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g. Shopping Center Drive Aisles

The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (i.e. sharp curves or dangerous intersec-

tions) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment);

15. Provide inadequate design features to accommodate emergency vehicles accessing and circulat-
ing within the project site.

Shopping center parking aisle dimensions (i.e. lot dimension layouts, specifically, aisle widths, and
backing aisle lengths) meet City code standards and the requirements of the Fire Department, in-
cluding 28-foot-wide aisles fronting the central shopping center (buildings Al through S10) for

emergency access.

i.  Shopping Center Parking Lot Layout and Parking Supply

All driveways and parking aisles would accommodate two-way traffic flow. Parking lots would be
at-grade with 90-degree parking stalls throughout the site. Most parking spaces serving the central
portions of the shopping center would be located on the west side of the center (about 1,380
spaces), while the remaining 130 spaces would be located along the east and south sides of the center
in parking lots bordered by Highway 101. Handicapped stalls are 17 and 18 feet long, while the
City standard is 19 feet. No more than eight parking stalls should be located in a row without a 6-
foot-wide (minimum) landscaped divider strip. These are not necessarily considered significant im-
pacts, but lack of adherence to city standards requires that the applicant demonstrate the need for

the variance, and obtain review and approval by the City.

The project proposes 249 parking spaces in excess of required parking, which is 1,261 spaces. The
excess parking would be a less-than-significant impact, but would require review and approval by the

City.

ii.  Shopping Center Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:
17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns;

20. Not provide good pedestrian and bicycle linkages internal to the project and connecting to

adjacent facilities.

The pedestrian path and bicycle route through the central Promenade lacks definition for well-
functioning, safe, combined pedestrian and bicycle access to and from Kenilworth Drive and the
Highway 101 pedestrian bridge. The pedestrian and bicycle route components require separation,
or sufficient space for bikes and pedestrians to separate. Concern exists for conflicts between shop-

pers, pedestrians using the pathway for through access, and bicyclists.
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This is safety concern that is a significant impact.

iii. Truck Access to Loading Docks

Trucks would have access to loading docks serving the shopping center via the Kenilworth Drive
/Johnson Drive/ Shopping Center (driveway A) intersection and driveway D near the south end of
the center. Trucks would enter the site from Kenilworth Drive at driveway A or D and circulate
around the north and south perimeters of the site to loading docks and service areas located on the
east side of the buildings. Turning templates provided on the site plan demonstrate that large truck
turning movements could be accommodated at each major shopping center driveway. Thus there
would be no impact.

iv. Truck Access through the Site

Trucks would have access to the central shopping center for all turning movements via the central
driveways (B and C). Turning templates provided on the site plan demonstrate that large truck
turning movements could be accommodated at the northernmost four of the shopping center
driveways. The applicant states that trucks would not be routed via Lindberg Lane. Thus there

would be ro impact.

v.  Number of Loading Berths
The project would not provide a sufficient number of loading berths to meet City code. This
would be a less-than-significant impact, depending upon the delivery demands of the actual commer-

cial uses that would eventually occupy the site but would require review and approval by the City.

vi. Jobnson Drive/Fairgrounds/City Swim Center-Skate Park Driveway Access Intersection
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (i.e., sharp curves or dangerous intersec-

tions) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);
17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns;

20. Not provide good pedestrian and bicycle linkages internal to the project and connecting to

adjacent facilities.

This intersection would be located on the inside of a 90-degree curve of Johnson Drive. It would
provide a reconfigured access to the Fairgrounds, City swim center, and skate park. This four-leg
intersection is proposed to accommodate all turns, and crosswalks would be provided on the
northbound Johnson Drive and Swim Center approaches to the intersection. The intersection con-

figuration (90-degree curve) raises sight line concerns: swim center-skate park outbound vehicles
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turning onto Johnson Drive would have difficulty seeing and being seen by Johnson Drive through

traffic. This is a significant impact.

h. Parking Impacts

i.  On-Site Parking

The proposed parking supply for the Shopping Center is 1,510 parking spaces. This is a ratio of 4.0
spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail space. City code requires 1 space per 300 square feet of retail
floor area, or a ratio of 3.33 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area. The City code requirement
for the Shopping Center would equate to 1,261 parking spaces and thus the project exceeds City
code for commercial parking by 249 spaces. The excess parking is a less-than-significant impact, but

would require review and approval by the City.

ii. Bicycle Parking

The Petaluma Bike Plan requires a ratio of bicycle spaces equivalent to 10 percent of all auto spaces
in commercial areas. Of this parking, 60 percent shall be long term (in bicycle lockers, covered or
indoor facilities) while 40 percent are to be short term bicycle parking (racks). A total of 126 bicy-
cle parking spaces are proposed, based on 10 percent of the City code requirement for vehicle park-
ing spaces. City code requires that 76 of the proposed spaces be long-term (indoor storage or out-
door secured storage) and 50 short term (indoor or outdoor), however, site plans do not specify
type of bicycle parking facilities. This is a less-than-significant impact, if the requisite types of spaces

can be provided but would require review and approval by the City.

iii. Swim Center-Skate Park Vebicle Access and Parking Supply, and Fairgrounds Parking Supply

The following threshold of significance, as identified above, is addressed in this response:

6. Result in inadequate parking capacity.

The site plan shows no changes to the existing swim center buildings, pools or skate park structure.
However, construction of Johnson Drive would relocate and reconfigure roadway access, landscap-
ing and parking facilities for the swim center and skate park: the existing 34-space parking lot (a
park and ride facility which also serves the swim center) would be relocated eastward nearer the
swim center buildings, and the swim center access driveway would be realigned to pass through the
park and ride lot rather than circling around it (as it is currently configured). The existing 21-space
skate park parking lot would become the location of the Johnson Drive/Swim Center-Skate Park
driveway. Most of the parking spaces on the north side of the swim center (16 spaces) would be
retained, but shifted south to accommodate the re-aligned and widened East Washington Street
fronting the swim center. Parking spaces located to the east of the center (about 15 spaces formerly
serving Kenilworth Jr. High School) and immediately south of the center (22 spaces sized for truck
and trailer parking located adjacent the existing swim center solar panels - not necessarily used by
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the swim center or skate park) would be replaced with a newly configured 35-space parking lot ad-
jacent to and south of the swim center. Overall, the existing 108 parking spaces located on or
nearby the swim center-skate park would be replaced by 84 newly-configured parking spaces adja-
cent the center. Additional spaces (208 spaces) would be re-striped (painted) on the Fairgrounds
property immediately to the south of Johnson Drive. The site plan shows crosswalk access to the
re-striped fairgrounds parking spaces at two locations: the Johnson Drive/Swim Center-Skate Park
driveway intersection and the Johnson Drive access to the 35-space swim center parking lot at its

westernmost driveway.

The fairgrounds parking lot would be disrupted by construction of Johnson Drive. Some of the
existing fairgrounds parking spaces (about 184 spaces) would be removed or dislocated due to the
Johnson Drive construction. The applicant proposes to re-stripe 208 spaces on the fairgrounds
property, which would replace the 184 spaces disrupted by Johnson Drive construction plus replace
the remainder of existing (disrupted) swim center nearby spaces (24 spaces). All spaces are sized for
automobiles.

The applicant would replace lost parking spaces on the swim center-skate park site, thus the project
would not result in a significant impact to swim center parking. However the overall disruption to

fairgrounds parking is a significant impact.

i.  Pedestrian Circulation Impacts

The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:
17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns;

19. Restrict or compromise pedestrian and/or bicycle flows within the area;

The project proposes 6-foot wide sidewalks along the south side of East Washington Street and a
sidewalk along the north side of East Washington Street (width of sidewalk to be determined
through on-going talks with the City).” The project proposes 5-foot sidewalks at all other loca-
tions: Kenilworth project frontages, and the swim center-skate park perimeter, including the swim
center side of Kenilworth Drive. Sidewalks and walkways would be provided throughout the
shopping center and all shopping center walkways and all proposed sidewalks would be intercon-
nected. A tree-lined pathway would be provided in the center of the shopping center connecting

Kenilworth Drive and the existing pedestrian bridge over Highway 101. The new sidewalk along a

19 Discussions have taken place between the applicant and City of Petaluma staff, and the likely plan
is to provide 6-doot-wide bike lanes onboth sidesof East Washington Street by narrowing travel
lanes. However, if for whatever reason, travel lanes cannot be narrowed, the bike lanes may need to be 5 feet
wide. The City has stated that it would accept 5-foot-wide bike lanes along this stretch of East Washington

Street if necessary.
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widened East Washington Street would extend from Johnson Drive to the Highway 101

southbound on-ramp intersection. Crosswalks would be provided as follows:
¢ Across the northbound Kenilworth Drive approach to East Washington Street,
¢ Across all legs of the Johnson Drive/Kenilworth Drive intersection,

¢ Across Johnson Drive at the westerly 35-space swim center parking lot driveway as well as across
the swim center parking lot westerly driveway,

¢ Across the northbound and westbound approaches to the Johnson Drive/Swim Center driveway

intersection, and

¢ Across the northbound and westbound approaches to the Johnson Drive/East Washington

Street intersection.

¢ Across Kenilworth Drive between the school bus maintenance property and the proposed build-
ing M6 parking lot.

The proposed location of the Kenilworth crosswalk adjacent to East Washington Street creates an
unsafe condition as vehicles turning right from East Washington Street would slow down for turn-
ing movement, but would then speed up on the straight section, which provides pedestrian and
bicycle connectivity between the swim center and the shopping center. Vehicle speeds could be
higher than safe (i.e. vehicles turning right from East Washington Street would slow on the turn,
but would need to immediately perceive the need to maintain a slow speed in order to maximize
safety through this segment of the project area which is designed to accommodate pedestrian and
bicycle activity between the shopping center and the swim center). The mid-road crosswalk on
Kenilworth providing pedestrian access to and from the school bus maintenance facility would raise
a similar issue, as vehicle speeds from Lindberg Lane could be higher than safe, traffic would not be
slowed by signal or sign controls, and visibility could be reduced through the nearby Kenilworth

Drive curve.

Similarly, pedestrian safety at the mid-road crosswalks along Johnson Drive would also be unsafe as

through traffic would not be slowed by signal or sign controls.

Additionally, pedestrians accessing the swim center or skate park from the nearby re-striped park-
ing spaces on the fairgrounds site (adjacent the Johnson Drive curve) would cross at the crosswalk,
then have no clear path to follow to access the swim center or skate park (proposed fencing and

lack of space appear to block access).

These would be significant impacts.
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Skate park users are prohibited by ordinance from using skate boards on City streets or sidewalks
(City of Petaluma Ordinance 1707, January 21, 1988), and thus would be accommodated by pedes-

trian facilities to and from the skate park.

