(a) and 4.13-8(b) would still be required. Furthermore, because the
Alternative would still be required to implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-3, which requires
construction of westbound right-turn lanes at the site’s two access points on East Covell
Boulevard to reduce right-turning traffic and facilitate bus performance through the corridor,
construction of the turn lanes under the Alternative would increase conflicts between bicyclists
and vehicles. Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.13-2 and 4.13-7 would still be required under the
Alternative in order to ensure installation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements along East
Covell Boulevard. Based on the above, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative
would still have the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and services.

As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation, of this EIR, a significant VMT impact would occur
if residential VMT per capita exceeds 15 percent below either the baseline City average or
regional average VMT per capita for residential uses (i.e., 25.6 and 18.4 VMT per capita,
respectively). According to Fehr & Peers, increasing the proposed project’s residential density
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from 11.9 to 18.5 units per net acre would reduce VMT to be below the regional threshold. To
meet the City’s VMT target, the project’s residential density would need to increase from 11.9 to
14.5 units per net acre. The Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include
development of 282 additional HDR units than the proposed project on a reduced development
footprint. Therefore, the net residential density of the Alternative would be increased to
approximately 16.6 du/ac, as compared to a net residential density of approximately 11.9 du/ac
under the proposed project. As such, the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative
would reduce VMT per capita to below the City’s VMT threshold but would not reduce residential
VMT to below the regional threshold. In order to reduce VMT to below the regional threshold, the
Alternative would be required to include an additional 150 HDR units, for a total of 1,400 dwelling
units. Therefore, while the Alternative would reduce residential VMT as compared to the proposed
project, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.13-4 and 4.13-9, the Same Number
of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would still result in a significant and unavoidable and
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact related to VMT (i.e., conflicting
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)).

Lastly, because the Same Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative would include the
development of the same number of units as the proposed project, the Alternative would similarly
contribute to freeway off-ramp queuing that spills onto the freeway mainline. Therefore, changes
associated with the Alternative, in combination with future buildout of the City of Davis, could
result in hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. Mitigation Measure
4.13-11 would still be required, and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Overall, potential impacts related to Transportation would be fewer under the Same Number of
Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Alternative would consist of the same number of dwelling units as the proposed project, and
thus, generate an equivalent amount of wastewater. Given the recent capacity analysis,
suggesting that the WWTP may be at or nearing its capacity, this Alternative, similar to the
proposed project, could have a significant and unavoidable impact to the City’s WWTP capacity.
Similarly, this Alternative’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact on the
City’s WWTP capacity would be the same.

Overall, potential impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems could be similar under the Same
Number of Units — Smaller Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative
The Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would consist of buildout of HDR
uses on a reduced development footprint in order to further avoid, to the extent feasible,
conversion of on-site high-quality agricultural land with non-agricultural uses, and to further
reduce residential VMT. The Alternative would include a total of 1,250 units on a 100-acre
development footprint, which represents an approximately 57 percent reduction in development
area, for a reduction of approximately 132 acres (see Table 7-3 and Figure 7-4).
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Table 7-3
Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint

Alternative Land Use Summari

Residential High Density 57.7 36.9 1,250

Subtotal 57.7 36.9 1,250
Urban Agricultural Transition Area 13.8 13.8 --
Park 16.4 16.4 --
Neighborhood Greenbelt 12.1 12.1 --
Subtotal 42.3 42.3 --

Total 100.0 79.2 1,250

With the goal of reducing VMT with the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative,
the HDR parcels would be located closer to East Covell Boulevard to ensure all higher density
apartments are closer to proposed transit stops, consistent with strategies to reduce VMT. To
accommodate HDR closer to transit stops, the community park would be located in the
northeastern portion of the project site.

As density increases and project footprint decreases, the amenities and size of the park would
also be reduced. The park associated with the Alternative would be focused on neighborhood
amenities to reduce travel through the project site by non-resident park visitors. In addition, the
Alternative would not include neighborhood retail or the proposed daycare in order to
accommodate higher density residential uses on a smaller development footprint and due to the
lack of proximity to East Covell Boulevard. Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative would
reserve land to accommodate a fire station facility adjacent to East Covell Boulevard.

