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Employees and patrons of the retail and office uses under the proposed project would likely utilize 
public services in the city, however it is less likely that these groups will represent a new user popu-
lation that will increase demand beyond existing levels.  It is expected that these groups either al-
ready use the city’s public services or would rely upon the services of neighboring municipalities 
where they currently reside.  As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would result in an insub-
stantial deterioration in relation to the proposed project.  
 
m. Transportation 
The Alternate Use Alternative would result in less retail and office space when compared to the 
proposed project, but it would include 225 residential units.  It is anticipated that new vehicle trips 
generated by residents would increase the degree of overall traffic impacts when compared with the 
proposed project.  It is anticipated that like the proposed project, the Alternate Use Alternative 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the capacities of Highway 101 and 
the Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane intersection since both are expected to be operating at a LOS of 
F without any additional development.  With appropriate site design, this alternative would be able 
to mitigate the same impacts that the proposed project can mitigate, so it would not be anticipated 
to create any new impacts.  As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would result in an insubstan-
tial deterioration when compared to the proposed project.  
 
n. Utilities 
As with the proposed project, the Alternate Use Alternative would generate an increased demand 
for water, sewer and solid waste disposal.  However, with the inclusion of 225 housing units, this 
alternative would generate an increased demand overall on utility systems.  As a result, this alterna-
tive is considered to be an insubstantial deterioration in relation to the proposed project.  
 
3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
The Alternate Use Alternative would achieve many project objectives.  However, this alternative 
would be well short of providing the 380,000 square feet of retail and office space stated among the 
objectives.  The substantial reduction in retail uses, especially, could adversely affect the project’s 
capacity to address the City’s goal of reducing retail leakage.  As a result, this alternative would be a 
substantial deterioration in regards to meeting objectives when compared to the proposed project. 
 
4. Reasons for Not Selecting This Alternative 
The Alternate Use Alternative has not been selected because it does not present a viable develop-
ment alternative, whereas one currently exists under the proposed project.  An applicant does not 
exist in support of this alternative, and it is therefore less likely that the City would achieve its cur-
rent General Plan policies related to infill and redevelopment under this alternative.   
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D. Environmentally-Superior Alternative 

CEQA Guidelines require that the environmentally-superior alternative be designated.  If the alter-
native with the least environmental impact is the No Project Alternative, then this document must 
also designate the next most environmentally preferable alternative. 
 
In this case, as shown in Table 5-1, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior.  
The next most environmentally superior is the Mitigated Alternative.  
 
As identified in this EIR analysis, the proposed project would have significant and unavoidable im-
pacts in relation to air quality and traffic.  While the Mitigated Alternative would not avoid the 
impacts to traffic, it would lessen the degree of those impacts and it would prevent a project ex-
ceedance of the BAAQMD threshold of 80 pounds/day for Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and 
Nitrogen Oxides, reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.    
 
The Alternate Use Alternative would be the next most preferable alternative.   
 
 
E. Alternatives Considered and Rejected 

As part of the environmental process to determine the appropriate range of alternatives to include 
into this EIR, several alternatives were identified and later rejected.     
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As required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines, this chapter provides an overview of the 
impacts of the proposed project based on the technical topical analyses presented in this EIR.  The 
topics covered in this chapter include growth-inducement; unavoidable significant effects; signifi-
cant irreversible changes; and impacts not found to be significant.  A more detailed analysis of the 
effects the project would have on the environment is provided in Chapter 4, Environmental 
Evaluation. 
 
 
A. Growth Inducement 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d) requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a 
proposed action.  A project is considered to be growth-inducing if it fosters economic or population 
growth beyond the boundaries of the project site.  Typical growth inducements might be the exten-
sion of urban services or transportation infrastructure to a previously unserved or under-served 
area, or the removal of major barriers to development (a major expansion of a waste water treat-
ment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas).  Not all growth in-
ducement is negative.  Negative impacts associated with growth inducement occur only where the 
project growth would cause adverse environmental impacts. 
 
1. Population Generation 
The proposed project would result in up to 380,000 square feet of combined office/retail uses.  The 
proposed project would not result in significant changes in the City’s population or housing stock.   
 
Furthermore, the development that could occur under the proposed project would generally con-
stitute infill development as the project site is within an existing urbanized area.  Since the project 
site is an infill site, the proposed project would not encourage significant further growth in devel-
opment or population in the area due to extensions of existing infrastructure, since any extensions 
would serve and be sized to serve solely the project site.  By encouraging growth within an infill 
area of the city, the proposed project would result in a more efficient development pattern, alleviate 
some of the demand for undeveloped land at the city’s edge, and minimize the cost of extending 
infrastructure to unserved areas. 
 