City Street Design and Construction Standards require 5-foot wide sidewalks for collector streets

and 6-foot-wide crosswalks for arterial streets, thus, the proposed sidewalks meet the City stan-

dards.

j- Bicycle Circulation Impacts

Bicycle lanes would be provided on both sides of Kenilworth Drive and Johnson Drive.
Northbound bicycles turning right from Kenilworth Drive to travel eastbound on East Washing-
ton Street, or eastbound bicycles on East Washington Street turning right into the project site,
could use the eastbound bike lane proposed as part of the project’s East Washington Street im-
provements. The city traffic engineer has worked with the applicant to configure the bike lane
along East Washington Street to avoid conflicts with Kenilworth Drive northbound right-turning
vehicles turning onto East Washington Street. This configuration appears to be the best solution to
vehicle and bicycle movements at the intersection. Eastbound and westbound bicycle access would
be possible via bike lanes proposed on Johnson Drive. The proposed bike lanes would contribute
to the city’s overall system of north-south bicycle access (via improved Kenilworth Drive) and east-
west bicycle access (via Johnson Drive, south side of East Washington Street, and access to the exist-
ing pedestrian/bicycle bridge crossing Highway 101), consistent with the City of Petaluma Bicycle
Plan. The project would result in significant impacts to pedestrian and bicycle access as described

above.

k. Kenilworth Drive Design Impacts

Concerns have been expressed that Kenilworth Drive would be used as a cut-through route for
drivers wishing to avoid congestion on East Washington Street. However, Kenilworth Drive is
designed with all-way stop control on the two intersections nearest East Washington Street. This

would slow the progress of through traffic.

Mitigation measures recommended for other impacts in Section E below, such as raised intersec-
tions and raised crosswalks, would be effective traffic calming devices if incorporated into the site
plans. The proposed design with mitigations as recommended in this EIR, would be expected to
discourage use of this roadway for cut-through traffic on East Washington Street. Roadways such
as Lakeville and Payran Streets would better serve through-traffic. Furthermore, by the time a
driver on eastbound East Washington Street reaches Johnson Drive or Kenilworth Lane, most of

the slow progression of travel on East Washington Street would have been endured.

4.13-86



CITY OF PETALUMA
EAST WASHINGTON PLACE EIR
TRANSPORTATION

l.  Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts
The site plan has been reviewed by the City Fire Department, resulting in concern expressed re-

garding the need for the following:

¢ Roads and aisles may need to be posted with “No Parking - Fire Lane” signs and red curbing will

be required in select locations.
These considerations will be included in the City’s design review process.

m. Construction Traffic Impacts

The project would add construction traffic to East Washington Street, Lindberg Lane, Lakeville
Street and other roadways serving the project site, raising concerns about pavement damage on af-
fected roads and disruptions to the flow of peak hour traffic. Construction traffic would initially
consist of construction workers, haul trucks, and earthmoving equipment associated with initial
site grading as well as construction of the on-site roads and infrastructure. The next phase of con-
struction would result in truck trips for delivery of building materials. The number of construc-
tion worker trips would vary depending upon the phase of development. Typical vehicle equip-
ment used would include bulldozers, cement mixers, construction trailers, cranes, and material de-

livery trucks.

Construction activity would have the potential to intermittently delay local traffic along East
Washington Street, Lakeville Street, Lindberg Lane and other affected streets, and repeated trips by
heavy vehicles could degrade the condition of the roadbeds. These would not be considered signifi-

cant impacts if managed and monitored through the city’s Construction Management Process.

Construction activity would also have the potential to impede pedestrian access through the site, to
and from the pedestrian bridge. This would be considered a significant impact. (Thresholds #17,
#18, #19)

n. Conformance with Adopted Policies, Plans or Programs Supporting Alternative Transporta-
tion
The project site has nearby transit facilities and provides for bicycle and pedestrian access through-
out the site. The plan will need to specify types of bicycle parking, and will need to clarify the bi-
cycle (versus pedestrian) route through the project (i.e. along the posed promenade). The project
will also be required to comply with Municipal code 11.90 supporting use of a “Transportation
Coordinator” to reduce vehicle trips and encourage use of alternative transportation. Otherwise,
the site plan is considered to be in conformance with adopted policies, plans and programs support-

ing alternative transportation.

4.13-87



CITY OF PETALUMA
EAST WASHINGTON PLACE EIR
TRANSPORTATION

3. Cumulative Impacts

As explained in Section 4.0 (Environmental Evaluation), this analysis addresses Base Case and year
2025 + Project conditions, representing the baseline year for the cumulative analysis, when it is
anticipated that the proposed project and approved cumulative projects (Appendix E) would be

fully constructed and operational.

The analysis above for Base Case and 2025+ Project conditions addresses cumulative impacts to the
regional transportation system. The analysis and its conclusions are based on the assumption that
the proposed project and the City's planned and approved projects listed in Appendix E would be
fully operational. As explained earlier in this section, the proposed project under Base Case and
year 2025 conditions, in combination with cumulative projects, will contribute to significant im-
pacts to Highway 101. This issue has been the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the
Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of
the increased commercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of
total buildout General Plan assumptions. Thus, this finding does not need to be made again as part
of this project-specific EIR.

Also explained earlier in this section, the proposed project under Base Case and year 2025 condi-
tions, in combination with cumulative projects, will contribute to significant impacts to operations
at local intersections. As discussed in detail below, while most of the potential impacts can be miti-
gated to a less-than-significant level, impacts to the Lakeville Street/D Street and Lakeville
Street/Caulfield Lane intersections have been the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by
the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount
of the increased commercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of
total buildout General Plan assumptions. Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be

made again as part of this project-specific EIR.

Non-traffic and on-site circulation impacts would not contribute to a cumulative impact since they
are site specific and would be mitigated by the project and other projects within the region on a
site-specific basis. As a result, no additional cumulative impact, other than those identified above,

would occur.

E. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact TRA-1: 95th percentile Base Case Plus Project and 2025 Plus Project vehicle queues could
be accommodated within available distances between intersections or within the lengths of turn

pockets and off-ramps, with the following exceptions:
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Weekday AM, PM and Saturday Peak Hours - Base Case + Project Conditions
¢ East Washington Street/ Southbound 101 Ramps
* Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane
Weekday AM and Saturday Peak Hours - 2025 + Project Conditions
¢ East Washington Street/ Southbound 101 Ramps
* Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lanes

These would be significant impacts. (Thresholds #1, #4)

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Implement the following improvement to the East Washington

Street/Southbound 101 Ramps intersection:

& Eastbound left turn lane: The applicant should provide a second westbound East Washing-
ton Street left turn lane.

* AM Peak Hour Base Case+ Project (Left Turn Lanes): The resultant 95th percentile
queue per lane would be 200 feet (with a Base Case queue of 191 feet). Resultant inter-
section operation would be LOS C with 20.8 seconds of average vehicle delay.

* AM Peak Hour 2025+ Project (Left Turn Lanes): The resultant 95th percentile queue
per lane would be 153 feet (with a Base Case queue of 143 feet). Resultant intersection
operation would be LOS B with 17.8 seconds of average vehicle delay.

* PM Peak Hour Base Case + Project (Left Turn Lanes): The resultant 95th percentile
queue per lane would be 158 feet (with a Base Case queue of 128 feet). Resultant inter-
section operation would be LOS C with 24.2 seconds of average vehicle delay.

* Saturday PM Peak Hour Base Case + Project (Left turn Lanes): The resultant 95th per-
centile queue per lane would be 120 feet (with a Base Case queue of 116 feet). Resultant
intersection operation would be LOS B with 19.2 seconds of average vehicle delay.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Although the Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane intersection would change from acceptable LOS C
(PM peak hour) and LOS D (Saturday peak hour) operation without project traffic, to unacceptable
LOS E (PM peak hour) or LOS F (Saturday peak hour) with-project traffic, volumes would not
meet peak hour signal warrant criteria, per Threshold #11. Therefore, the addition of project traffic
to Base Case conditions is not considered a significant impact for the Lakeville Street/Lindberg

Lane intersection.

Impact TRA-2: Shopping Center Pedestrian and Bicycle Access. The pedestrian path and bicycle
route through the central Promenade lacks definition for well-functioning, safe, combined pedes-
trian and bicycle access to and from Kenilworth Drive and the Highway 101 pedestrian bridge. The

pedestrian and bicycle route components require separation, or sufficient space for bikes and pedes-
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trians to separate. Concern exists for conflicts between shoppers, pedestrians using the pathway for

through access, and bicyclists. This would be a significant safety concern.

Mitigation Measure TRA-2: Redesign the site plan to include the following:

¢ Separate pedestrian sidewalks and Class I bikeways through the site. '

¢ Contrasting pavement texture and color to distinguish between pedestrian sidewalks and

Class I bikeways along the central Promenade.

¢ Consider widening the promenade and public access easement to address pedestrian and bi-
cycle safety aspects while also providing space for shoppers and visitors to east, rest and

gather.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact TRA-3: Jobnson Drive/Fairgrounds/City Swim Center-Skate Park Driveway Access Intersec-
tion. 'This intersection would be located on the inside of a 90-degree curve of Johnson Drive. It
would provide a reconfigured access to the Fairgrounds, City swim center, and skate park. This
four-leg intersection is proposed to accommodate all turns, and crosswalks would be provided on
the northbound Johnson Drive and Swim Center approaches to the intersection. The intersection
configuration (90-degree curve) raises sight line concerns: swim center-skate park outbound vehicles
turning onto Johnson Drive would have difficulty seeing and being seen by Johnson Drive through
traffic. These safety concerns would be significant impacts. (Thresholds #17, #19, #20)

Mitigation Measure TRA-3: Provide stop control on all approaches to this intersection, with

the exception of eastbound Johnson Drive through traffic (i.e. stop sign control the swim cen-
ter outbound approach, the Johnson Drive westbound approach, the Fairgrounds northbound
approach and the Johnson Drive eastbound left turn lane at this intersection). This would al-
low all vehicles on the intersection approaches to see and be seen, and would not back up in-
bound through traffic on Johnson Drive. Omit the pedestrian crosswalk at this intersection

and direct pedestrians to nearby intersections (also see Mitigation Measure TRA-6).