To accommodate the same number of units on the smallest possible development footprint, the
Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would only provide HDR units. To
accommodate 1,250 units on the reduced development footprint, six-story double-loaded corridor
buildings with multiple four-story buildings, which would consist entirely of apartments, not
ownership condominiums, would be required. As such, the Alternative is less likely to provide
more attainable homeownership opportunities for the “missing middle” and young families that
desire single-family units with private yards. The loss of MDR and LDR uses would significantly
reduce student yields even though the total unit count would remain the same as the proposed
project.

Under the Alternative, the UATA would be reduced to a minimum and additional trees within the
proposed urban forest north of Channel A would not be planted; Channel A would be completely
avoided.

Furthermore, the landscape buffer along East Covell Boulevard would be reduced in order to
accommodate additional units and a sound wall. The Alternative would not include a connection
to the existing off-site City of Davis trails located to the north (i.e., Gill Orchard Easement trail),
and connections to the trail within the adjacent Wildhorse Agricultural buffer would be reduced.
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Figure 7-4
Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative
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Overall, the proposed trail and bikeway system would be reduced in order to accommodate the
increased residential density.

As shown in Table 7-5 at the end of this chapter, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint
Alternative would fully meet Objectives #6, #7, #8, #10, and #11. However, for reasons outlined
in Table 7-5, the Alternative would not meet Objectives #9, #13, and #14, and would be less
successful in meeting the remaining project objectives.

Aesthetics

The Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in the development of
HDR and park uses on a 100-acre development footprint. In order to achieve the increased
residential density, the mix of residential product types would need to be adjusted. This would
result in an increase in the amount of multi-family housing along East Covell Boulevard and the
number of stories of each multi-family structure. The Alternative is anticipated to require a six-
story double-loaded corridor buildings, multiple four-story buildings, and garden style buildings,
which would be substantially taller, larger, and more numerous than the proposed project. Parking
would be provided at less than a 1:1 ratio, and limited outdoor space would be provided. In
contrast, the proposed project would include two- and three-story HDR buildings, with the
possibility for a maximum of three and four stories. Although approximately 132 fewer acres of
agricultural land would be converted to urban uses under the Same Number of Units — Smallest
Footprint Alternative, the analysis of aesthetic impacts is focused on public views. Because the
six-story buildings along East Covell Boulevard would block the views of the northerly portion of
the site, which would remain as agricultural land, the inclusion of six-story residential buildings
would result in more severe impacts related to substantially degrading the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. In addition, the creation of
new sources of substantial light or glare would occur under the Alternative, and Mitigation
Measures 4.1-3 and 4.1-5 would be required. Overall, impacts related to Aesthetics would be
greater under the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative as compared to the
proposed project.

Agricultural Resources

As discussed above, although the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would
be designed to avoid the development of approximately 132 acres of agricultural land in the
northern portion of the project site, the entire 100-acre development footprint under the Alternative
is designated as Prime Farmland (see Figure 7-5). In comparison, the proposed project would
convert approximately 215.2 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), which equates to approximately 115 percent more Farmland conversion than the
Alternative.

Therefore, although the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses,
as well as impacts associated with involving changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use,
because a greater amount of Farmland would be preserved under the Alternative than under the
proposed project, the severity of the aforementioned significant and unavoidable impacts would
be reduced under the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative.
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Figure 7-5

Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative
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Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note that productive farming of the 132-acre
agricultural area may prove difficult given that the area would be surrounded by new (on-site)
residential receptors. Agricultural operations can generate noise and dust from equipment
operations, and should residents file nuisance complaints with the City, the ability to successfully
farm the agricultural area on an ongoing basis may be comprised and ultimately rendered
infeasible.

Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Agricultural Resources as compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures
4.2-1 and 4.2-4 would still be required.

Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy

The Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with HDR and park uses. The Alternative would include a significantly reduced
development footprint as compared to the proposed project, reduced park amenities, and would
not include neighborhood retail uses. While potential impacts related to generating GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or
conflicting with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs during construction would be reduced under the Alternative as compared to
the proposed project due to the reduced development footprint, Mitigation Measures 4.3-7(a) and
4.3-7(b) would still be required.

As previously discussed, the EIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the applicable
air quality plan during operation of the proposed project because the ROG emissions would be
above the applicable YSAQMD thresholds of significance. Additionally, the EIR determined that,
even with implementation of mitigation, the amount of ROG emissions generated by the proposed
project would result in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable net increase
of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal
or State AAQS. The EIR also determined that the proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact related to the generation of GHG emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with
an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs during operation.

