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4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

4.1  GENERAL CEQA REQUIREMENTS

CEQA requires that a reasonable range of project alternatives sufficient to permit informed
decision-making and public participation be considered. The alternatives discussed in the EIR
should represent scenarios that would potentially feasibly attain most of the project’s basic
objectives while reducing or avoiding any of ifs significant environmental effects. The EIR must
evaluate the comparative merits of these alternatives.

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible,
to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.
However, an EIR must discuss alternatives even if all of the project’s significant environmental
impacts will be avoided or reduced by mitigation measures.

In identifying suitable alternatives, potential alternatives must be reviewed to determine whether
they:

e Can substantially reduce significant environmental effects;

e Can attain most of the basic project objectives;

e Are potentially feasible; and

e Arereasonable and realistic.
CEQA provides the following additional guidance for discussing project alternatives:

e An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives.

e An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. The fterm “feasible”
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking intfo account economic, environmental, social, fechnological and
legal factors.

e The EIR must focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project.

e The alternatives discussed must be able to implement most of the basic objectives of the
project.

e The alternatives discussed should be ones that offer substantial environmental
advantages over the proposed project.

e The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed,
as well as alternatives that the lead agency considered but rejected.

e The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis and comparison with the proposed project.

e The alternatives discussed must be reasonable, selected to foster informed decision-
making and public participation. An EIR need not consider an alternative where the
effect cannot reasonably be ascertained or where the implementation is remote or
speculative, because unredlistic alternatives do not contribute to a useful analysis.
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

Relationship to Project Objectives

The following is a summary of the basic objectives of the project based on information provided
by the project applicant. The objectives provide an important benchmark in conducting the
comparative alternatives analysis. As discussed previously, an alternative is only meaningful for
consideration if it can meet most of the project’s basic objectives.

® Provide a community that is economically sound and fiscally self-sufficient through the
use of revenue sources provided in Arficle 8, Section 8.2.2 [of the Specific Plan].

® Provide a community that is environmentally sound and supports community livability
and quality of life.

® Provide a balanced approach to land use that accommodates future growth, protects
community assets, meets economic objectives, and protects the environment.

®* Provide a mix of dwelling unit types that will meet the needs of, and be affordable to, a
variety of household sizes, types and income levels.

® Provide a residential community that is visually aftractive and distinctive.

®*  Minimize the volume and speed of fraffic through neighborhoods to ensure that the
neighborhoods are quiet and safe for residents.

®* Provide convenient public services and shopping so that residents may choose to walk or
bicycle for short range convenience trips.

® Provide a convenient, aftfractive pedestrian and bicycling network to encourage and
facilitate walking and bicycling.

®* Facilitate and enhance the opportunities for home occupations and permanent
opportunities within the community that will enable local residents to work near home,
contributing to local job growth and reducing worker commuting.

® Enable independent development of each Neighborhood, yet ensure that all
infrastructure, facilities, services and amenities needed tfo serve the project are
constructed in a fimely manner.
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4.2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

As identified within various sections of this EIR, the potential environmental impacts of the
Santana Ranch project can be mitigated to a level of insignificance, with the exception that
significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality and traffic circulation will result. The following
discussion identifies and examines a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternafives to the
proposed project:

e No Project/No Build Alternative;
e No Project/No GPA Alternative;
e Lower Denisity Alternative; and
e Rural Residential Alternative.

Environmental impacts associated with each of the alternatives are compared with impacts
resulting from the proposed project. Table 4-1 at the conclusion of this section provides a
summary of this analysis. This section also includes identification of the “environmentally superior”
alternative.

ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION

An alternative considering other sites was initially evaluated but rejected from further discussion
since no suitable alternative sites were identified. The project site is designated as an Area of
Special Study by the General Plan, which designation is infended to direct development toward
areas where urban services and utilities are available for projects with higher densities and away
from natural resources. No ofher site designated as an Area of Special Study was identified that
is large enough to accommodate the proposed project, that is owned by the project applicant,
and that does not face development challenges similar to those faced by the project.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
No Project/No Build Alternative

The “No Project/No Build Alternative” assumes that if the project is not approved, no further
development of the project site would occur. This alternative would result in the continued use of
all areas of the project site as described in the environmental setting of Section 3.9, which consists
of: agricultural uses including cultivated hayfields and the continued cultivation of the 23-acre
walnut orchard; and the existing residential uses in connection with the two on-site residences. This
alternative also assumes that the beneficial attributes of the project, including the implementation
of numerous sustainable design, siting and building features; reservation of an elementary school
site; and the development of over 18 acres of parks and recreational facilities, as well as roadside
frails, landscaped parkways, naturally designed detention basins and a Class | frail and sidewalks
within landscaped corridors along the collector streets and Fairview Road, would not be
constructed.

This alternative would avoid each of the impacts identified in this EIR, which are listed within the
Impact Summary Table.
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No Project/No GPA Alternative

The “No Project/No General Plan Amendment Alternative” (No Project/No GPA Alternative)
assumes that the project site would be developed with estate homes on five-acre minimum lofs,
as permitted under the project site’'s current County ‘Rural’ General Plan and zoning designations.
For the 292-acre Plan Areq, this density would allow for approximately 44 dwelling units based on
an assumed 219 net acres for development. These lots would not be comprehensively planned in
accordance with a specific plan and may be sold individually, with each buyer contfracting
separately to build custom homes. This alternative also assumes that the beneficial attributes of
the project, including the implementation of numerous sustainable design, siting and building
features; the reservation of an elementary school site; and the development of over 18 acres of
parks and recreational facilities, as well as roadside ftrails, landscaped parkways, naturally
designed detention basins and a Class | Trail and sidewalks within landscaped corridors along the
collector streets and Fairview Road; would not be constructed. The potential impacts of this
alternative are discussed below, relative to the impacts associated with the proposed project.