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

" The applicant states his intention to “revise the promenade’s circulation plan to be a pedestrian
only corridor. Signs will be installed to route bicycles through the parking lot as conventionally done in retail

centers.” E-mail communication for Regency (applicant), June, 2009.
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Impact TRA-4: Pedestrian Circulation. The proposed location of the Kenilworth crosswalk creates
an unsafe condition as vehicles turning right from East Washington Street would slow down for the
turning movement, but would then speed up on the straight section, which provides pedestrian and
bicycle connectivity between the swim center and the shopping center. Similarly, pedestrian safety
at the two proposed mid-road crosswalks along Johnson Drive where through traffic would not be
slowed by signal or sign controls. Pedestrians accessing the swim center or skate park from the
nearby re-striped parking spaces on the fairgrounds site (adjacent the Johnson Drive curve) or pe-
destrians walking to or from other uses within the fairgrounds, would cross at the crosswalk, then
have no clear path to follow to access the swim center or skate park (proposed fencing and lack of
space appear to block direct access). These safety concerns would be significant impacts. (Thresh-
olds #17, #19, #20)

Mitigation Measure TRA-4: Revise the site plan to include the following:

¢ Prominent crosswalk markings and cautionary signage to alert drivers and bike riders to

pedestrians on Kenilworth Drive and Johnson Drive.
¢ Provision of a raised intersection at Johnson Drive/Kenilworth Drive to help slow traffic.

¢ In-pavement lighting of all crosswalks to preserve the visual prominence of crosswalks at
night.

¢ Elimination of the crosswalks at the Johnson Drive/Swim Center-Skate Park intersection
per Mitigation TRA-8 and direct pedestrians parking on the fairgrounds to the crosswalk at
the East Washington Street/ Johnson Drive intersection or at the Johnson Drive crosswalk

providing access to the proposed 35-space swim center parking lot.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact TRA-5: Construction traffic. The project would add construction traffic to East Washing-
ton Street, Lindberg Lane, Lakeville Street and other roadways serving the project site, raising con-
cerns about pavement damage on affected roads and disruptions to the flow of peak hour traffic.
This would be a significant impact. (Threshold #4)

Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Prior to construction, the project sponsor should be responsible

for developing a construction traffic control plan and roadway (pavement) mitigation plan.
The plan should be submitted to the City Traffic Engineer for review and approval prior to

construction. The following elements should be included in the plan:

¢ Obrtain approval for construction truck haul routes and establish hours for project con-
struction traffic that don’t significantly impact local commute traffic. Construction deliv-

ery routes should be approved by the City of Petaluma.
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¢ Include provisions in contractors’ construction contracts to prohibit parking of construc-

tion vehicles anywhere other than on-site.

¢ The City Traffic Engineer should complete a before and after (construction) evaluation to
determine if project-generated truck traffic results in substantial pavement deterioration. In
cooperation with the City of Petaluma, the applicant should, if necessary, fund repairs to
any deteriorated pavement along affected roadways.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact TRA-6: Construction Traffic Impact to Pedestrian Access through the Site. Construction activ-
ity would have the potential to impede pedestrian access through the site, to and from the pedes-
trian bridge. This would be considered a significant impact. (Thresholds #17, #18, #19)

Mitigation Measure TRA-6: Throughout construction a pedestrian accessway should be main-

tained and kept separate from construction vehicle activity. This could be accomplished with

movable bollards or rail fencing and signage directing pedestrians through the site.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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4.14 UTILITIES

This section provides a discussion of the existing conditions and potential impacts relating to water

supply, wastewater services, and solid waste from the East Washington Place project.

A. Water Supply

This section describes existing water supply conditions for the proposed project site and its sur-
roundings, as well as a discussion of the potential impacts the project may have on domestic water
supplies. A preliminary fire-flow study was conducted by CSW/Stuber-Stroeh (August 19, 2004)
and was submitted to the City as part of the project application. A copy of the study is available
for review at City Hall. The conclusions of this study were used for the following discussion on

water distribution infrastructure.

1. Regulatory Framework
The following section lists and explains local, regional and State regulations addressing water supply

planning.

a. Petaluma General Plan
Policies and programs in the Petaluma General Plan determine the City’s approach to enhancing
and managing its water supply. Relevant policies and programs are included in Table 4.14-1, in-

cluding policies from the Water Resources Element of the General Plan.

b. Water Master Plans

As part of the 2025 General Plan process, a Water Demand and Supply Analysis Report,! Water
Distribution System Master Plan, and Groundwater Feasibility Study were prepared to address the
growth anticipated during the 2025 General Plan cycle. The plans will work to identify how vari-
ous water sources will be utilized to meet anticipated water demand in the future. A Recycled Wa-
ter Distribution System Master Plan was developed for the 2025 General Plan.

The City of Petaluma has also prepared a 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, which was pub-
lished in May 2007. The Urban Water Management Plan projects water use, water supply, and the

use of recycled water. The Urban Water Management Plan also describes water conservation

! Dodson Engineers, 2006. Water Demand and Supply Analysis Report. Prepared for City of Peta-
luma. Technical Appendix C to the General Plan 2025, Vol. 2.
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TABLE4.14-1 PETALUMA GENERAL PLAN 2025 PoOLICIES AND PROGRAMS—WATER SERVICES

Policy/Program
Number Policies and Programs

Water Resources Element

Policy 8-P-1 Optimize the use of imported water from the SCWA to provide adequate water for
present and future uses.

Policy 8-P-2 Continue to work to maintain water supply agreements with SCWA to ensure ade-
quate potable water.

The City shall continue to monitor the demand for water for projected growth against

Policy 8-P-4(A) .. - ; .o
actual use, and ensure that adequate water supply is in place prior to, or in conjunction
with, project entitlements.

Policy 8-P-5 Develop alternative sources of water to supplement imported supply.

The City shall utilize the Water Demand and Supply Analysis Report, June 2006 and
Policy 8-P-6 any amendments thereto, for monitoring, assessing and improving the City’s municipal
water supply.

Maximize the use of recycled water as a potable water offset to manage water demands,

Goal 8-G-3 . .
and meet regulatory requirements for wastewater discharge.

Maximize water conservation measures to improve water use efficiency and reduce

Goal 8-G-5 overall water demand.

Source: City of Petaluma General Plan 2025, May 2008.

methods to implement water demand management measures. The Urban Water Management Plan
projected that total demand would be close to, but would not exceed, water supply in 2025.> The
Urban Water Management Plan projects that in 2010, water demand would not exceed water sup-

ply under a multiple-dry year period.’

c.  Sonoma County Water Agency’s Urban Water Management Plan

California Water Code, Section 10610 et seq, requires the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA)
to prepare a regional Urban Water Management Plan.* The UWMP 2005 serves as the Urban Wa-
ter Management Plan for the Agency and its eight primary water contractors, and describes the
availability of water, water use, reclamation, and water conservation activities. This plan concludes

that based on the water supplies available to the Agency’s water transmission system and its eight

? City of Petaluma, May 2007, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 38.
? City of Petaluma, May 2007, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 39.
*Sonoma County Water Agency, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan.
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water contractors that the Agency has adequate water supply through the 2030 planning horizon of
this UWMP, except for single-dry years, starting in 2020.

d. Senate Bill 610 (SB 610)

As a result of the passage of SB 610 in 2001, CEQA and the Water Code require that a Water Sup-
ply Assessment (WSA) be prepared by the local water agency for certain enumerated projects (Pub.
Res. Code §21151.9; Water Code §10912). This includes a proposed shopping center employing
more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. The proposed
project would develop 364,000 square foot of retail space and the City has determined that no WSA

is required.’

2. Existing Conditions
This section summarizes the existing water system in the City of Petaluma and conditions that ap-

ply specifically to the proposed project site.

a. Existing Water System’

The City of Petaluma receives the majority of its water supply from the SCWA. This water origi-
nates from watershed areas tributary to the Russian River. The SCWA water flows into the City
via the Petaluma Aqueduct, which is a 16.5-mile-long, 24-inch and 33-inch diameter pipeline located
between Santa Rosa and Petaluma. Under the City’s current contract with SCWA, the 11
Amended Agreement for Water Supply, Petaluma has access to an average day maximum month
(ADMM) delivery rate of 21.8 million gallons per day (mgd) and an annual supply limit of 13,400
acre-feet/year (afy). The city was limited to an ADMM rate of 17.1 mgd (19,154 afy) under a Tem-
porary Impairment Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with SCWA.® The MOU expired in
September, 2008 and The SCWA and water contractors are currently negotiating a new MOU.’

> Sonoma County Water Agency, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 7-1, SCWA website,
http://www.scwa.ca.gov/ pdf/2005 uwmp report.pdf. Accessed on December 11, 2008.

¢ Michael Ban, Department of Water Resources and Conservation, City of Petaluma. Email corre-
spondence with Leslie Wilson, DC&E, December 9, 2008.

7 The information provided about the City’s existing water system is based on a memorandum pre-
pared by Michael Ban, Director Water Resources & Conservation; Michael Moore, Community Development
Director; and Pamela Tuft, Director of General Plan Administration for Michael Bierman, City Manager,
dated March 31, 2006 and discussed by the Petaluma City Council on its June 6, 2006 agenda. Information
from the Dodson, 2006, Water Demand & Supply Analysis Report was also used.

¥ The Temporary Impairment Memorandum of Understanding was created by the Sonoma County
Water Agency and issued to the Agency's contractors.

? Michael Ban, Department of Water Resources and Conservation, City of Petaluma. Email corre-
spondence with Leslie Wilson, DC&E, December 9, 2008.

4.14-3



CITY OF PETALUMA
EAST WASHINGTON PLACE EIR
UTILITIES

In 2002, the City delivered more than 3,600 million gallons (11,000 afy) of potable water to Peta-
luma’s residents and businesses. The City’s water conservation program, which began in 1998,
saves approximately 66 million gallons of potable water per year (mgy). The City completed an
analysis of future water demands based on its General Plan land use map. Based on this analysis,
Petaluma’s total water demand by 2025 was anticipated to be approximately 5,139 million gallons
per year (15,771 afy), which is more than the City’s current entitlement from SCWA of 4,366 mgy
(13,400 afy).

Capacity shortfalls were anticipated to occur throughout the SCWA service area as communities
within Sonoma County were expected to grow. To meet this increasing demand, the SCWA de-
signed a Water Supply and Transmission System Project in the 1990’s to increase its permitted wa-
ter rights from 75,000 afy to 101,000 afy and the transmission system capacity from 92 million gal-
lons a day (mgd) to 149 mgd. However, SCWA's EIR for the Water Supply and Transmission Sys-
tem Project was challenged in litigation in 2003 and SCWA elected to begin a new EIR process on
the renamed project, the Water Supply, Transmission and Reliability Project (“Water Project”).
This EIR has not yet been released for public review.'® As a result, Petaluma's water planning con-
tained in the 2025 General Plan does not assume or rely on an increase in SCWA water supply.
Rather, the City’s General Plan identifies a mix of water supply sources to meet projected and an-
nual maximum month water demands through 2025. Water reduction measures identified in the
2025 General Plan include the expanded use of recycled water, water conservation, and emergency
groundwater use.!' Subsequent to adoption of the General Plan, the City adopted a Recycled Wa-
ter Plan, Water System Master Plan and Groundwater Master Plan.”” These plans are being imple-
mented through the City’s Capital Improvement Program.