As discussed above, in their Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions,
Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity,* the CAPCOA sets forth
VMT reduction strategies. As stated therein, most CAPCOA VMT reduction strategies also reduce
GHG emissions and criteria pollutants, considered co-benefits, by reducing the source metric of
VMT (i.e., vehicle ownership, number of vehicle trips, and trip distance). As discussed in further
detail under the Transportation discussion, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint
Alternative would result in a significant reduction in residential VMT per capita as compared to
the proposed project, and would avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts related to such.
The reduction in VMT associated with the Alternative would result in a proportional reduction in
mobile source emissions. Using the CAPCOA formula for Strategy T-1 (Increase Residential
Density), the GHG percent reduction was calculated for the Alternative. The unmitigated
operational GHG emissions would be reduced by an estimated 59.7 percent from 10,210

4 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December 2021.
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MTCO.elyrto 4,115 MTCO.e/yr under the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative.
However, even with such a reduction, the Alternative could still result in GHG emissions that could
exceed net carbon neutrality in the year 2040, and, thus, implementation of the Same Number of
Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would conflict with the City’s adopted goal of carbon
neutrality by the year 2040. Therefore, the foregoing impact would remain significant and
unavoidable and cumulatively considerable, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-
8. Nonetheless, the severity of the foregoing impact would be reduced under the Same Number
of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Using the CAPCOA Handbook formula for percent reduction in ROG emissions, the reduction in
VMT under the Alternative would result in a 51.9 percent reduction in ROG emissions, for a
reduction from 14.5 tons/yr associated with the proposed project to approximately 6.9 tons/yr,
which would be below the YSAQMD significance threshold of 10 tons/yr. As such, the foregoing
impacts related to criteria pollutant emissions would be reduced to less than significant and/or
less than cumulatively considerable, and implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 and 4.3-6
would not be required.

Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy as compared to the proposed project.

Biological Resources

Because the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include less ground-
disturbing activities on the project site and a reduction in development area of approximately 132
acres, as well as reduced pedestrian connections to the Wildhorse Agricultural Buffer, the
Alternative would have a reduced potential to impact Crotch’s bumble bee, monarch butterfly,
burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and other birds protected
under the MBTA and CFGC. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-7, 4.4-8, 4.4-9,
4 and 4.4-15 would still be required. However, because the Alternative would not result in impacts
to the riparian habitat located along Channel A, the Alternative would not impact northwestern
pond turtle, giant garter snake, or tricolored blackbird, and Mitigation Measures 4.4-4 through 4.4-
6 would not be required. The Alternative would have a similar potential to conflict with the
provisions of the Yolo HCP/NCCP, and Mitigation Measures 4-14(a) through 4.4-14(g) would still
be required. In addition, while the Alternative would result in the removal of fewer trees as
compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would still be required to comply with the
applicable provisions of Davis Municipal Code Chapter 37, and Mitigation Measure 4.4-13 would
still be required.

Because the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in a 132-acre
smaller development footprint as compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would avoid
the riparian habitat located along Channel A within the project site. Thus, impacts to riparian
resources would be fewer under the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative as
compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures 4.4-10(a) and 4.4-10(b) would not be
required. Similarly, because the Alternative would not require installation of a pedestrian bridge
over Channel A or storm water outfalls into Channel A, the Alternative would not result in impacts
to riverine habitat, and Mitigation Measures 4.4-11(a) through 4.4-11(d) would not be required.

Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Biological Resources as compared to the proposed project.
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Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with HDR and park uses. Because the development footprint would be reduced under
the Alternative by 132 acres, the potential for development of the Same Number of Units —
Smallest Footprint Alternative to encounter previously unrecorded archaeological or tribal cultural
resources or disturb human remains during construction would be reduced as compared to the
proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4(a) through 4.5-4(c)
would still be required. Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would
result in fewer impacts related to Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources as compared to the
proposed project.