Comparative Analysis

3.1 Aesthetics/Visual Quality: The No Project/No GPA Alternative would result in a very low
profile of development on the project site. Although the site would be altered by
development under this alternative, much of the site would be developed with five-acre
“ranchettes” and therefore may be viewed as more rural in character as compared to
the proposed project. Significantly less outdoor lighting would be required, thereby
reducing the potential for light and glare impacts. While it is anficipated that frontage
improvements would be built in accordance with existing County regulations, it is
assumed these improvements may not be as cohesive or extensive as those proposed by
the project given that the project site would not be comprehensively planned under an
adopted specific plan. With respect to the aesthetic impacts of the architecture under
this alternative, the impacts would be less significant, as compared to the project, given
the overall reduction in unit count. However, this alternative could result in the
development of residential uses that lack a cohesive design, since the project site would
not be developed as part of a comprehensive specific plan and because the County
currently does not typically impose design review requirements on residential projects. In
summary, the impacts to aesthetics and visual quality under the No Project/No GPA
Alternative would be less significant than those of the proposed project.

3.2 Agricultural Resources: Similar to the proposed project, the No Project/No GPA
Alternative would result in the conversion of approximately 292 acres of agricultural land
to suburban uses. However, because this land is not prime farmland, unique farmland, or
farmland of statewide importance, the impacts of this conversion would be less than
significant, similar to those of the project. However, by subdividing the project site into
five-acre ranchettes without comprehensive planning for the site's development through
the adoption of a Specific Plan, this could result in more intense development of
agricultural lands being directed elsewhere in the County, in order to accommodate
future anficipated growth.  Accordingly, this alternatfive's impact on agricultural
resources could potentially be more significant than those of the project. In summary,
the agricultural resources impacts of the No Project/No GPA Alternative are similar to or
greater than those of the proposed project.

3.3 Air Quality: This alternative assumes that only 44 homes would be built, which is a 26%
reduction in unit count as compared to the units proposed to be developed by the
project. Therefore, it is assumed that the criteria pollutant air quality impacts identified in
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

Table 3.3-7 would be reduced by approximately 96%, including the significant and
unavoidable impacts associated with criteria air pollution emissions. However, since this
alternative could be viewed as a relatively inefficient land use pattern, given its low
density and lack of clustering, and because the numerous sustainable design, siting and
building features would noft likely be built given the lack of a comprehensive specific
plan, this alternative could be viewed as not furthering state objectives and goals o
reduce GHG emissions confributing to climate change. In summary, the air quality
impacts of the No Project/No GPA Alternative are less significant than those of the
proposed project.

Biological Resources: Similar to the project, this alternative would result in the grading
and development of the project site, and therefore would have similar impacts to
biological resources, including impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox, the California tiger
salamander, California red-legged frog and the burrowing owl. It is assumed that under
the No Project/No GPA Alternative, if home sites were precluded from constructing
perimeter fences and were allowed to revert to annual grassland, there may be an
increase in some marginal foraging habitat as compared to the project. In summary, the
impacts on biological resources under the No Project/No GPA Alternative would be
similar to or less than those of the project.

Cultural Resources: The No Project/No GPA Alternative would result in the conversion of
the project site from agricultural fo suburban uses, which would involve ground-disturbing
activities similar to the proposed project, albeit on a smaller scale. Because there would
be fewer ground-disturbing activities, there would be fewer opportunities to potentially
damage or destroy cultural or paleontological resources, although some risk remains. In
summary, impacts to cultural and paleontological resources under the No Project/No
GPA Alternative would be similar to or less than those of the proposed project.

Geology and Soils: Under this alternative, the project site would be subject to similar
seismic hazards as the proposed project, given that development of this alternative
would result in the conversion of the project site from agricultural to suburban uses, which
would involve ground-disturbing activities, albeit on a smaller scale. However, because
of the reduced unit count, the population exposed to these hazards would be much
smaller as compared to the population potentially exposed following development of
the project. Further, potential soil erosion and soil expansion impacts associated with this
alternative would be similar in kind to the proposed project, although they would be less
significant overall, given the reduced amount of ground disturbance that would occur
under this alternative. In summary, the geologic impacts under the No Project/No GPA
Alternative would be similar to or less than those of the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Under this alternative, given the low number of homes
that would be built, it is assumed that these homes would be served by septic systems,
and therefore no on-site wastewater treatment plant would be built. Accordingly, the
potential hazardous materials impacts associated therewith also would not occur. With
respect to the PG&E underground pipeline, a similar risk of upset conditions could occur
under both this alternative and the project, although the scope of the risk would be
lower given the lower levels of development proposed under this alternative. Under both
the project and this alternative, there is some risk of exposure to hazardous and
potentially hazardous materials as a result of the pesticides used to cultivate the walnuts
and the former “gas station” building located nearby. While exposure would be less
significant under this alternative, in terms of the lower numbers of population overall,
impacts are less than significant under either circumstance, given the low levels of
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contamination in the soils. Under this alternative, it is assumed that potential exposure to
hazardous materials as a result of off-site surrounding uses would be similar in type but
lower overall as a result of a significantly lower level of development. The potential
impacts of demolishing the existing structures likely would be similar under either the
alternative or the project, since this demolition would likely happen under either scenario
and, in any event, is considered fo be minimal. Regarding the potential contamination
of groundwater through the release of material into on-site wells, the risk would be similar
in type, although lower overall, given the reduced size of the project. Therefore, the
impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials under the No Project/No GPA
Alternative would be similar to or less significant than those of the proposed project.

3.8 Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality: The amount of impervious surface
coverage and rates and volumes of peak runoff associated with the proposed project
would be significantly reduced under the No Project/No GPA Alternative. Accordingly,
less runoff water would be conftributed that could impact the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems under this alternative. However, in order to meet
the County requirement that there be no increase as compared to existing runoff
quantifies, it is assumed that stormwater detention facilities would sfill need to be
constructed under the No Project/No GPA Alternative similar to the project, albeit on a
much smaller scale. In terms of short-term and construction-related impacts to water
quality as a result of soil erosion and sedimentation, these impacts would be significantly
reduced under this alternative as a result of less soil disturbance associated with site
preparation, grading and construction activities. This alternative also would generate
significantly fewer urban non-point pollutants, given the significant decrease in intensity
and density of development, including lower volumes of on-site traffic and less area
required for parking, as well as the elimination of commercial uses. However, very low
density residential development under the alternative would likely incorporate fewer
measures for on-site retention of urban runoff, such as filtration drains. With respect to
potential point-source pollution, this alternative would have no impacts, since the on-site
wastewater treatment facility would not be constructed. Flood hazards under this
alternative and the proposed project would be similar, given that no portion of the
project site is subject to flooding during the 100-year and 500-year events. In summary,
the surface water hydrology impacts under the No Project/No GPA Alternative would be
similar to or less significant than those of the proposed project.