Regarding long-term demand, Table 4.14-2 depicts the anticipated demand for water resulting from
the buildout of 2025 General Plan and the sources of water that the City plans to use to meet this
demand. The Water Demand & Supply Analysis Report” provides an overview of the specifics of
each of the water off-set programs, including cost estimates. The General Plan also includes policies
that would implement these programs. As shown in Table 4.14-2, projected annual demand in the
SCWA service area would be 5,139 mgy in 2025 and new water sources in addition to SCWA enti-

tlements would provide an excess of approximately 18 mgy.

1% Kevin Booker, SCWA, personal communication with Lisa Katz, DC&E, on June 13, 2008.

" City of Petaluma, May 2008, City of Petaluma: General Plan 2025, page 8-5.

" City of Petaluma, June 2006, Water Demand & Supply Analysis Report, page 1-1.

B Dodson Engineers, 2006, Water Demand and Supply Analysis Report. Prepared for City of Peta-

luma.
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TABLE4.14-2 PROJECTED WATER SOURCES AND DEMAND FOR THE 2025 GENERAL PLAN

Annual Water Source/Demand

Annual Amount

Projected 2025 Demand

5,139 million gallons

Existing Source - SCWA Entitlement

4,366 million gallons

Anticipated Shortfall Without New Sources -773 million gallons
New Source - Increased Water Recycling 464 million gallons
New Source - Increased Conservation 266 million gallons

New Source - Utilizing of Standing Wells

61 million gallons

Resulting Total Sources (Existing + New)

5,157 million gallons

Anticipated Excess With New Sources 18 million gallons
Average Daily Maximum Month Water Source/Demand ADMM Amount
Projected 2025 Demand 22.1 mgd

Existing Source - SCWA Impairment MOU Limit 17.1 mgd
Anticipated Shortfall Without New Sources -5.0 mgd

New Source - Increased Water Recycling 3.57 mgd

New Source - Increased Conservation 1.39 mgd

New Source - Utilization of Standing Wells 0.5 mgd

Resulting Total Sources (Existing + New) 22.56 mgd
Anticipated Excess With New Sources 0.46 mgd

Source: Dodson Engineers, 2006, Water Demand and Supply Analysis Report. Prepared for City of Petaluma.

Since the General Plan was adopted in May 2008, water conservation programs outlined in the Plan
have started to produce results and have resulted in considerable water savings. In addition, the
recession in 2008-9 has resulted in far fewer anticipated development projects coming to fruition.
These factors, together with the improvements to supply outlined above have ameliorated the

situation and the City now does not now anticipate a shortfall in 2011".

The City has been actively developing additional water supplies since the issue of a potential short-
fall was reported in the General Plan. In June 19, 2006, the City adopted Resolution No. 2006-120,
a resolution of intent to amend the City’s water capacity charges for new development in the

* Email from Pamela Tuft, Petaluma Water Department, to Steve Simmons, Michael Ban, and Rem-
leh Scherzinger, April 8, 2009.
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City.” The final program was adopted by the City Council in May, 2008, which provides a
mechanism to obtain additional water supply for the City including a water capacity fee to pay the
fair share costs towards development of additional water supplies. The new fees became effective in

August, 2008."

b. Distribution to the Project Site

Petaluma's water distribution system is divided into five topographically defined pressure zones.
The project site is within the Zone I pressure zone for water service and fire flow. An existing 10-
inch diameter water line runs along East Washington Street, which provides the existing water ser-
vice to the project site.” There is also an existing connection to the 8-inch diameter water line that

runs along Lindberg Lane."

Historical water use at the former Kenilworth Junior High property has averaged 8,949 CCF
(894,900 cubic feet) per year. Use ran as high as 10,159 CCF per year in 2001-2002. With the
demolition of the Junior High School, water use has been reduced to 8,018 CCF, or 20.54 afy.
Most of the water use is for irrigation of the fields, such as the Little League field, used by local
youth sports under agreement with the applicant as owners of the private property. This volume
of 8,018 CCF is the current baseline water use for the property.”

3. Standards of Significance
The proposed project would have a significant impact related to water supply if it would:

1. Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing and identified enti-

tlements and resources.

2. Require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities,

the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

4. Impact Discussion
The following provides an assessment of the proposed project on water, both with regards to water

supply and distribution.

' The June 19, 2006 resolution and the supporting Water Capacity Charge Update Report, Bartle
Wells Associates (May 2006) are available for review at the City Clerk's Office, 11 English St., Petaluma.

' Mike Ban, City of Petaluma Water Resources Director. Email correspondence with Lisa Katz,
DC&E, June 17, 2008.

V7 Sheet G007, Petaluma Water System. Revision Date September 23, 2004.

18 CSW/Stuber-Stroeh, 2004, Preliminary Fire Flow Study, August 19, Attachment 1. Available for
review at City Hall, Community Development Department, 11 English St., Petaluma.

1 Bruce Qualls, Regency Development Corporation. Personal email communication, November 14,
2006.
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a. Project Impacts
1. Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing and identified enti-
tlements and resources.

The proposed project would result in a need for potable water to serve the retail and office compo-
nents. As noted above, annual water demand for the site, following demolition of the middle
school, is 6.8 mgy (or 20.54 afy). The proposed project would result in a demand of 13.065 mgy,
which would be an increase of 6.26 mgy over existing demand.”® The General Plan had projected
the water demand of 13.065 mgy for the project site, as well as an additional 5.94 mgy for irriga-
tional water use.” However, the proposed project would include the provision of an irrigation
system that would be connected to the City’s recycled water system. Therefore, water demand for
the proposed project would not exceed the water supply planned for the site under the City’s Gen-

eral Plan and impacts to water supply would be less than significant.

2. Require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities,

the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

i.  Water Distribution

Using the minimum flow requirements per the Petaluma fire code, as provided by the Petaluma
Fire Department, the preliminary fire flow study prepared by CSW/Stuber-Stroeh utilized the
City’s KYPIPE Zone 1 model to design an on-site water system that would:

¢ Provide commercial fire flow of 2,500 gallons per minute (gpm) at 30 pounds per square inch

(psi) in the retail portion of the project.
¢ Maintain pipe velocity at below 10 feet per second (fps) in new pipes.
The on-site system would be a loop system with two connections to the existing 10-inch East Wash-

ington Street line and one connection to the 8-inch Lindberg Lane line. The new lines under the

site would be 8 or 12 inches.

* Dodson Engineers, 2006, Water Demand and Supply Analysis Report. Prepared for City of Peta-
luma. Demand factors identified on page 2-5 in the 2006 Water Supply and Demand Analysis Report were used
to quantify the project-specific water demand. Demand calculated using rate of 76 gpd per 1,000 sf for 16,000
sq ft of office uses and a rate of 95 gpd per 1,000 sq ft for 364,000 sq ft of commercial uses. The totals were
then added and multiplied by 365 to indicate an annual water demand.

?! City of Petaluma, May 2008, City of Petaluma: General Plan 2025, page 2-9. The General Plan des-
ignates the project site as Mixed Use, which has a water use factor of 493.2 gallons per day per acre. For the
33-acre site, these use factors would result in a projected demand of 5.94 mgy (493.2 gpd/acre x 33 acres =
16,275.6 gpd, 16,275.6 gpd x 365 days = 5,940,594 mgy, or 5.94 mgy).
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ii. Water Main Replacement

The proposed project will contribute financially towards the replacement of a water main that will
help supply water to the project. Under the City’s fee procedure adopted in August 2008, the pro-
ject would be subject to pay a fair share fee toward the replacement of the existing 10-inch water

main with an 18-inch water main.

The City had already identified the need to replace the existing 10-inch main due to its age and
condition as part of its Water Capital Improvement Program®. Due to the main's importance in
the City's distribution system, it would need to be replaced regardless of the proposed project.”
Since the water main is an existing pipeline within an existing roadway, an upsizing of the facility
would not result in significant physical impacts to the environment. Construction and operation
of the new facility would take place within the existing right-of-way for East Washington Street,
which has already been disturbed with roadway infrastructure and related utility (e.g. street light-
ing). Aside from necessary improvements to this main, the project would not require the construc-

tion of new water supply facilities or the expansion of existing facilities off-site.

Because of this, impacts associated with the replacement of the water main would be less-than-

significant.

iii. Recycled Water Supply

Irrigation water for the site will be supplied from the City’s “purple pipe” (recycled water) system
through a connection on Lindberg Lane. The City will be extending this system to Lindberg Lane,
in accordance with the City’s 2008 Recycled Water Master Plan and 2006 Dodson Report.** As of
June, 2009, there was no time framework for the work or detailed project description and this as-

pect of the project cannot be analyzed further at this point.

We anticipate that the extension of the water supply system would have a less-than-significant im-

pact related to water distribution.

b. Cumulative Impacts
As discussed in Section 2(a) of this chapter, according to the General Plan (2008), if development

occurred as anticipated in the General Plan, there was anticipated to be a shortage of water in 2011.

2 City of Petaluma, Fiscal Year 2009 Budget: Water Utility Projects, page CIP-101, available at
http://cityofpetaluma.net/finance/pdf/2009budget/ cip/water-utility-cip.pdf, accessed April 1, 2009.

3 Dean Eckerson, City of Petaluma, Water Resources and Conservation Department. Email corre-
spondence, January 16, 2007.

* The Recycled Water Master Plan has not yet been formally adopted. The authoritative policy
document remains the 2006 Dodson Report that was part of the technical appendices for the certified General
Plan 2025 EIR.
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However, due to effective water conservation measures, and improvements to the water supply
(including measures that are part of the proposed project), this is now no longer expected to be the
case. Although the proposed project would add to growth and increase demand for potable water
in Petaluma, the project in addition to the other anticipated growth, is anticipated to result in a Jess-

than-significant camulative impact.

5. Impacts and Mitigation Measures
No impacts or mitigation measures are recognized as a consequence of water demand or distribu-

tion.

B. Wastewater Services

This section describes existing wastewater services conditions for the proposed project site and its
surroundings, as well as an assessment of the potential impacts related to wastewater services associ-
ated with the project. A Preliminary Sewer Capacity Study was prepared by CSW/Stuber-Stroeh
Engineering Group in September 2004 as part of the project application. The following incorpo-
rates the conclusions of this study. The full report is available for review at City Hall.