Geology and Soils

As noted above, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include a
smaller overall area of disturbance compared to the proposed project while including the same
number of residential units. As such, the same number of occupants would be subject to potential
impacts related to being located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, or be located on expansive soil, and impacts
related to such would be similar as compared to the proposed project. Similar to the discussion
related to cultural and tribal cultural resources above, due to the reduced development footprint
of the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative, the Alternative’s potential to destroy
a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature would be reduced as
compared to the proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 would still
be required. Overall, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in
fewer impacts related to Geology and Soils as compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Although the overall disturbance area for the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint
Alternative would be decreased as compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would not
avoid the on-site wells. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units —
Smallest Footprint Alternative could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of
hazardous materials into the environment related to on-site wells. As such, Mitigation Measure
4.7-2 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials under
the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed
project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Given that the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include a smaller
overall area of disturbance compared to the proposed project, the potential for the Alternative to
result in construction or operational impacts related to water quality would be decreased.
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 would still be required to ensure that impacts
to water quality during project construction and operation would not occur. Similarly, although
Mitigation Measures 4.8-4 and 4.8-5 would still be required, due to the smaller development
footprint associated with the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative, impacts
related to substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
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substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; redirect flood flows, or in flood hazard, tsunami,
or seiche zone, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, would be reduced as compared
to the proposed project. Overall, impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality under the Same
Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would be fewer than the proposed project.

Noise

The Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include the construction of
HDR and park uses within the project site. Similar to the proposed project, construction would
occur in close proximity to existing residential receptors to the west of the project site. As such,
the Alternative would have the potential to result in a significant and unavoidable impact related
to the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies, and Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would still be required.
Despite the fact that the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would not include
development in the northern portion of the site, construction activities associated with the
Alternative would be of similar duration and intensity as compared to the proposed project, and
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, overall impacts related to Noise
under the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed
project.

Population and Housing

Similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would
require annexation of the project site into the City of Davis. Because the project site is currently
not located within the City of Davis and does not have a City General Plan land use designation,
the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative has not been included as part of the
City’s growth projections. Similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smallest
Footprint Alternative include the development of 1,250 residential units and would house
approximately 3,213 future residents. As such, the increase in population resulting from the Same
Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would not be within the range of growth
projections assumed for the City of Davis. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the
Alternative would be considered to induce substantial unplanned population growth, and a
significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable
impact would occur. Therefore, overall impacts related to Population and Housing under the Same
Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.

Transportation

As previously discussed, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would entail
development of the project site with HDR and park uses on a smaller development footprint.
Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint
Alternative would generate construction traffic on local roadways and, thus, would have the
potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system
during construction activities, and Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would still be required.

In addition, because the Alternative would include the development of the project site with 1,250
dwelling units, use of existing transit facilities would be increased as a result of buildout of the
Alternative and the Alternative would cause a substantial increase in vehicle travel demand with
increases to peak evening hour delay on East Covell Boulevard during the evening commute
period, thus affecting bus performance and on-time bus arrivals. As such, Mitigation Measure
4.13-3 would still be required under the Alternative. In addition, the cumulatively considerable and
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significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project related to conflicting with a
program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit facilities
and services, associated with cumulative development of the proposed project in combination
with future buildout of the City of Davis would still occur, and implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.13-8(a) and 4.13-8(b) would still be required. Furthermore, because the Alternative
would still be required to implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-3, which requires construction of
westbound right-turn lanes at the site’s two access points on East Covell Boulevard to reduce
right-turning traffic and facilitate bus performance through the corridor, construction of the turn
lanes under the Alternative would increase conflicts between bicyclists and vehicles. Thus,
Mitigation Measures 4.13-2 and 4.13-7 would still be required under the Alternative in order to
ensure installation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements along East Covell Boulevard. Based
on the above, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would still have the
potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and services.

With respect to VMT, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include
development of 1,250 HDR units on a reduced development footprint. Therefore, the net
residential density of the Alternative would be increased to approximately 33.9 du/ac, as
compared to a net residential density of approximately 11.9 du/ac under the proposed project. As
discussed above, increasing the net residential density from 11.9 to 18.5 du/ac would reduce VMT
to be below the regional threshold, and an increase to 14.5 du/ac would reduce VMT to be below
the City threshold. As such, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would
sufficiently reduce residential VMT to below both the regional threshold and the City threshold.
Therefore, the Alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact related to VMT (i.e.,
conflicting with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)), and Mitigation Measures
4.13-4 and 4.13-9 would not be required.

Lastly, because the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would include the
development of the same number of units as the proposed project, the Alternative would similarly
contribute to freeway off-ramp queuing that spills onto the freeway mainline. Therefore, changes
associated with the Alternative, in combination with future buildout of the City of Davis, could
result in hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. Mitigation Measure
4.13-11 would still be required, and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Overall, potential impacts related to Transportation would be fewer under the Same Number of
Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Alternative would consist of the same number of dwelling units as the proposed project, and
thus, generate an equivalent amount of wastewater. Given the recent capacity analysis,
suggesting that the WWTP may be at or nearing its capacity, this Alternative, similar to the
proposed project, could have a significant and unavoidable impact to the City’s WWTP capacity.
Similarly, this Alternative’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact on the
City’s WWTP capacity would be the same.