3.9 Land Use Planning: Under this alternative, only very low density residential development
would be permitted. This would be inconsistent with the project site’s Area of Special Study
designation, which is intended to allow higher levels of development as a means of
directing anticipated growth to certain areas in the County that have been determined
appropriate and able to provide adequate facilities and infrastructure to serve that
increased growth. Dividing up the project site into five-acre parcels for individual custom
homes also is inconsistent with the Area of Special Study designation, which envisions
comprehensive planning for the project site. In terms of other land use planning impacts,
this alternative would have similar impacts to those of the proposed project, since it would
not disrupt or divide an established community; it would not conflict with any adopted
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan; and it would not result
in incompatible development with surrounding uses. Therefore, land use planning impacts
under the No Project/No GPA Alternative would be similar to or greater than those of the
proposed project.
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3.10

3.1

3.12

3.13

Noise: Under this alternative, the density and intensity of development would be
significantly reduced. This would result in a significant decrease in construction activities,
and thus a concomitant decrease in short-term construction noise impacts. While this
alternative would result in some new development, and therefore some increase in
exposure of noise-sensitive receptors to non-transportation (stationary) source noise, it
would be substantially less significant than the proposed project, given the
comparatively fewer number of homes and related infrastructure that would be built
under this alternative, as well as the elimination of commercial uses, parks and
recreational facilities, the on-site wastewater tfreatment plant, and the elementary
school. The noise levels along nearby roadways associated with the proposed project
would be significantly reduced under the No Project/No GPA Alternative, given the
substantial reduction in traffic that would occur because of the lower density, as well as
the elimination of commercial uses, which would eliminate related noise (e.g., fruck
deliveries, additional vehicle noise and maintenance activities). With respect to exposure
to groundborne vibration, it is assumed that short-term, construction-related vibration
impacts would be less significant under this alternative, given the lower density and
infensity of development. Long-term, operational vibration impacts would be similar to
those of the proposed project, since neither scenario would involve the use of any
equipment or processes that would result in potentially significant levels of ground
vibration. Therefore, the noise impacts under the No Project/ No GPA Alternative would
be less significant than those of the proposed project.

Public Services: The demand for fire, police and solid waste services would be
substantially reduced under the No Project/No GPA Alternative. In addition, the
projected number of school-aged children would be significantly lower under this
alternative for these same reasons, and therefore, the associated impact on existing
school facilities would be less significant.  Further, the impacts associated with
developing the elementary school (i.e., air quality, fraffic, hazards/hazardous materials)
would not occur under this alternative, since the school would not be built on site. In
summary, the impact on public services under the No Project/No GPA Alternative would
be less significant than those of the proposed project.

Parks and Recreation: The impact on existing park and recreational facilities would be
substantially less significant under the No Project/No GPA Alternative, given the
significant reductions in density and intensity of development. Under this alternative, it is
assumed that the development would not need to build any additional parks or
recreational facilities given the relatively small amount of additional population that
would result. Therefore, associated water supply impacts as a result of irrigation, and
potential noise and air quality impacts that could occur as a result of construction,
grading and operation of such park and recreational facilities, would not occur under
this alternative. In summary, the impact on parks and recreational facilities under the No
Project/No GPA Alternative would be less significant than those of the proposed project.

Traffic and Circulation: The transportation impacts under this alternative would be
significantly  lessened due to the substantial reductions in intensity and density of
development. Total project vehicle frips would be approximately 421 per day, which
equates to a 97 percent reduction in vehicle frips compared fo the estimated daily frip
generation of 13,170 for the proposed project. With this significant decrease in fraffic, it is
assumed that all traffic and circulation impacts under this alternative would be less than
significant.  In summary, the fransportation impacts under the No Project/No GPA
Alternative would be less significant than those of the proposed project, and the
significant and unavoidable impacts under the project would be avoided.
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3.14 Wet and Dry Utilities: Under the No Project/No GPA Alternative, there would be a
significant reduction in demand for potable water as a result of the decreases in intensity
and density of development. Therefore, water supply impacts would be less significant
than those of the proposed project. With respect to wastewater impacts, under this
alternative, the on-site freatment plant would not be constructed; instead, it is assumed
that the homes would be served by individual septic systems. Therefore, the related
impacts of constructing the on-site freatment plant, including the potential degradation
of surface water and groundwater quality; the creation of mosquito breeding sites; noise
impacts; odors; and the pofential for an accidental release of hazardous materials,
would not occur under this alternative. However, it is assumed that the quality of effluent
would be poorer than the treated effluent from the wastewater treatment facility under
the proposed project. For this reason, disposal via individual septic systems is less
protective of the environment when compared with either the new treatment plant or
city treatment plant options. On-site soil conditions appear suitable, however, for
leachfield disposal, and the overall quantity of effluent would be much less than that
generated by the proposed project. Regarding storm drainage impacts under this
alternative, it is assumed that existing facilities could accommodate the small amount of
runoff that would result. Therefore, no drainage facilities would need to be expanded or
constructed, and no impacts associated therewith would occur under this alternative.
Solid waste impacts would be significantly lower under this alternative, due fo the
decrease in density and intensity of development. Regarding energy consumption, this
alternative would generate significantly less overall energy usage due to the decreased
density and intensity of development that would occur. However, the alternative would
not include the implementation of numerous sustainable design, siting and building
features proposed by the project that could reduce energy usage and enhance
conservation efforts. In summary, impacts to water supply, wastewater service, solid
waste generation and disposal, and energy consumption under the No Project/No GPA
Alternative would be less significant than those of the proposed project.