2. Employment Generation 
Development under the proposed project would generate some short-term, construction-related 
employment opportunities.  The project’s labor force would be expected to be local or to come 
from other areas for short periods of time.  It is unlikely that construction workers would relocate 



C I T Y  O F  P E T A L U M A  

E A S T  W A S H I N G T O N  P L A C E  E I R  
C E Q A - R E Q U I R E D  A S S E S S M E N T  C O N C L U S I O N S  

 
 

6-2 

 
 

to Petaluma to work on the proposed project.  Thus the proposed project would not be considered 
growth-inducing from a short-term employment perspective. 
 
Longer-term employment would be provided through the various commercial/retail uses that 
would be developed under the proposed project.  These businesses would have the potential to cre-
ate demand for other businesses that may choose to locate near them.  To the extent that additional 
jobs would be created, the project could have a growth-inducing effect in the City.  However, since 
the project is an infill, mixed-use development in a commercial gateway area that is already built 
up, this effect would not be expected to be significant. 
 
 
B. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts 
that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures.  As de-
scribed in Chapter 4, most of the potential impacts from the proposed project are either less than 
significant, or could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by the implementation of mitigation 
measures.  Significant unavoidable impacts were identified for air quality, hydrology and water 
quality, traffic, and utilities.  
 
The significant and unavoidable air quality impacts identified are as follows: 

♦ Impact AQ-1:  Although the project is accounted for in the City's new General Plan, the pro-
ject exceeds the level of development anticipated in the regional clean air plan (2005 Ozone 
Strategy), which was based on the City’s previous General Plan and its less-intense development 
assumptions.   

♦ Impact AQ-3:  The project would generate new emissions that would affect long-term air qual-
ity.  A majority of the emissions generated by full buildout of the project would be produced 
by traffic.   

 
 
C. Significant Irreversible Changes 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the extent to which a proposed 
project will commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations will probably be unable 
to reverse.  A project would generally result in a significant irreversible impact if: 

♦ Primary and secondary impacts would commit future generations to similar uses. 

♦ The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources. 
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♦ The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 
environmental accidents associated with the project. 

 
1. Changes in Land Use that Commit Future Generations 
Implementation of the proposed East Washington Place project would result in the conversion of 
land previously developed for institutional and recreational uses to retail and commercial.  Devel-
opment of the project site would constitute a long-term commitment to retail, commercial and 
parking uses on the site.  It is unlikely that circumstances would arise that would convert the land 
to other uses or return the site to a natural, undeveloped condition.  However, alteration of the 
project site is consistent with the Petaluma General Plan which envisions redevelopment of the site 
and given its location within an already urbanized area and its past urban use as a school site, it is 
unlikely that the site would return to a viable natural state otherwise. 
 
2. Commitment of Nonrenewable Resources 
Development of the project site would irretrievably commit nonrenewable resources to the con-
struction and maintenance of proposed buildings and roadways.  The building materials and energy 
consumed as part of development under the project would include, but are not limited to, nonre-
newable and limited resources such as oil, gasoline, lumber, sand and gravel, asphalt, water, steel, 
and similar materials.  Increased energy demands would be used for construction, lighting, heating, 
and cooling of retail/office spaces, and transportation of people within, to, and from the project 
area.  The project’s Development Standards state that “all facilities shall, to the greatest extent pos-
sible, incorporate energy conservation measures in conformance with City standards and subject to 
design review.”  Some energy savings would be realized if such energy conservation measures were 
employed; however, specific measures have not yet been identified for this project.  A discussion 
and designation of appropriate conservation measures would take place as part of the project review 
by the Planning Commission, SPARC, and the City Council.  
 
3. Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents 
No significant environmental damage, such as an accidental spill or explosion of hazardous materi-
als, is anticipated as a result of implementing the proposed project.  The project would not involve 
the use or transport of hazardous materials. 
 
 
D. Impacts Found Not to be Significant 

CEQA allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of an impact to be “scoped 
out” during the EIR scoping process and not covered in an EIR.  This section summarizes previous 
findings regarding the areas of concern which were “scoped out” and are not considered further in 
this EIR: 
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♦ Mineral Resources. The project site was already developed with urban uses and there are no 
mineral extraction operation activities on-site.  In addition, the City’s General Plan does not 
designate this area as a locally-important mineral resource recovery site.  Therefore, replace-
ment of the existing urban uses with the proposed project would not result in impacts to im-
portant mineral resources. 
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