Overall, potential impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems could be similar under the Same
Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

y Chapter 7 - Alternatives Analysis
| @ pPage 7-37



Draft EIR
Willowgrove Project
November 2025

Alternative 5: Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the development of 236
additional residences, for a total of 1,486 residential units, as well as the same non-residential
uses included in the proposed project (see Table 7-4 and Figure 7-6). The Alternative would result
in a net residential density of approximately 15.5 du/ac. The HDR parcel would be located closer
to East Covell Boulevard to ensure all higher density apartments are closer to proposed transit
stops, consistent with strategies to reduce VMT. To accommodate HDR closer to transit stops,
the community park would be located in a central area of the project site. The variety in residential
unit types would be reduced as compared to the proposed project, including fewer “missing
middle” (residential medium density) units. Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative would
reserve land to accommodate a fire station facility adjacent to East Covell Boulevard.

Table 7-4
Alternative 5: Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
Land Use Summar

Residential Low Density 55.8 35.7 235
Residential Medium Density 45.3 29.0 338
Residential High Density 48.1 30.8 913
Subtotal 149.2 95.5 1,486
Urban Agricultural Transition Area 443 443 --
Park 19.5 19.5 --
Neighborhood Greenbelt 194 194 --
Subtotal 83.2 83.2 --
Total 2324 178.7 1,486

As shown in Table 7-5 at the end of this chapter, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would fully meet the majority of the project objectives. However, because the Higher
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the development of a greater number
of residential units than the proposed project with a reduced number of LDR and MDR units, the
Alternative would satisfy Objectives #1, #3, and #4 to a lesser extent than the proposed project.
Objective #2 related to providing affordable housing would also be met to a lesser extent, because
less affordable housing is required for HDR (condominium and apartment) units.

The Alternative would not meet Objective #9, as the Alternative would not include a community
park with active ballfields, inclusive play areas, and an indoor gymnasium. The park under the
Alternative would be designed to be neighborhood serving. In addition, the Alternative would not
meet Objective #13, as the neighborhood retail component of the proposed project would not be
viable under the Alternative due to the increased number of residential units and the relocation of
the park to the center of the site.
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Figure 7-6
Alternative 5: Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
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Aesthetics

The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would generally consist of the
development of the project site with similar types of uses as the proposed project. The Alternative
would result in an increase in the amount of multi-family housing along East Covell Boulevard and
the number of stories of each multi-family structure. The Alternative is anticipated to require
multiple four-story, double-loaded corridor buildings, as well as three-story garden style buildings.
Parking would be provided at a 1:1 ratio, and limited outdoor space would be provided. In contrast,
the proposed project would include two- and three-story HDR buildings, with the possibility for a
maximum of three and four stories. As such, the Alternative could disrupt the existing panoramic
open space/agricultural views available on the project site to a greater degree than the proposed
project. Therefore, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would have a greater
potential, as compared to the proposed project, to substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings, and feasible mitigation still
would not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Thus, the project-specific and
cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts related to substantially degrading the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings would still occur under
the Alternative. In addition, the creation of new sources of light or glare would occur under the
Alternative, and Mitigation Measures 4.1-3 and 4.1-5 would be required.

Overall, impacts related to Aesthetics would be greater under the Higher Number of Units — Same
Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project, including the identified significant and
unavoidable impacts.

Agricultural Resources

The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with similar uses to the proposed project, and would include the same development
footprint. Therefore, the Alternative would result in similar significant and unavoidable impacts
related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses, as well as impacts associated with
involving changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Overall, impacts related to Agricultural Resources would be similar under the Higher Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project, and Mitigation Measures
4.2-1 and 4.2-4 would still be required.

Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy

The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include development of the
project site with similar uses as the proposed project. Although the Alternative would include the
development of 236 additional residential units than currently proposed, because the
development footprint of the Alternative would be the same as the proposed project, the
Alternative would require the same amount of grading as the proposed project, which is the
primary source of construction GHG emissions. However, because the amount of building
materials required for the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would be greater
than the proposed project, the Alternative could result in greater construction GHG emissions
associated with increased worker and vendor trips. Therefore, potential impacts related to
generating GHG construction emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment, or conflicting with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, could be greater than the proposed project, and
Mitigation Measures 4.3-7(a) and 4.3-7(b) would still be required during construction.
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As previously discussed, the EIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the applicable
air quality plan during operation of the proposed project because the ROG emissions would be
above the applicable YSAQMD thresholds of significance. Additionally, the EIR determined that,
even with implementation of mitigation, the amount of ROG emissions generated by the proposed
project would result in a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable net increase
of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal
or State AAQS. The EIR also determined that the proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact related to the generation of GHG emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with
an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs during operation.

As discussed above, in their Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions,
Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity,® the CAPCOA sets forth
VMT reduction strategies. As stated therein, most CAPCOA VMT reduction strategies also reduce
GHG emissions and criteria pollutants, considered co-benefits, by reducing the source metric of
VMT (i.e., vehicle ownership, number of vehicle trips, and trip distance). As discussed in further
detail under the Transportation discussion, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would result in a reduction in residential VMT per capita as compared to the proposed
project. The reduction in VMT associated with the Alternative would result in a proportional
reduction in mobile source emissions. Using the CAPCOA formula for Strategy T-1 (Increase
Residential Density), the GHG percent reduction was calculated for the Alternative. The
unmitigated operational GHG emissions would be reduced by an estimated 15.4 percent from
10,210 MTCO2elyr to 8,638 MTCOze/yr under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative. However, even with such a reduction, the Alternative could still result in GHG
emissions that could exceed net carbon neutrality in the year 2040, and, thus, implementation of
the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would conflict with the City’s adopted
goal of carbon neutrality by the year 2040. Therefore, the foregoing impact would remain
significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-8. Nonetheless, the severity of the foregoing impact would be reduced
under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed
project.

Using the CAPCOA Handbook formula for percent reduction in ROG emissions, the percentage
reduction in ROG emissions, the reduction in VMT under the Alternative would result in a 13.5
percent reduction in ROG emissions, for a reduction from 14.5 tons/yr associated with the
proposed project to approximately 12.5 tons/yr, which would still be above the YSAQMD
significance threshold of 10 tons/yr. As such, the foregoing impacts related to criteria pollutant
emissions would remain significant and unavoidable and/or cumulatively considerable, and
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-6, and 4.3-8 would still be required.

Overall, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts
related to Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy as compared to the proposed project.

5 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December 2021.
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Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
include ground-disturbing activities on the same project site and, thus, would have the potential
to impact Crotch’s bumble bee, monarch butterfly, northwestern pond turtle, giant garter snake,
tricolored blackbird, burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and other
birds protected under the MBTA and CFGC. In addition, because the Higher Number of Units —
Same Footprint Alternative would result in the same development footprint as the proposed
project, the impact identified for the proposed project related to having a substantial adverse effect
on State- or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means, would still occur
under the Alternative. Furthermore, because the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would include the removal of on-site trees and disturbance of riparian habitat, the
Alternative would have similar potential to conflict with the City’s Tree Ordinance, result in
substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat and/or other sensitive natural communities, and
conflict with the provisions of the Yolo HCP/NCCP. As such, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 through
4.4-9, 4.4-10(a), 4.4-10(b), 4.4-11(a) through 4.4-11(c), 4.4-13, 4.4-14(a) through 4.4-14(g), and
4.4-15 would still be required. Therefore, overall impacts to Biological Resources would be similar
under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed
project.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in the development of the
same uses as the proposed project, and would include the same development footprint. Similar
to the proposed project, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in
on- and off-site disturbance to accommodate new development. Therefore, Mitigation Measures
4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4.5-4(a) through 4.5-4(c) would still apply to the Alternative to mitigate the
potentially significant impacts associated with the potential to cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a unique archaeological or tribal cultural resource, or disturb human remains
during construction. Overall, potential impacts related to Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
would be similar under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to
the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