In summary, the impacts resulting from the No Project/No GPA Alternatfive in most categories
would be similar to or less significant than the impacts associated with the proposed project as a
result of the significant decrease in density and intensity of development that would occur, and
the significant and unavoidable air, and fraffic and circulation impacts under the proposed
project would be avoided. However, impacts under land use planning and agricultural resources
could be greater than those associated with the proposed project.

Few, if any, of the basic project objectives would be implemented under this alternative. For
example, a range of housing types and options, affordable to a variety of households, would not
be provided; convenient public services and nearby shopping would not be provided; a
convenient pedestrian/bicycle network would not be constructed; and employment opportunities
for residents and related reductions in commuting as a result of on-site commercial uses would not
be made available. In addition, this alternative would not result in the comprehensive planning of
the project site, would not be consistent with the intfention of the Area of Special Study
designation, and therefore would nof provide a balanced approach to land use that
accommodates future growth, while protecting community assets and the environment.

Lower Density Alternative

This alternative would reduce the density and intensity of development of the project by
approximately one-third, and would consist of 519 single-family dwellings, 213 multi-family
dwellings, and 43,550 square feet of Neighborhood Commercial uses. No mixed uses would be
built under this alternative. It is assumed that the project site would be comprehensively
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planned in accordance with an adopted specific plan, and that the proposed uses would be
served by either the City of Hollister Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant or an on-site
treatment plant, similar to the proposed project. Under this alternative, it is assumed that the
beneficial attributes of the project, including the implementation of numerous sustainable
design, siting and building featfures; the reservation of an elementary school site; and the
development of parks and recreational facilities, as well as roadside frails, landscaped
parkways, naturally designed detention basins and a Class | trail and sidewalks within
landscaped corridors along the collector streets and Fairview Road, would be constructed,
albeit on areduced scale commensurate to the reduced density and intensity of development.

The impacts that would result from the Lower Density Alternative are discussed below, relative to
the impacts associated with the proposed project.

Comparative Analysis

3.1 Aesthetics/Visual Quality: The Lower Density Alternative would result in a somewhat lower
profile of development, and would result in a less dense-appearing project, as viewed
from Fairview Road. However, this difference would not substantially reduce the visual
impact resulting from the change from rural to suburban character over that associated
with the proposed project. Potfential light and glare impacts would also be similar,
although somewhat lower given the reduction in overall population and the related
decrease in size and scale of certain project features (e.g., park and recreational facilities).
With respect to landscaping, it is assumed that similar or slightly less landscaping would be
provided under this alternative to soften the visual impacts of the development. It also is
assumed that development of proposed structures would be required to receive design
review approval, which would help ensure the overall positive aesthetic quality of
development, similar to the project. In summary, the aesthetic and visual quality impacts
under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project.

3.2 Agricultural Resources: The conversion of the approximately 23 acre walnut orchard and
approximately 269 acres of non-prime agricultural land to urban uses would still occur
under the Lower Density Alternatfive. Because this land is not prime farmland, unique
farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, the impacts of this conversion would be
less than significant, similar to those of the project. However, because this alternative
would involve less dense development and the elimination of potenfial mixed uses on
the project site, this could result in more intense development of agricultural lands being
directed elsewhere in the County, in order to accommodate future anficipated growth.
In summary, the agricultural resources impacts under the Lower Density Alternative would
be similar to or possibly greater than those of the proposed project.

3.3 Air Quality:  Short-term construction-generated emissions would be reduced by
approximately one third under this alternative, as a result of the reduced density and
intfensity of development. Long-term air quality operational impacts also would be
reduced for the same reason by approximately one third. However, the criteria air
pollutants generated under this alternative would sfill exceed established thresholds by the
MBUAPCD for all pollutants except for sulfates, and would therefore sfill result in significant
and unavoidable impacts. With respect to localized mobile-source emissions, these would
be reduced by approximately one third under this alternative, and would still be less than
significant, similar to those of the proposed project. Because the on-site freatment plant
could potentially be constructed under this alternative, potential odor impacts would be
similar to those of the proposed project. Regarding long-term exposure of sensitive
receptors to toxic air contaminants, this alternative would result in temporary emissions of
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diesel-exhaust during construction, as well as potential operational emissions as a result of
commercial uses, similar to those of the proposed project, and therefore would have
similar, although fewer, impacts due to the reduced size. In summary, the air quality
impacts under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to or less significant than
those of the proposed project, except for the operational criteria air pollutants which
would remain significant and unavoidable.

3.4 Biological Resources: Similar to the project, this alternative would result in the grading
and development of the project site, and therefore would have similar impacts to
biological resources, including impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox, the California tiger
salamander, California red-legged frog and the burrowing owl. In summary, biological
resources impacts under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to those of the
project.

3.5 Cultural Resources: The Lower Density Alternative would result in the conversion of the
project site, which would involve ground-disturbing activities, albeit on a somewhat smaller
scale. However, this would only marginally decrease impacts, since undiscovered cultural
and paleontological resources could still potentially be damaged or destroyed as a result
of ground-disturbing activities. In summary, impacts to cultural and paleontological
resources under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed
project.

3.6 Geology and Soils: The Lower Density Alternative would be subject to the same seismic
hazards as the proposed project, given that development of this alternative would result
in the conversion of the project site from agricultural to suburban uses, which would
involve ground-disturbing activities, except that the population exposed would be
somewhat smaller. The potential geology and soil impacts associated with this alternative
would be similar to those of the proposed project as well. While the density and intensity of
development would be reduced under this alternative, it would sfill require substantial
earthmoving activities to construct the stormwater detention basins, roadways and other
infrastructure needed to serve the development. In summary, geology and soils impacts
under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project.