1. Regulatory Framework

The following section lists local regulations on wastewater services for the City of Petaluma.

a. Petaluma General Plan

Policies and programs in Water Resources Element of the General Plan inform the City’s approach
to enhancing and managing its wastewater services. Relevant policies and programs are shown in
Table 4.14-3.

b. Petaluma Sewer Master Plan
The City adopted a Sewer Master Plan in 1985 which is now out of date due to the growth that has
occurred since 1985. The Sewer Master Plan was not updated with the General Plan. However,

the City is currently preparing a Sewer Master Plan Update.”

2. Existing Conditions
Petaluma’s sanitary wastewater facilities provide collection, treatment, disposal and reuse of domes-
tic, industrial and commercial wastewater generated in Petaluma and the unincorporated commu-

nity of Penngrove.

¥ Curt Bates, February 18, 2009, Memorandum to Betsi Lewitter regarding East Washington Place
Administrative Draft EIR dated 12/22/2008.
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TABLE4.14-3 PETALUMA GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Policy/Program
Numbers Policies and Programs

Water Resources

Comply with the current Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements concern-

Policy8-P-16 . . . - . .
ing the operation and maintenance of the City’s sanitary sewer collection system.

Policy8-P-16(A) Perform condition assessment of existing

facilities.
Policy8-P-16(C) Perform regular cleaning and inspection to help eliminate sanitary sewer overflows.
Policy8-P-16(D) Fund collection system infrastructure replacement on a 100-year life cycle.

Regularly update the sanitary sewer flow model and make improvements necessary to

Policy8-P-16(E) support development.

Source: City of Petaluma General Plan 2025.

a. Wastewater Collection
The City of Petaluma’s wastewater collection system consists of over 200 miles of sewer collection
lines. These lines are continuously inspected using remote cameras inserted into the pipelines

mains. pipes with problems are either repaired or cleaned with high pressure vacuum trucks.

The closest sewer mains to the project site are located on Lindberg Lane and East Washington
Street. The former Kenilworth Junior High School connected to the sewer system with a 6-inch
sewer line that increases to 8 inches before reaching the 21-inch sewer main on Lindberg Lane.”
There are approximately 15.9 acres of residential uses of Highway 101 that connect to the Lindberg
Lane 8-inch sewer line through the project site. This service area was included in the Preliminary
Sewer Capacity Study when determining the sewer capacity of the sewer trunk line in Lindberg

Lane.

There is also an existing 8-inch sewer connection at the Petaluma Swim Center and Skate Park that
increases to a 10-inch line along Ellis Street, then to a 15-inch line on Madison Street, until it
reaches the 33-inch trunk sewer near Payran Street.” Exhibit D of the Preliminary Sewer Capacity
Study depicts the area that is assumed to contribute to the sewer demand for the 33-inch trunk
sewer line on Madison Street near Payran Street. This area generally includes the area between

Highway 101 and Noriel Lane, between East Washington Street or Washington Creek and Lynch

6 CSW/Stuber-Stroeh, 2004, Preliminary Sewer Capacity Study, page 2. Available for review at City
Hall, Community Development Department, 11 English St., Petaluma.
7 CSW/Stuber-Stroeh, 2004, Preliminary Sewer Capacity Study, page 2.
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Creek. On the other side of Highway 101, the contribution area includes much of the land be-
tween East Washington Street and Lynch Creek.

b. Wastewater Treatment
The City of Petaluma operates a wastewater treatment plant at 950 Hopper Street and oxidation
ponds at 4400 Lakeville Highway. The City contracts with Veolia Water North America to oper-

ate these secondary treatment facilities.

The wastewater treatment facility is staffed with seven State-certified operators and two mainte-
nance personnel. It has a dry weather design capacity of 5.2 mgd and treats an average dry weather
flow of 4.5 mgd.” The City recycles approximately 50 percent of its annual average dry weather
flow of wastewater through irrigation.”® Water recycled through irrigation would not be available
for project use. Average daily flows to the plant have been decreasing in recent years, from 5.1 mgd
in 1996 to 4.8 mgd in 2002, most likely as a result of local water conservation efforts. This facility

has been in operation since 1938 and no longer can support the City’s growing populace.

A system of nine collection system pump stations pumps wastewater to the City's wastewater
treatment facility. After receiving secondary treatment, treated effluent is discharged into the Peta-
luma River between October 20 and May 1 of each year. Wastewater is recycled during the sum-

mer for irrigation of 800 acres of agricultural land and a golf course.

The City recently built a new treatment plant with greater capacity and upgraded features. The
City certified the EIR for the new facility in 2002. To treat the community's wastewater, the new
facility includes extended aeration, secondary clarifiers, oxidation ponds, tertiary filters, UV disin-
fection, and treatment wetlands.”! In the new facility (Ellis Creek Water Recycling Facility),
wastewater passes through a series of settling marshes, where bacteria and algae will remove nutri-

2

ents, heavy metals and pathogens.” Construction of the facility began in 2006 and the facility is

currently in operation.

8 A secondary treatment facility treats the biological content such as that derived from human waste
and soaps.

» Mike Ban, City of Petaluma Water Resources Director. Email correspondence with Lisa Katz,
DC&E, June 17, 2008.

% City of Petaluma Department of Water Resources and Conservation website,
http://www.cityofpetaluma.net/wrcd/whatwedo.html, accessed on May 28, 2008.

' City of Petaluma Department of Water Resources and Conservation website,
http://www.cityofpetaluma.net/wrcd/whatwevedone.html, accessed on June 15, 2006.

#2 Glen Martin, San Francisco Chronicle Environment Writer, “Green technology to make sewage a

less dirty word: $110 million wetlands-based wastewater facility under construction,” Tuesday, March 7, 2006.
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To help protect the long-term water quality of the Petaluma River, the City plans to continue its
summer storage operations and possibly expand reclamation once the new plant comes on-line.
The wastewater effluent will receive a higher degree of treatment at the new plant, which will re-
sult in more options for effluent discharge. The new facility will have a average dry weather flow

capacity of 6.7 mgd.”

3. Standards of Significance

The proposed project would have a significant impact related to wastewater services if it would:

1. Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

2. Have insufficient wastewater treatment capacity available to serve the project’s projected de-

mand in addition to existing demand.

3. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

4. Impact Discussion

The following provides an assessment of the proposed project on the wastewater services.

a. Project Impacts

To analyze the potential impact of the proposed project on the City’s wastewater collection sys-
tem, CSW/Stuber-Stroeh completed a Preliminary Sewer Capacity Study in 2004. The 2004 Pre-
liminary Sewer Capacity Study analysis included a review of the City of Petaluma General Plan,
sewer system drawings maintained by the City of Petaluma, topography from the City of Petaluma
(2000), the Sanitary Sewer Capacity Study (Brown & Caldwell, 1985) and Lindberg Lane Sanitary
Sewer Improvement Plans (Coastland Civil Engineering, 2001). These plans and studies were in-
corporated into the assumptions and calculations used in the Preliminary Sewer Capacity Study

analysis.™

The 2004 Preliminary Sewer Capacity Study was completed assuming a larger project,” including
the replacement of the existing swim center and skate park with retail uses; however, the report’s
conclusions are still applicable to the proposed project, since the proposed project would generate

less wastewater than was analyzed under the larger project scenario.

* Mike Ban, City of Petaluma Water Resources Director. Email correspondence October 31, 2006.

* CSW/Stuber-Stroeh, 2004, Preliminary Fire Flow Study, August 19, page 1. Available for review at
City Hall, Community Development Department, 11 English St., Petaluma.

% This project defined in 2005 NOP and subsequent EIR.
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The Lindberg Lane and Madison Street trunk would serve the project. The majority of the project
would be connected to the Lindberg Lane sewer line. The project would include a change in the
sanitary sewer line. As illustrated in utility plans supplied by the applicant, a new 8-inch sanitary
sewer will connect to the existing sanitary sewer line on the southeastern section of Kenilworth
Drive. The contractor will verify the exact location and depth of the new 8-inch sanitary sewer
line prior to construction. The remainder of the retail uses, including the anchor and its garden
center, as well as the two pad retail buildings at the East Washington/Kenilworth Drive entrance,
would be connected to the sewer line that extends through the swim center. It is possible the sewer
line would be taken off-line for approximately two hours while the connection is established, how-
ever this would only be a potential short-term interruption in service. Full service would be re-

stored immediately following the completion of the connection.

1. Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities
For the sewer study, CSW/Stuber-Stroeh analyzed the sewer flows that would be anticipated from
the proposed project, in addition to the sewer flows from the existing development within the area
served by the sewer trunk lines in Lindberg Lane and Madison Street near Payran Street. In addi-
tion to the anticipated sewer generation, the study also assumed that there would be some infiltra-
tion of water through cracks in the pipes, which would use available capacity. Furthermore, the
study adjusted the anticipated sewer generation to account for existing uses that would be replaced
by the project (i.e. the former school uses) to determine the net increase of demand for sewer capac-

ity resulting from the proposed project.

The conclusions of the 2004 sewer study show that the proposed project would not exceed the
available capacity of the off-site wastewater collection infrastructure. In conclusion, no off-site im-
provements to wastewater treatment facilities would be needed as a consequence of the proposed

project and the impacts would be less than significant.

2. Have insufficient wastewater treatment capacity available to serve the project’s projected de-
mand in addition to existing demand.
The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of a new wastewater facility.
As noted earlier, the new Ellis Creek Water Recycling Facility was recently completed and the fa-
cility is in operation. This new facility was deemed necessary prior to the proposed project as the
other wastewater treatment facility was unable to accommodate the needs of the City and was op-
erating near capacity. According to the Draft EIR completed for the 2025 General Plan Update,
the new facility was planned to accommodate projected city buildout to 2025 and beyond, which
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would include the proposed project.”® As the facility has now been completed, there would there-

fore be a less-than-significant impact as a consequence of the proposed project.

3. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

As the new wastewater facility has now been completed and is operational, the City is in compli-

ance with RWQCB requirements. Construction of the project would involve an increase in the

amount of sanitary wastewater generated on the site. However, the project would not require the

expansion of existing wastewater facilities. As a result, the project would result in a less-than-

significant impact.

b. Cumulative Impacts

A list-based approach has been used for this cumulative analysis. The analysis considers the devel-
opment projects listed in Appendix E (Cumulative Projects) and whether this project would have
significant cumulative impacts on Petaluma's wastewater service in combination with the cumula-

tive projects.

As stated above, the sewer capacity study completed for the project confirmed that the proposed
project, by itself, would not exceed the available capacity of the off-site wastewater collection infra-
structure or require construction of a new wastewater facility. As explained above, the cumulative
demand for wastewater services created by this project in combination with other projects has al-
ready been accounted for in long-term facility planning. As a result, while this project in combina-
tion with others would increase demand for wastewater capacity, the City's planned provision of
adequate capacity reduces this impact to a less-than-significant level.