As noted above, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in the
development of similar uses as the proposed project, and would include the same development
footprint. However, the Alternative would result in the development of 236 more residential units
than the proposed project and, thus, could expose a greater number of individuals to potential
geological hazards. Consequently, the potential for the Alternative to result in impacts related to
being located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse, or be located on expansive soil, would be greater than the proposed
project. However, the Alternative’s potential to destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature would be similar to the proposed project. As such, Mitigation Measures
4.6-3 and 4.6-4 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to Geology and Soils could be
greater under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the
proposed project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Because the development footprint for the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would be the same as compared to the proposed project, the potential RECs identified on the
project site would still occur under the Alternative. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Higher
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative could create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely
release of hazardous materials into the environment related to on-site wells. As such, Mitigation
Measure 4.7-2 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous
Materials under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would be similar to the
proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Given that the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the same
development footprint as the proposed project, the potential for the Alternative to result in impacts
related to water quality during construction and/or operation would also be the same. Therefore,
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 would still be required. In addition, impacts related to
substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; redirect flood flows, or in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zone, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, would be similar to the proposed project,
and Mitigation Measures 4.8-4 and 4.8-5 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to
Hydrology and Water Quality under the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would be similar to the proposed project.

Noise

Similar to the proposed project, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
include the construction of residential and park uses within the project site. Because the
Alternative would include the development of 236 more residential units than the proposed
project, construction activities could last longer. However, the same pieces of construction
equipment would be used, and in the same locations. The Environmental Noise Assessment
prepared for the proposed project, as well as the analysis of construction noise impact
significance presented in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of this EIR, is based on types of construction
equipment and their respective noise levels. As such, the increased construction time would not
alter the conclusions of the analysis. Therefore, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would have the potential to result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to
the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies, and Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would still be required.
The Noise analysis conducted for the proposed project did not identify any significant traffic noise
increases attributable to the proposed project (Chapter 4.10, Noise, Table 4.10-12). While traffic
would increase as a result of this Alternative, the traffic noise level increases identified for the
proposed project are sufficiently below the applicable thresholds, such that this Alternative would
not be anticipated to create any new significant impacts. Overall, impacts related to Noise under
the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would be similar to the proposed project.
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Population and Housing

Similar to the proposed project, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
require annexation of the project site into the City of Davis. Because the project site is currently
not located within the City of Davis and does not have a City General Plan land use designation,
the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative has not been included as part of the
City’s growth projections. As such, the increase in population resulting from the Alternative would
not be within the range of growth projections assumed for the City of Davis. Therefore, similar to
the proposed project, the Alternative would be considered to induce substantial unplanned
population growth, and a significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable impact would occur. Furthermore, as stated above, the Higher
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative includes the development of 236 additional dwelling
units as compared to the proposed project; using the 2.57 persons/household average household
size for the City of Davis, the Alternative would house approximately 607 more residents than the
proposed project. Therefore, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would
result in an increase in the severity of the significant and unavoidable impact related to inducing
substantial unplanned population growth identified for the proposed project. Overall, the Higher
Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would result in greater impacts related to Population
and Housing as compared to the proposed project.

Transportation

As previously discussed, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would entail
development of the project site with similar uses as the proposed project within the same
development footprint. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Higher Number of Units —
Same Footprint Alternative would generate construction traffic on local roadways and, thus, would
have the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system during construction activities, and Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would still be required.

In addition, because development of the project site would be similar to the proposed project
under the Alternative, use of existing transit facilities would be increased as a result of buildout of
the Alternative and the Alternative would cause a substantial increase in vehicle travel demand
and cause increases to peak evening hour delay on East Covell Boulevard during the evening
commute period, thus affecting bus performance and on-time bus arrivals As such, Mitigation
Measure 4.13-3 would still be required under the Alternative. In addition, the cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project related to
conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit facilities and services, associated with cumulative development of the proposed project in
combination with future buildout of the City of Davis would still occur, and implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.13-8(a) and 4.13-8(b) would still be required. Furthermore, because the
Alternative would still be required to implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-3, which requires
construction of westbound right-turn lanes at the site’s two access points on East Covell
Boulevard to reduce right-turning traffic and facilitate bus performance through the corridor,
construction of the turn lanes under the Alternative would increase conflicts between bicyclists
and vehicles. Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.13-2 and 4.13-7 would still be required under the
Alternative in order to ensure installation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements along East
Covell Boulevard. Based on the above, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would still have the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and services.
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As discussed, increasing the residential density from 11.9 (proposed project) to 18.5 units per net
acre would reduce VMT to be below the regional threshold, and an increase to 14.5 would reduce
VMT to be below the City threshold. The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative
would include development of 236 additional units than the proposed project within the same
development footprint. Therefore, the net residential density of the Alternative would be increased
to approximately 15.5 du/ac, as compared to a net residential of density of approximately 11.9
du/ac under the proposed project. As such, the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint
Alternative would reduce VMT per capita below the local threshold, but would not reduce
residential VMT to below the regional threshold. In order to reduce VMT to below the regional
threshold, the Alternative would be required to include an additional 284 HDR units, for a total of
1,770 dwelling units. Therefore, while the Alternative would reduce residential VMT as compared
to the proposed project, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.13-4 and 4.13-9, the
Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would still result in a significant and
unavoidable and cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact related to
VMT (i.e., conflicting with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)).