3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Under this alternative, it is assumed that the
development could potentially be served by an on-site wastewater treatment plant,
similar to that described for the proposed project. Therefore, the potential hazardous
materials impacts associated therewith would be similar to those of the proposed
project. With respect to the PG&E underground pipeline, a similar risk of upset conditions
could occur under both this alternative and the project, although the scope of the risk
would be somewhat lower, given the lower levels of development proposed under this
alternative. Under both the project and this alternative, there is some risk of exposure to
hazardous and potentially hazardous materials as a result of the pesticides used to
cultivate the walnuts and the former “gas station” building located nearby. While
exposure would be less significant under this alternative, in terms of the somewhat lower
numbers of population overall, impacts are less than significant under either
circumstance, given the low levels of contfamination in the soils. Under this alternative, it
is assumed that potential exposure to hazardous materials as a result of off-site
surrounding uses would be similar in type but somewhat lower overall as a result of a
reduced level of development. The potential impacts of demolishing the existing
structures likely would be similar under either the alternative or the project, since this
demolition would likely happen under either scenario and, in any event, is considered to
be minimal. Regarding the potential contamination of groundwater through the release
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3.8

3.9

3.10

of material into on-site wells, the risk would be similar in type, although somewhat lower
overall, given the reduced size of the project. In summary, impacts associated with
hazards and hazardous materials under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to
or somewhat less significant than those of the proposed project.

Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality: The amount of impervious surface coverage
and rates and volumes of peak runoff associated with the proposed project would be
somewhat reduced under the Lower Density Alternative, and therefore less runoff water
would be confributed that could impact the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems. However, in order fo meet the County requirement that there be no
post-development increase as compared to pre-development runoff quantities, it is
assumed that stormwater detention facilities would still need to be constructed under this
alternative, although on a somewhat smaller scale. In terms of short-term and
construction-related impacts to water quality as a result of soil erosion and
sedimentation, these impacts would be somewhat reduced under this alternative as a
result of less soil disturbance associated with site preparation, grading and construction
activities, although this reduction would be marginal given the significant development
that would still occur. This alternative also would generate somewhat fewer urban non-
point pollutants, given the decrease in intensity and density of development, including
lower volumes of on-site traffic and less area required for parking; however, this reduction
would be relatively small given that the Neighborhood Commercial center and related
large parking area, as well as an extensive internal street system, would sfill be
constructed. With respect to potential point-source pollution, the alternative would have
similar impacts to those of the project, since it is assumed that the on-site wastewater
treatment facility may need to be constructed under this alternative if connection to the
City of Hollister's Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant could not occur. Flood hazards
under this alternative and the proposed project would be similar, since no portion of the
project site is subject to flooding during the 100-year and 500-year events. Therefore, the
hydrology impacts under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to or slightly less
significant than those of the proposed project.

Land Use Planning: Under this alternative, the density and intensity of development would
be reduced by approximately one-third, and potfential mixed uses would be eliminated
altogether. This reduction could be viewed as inconsistent with the project site's Area of
Special Study designation, which is intended to allow higher levels of development as a
means of directing anficipated growth to certain areas in the County determined
appropriate and able to provide adequate facilities and infrastructure to serve that
increased growth. In terms of other land use planning impacts, this alternative would have
similar impacts to those of the proposed project, since it would not disrupt or divide an
established community, and it would not conflict with any adopted habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan. In terms of compatibility of development
with surrounding uses, the Lower Density Alternatfive could be characterized as slightly
more consistent with the existing single-family development across Fairview Road, although
the proposed project would not be incompatible in this regard, for the reasons set forth in
the Impact Discussion 3.9-5. In summary, land use planning impacts under the Lower
Density Alternative would be similar fo or greater than those of the proposed project.

Noise: Under this alternative, the density and intensity of development would be
somewhat reduced. This would result in a decrease in construction activities, and thus a
related decrease in short-ferm construction impacts. However, this reduction is not
anficipated to be perceived as substantially less significant than those of the proposed
project, because this alternative would sfill be of substantial scale and would still include
the proposed Neighborhood Commercial center and related noise (e.g., fruck deliveries,
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vehicle noise, and maintenance activities). Under this alternative, significant
development would still occur, with related exposure of noise-sensitive receptors to non-
transportation (stationary) source noise resulting from the operation of the project. While
the density and intensity of development would be somewhat reduced, the reduced
noise impacts are not anticipated to be perceived as substantially less significant than
those of the proposed project, because this alternative would still be of substantial scale,
and would include related infrastructure, the proposed Neighborhood Commercial center,
parks and recreational facilities, the potential on-site wastewater tfreatment plant, and
the potential elementary school site. With respect to exposure to groundborne vibration,
it is assumed that short-term, construction-related vibration impacts would be somewhat
less significant under this alternative, given the reduced density and intensity of
development, and that long-term, operational impacts would be similar to those of the
proposed project, since neither scenario would involve the use of any equipment or
processes that would result in potentially significant levels of ground vibration. Overall, the
noise impacts under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to those of the
proposed project.

3.11  Public Services: The demand for fire, police and solid waste services would be somewhat
reduced under this alternative, given the reduced density and intensity of development.
Further, the projected increase in the number of school-aged children associated with
the proposed project would be somewhat lower under this alternative for the same
reasons, and therefore, the associated demand on existing school facilities would be less
significant. However, the impacts associated with developing the elementary school
(i.e., air quality, ftraffic, hazards/hazardous materials) would still occur under this
alternative. In summary, the public services impacts under the Lower Density Alternative
would be similar fo or somewhat less significant than the proposed project.

3.12  Parks and Recreation: While the Lower Density Alternative is less dense and infense than
the proposed project, it is assumed that additional park and recreational facilities would
be constructed to meet the needs of the project residents. Therefore, as with the
proposed project, impacts to existing park and recreational facilities would not be
anticipated to occur. However, since new facilities would be constructed, this alternative
would also have the associated water supply impacts as a result of irigatfion, and
potential noise and air quality impacts as a result of construction, grading and operation
of these other facilities, similar to those of the project. In summary, the impact on parks
and recreational facilities under the Lower Density Alternative would be similar to or less
significant than those of the proposed project.