5. Impacts and Mitigation Measures
As no significant impact related to wastewater was identified, no mitigation measures are required.

C. Solid Waste

This section describes solid waste services in the proposed project area and its surroundings, and

analyzes the potential impacts to such services that could result from the proposed project.

% Petaluma General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 3.5-18. Technical Appen-
dix G-1 to the Draft General Plan 2025, Vol. 2.
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1. Regulatory Framework
The following section lists State and local regulations affecting solid waste services for the City of

Petaluma.

a. California Integrated Waste Management Act

The State of California is a national leader in establishing regulations for waste management. Cali-
fornia’s Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) set a requirement for cities and coun-
ties throughout the State to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from landfills by January 1, 2000,
through source reduction, recycling and composting. To help achieve this, the Act requires that
each city and county prepare and submit a Source Reduction and Recycling Element. AB 939 also

establishes the goal for all California counties to provide at least 15 years of on-going landfill capac-

ity.

b. Petaluma General Plan

Policies in the Natural Environment Element of the General Plan establish the City’s approach to
enhancing and managing its solid waste services. Relevant policies and programs are listed in Table
4.14-4

2. Existing Conditions
The City of Petaluma signed a 10-year waste hauling contract with Green Waste Recovery. Begin-
ning on January 1, 2006, Green Waste Recovery started collecting solid waste from all Petaluma

residential and non-residential generators.

Per day, Green Waste Recovery collects approximately 120 tons of refuse from Petaluma, 50 tons
of recycling and about 30 tons of green waste.” Refuse is taken to the Redwood Landfill, located
south of Petaluma in Marin County off of Highway 101. Recyclable materials are sent to the
North Bay Corporation facility in Santa Rosa, and green waste is taken for composting at the So-

noma Compost Company facility at the Central Disposal Site at 550 Meacham Road in Petaluma.”

The Redwood Landfill is a fully permitted Class III disposal site’” and, according to the landfill rep-
resentative, is currently permitted to accept up to 1,300 tons of trash per day, or 404,000 tons per
year. Of this, the landfill recycles about 400 tons of refuse daily. The maximum permitted

7 Frank Weigel, Green Waste Recovery. Personal conversation with Lisa Katz, DC&E, June 17,
2008.

* Frank Weigel, Green Waste Recovery. Personal conversation with Lisa Katz, DC&E, June 17,
2008.

? Marin County website, http://www.marin.org/comres/recycling.

cfm?TOrgID =5345, accessed June 13, 2006.
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TABLE4.14-4 PETALUMA GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS - SOLID WASTE

Policy/Program
Number Policies and Programs

Natural Environment Element

Reduce solid waste and increase reduction, reuse and/or recycling, in compliance with

Policy 4-P-21 the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CoIWMP).

Continue to encourage waste reduction and recycling at home and in businesses
Policy 4-P-21(C) through public education programs, such as informational handouts on recycling, yard
waste, wood waste, and hazardous waste collection.

* Compliance with this policy will be evaluated in the Staff report as part of the entitlement hearings.
Source: The City of Petaluma General Plan 2025.

capacity for Redwood Landfill is 19.1 million cubic yards, with a remaining capacity of 12.9 million
cubic yards. The expected closure date of the landfill is 2024.%

3. Standards of Significance
The proposed project would have a significant impact related to solid waste collection and disposal

if it would:

1. Not comply with federal, State and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and re-

cycling.

2. Not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the buildout of

the project’s solid waste disposal needs.

4. Impact Discussion
The following provides an assessment of the proposed project on water, both with regards to water

supply and distribution.

a. Project Impacts

1. Not comply with federal, State and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and re-
cycling.

Much of the solid waste generated during the construction phase such as wood, metal scrap, and

formed construction board (cement and dry wall board) would be recycled and salvaged. The recy-

cling of construction debris would be enforced as part of the project Conditions of Approval and

“ Jones, Jessica. District Manager, Redwood Landfill. Personal communication with Leslie Wilson,
DC&E, December 18, 2008.
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contract requirements. Materials not recycled would be disposed of at local landfills. The Red-
wood Landfill in Marin County can accommodate the potential construction-waste generated by

the proposed project at this time.*

2. Not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the buildout of
the project’s solid waste disposal needs.
The East Washington Place project would result in an increase in generation of solid waste, result-

ing from the 380,000 square feet of retail and office uses.

Since the number of waste bins anticipated for the retail portion of the project is unknown, the
Green Waste Recovery’s generation rate for retail uses could not be used to estimate the amount of
solid waste generated by the retail portion of the site. However, the California Integrated Waste
Management Board has a list of generation rates for various land use types.*” The generation rates
for a office use is .006 pounds per square foot per day. For a commercial retail use, the generation
rate is 2.5 pounds per 1,000 square foot per day. Using these rates, 16,000 square feet of office use
would produce approximately 96 pounds of refuse per day. A 364,000 square foot retail project
would produce 885 pounds of refuse per day. Annually, this would translate to about 323,025
pounds of commercial refuse and 35,040 pounds of office refuse generated per year. Combined,
this is 358,065 pounds of trash or 162.415 metric tons of refuse annually. These generation rates do
not account for recycling diversion rates. If a portion of the commercial solid waste is recycled,

which is expected, the total amount entering the landfill would be reduced.

With a current daily volume of 1,290 tons, this project would have the potential to contribute 0.038
percent of the maximum daily permitted amount of the solid waste entering into the Redwood
Landfill. As a result, the daily tonnage of waste generated by the project would not exceed daily
capacity at the Redwood Landfill.

Furthermore, the project would comply with the City’s recycling policies listed in Table 4-14-3.
During the operation phase, the project would be served by the City’s contracted solid waste col-
lector, which would provide recycling and green waste pick up. As a result, the project would have
a less-than-significant impact in relation to solid waste collection and disposal services. The project
would be a new source of solid waste generation, however, it would not introduce additional waste
at disposal or recycling facilities that are at or above capacity and it would comply with applicable

regulations.

*1 TJones, Jessica. District Manager, Redwood Landfill. Personal communication with Leslie Wil-

son, DC&E, December 18, 2008.
“ California Integrated Waste Management Board’s website.
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/wastechar/WasteGenRates/ Commercial.htm. Retrieved June 13, 2006. The ac-

tual rate could vary depending on the specific retail users.
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b. Cumulative Impacts

A list-based approach has been used for this cumulative analysis. The analysis considers the devel-
opment projects listed in Appendix E (Cumulative Projects) and whether this project would have
significant cumulative impacts on Petaluma’s wastewater service in combination with the cumula-

tive projects.

As growth identified by the cumulative list continues to occur, the demand for solid waste services
and landfill capacity will increase. The amount of solid waste generated by the project would be a
small percentage (0.038 percent) in relation to the permitted receiving capacity at Redwood Land-
fill. This project, in concert with planned growth, is not expected to affect the anticipated 2024
closure date of the landfill. As a result, there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.

5. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

As no significant solid waste impacts associated with the project have been identified, no mitigation

measures are required.
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include the description and comparative analysis of alterna-
tives to the proposed project, including both a No Project Alternative and a reasonable range of

alternatives that could feasibly obtain the project’s objectives.

The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision makers of feasible alterna-
tives to the proposed East Washington Place project. Each alternative is analyzed against the im-

pact factors considered in Chapter 4. Table 5-1 summarizes the results of the analysis.

The alternatives analyzed in this chapter are:

¢ No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, which is required under CEQA, the proposed
project would not be constructed and the site would remain in its existing condition. The ex-

isting Carter Little League field would remain on the site.

¢ Mitigated Alternative. Under this alternative, the project would include a reduced amount of
retail development. This alternative is designed to reduce some of the impacts identified in
Chapter 4 resulting from the proposed project, such as air quality and transportation. It in-
cludes 270,000 square feet of retail and 15,000 square feet of office for a total of 285,000 square

feet of mixed-use development. No residential units would be constructed.

¢ Alternate Use Alternative. This alternative is designed to include a combination of re-
tail/office and residential uses. It includes 270,000 square feet of retail and 15,000 square feet of
office for a total of 285,000 square feet of mixed-use development. However, similar to the
project concept previously analyzed in the 2007 Draft EIR, this alternative includes a residen-
tial component in the south and west of the site. Residential development would consist of 225

housing units on 9 acres.
Under the proposed project, the site would be developed with approximately 364,000 square feet of

retail and 16,000 square feet of office, for a total of 380,000 square feet retail/office development.

Offices will be located on the second floor of two of the retail buildings.

A. No Project Alternative

This section qualitatively evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the No Project Alterna-

tive.
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TABLE 5-1 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Mitigated Alternate
No Project Use
Topic Project Alternative  Alternative

Aesthetics - 0 0
Agricultural Resources 0 0 0
Air Quality ++ ++ --
Biological Resources + 0 0
Cultural

ultura N 0 0
Resources
Geology and Soils + 0 0
Hazards and Hazardous Materials + 0 0
Hydrology and Water Quality + 0 0
Land Use - 0 0
Noise + 0 -
Population, Housing and Urban Decay - + +
Public Services + + -
Transportation ++ + -
Utilities ++ + -
++ Substantial improvement compared to the proposed project
+ Insubstantial improvement compared to the proposed project
0 Same impact as proposed project

- Insubstantial deterioration compared to the proposed project

-- Substantial deterioration compared to the proposed project

1. Principal Characteristics
Under the No Project Alternative the project site would not be developed as proposed, and would
therefore be left in its existing condition. Thus, no construction would occur on the site. The ex-

isting Carter Little League field would remain on the site.
2. Impact Analysis

This section describes the potential environmental impacts from the No Project Alternative for

each of the environmental factors considered in Chapter 4 of this EIR.
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a. Aesthetics

The No Project Alternative proposes no construction and no change from the current disturbed
site and the Little League field. Thus, there would be no aesthetic impacts associated with this al-
ternative and the site would be left in its current disturbed state with mounds of earth. This repre-
sents an insubstantial deterioration compared to the proposed project with its new buildings and
landscape.

b. Agricultural Resources

The No Project Alternative proposes no construction and thus no change to existing site condi-
tions, which currently does not encompass active agricultural activities. In addition, this alternative
would not affect the neighboring fairgrounds’ ability to continue to support local agricultural ac-
tivities, and therefore no impact would occur. There were also no impacts for the proposed project

so this presents no change.

c.  Air Quality

Under the No Project Alternative, the project would not exceed the level of development antici-
pated in the regional clean air plan (2005 Ozone Strategy), and therefore would not conflict with
clean air planning efforts. Under this alternative, the project would also have no impact on local or
regional air quality in the near- or long-term. Lastly, this alternative would not contribute to a sig-
nificant cumulative impact associated with greenhouse gas emissions. Based on the factors above,
no impact on air quality would occur. This is a substantial improvement compared to the pro-

posed project.