Lastly, because the Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative would include the
development of 236 additional units as compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would
similarly contribute to freeway off-ramp queuing that spills onto the freeway mainline. Therefore,
changes associated with the Alternative, in combination with future buildout of the City of Dauvis,
could result in hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. Mitigation
Measure 4.13-11 would still be required, and the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Overall, potential impacts related to Transportation would be fewer under the Higher Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative includes the development of 236
additional dwelling units as compared to the proposed project; Using the metrics in the WWTP
Capacity Memorandum, this would equate to an increase in wastewater flow by approximately
35,000 gallons per day, as compared to the proposed project. As a result, this Alternative could
have an increased impact on the City’'s WWTP capacity, which was determined to be significant
and unavoidable for the proposed project, given the recent capacity analysis, suggesting that the
WWTP may be at or nearing its capacity. Similarly, this Alternative’s incremental contribution to
the significant cumulative impact on the City’s WWTP capacity could be greater.

Overall, potential impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems could be greater under the
Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

7.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. The environmentally superior alternative is generally
the alternative that would be expected to generate the least number of significant impacts.
However, the lead agency may consider certain issue areas as a higher priority than others. For
the purposes of this EIR, reduction of impacts related to VMT are considered a high priority due
to the potential consequences of climate change for the City of Davis and the contribution to GHG
emissions from transportation sources. As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR, according to the Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment
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conducted as part of the City’s CAAP, like much of California, the City is already experiencing
impacts from extreme heat events, flooding and extreme precipitation, drought and poor air quality
caused by wildfire smoke. The Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment identified how such
impacts are likely to change through mid-century and end-of-century timeframes. Specifically,
projected changes include an increase in the number of extreme heat days, increased wildfire
frequency and intensity, more intense precipitation events, and more frequent and/or prolonged
droughts. Consequently, on March 5, 2019, the Davis City Council adopted a resolution declaring
a climate emergency, which proposed a regional mobilization effort to reduce the effects of climate
change. As part of the regional mobilization effort, the resolution accelerated the City’s previously
stated goal of achieving carbon neutrality by the year 2050 to a new carbon neutrality target date
of 2040.

Identification of the environmentally superior alternative is an informational procedure and the
alternative selected may not be the alternative that best meets the goals or needs of the City.
Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that, “If the environmentally superior
alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.” In this case, Alternative 1: No Project (No Build)
Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative, because the project site
is assumed to remain in its current condition under the alternative. Consequently, as shown in
Table 7-6 below, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in no impacts related to the
majority of the resources areas where potentially significant and/or significant and unavoidable
impacts were identified for the proposed project, and fewer impacts than the proposed project
related to the other resources areas where potentially significant and/or significant and
unavoidable impacts were identified for the proposed project. However, the No Project (No Build)
Alternative would not meet the majority of project objectives, and thus, an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives must be identified pursuant to CEQA.

Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would generally meet the
maijority of the project objectives, but to a lesser extent as compared to the proposed project due
to the exclusive development of HDR units. However, as discussed above and shown in Table 7-
6, the Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative would result in fewer impacts than
the proposed project related to Transportation; specifically, the significant and unavoidable VMT
impact (project-level and cumulative) related to conflicting or being inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) would not occur under the Alternative due to the
increased residential density. The Alternative would result in fewer impacts as compared to the
proposed project related to Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy,
Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and
Water Quality, and Transportation; similar impacts as the proposed project related to Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Noise, Population and Housing, and Utilities and Service Systems; and
greater impacts compared to the proposed project related Aesthetics. It is noted that the
significant and unavoidable impacts related to temporary construction noise, visual character,
agricultural resources, population growth, transit facilities, transportation hazards, and
wastewater treatment plant capacity identified for the proposed project would still occur under the
Alternative. Overall, Alternative 4: Same Number of Units — Smallest Footprint Alternative is the
only alternative that eliminates the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable VMT impacts
and associated impacts related to criteria pollutants. Thus, Alternative 4. Same Number of Units
— Smallest Footprint Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative.
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