3.13 Traffic and Circulation: The transportation impacts under this alternative would be
somewhat less significant due to the reductions in intensity and density of development.
Total project vehicle trips would be approximately 8,977 per day, which equates to a 37
percent reduction in vehicle frips compared to the estimated daily frip generation of
13,170 for the proposed project. However, this reduced fraffic volume could sfill cause
the level of service at a number of the study intersections to be reduced to an
unacceptable level and/or result in an additional delay at these intersections of five (5)
or more seconds, which would require construction of improvements to mitigate impacts.
While the developer would be required to mitigate fo the extent feasible, it is assumed
that the timely construction of needed improvements could not be assured under this
alternative, similar to the project, and therefore it is not likely that this alternative would
eliminate all of the significant and unavoidable ftraffic impacts. In summary, the
transportation impacts under the Lower Density Alternative would be less significant than
those of the proposed project, but the significant and unavoidable impacts would

remain.
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3.14  Wet and Dry Utilities: Under the Lower Density Alternative, there would be some reduction
in demand for potable water, as a result of the decreases in intensity and density of
development. Therefore, water supply impacts would be less significant than those of
the proposed project. With respect to wastewater impacts, under this alternative, the
on-site freatment plant may be constructed, similar to that described by the project.
Therefore, the related impacts of constructing the on-site treatment plant, including the
potential degradation of surface water and groundwater quality; the creation of
mosquito breeding sites; noise impacts; odors; and the potfential for an accidental
release of hazardous materials, could occur under this alternative as well. Regarding
storm drainage impacts under this alternative, it is assumed that storm drainage facilities
would be built, albeit on a somewhat smaller scale. Therefore, the potential impacts
associated therewith would be similar to those of the project. Solid waste impacts would
be somewhat lower under this alternative, due to the decrease in density and intensity of
development.  Regarding energy consumption, this alternative would generate
somewhat less overall energy usage due to the decreased density and intensity of
development that would occur. In summary, impacts to water supply, wastewater
service, solid waste generation and disposal, and energy consumption under the Lower
Density Alternative would be less significant than those of the proposed project.

In summary, the impacts resulting from the Lower Density Alternative in most categories would be
similar fo or somewhat less significant than the impacts associated with the proposed project as a
result of the decrease in density and intensity of development that would occur. However, the
reductions in impacts are marginal and are not substantial enough to eliminate the significant and
unavoidable impacts to air quality and traffic. Further, impacts to agricultural resources and land
use planning would be similar to or possibly greater than those associated with the project.

While a number of the basic project objectives would be implemented under this alternative, the
reduced density and intensity of development would be inconsistent with the intention of the Area
of Special Study designation, and therefore would not provide a balanced approach to land use
that accommodates future growth, while protecting community assets and the environment.

Rural Residential Alternative

This alternative assumes that the project site would be developed consistent with the County's
"Rural Residential" zoning designation, which permits development of one single-family unit per
1/2 acre, so long as water and sewer services are available. Accordingly, under this alternative,
a total of 438 single-family homes would be developed on the project site (assuming 219 net
acres). It is assumed that the project site would not be comprehensively planned in
accordance with an adopted specific plan, but that the proposed uses would be served by
either the City of Hollister Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant or an on-site treatment plant,
similar to that described by the proposed project. In addition, under this alternative, the
required park and recreational facilities, along with other necessary infrastructure and
improvements, would be builf. However, it is assumed that other beneficial attributes of the
project, including the implementation of numerous sustainable design, siting and building
features; the reservation of an elementary school site; extensive additional informal park and
recreational facilities (i.e., roadside frails, landscaped parkways, naturally designed detention
basins and a Class | frail and sidewalks within landscaped corridors along the collector streets
and Fairview Road); would not be constructed.

The impacts that would result from the Rural Residential Alternative are discussed below, relative to
the impacts associated with the proposed project.
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Comparative Analysis

3.1

3.2

3.3

Aesthetics/Visual Quality: The Rural Residential Alternative would result in a significantly
lower profile of development within the project site, since the higher density, multi-family
uses would be eliminated and the overall density and intensity of development would be
substantially reduced. Therefore, this alternative would result in a less dense-appearing
project, as viewed from Fairview Road. However, this difference would not substantially
reduce the visual impact resulfing from the change from rural to suburban character over
that associated with the proposed project. Significantly less outdoor lighting would be
required, thereby reducing the potential for light and glare impacts. While it is
anficipated that fronfage improvements would be built in accordance with existing
County regulations, it is assumed these improvements may not be as cohesive or
extensive as those proposed by the project, given that the project site would not be
comprehensively planned under an adopted specific plan. With respect to the
aesthetic impacts of the architecture under this alternative, the impacts would be less
significant, as compared to the project, given the overall reduction in unit count.
However, this alternative could result in the development of residential uses that lack a
cohesive design, since the project site would not be developed as part of a
comprehensive specific plan and because the County currently does not typically
impose design review requirements on residential projects. In summary, the aesthetic
and visual quality impacts under the Rural Residential Alternative would be less significant
than those of the proposed project.

Agricultural Resources: Similar to the project, the Rural Residential Alternative would
result in the conversion of the approximately 23 acre walnut orchard and approximately
292 acres of agricultural land to suburban uses. Because this land is not prime farmland,
unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, the impacts of this conversion
would be less than significant, similar to those of the project. However, by significantly
reducing the density and intensity of development, and without comprehensive
planning for the site’s development through the adoption of a Specific Plan, this could
result in less efficient development on-site, as well as more intense development of
agricultural lands being directed elsewhere in the County in order fo accommodate
future anticipated growth. Accordingly, this alternative’s impacts on agricultural
resources could potentially be more significant than those of the project. In summary,
the agricultural resources impact of the Rural Residential Alternative are similar to or
greater than those of the project.

Air Quality: This alternative assumes that only 438 homes would be built, which is an
approximately 60 percent reduction in unit count as compared to the units proposed to
be developed by the project. Therefore, it is assumed that short-term construction-
generated emissions would be reduced by approximately 60 percent under this
alternative, as a result of the reduced density and intensity of development. Long-term
operational impacts also would be reduced for the same reason, by approximately 60
percent. However, the criteria air pollutants generated under this alternative would sfill
exceed established thresholds by the MBUAPCD for ROG, NOx and PMio and therefore
impacts to air quality would still remain significant and unavoidable. With respect to
localized mobile-source emissions, these would be reduced by approximately 60 percent
under this alternative, and would sfill be less than significant, similar to those of the
proposed project. Because the on-site tfreatment plant could potentially be constructed
under this alternative, potential odor impacts would be similar to those of the proposed
project. Regarding long-term exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, this
alternative would result in temporary emissions of diesel-exhaust during construction, similar
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

to those of the proposed project, and therefore would have similar, although fewer,
impacts due to the reduced size. In summary, the air quality impacts under the Rural
Residential Alternative would be similar to or less significant than those of the proposed
project, except for the operational criteria air pollutants which would remain significant
and unavoidable for ROG, NOx and PMio.