d. Biological Resources

Under the proposed project, there would be potential impacts to wetlands and nesting raptors.
Because no construction would occur under the No Project Alternative and there would be no
change to existing site conditions, there would be no impact associated with potential nesting rap-
tors and wetlands. The proposed project contains mitigation measures to reduce any potential im-
pacts to these resources. As such the No Project Alternative represents an insubstantial improve-
ment compared to the proposed project.

e. Cultural Resources

The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts associated with the inadvertent
disturbance of undiscovered cultural resources. Because no construction and no change to the exist-
ing grading of the site would occur under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact
associated with buried, currently unknown cultural resources. The proposed project contains miti-
gation measures to reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, this alterna-

tive would represent an insubstantial improvement compared to the proposed project.
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f.  Geology and Soils

Under the proposed project, impacts to geology and soils would be significant but mitigated to a
less-than-significant level. Because no construction would occur under the No Project Alternative,
there would be no impact associated with the soil conditions on-site. This would represent an in-

substantial improvement compared to the proposed project.

g. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Under the proposed project, impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials would be
significant but mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The No Project Alternative would result in
no development and thus no construction on the site. Therefore, no impact would occur associated
with hazards and hazardous materials for the proposed project. This would represent an insubstan-
tial improvement compared to the proposed project.

h. Hydrology and Water Quality
The No Project Alternative would result in no development of the site. Therefore, there would be
no impact associated with hydrology and water quality at the site. This would represent an insub-

stantial improvement compared to the proposed project.

1. Land Use and Policy Consistency

The proposed project would not result in any land use impacts. The No Project Alternative would
result in no new development on the site, which sits adjacent to the fairgrounds. Therefore, the No
Project Alternative would not create conflicts with adjacent land uses. However, several of the
General Plan policies intended to guide land use decisions on the site and in the surrounding area
are identified in Table 4.9-1 in Section 4.9 of this EIR recommend mixed-use development that
combines retail, residential, and commercial uses on the site. These policies are identified in Table
4.9-1 of this EIR, and include policies 1-P-6, 1-P-12, 2-P-22 and 2-P-76. Because the No Project Al-
ternative would result in no development on the site, it would conflict with the General Plan pol-
icy framework that encourages mixed-use development on the site and within the Washington
Street corridor. This would represent an insubstantial deterioration compared to the proposed pro-

ject.

j- Noise

The proposed project would result in significant, temporary noise impacts. The No Project Alter-
native would result in no construction on the site and therefore there would not be any construc-
tion noise. Under the proposed project, noise impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would represent an insubstantial improvement com-

pared to the proposed project.
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k. Population, Housing and Urban Decay

The No Project Alternative would result in no construction. Therefore the site would maintain as
vacant and underutilized and, to some extent already an example of urban decay. The proposed
project would not result in any impacts associated with population, housing or urban decay. The
No Project Alternative would result in an insubstantial deterioration compared to the proposed

project.

1. Public Services

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing demand for public services. The pro-
posed project is not projected to cause impacts to public services. However, due to the larger num-
bers of people and structures in the proposed project, the No Project Alternative is considered to
represent an insubstantial improvement compared to the proposed project.

m. Transportation

Because the No Project Alternative would result in no development, it would result in no new im-
pacts related to the capacities of Highway 101 and the Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane intersection,
as would be caused by the proposed project. As a result, the No Project Alternative would result in
a substantial improvement when compared to the proposed project.

n. Utilities

Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not generate additional demand for
water, sanitary sewer and solid waste disposal services. Because this alternative proposes no new
development, the demand for utilities would be less than the demand created by the proposed pro-
ject. As a result, the No Project Alternative would result in a substantial improvement when com-

pared to the proposed project.

3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The No Project Alternative would not include any new development and therefore it would fail to
achieve any of the objectives of the proposed project, such as the 380,000 square feet of retail and
office space desired by the developer.

4. Reasons for Not Selecting This Alternative
Although the No Project Alternative would represent a substantial improvement to the proposed
project in terms of impacts, it would adversely affect the project's ability to achieve the stated (eco-

nomic) objectives. Therefore, it should therefore not be carried forward.
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B. Mitigated Alternative

This section qualitatively evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Mitigated Alterna-

tive.

1. Principal Characteristics

This alternative includes the construction and operation of retail and office uses on the site at a re-
duced density. As shown in Figure 5-1, most of the retail uses would be constructed adjacent to the
Highway 101 corridor. Surface parking would be located between the retail buildings and Kenil-
worth Drive. Whereas the proposed project would include 364,000 square feet of retail and 16,000
square feet of office (a total of 380,000 square feet of mixed-use development), this alternative in-
cludes 270,000 square feet of retail and 15,000 square feet of office for a total of 285,000 square feet
of mixed-use development. No residential units would be constructed.

Due to the reduced square footage, the overall footprint of development would be also reduced, as
illustrated on Figure 5-1. Most notably, portions of the south of the site would not be developed
with structures and would not remain in their current conditions. It is assumed that these areas
would be improved with amenities and serve as an open space, park, bicycle/ pedestrian facility, or
some other function. These areas could also be used to provide services to reduce Petaluma’s
greenhouse gas emissions, such as parking for carshare companies, solar panels for recharging elec-

tric vehicles or tree planting.

This alternative has been developed to mitigate impacts to air quality that have been identified as
significant and unavoidable under the proposed project. This alternative would also reduce the
project’s contribution to significant cumulative transportation impacts due to reduce trip genera-

tion rates.

This alternative would incorporate all of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed pro-
ject in this EIR.

2. Impact Analysis
This section describes the potential environmental impacts from the Mitigated Alternative for each

of the environmental factors considered in Chapter 4 of this EIR.

a. Aesthetics

The Mitigated Alternative would develop the site with retail and office uses. As a result, the visual
character of the site would change from open playing fields to retail and office uses with surface
parking lots. However, as with the proposed project, the new development would be subject to

SPARC review, as well as the City’s regulations regarding lighting. It is expected that potentially
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significant impacts under the Mitigated Alternative could be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level, which is the case with the proposed project. As a result, this alternative’s potential aesthetic

impacts would be similar to the proposed project.

b. Agricultural Resources

The Mitigated Alternative would result in the development of urban uses on the project site, which
does not currently encompass active agricultural activities. It is assumed that any future develop-
ment of the site would be required to provide access to the fairgrounds property and provide dis-
closure of the existing fair activities to leasing or renting occupants, which would be the case under
the proposed project. As a result, this alternative would not affect the fairgrounds’ ability to con-
tinue to support local agricultural activities and would result in a similar impact as the proposed

project, which would not result in any impacts to agricultural resources.

c.  Air Quality

The Mitigated Alternative would result in 95,000 square feet less of retail and office development
on the project site compared to the proposed project and would result in no residential units. The
vehicle trips generated by this alternative would be proportionally reduced as would the associated
emissions. Under the proposed project, average daily emissions of Reactive Organic Gases (ROG)
and Nitrogen Oxides would exceed Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
thresholds. This would result in a significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation. Emissions
generated under the mitigated alternative would be less than the BAAQMD threshold of 80

pounds/day, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.

The Mitigated Alternative would not avoid the proposed project’s significant unavoidable impact
resulting from an inconsistency with latest clean air planning assumptions. This inconsistency
would occur because the clean air plan assumes the previous General Plan land use designation for
the site, Existing School District Lands, and this alternative would construct 285,000 square feet of

mixed uses.

This alternative would avoid the exceedance of BAAQMD thresholds for two criteria pollutants,
however it would not overcome the inconsistency with the land use assumptions of the latest clean
air plan (2005 Ozone Strategy). Overall, the Mitigated Project Alternative would represent a sub-

stantial improvement to the proposed project.

d. Biological Resources
The proposed project would have potentially significant impacts on nesting raptors and wetlands
that could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation. The Mitigated Alternative

would have the same potential impacts since it would result in the development of nearly the entire
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site and would be required to comply with the same mitigation as the proposed project. As a re-

sult, the Mitigated Alternative would have the same biological impacts as the proposed project.

e. Cultural Resources

The proposed project would have potentially significant impacts on buried, undocumented cultural
resources. However, these would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation.
The Mitigated Alternative would have the same potential impacts since it would result in grading
and improvements to the entire site and would be required to comply with the same mitigation. It

would therefore have the same impact to cultural resources as the proposed project.

f.  Geology and Soils

The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts associated with the geological
issues and soil conditions on-site. The Mitigated Alternative would have the same potential impacts
since it would result in the development of nearly the entire site. As a result, the Mitigated Alter-

native would have the same impacts related to geology and soils as the proposed project.

g. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts associated with possible asbestos
in structures on the Carter Little League field, as well as the need to reduce the risk of fire during
construction as a result of the annual fireworks show at the Fairgrounds. The Mitigated Alterna-
tive would have the same potential impacts since it would result in the development of the entire
site and it would be required to comply with the same mitigation as the proposed project. As a re-
sult, the Mitigated Alternative would have the same impacts associated with hazards and hazardous

materials.

h. Hydrology and Water Quality

Although at a lesser intensity, the Mitigated Alternative would alter the entire site with new build-
ings, surface parking, and other improved areas. The drainage system for this alternative would be
designed according to the distribution and configuration of land uses, but would need to comply
with the same federal, State and regional requirements for stormwater control and treatment that
apply to the proposed project. Conformance with these requirements would reduce potential im-
pacts related to hydrology and water quality to a less-than-significant level for both the Mitigated
Alternative and the proposed project. As a result, the Mitigated Alternative would be considered

the same as the proposed project.

1. Land Use and Policy Consistency
The Mitigated Alternative would generally be consistent with the land use policy framework in the
2025 General Plan. As identified in Table 4.9-1, there are several policies that encourage mixed-use

development, including residential uses, either on the project site or in redevelopment areas on East
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Washington Street. In particular, policies 1-P-6, 1-P-12, 2-P-22 and 2-P-76 recommend mixed used
development on the site that combines retail, residential and commercial uses. However, because
the policies do not require that residential uses be included within areas designated for mixed use,
the project is generally consistent with the City’s policy direction pertaining to land use develop-

ment.

Neither the Mitigated Alternative nor the proposed project include a residential component and are
therefore only partially consistent with the City’s land use policy framework. As a result, the

Mitigated Alternative would be considered the same as the proposed project.

j- Noise

Like the proposed project, which does not include any sensitive receptors (e.g. residential units), the
Mitigated Alternative would not result in any significant noise impacts that could not be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level. As a result, this alternative is considered the same as the proposed

project in relation to noise.

k. Population, Housing and Urban Decay
Neither the Mitigated Alternative nor the proposed project would result in a significant impact

associated with population and housing growth or urban decay.