Biological Resources: Similar to the project, this alternative would result in the grading
and development of the project site, and therefore would have similar impacts to
biological resources, including impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox, the California tiger
salamander, California red-legged frog and the burrowing owl. In summary, biological
resources impacts under the Rural Residential Alternative would be similar to those of the
project.

Cultural Resources: The Rural Residential Alternative would result in the conversion of the
project site, which would involve ground-disturbing activities, albeit on a smaller scale.
However, this would only marginally decrease impacts since undiscovered cultural and
paleontological resources could be potentially damaged or destroyed as a result of
ground-disturbing activities. In summary, impacts to cultural and paleontological
resources under the Rural Residenfial Alternative would be similar to those of the
proposed project.

Geology and Soils: The Rural Residential Alternative would be subject to the same seismic
hazards as the proposed project, given that development of this alternative would result
in the conversion of the project site from agricultural to suburban uses, which would
involve ground-disturbing activities, except that the population exposed would be smaller.
The potential geology and soil impacts associated with this alternative would be similar to
those of the proposed project as well. While the density and intensity of development
would be reduced under this alternative, it would still require substantial earthmoving
activities to construct the stormwater detention basins, roadways and other infrastructure
needed to serve the development. In summary, geology and soils impacts under the Rural
Residential Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Under this alternative, it is assumed that the
development could potentially be served by an on-site wastewater treatment plant,
similar tfo that described by the proposed project. Therefore, the potential hazardous
materials impacts associated therewith would be similar to those of the proposed
project. With respect to the PG&E underground pipeline, a similar risk of upset conditions
could occur under both this alternative and the project, although the scope of the risk
would be somewhat lower, given the lower levels of development proposed under this
alternative. Under both the project and this alternative, there is some risk of exposure to
hazardous and potentially hazardous materials as a result of the pesticides used to
cultivate the walnuts and the former “gas station” building located nearby. While
exposure would be less significant under this alternative, in terms of the lower numbers of
population overall, impacts are less than significant under either circumstance, given the
low levels of contamination in the soils. Under this alternative, it is assumed that potential
exposure to hazardous materials as a result of off-site surrounding uses would be similar in
type but lower overall as a result of the reduced level of development. The potenfial
impacts of demolishing the existing structures likely would be similar under either this
alternative or the project, since this demolition would likely happen under either
scenario, and, in any event, is considered to be minimal. Regarding the potential
contamination of groundwater through the release of material into on-site wells, the risk
would be similar in type, although reduced overall, given the reduced size of the project.
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3.8

3.9

3.10

In summary, impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials under the Rural
Residential Alternative would be similar to or somewhat less significant than those of the
proposed project.

Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality: The amount of impervious surface coverage
and rates and volumes of peak runoff associated with the proposed project would be
reduced under the Rural Residential Alternative, and therefore less runoff water would be
contributed that could impact the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems. However, in order to meet the County requirement that there be no post-
development increase as compared to pre-development runoff quantities, it is assumed
that stormwater detention facilities would sfill need to be constructed under this
alternative, although on a somewhat smaller scale. In ferms of short-term and
construction-related impacts to water quality as a result of soil erosion and
sedimentation, these impacts would be reduced under this alternative as a result of less
soil disturbance associated with site preparation, grading and construction activities,
although this reduction would be marginal, given the significant development that
would sfill occur. This alternative also would generate fewer urban non-point pollutants,
given the decrease in intensity and density of development, including lower volumes of
on-site fraffic and less area required for parking, as well as the elimination of commercial
uses. With respect to potential point-source pollution, the alternative would have similar
impacts to those of the project, since it is assumed that the on-site wastewater treatment
facility may need to be consfructed under this alternative if connection to the City of
Hollister's Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant could not occur. Flood hazards under
this alternative and the proposed project would be similar, since no portion of the project
site is subject to flooding during the 100-year and 500-year events. Therefore, the
hydrology impacts under the Rural Residential Alternative would be similar to or less
significant than those of the proposed project.

Land Use Planning: Under this alternatfive, only low density, single-family residential
development would be permitted. This would be inconsistent with the project site’s Area
of Special Study designation, which is infended to allow higher levels of development as a
means of directing anticipated growth to certain areas in the County that have been
determined appropriate and able to provide adequate facilities and infrastructure to
serve that increased growth. Dividing up the project site info typical one-half acre parcels
for individual homes without benefit of a comprehensive vision of development for the site
also is inconsistent with the Area of Special Study designation. In terms of other land use
planning impacts, this alternative would have similar impacts to those of the proposed
project, since it would not disrupt or divide an established community; it would not conflict
with any adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan; and
it would not result in incompatible development with surrounding uses. Therefore, land use
planning impacts under the Rural Residential Alternative would be similar o or greater than
those of the proposed project.

Noise: Under this alternative, the density and intensity of development would be reduced.
This would result in a decrease in construction activities, and thus a related decrease in
short-term construction impacts. However, this reduction is not anficipated to be
perceived as substantially less significant than those of the proposed project, because this
alternative would still be of substantial scale compared to existing uses on-site. While
significant development would still occur, the Neighborhood Commercial center and
mixed uses would not be developed, therefore, exposure of noise-sensitive receptors o
operational, non-transportation (stationary) source noise, as well as transportation-
related noise (i.e. commercial delivery trucks) would be decreased under this alternative.
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3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

With respect to exposure to groundborne vibration, it is assumed that short-term,
construction-related vibration impacts would be less significant under this alternative, given
the reduced density and intensity of development, and that long-term, operational
impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project, since neither scenario would
involve the use of any equipment or processes that would result in potentially significant
levels of ground vibratfion. Overall, the noise impacts under the Lower Density Alternative
would be less than those of the proposed project.

Public Services: The demand for fire, police and solid waste services would be reduced
under this alternative, given the reduced density and intensity of development. Further,
the projected increase in the number of school-aged children associated with the
proposed project would be lower under this alternative for the same reasons. Because a
school would not be built to accommodate the additional students, existing school
facilities impacts could be similar to or greater than those of the proposed project. On
the other hand, the impacts associated with developing the elementary school (i.e., air
quality, traffic, hazards/hazardous materials) would not occur under this alternative, since
the school would not be built on site. However, it is assumed that these impacts may
occur elsewhere, associated with developing another school site in order fo meet the
increased need for school facilities, resulting from the development of multiple projects in
the area, including a project developed under the Rural Residential Alternative. In
summary, the public services impacts under the Rural Residential Alternative would be
similar to or less significant than those of the proposed project in some respects, and
similar to or greater than those of the proposed project in other respects.

Parks and Recreation: While the Rural Residential Alternative is less dense and intense than
the proposed project, it is assumed that additional park and recreational facilities would
be constructed to meet the needs of the project residents. Therefore, as with the
proposed project, impacts to existing park and recreational facilities would not be
anticipated to occur. However, since new facilities would be constructed, this alternative
would also have the associated water supply impacts as a result of irigatfion, and
potential noise and air quality impacts as a result of construction, grading and operation
of these other facilities. In summary, the impact on parks and recreational facilities under
the Rural Residential Alternative would be similar to or less significant than those of the
proposed project.

Traffic and Circulation: The fransportafion impacts under this alternative would be less
significant due to the substantial reductions in intensity and density of development.
Total project vehicle trips would be approximately 4,192 per day, which equates to a 71
percent reduction in vehicle trips compared to the estimated daily frip generation of
13,170 for the proposed project. However, this reduced traffic volume could still cause
the level of service at a number of the study intersections to be reduced to an
unacceptable level and/or result in an additional delay at these intersections of five (5)
or more seconds, which would require construction of improvements to mitigate impacts.
While the developer would be required to mitigate to the extent feasible, it is assumed
that the fimely construction of needed improvements could not be assured under this
alternative, similar to the project, and therefore it is not likely that this alternative would
eliminate all of the significant and unavoidable fraffic impacts. In summary, the
transportation impacts under the Rural Residential Alternative would be less significant
than those of the proposed project, but the significant and unavoidable impacts would
remain.

Wet and Dry Utilities: Under the Rural Residential Alternative, there would be a reduction
in demand for potable water, as a result of the decreases in intensity and density of
development. Therefore, water supply impacts would be less significant than those of
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the proposed project. With respect to wastewater impacts, under this alternative, the
on-site treatment plant may be constructed, similar to that described by the project.
Therefore, the related impacts of constructing the on-site treatment plant, including the
potentfial degradation of surface water and groundwater quality; the creation of
mosquito breeding sites; noise impacts; odors; and the potfential for an accidental
release of hazardous materials, could occur under this alternative as well. Regarding
storm drainage impacts under this alternative, it is assumed that storm drainage facilities
would be built, albeit on a smaller scale. Therefore, the potential impacts associated
therewith would be similar to those of the project. Solid waste impacts would be lower
under this alternative, due to the decrease in density and intensity of development.
Regarding energy consumption, this alternative would generate less overall energy
usage due to the decreased density and intensity of development that would occur. In
summary, impacts to water supply, wastewater service, solid waste generation and
disposal, and energy consumption under the Rural Residential Alternative would be less
significant than those of the proposed project.

In summary, the impacts resulting from the Rural Residential Alternative in most categories would
be similar to or less significant than the impacts associated with the proposed project as a result of
the significant decrease in density and intensity of development that would occur. However, the
reductions in impacts are not substantial enough to eliminate the significant and unavoidable
impacts to air quality and traffic. Further, impacts to agriculfural resources and land use planning
would be similar to or possibly greater than those associated with the project.

Few, if any, of the basic project objectives would be implemented under this alternative. For
example, a range of housing types and options, affordable to a variety of households, would not
be provided; convenient public services and nearby shopping would not be provided; a
convenient pedestrian/bicycle network would not be constructed; and employment opportunities
for residents and related reductions in commuting as a result of on-site commercial uses would not
be made available. In addition, this alternative would not result in the comprehensive planning of
the project site, would not be consistent with the intfention of the Area of Special Study
designation, and therefore would not provide a balanced approach to land use that
accommodates future growth, while protecting community assets and the environment.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the environmentally superior alternative be
idenftified. If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘No Project’ alternative, the EIR shall
also identify an environmentally superior alternative among other alternatives. In this case, the
No Project/No Build alternative represents the environmentally superior alternative because all
impacts would be avoided relative to the proposed project. However, the No Project/No Build
Alternative does not meet any of the project objectives and is inconsistent with the County’s
designation of the site as an Area of Special Study. Similarly, the No Project/No GPA Alternative
could be viewed as an environmentally superior alternative as compared to the Lower Density
and Rural Residential Alternatives because most of the impacts would be reduced or avoided
relative to the proposed project (although certain impacts would be similar fo or greater than
the project). However, the No Project/No GPA Alternative does not meet most of the project
objectives and also is inconsistent with the County’s designation of the site as an Area of Special
Study. In addition, the No Project/No GPA Alternative is also a “No Project” alternative and
therefore, another environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives must
be selected.
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To that end, the Rural Residential Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior
alternative, since the impacts resulting therefrom in most categories would be less significant than
the impacts associated with the proposed project, as a result of the significant decrease in density
and intensity of development that would occur. However, few, if any, of the basic project
objectives would be implemented under this alternative. For example, a range of housing types
and options, affordable to a variety of households, would not be provided; convenient public
services and nearby shopping would not be provided; a convenient pedestrian/bicycle network
would not be constructed; and employment opportunities for residents and related reductions in
commuting would not be made available. In addition, this alternative would not result in the
comprehensive planning of the project site, would not be consistent with the intention of the Area
of Special Study designation, and therefore would not provide a balanced approach to land use
that accommodates future growth, while protecting community assets and the environment.

A summary matrix is provided below, which compares each considered alternative with the
proposed project.
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