However, because this alternative would result in a lesser amount of new retail in Petaluma, it
would further reduce the potential for urban decay within the City’s existing retail base. Although
the proposed project would not have any significant impacts related to urban decay, the reduced
amount of retail under the Mitigated Alternative would introduce a lesser amount of competition
to existing retail. Therefore, this alternative is considered to be an insubstantial improvement in

relation to population, housing and urban decay compared to the proposed project.

. Public Services

As with the proposed project, the Mitigated Alternative would result in an increased demand on
public services. The increased demand would relate primarily to police and fire services and to a
lesser degree, to parks, schools, and libraries within the city. Since the Mitigated Alternative would
result in 95,000 square feet less of retail/office compared to the proposed project, the increase in
demand would be proportionally less. However, since the proposed project would not result in a
significant impact to any public service provider or facility, the Mitigated Alternative would result

in an insubstantial improvement.
m. Transportation

The proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would result in a significant

and unavoidable impact on the capacities of Highway 101 and the Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane
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intersection. In the year 2025, both are expected to be operating at a LOS F whether or not the

project occurs.

Although it is likely that the Mitigated Alternative would also cause these significant and unavoid-
able impacts if undertaken in combination with the other cumulative projects, it would result in a
reduced, combined volume of new vehicle trips compared to the proposed project. This alternative
would result in fewer AM and PM peak hour and weekend day trips with the lesser amount of re-
tail/office. As a result, the overall anticipated traffic generated by the project would be less than
under the proposed project and is considered an insubstantial improvement in relation to the pro-

posed project.

n. Utilities

As with the proposed project, the Mitigated Alternative would generate an increased demand for
water, sewer and solid waste disposal. Since this alternative would result in a less intense level of
development, the demand on utility systems would be less than the proposed project. The pro-
posed project would result in a significant but mitigable impact to utilities. Therefore, the Miti-

gated Alternative would result in an insubstantial improvement in relation to the proposed project.

3. Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The Mitigated Alternative would meet some of the project objectives related to new retail uses;
however, it would not achieve the intended 380,000 square feet of combined retail and office build-
ings. It is considered a substantial deterioration in relation to meeting project objectives because it

includes 95,000 square feet less than the targeted level of development.

4. Reasons for Not Selecting This Alternative

This alternative would allow the applicant to achieve some of the project objectives related to re-
tail/commercial uses. However, compared to the proposed project, this alternative provides less of
a benefit to the City in terms of alleviating retail leakage and therefore the proposed project is pre-

ferred.

C. The Alternate Use Alternative

This section qualitatively evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Alternate Use Al-

ternative.

1. Principal Characteristics
The Alternate Use Alternative was designed primarily to achieve greater consistency with the

City’s land use policy framework. As explained in Section 4.9 of this EIR, several of the City’s
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General Plan policies encourage a residential component within any redevelopment concept for

this particular site. This alternative would include the following components:

¢ Approximately 9 acres of housing would be constructed on the south and west of the site, in-
cluding 6 acres of market-rate units and 3 acres of affordable units, resulting in a total of 225

housing units.
¢ Approximately 285,000 square feet of retail/office uses would be constructed.
¢ The residences would be set back 150 feet from Highway 101.

¢ The 150-foot setback would create an area to be filled with a combination of parking with
lighting and carports, with solar panels, trees, restored native vegetation, open space and/or a

linear path.
¢ A soundwall would be built between the residences and Highway 101.

¢ An 8-foot pedestrian/bike path in a 16-foot right-of-way with planting, lighting and seating
would be located along Kenilworth Drive. This feature would better connect the residential
area with the other uses along East Washington Street, such as the swimming pool, skate park,

library and adjacent retail.

¢ A pedestrian corridor, with lighting and seating, would connect the Highway 101 pedestrian
overpass to the active side of the project. Instead of having to walk behind the retail buildings,
pedestrians would use the overcrossing to connect to the pedestrian corridor that would lead to

the entrances of the retail stores.

¢ Mitigation Measures. This alternative would incorporate all of the mitigation measures iden-

tified for the proposed project in this EIR.

2. Impact Analysis

This section describes the potential environmental impacts from the Alternate Use Alternative.

a. Aesthetics

The Alternate Use Alternative would develop the site with urban uses, similar to the proposed pro-
ject. As a result, the visual character of the site would change from disturbed site and the Carter
Little League field to residential and commercial/retail uses. However, as with the proposed pro-
ject, the new development would be subject to SPARC review, as well as the City’s regulations
regarding lighting. Since potential impacts from both the proposed project and the Alternate Use
Alternative can be reduced to a less-than-significant level, the two are considered to be the same in

regards to aesthetics.
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b. Agricultural Resources

The Alternate Use Alternative would result in the development of urban uses on the project site,
which does not encompass any active agricultural activities. It is assumed that any future developer
of the site would be required to provide access to the fairgrounds and provide disclosure of the ex-
isting fair activities to leasing or renting parties, similar to the proposed project. As a result, the
Alternate Use Alternative would not affect the fairgrounds’ ability to continue to support local
agricultural activities. As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would have the same impact on

agricultural resources as the proposed project.

c.  Air Quality

Although this alternative would result in a substantial reduction in the amount of non-residential
uses compared to the proposed project, the inclusion of approximately 225 residential dwelling
units would result in a higher overall trip generation rate. As explained in Section 4.3 of this EIR,
vehicle trips to and from the site would be the primary sources of emissions contributing to signifi-
cant and unavoidable impacts pertaining to regional air quality criteria and green house gases. Be-
cause more trips would occur under this alternative, the project’s degree of impact would increase.
It is also true that by the time the project is built, new regulations should ensure automobiles
should be more fuel-efficient and the fuel mixture less polluting, than is currently the case.

In terms of potential effects on residents of the site, a 150-foot buffer along the edge of Highway
101 would conform to the recommended mitigation measures in the 2007 DEIR, to offset potential
health impacts of long-term exposure to TACs generated by diesel-powered vehicles. However, as
noted in the 2007 DEIR, even with the setback mitigation, the impact remained significant and un-
avoidable. Therefore it is assumed for purposes of this analysis that the impact conclusion would

be the same under this alternative.

Residents could be exposed to the effects of solvents used in dry cleaning operations, as noted in the
2007 DEIR, however implementation of a mitigation measure requiring use of non-toxic solvents

would reduce this potential impact to less than significant.

Given the significant and unavoidable impact of the potential exposure of residents to TACs, this
alternative is considered to be a substantial deterioration to air quality compared to the proposed

project.

d. Biological Resources
The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts on nesting raptors and wet-
lands. The Alternate Use Alternative would have the same potential impacts since it would result

in the development or improvement of the entire site and would be required to comply with the
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same mitigation. As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would have the same impact on bio-

logical resources as the proposed project.

e. Cultural Resources

The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts on buried cultural resources.
The Alternate Use Alternative would have the same potential impacts since it would result in the
development or improvement of the entire site and would be required to comply with the same
mitigation as the proposed project. As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would have the same

impact on cultural resources as the proposed project.

f.  Geology and Soils

The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts associated with the soil condi-
tions on-site. The Alternate Use Alternative would have the same potential impacts since it would
result in the development or improvement of the entire site and would be required to comply with
the same mitigation. As a result, the Alternate Use Alternative would have the same impact on

geology and soils as the proposed project.

g. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed project would have significant but mitigable impacts associated with possible asbestos
in structures on the Carter Little League field, as well as the need to reduce the risk of fire during
construction as a result of the annual fireworks show at the Fairgrounds. The Alternate Use Alter-
native would have the same potential impacts since it would result in the development of the entire
site and would be required to comply with the same mitigation. As a result, the Alternate Use Al-
ternative would have the same impact associated with hazards and hazardous materials as the pro-

posed project.

h. Hydrology and Water Quality

Both the Alternate Use Alternative and proposed project would develop the site for urban uses. As
is the case with the proposed project, several significant impacts could occur under this alternative,
but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with federal, State and
regional requirements for stormwater control and treatment. As a result, the two alternatives are

considered to be similar.

i Land Use and Policy Consistency

The Alternate Use Alternative would place urban uses, including residential uses, adjacent to the
fairgrounds. As is discussed in Chapter 4.9 of this EIR, both the Petaluma Speedway and Nor Cal
Paintball Park, are located along the boundary of the fairgrounds with the project site. The Peta-
luma Speedway generates a substantial amount of noise during racing events. Noise is also gener-

ated at the paintball park due to the use of air-powered rifles. Another use of the fairgrounds is the
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annual 4" of July fireworks show. The Alternate Use Alternative would therefore be less compati-
ble with the adjacent land uses and activities compared to the proposed project in that residences

would be exposed to these sources of noise and potential hazards during the firework shows.

The inclusion of residential uses under this alternative would, however, better complement the
vision of the General Plan as it relates to future use of this site and development along the East
Washington Street corridor. Several of the General Plan policies intended to guide land use deci-
sions on the site and in the surrounding area are identified in Table 4.9-10f this EIR. Many of these
policies recommend mixed-used development on the site that combines retail, residential and com-
mercial uses. Because this alternative would include the residential component, it would be more

consistent with the General Plan policy framework compared to the proposed project.

On balance, considering the factors above, this alternative is considered similar to the proposed

project from a land use and policy consistency standpoint.

j- Noise

Whereas the proposed project would not develop noise sensitive receptors on the site, the Alternate
Use Alternative would include approximately 225 residential units in the south and west of the
property. Although it is expected that potentially adverse exposure to noise from Highway 101
and the Petaluma Speedway could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the inclusion
of soundwalls, as illustrated on Figure 5-2, this alternative is considered an insubstantial deteriora-
tion to the proposed project because it in introduces sensitive receptors to an elevated noise envi-

ronment, whereas the proposed project does not.

k. Population, Housing and Urban Decay

The Alternate Use Alternative would result in 225 housing units and a decrease of approximately
200,000 square feet in office/retail uses in relation to the proposed project. Because this alternative
would increase the housing stock within the city, and reduce the potential for urban decay by re-
ducing the amount of retail uses that could compete with existing downtown businesses, this alter-

native would result in an insubstantial improvement in relation to the proposed project.

1. Public Services

The proposed project would increase demand on public services, including police, fire, schools,
parks and libraries. However, due to the inclusion of 225 residential units under the Alternate Use
Alternative, this demand would likely increase for all services. The construction of 225 new dwell-
ing units under this alternative is more likely to result in some new residents to the City of Peta-

luma not currently utilizing its public services.
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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
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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. Unawoidable 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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