TABLE 10-1
COMPARATIVE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES (Continued)
.

No Project Alternatives

Impact Category
Noise

No Project. No Development
Alternative

Southern Growth Alternatives.

No Project· 1988 General Plan
Alternative

Draft General Plan· Alternative 1

Draft General Plan· Alternative 2

Eastern Growth Alternative

Would uot result in any increased noise
levels.

Would result in increased traffic noise
levels. The 1988 General Plan includes
policies and programs to effectively
reduce noise impacts related to new
development to a less-than-significant
level.

Development under both Draft General Plan Alternatives would result in increased
traffic noise levels. The General Plan includes policies and programs to effectively
reduce noise impacts related to new development to a less-than-significant level.

The impacts under this alternative would
be similar to those under tbe No Project·
1988 General Plan Alternative.
Unacceptable noise levels from air traffic
from the Sacramento Metro Airport
might potentially affect future
development on the east side of the
Eastern Growth Alternative. New
development could be soundproofed; this
would therefore be considered less-thansignificant.

Would not allow any additional
development and would therefore not be
growth inducing

Designates land for additional
development through 2010 for a
popUlation of 60,400. The plan also
designates "study areas' to the soutb of
the city that require a needs assessment
to identify if development is needed in
that area. The plan is. growth-inducing,
but to a lesser extent than the other
alternatives except the No Project - No
Development Alternative.

Both Draft General Plan Alternatives designate additional land for development
through 2020 and are therefore growth-inducing. Unless the City implements a
permanent urban limit line to preclude any additional expansion to the south, the
potential for additional growth onto prime agricultural lands would also exist.
Designation oflandfor Urban Reserve also does not foreclose future residential
development to the east.

This alternative designates additional
land for development through 2020 and
is therefore growth-inducing. The
Eastern Growth Alternative would open
up a new area of growth to the east,
resulting in extension of City services
into the area. This would promote growth
further to the east. Unless the City
implements a permanent urban limit line
to preclude any additional expansion to
the south, it is unlikely that growth
pressures to the south would subside.
Therefore, the Eastern Growth
Alternative is considered as growth·
inducing as Draft General Plan
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Growth Inducing Effects
Growth Inducement
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
As described in Table 10-1, significant impacts were identified for one or more ofthe alternatives for the
following 11 areas. Note that the impacts of the preferred alternative analyzed in this FEIR are the same as
Draft General Plan Alternative 2.

"".,C

1. Changes in physical arrangement of the community (Eastern Growth Alternative)
2. Conversion of prime agricultural land (No Project - 1988 General Plan Alternative, Draft General Plan
Alternatives 1 and 2, Eastern Growth Alternative)
3. Loss of land under Williamson Act contract (Draft General Plan Alternative 2)
4. Creation of conflicts· with agricultural uses (Draft GeneralPlan Alternative 2)
5. Failure to accommodate projected housing and population growth (No Project - No Development
Alternative)
6. Traffic service levels over General Plan standards (Draft General Plan Alternatives 1 and 2)
7. Conflicts with wastewater treatment facilities (Eastern Growth Alternative)
8. Inadequate schoorfacilities (No Project - 1988 General Plan Alternative, Draft General Plan Alternatives
I and 2, EasternGrowth Alternative)
9. Cumulative loss of habitat for threatened and endangered species (No Project - 1988 General Plan
Alternative, Draft General Plan Alternatives 1 and 2, Eastern Growth Alternative)
10. Decline in regional air quality (No Project - 1988 General Plan Alternative, Draft General Plan
Alternatives I and 2, Eastern Growth Alternative)
11. Exposure to flood hazards (No Project - 1988 General Plan Alternative, Eastern Growth Alternative)
These are summarized in the following paragraphs.
1. Changes in the Physical Arrangement of the Community
The Eastern Growth Alternative wouldhave·.a. significant impact on the physical arrangement of the
community, as it would result in a concentration of new development separated from the rest of Woodland
by the wastewater treatmentplantsite. This would reduce-the central function and generalized location of .
Downtown Woodland, and would· fail to achieve' many. of the General- Plan's objectives concerning
contiguous development, compact development patterns, a centralized Downtown, and efficient infrastructure
extensions. This impact is considered significant and unmitigatable.
2. Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land
With the exception of the No Project - No Development Alternative, all the alternatives would result in
conversion of prime agricultural soils to urban development siuce they all include land within the existing
city limits and existing Urban Limit Line.
The Eastern Growth Alternative would also result in additional conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses,
but primarily those having lower quality soils.
Draft GeneralPlan Alternatives I and.2would both result in the conversion ofadditionalprirneagricultural
soils, with Alternative 1 resulting ..in the most"conversioU' of the highest quality.• soils. The impact-of
conversion of agriculturallands:is considered significantand.unavoidable...
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3. Nonrenewal or Cancellation of Williamson Act Lands
All the alternatives except the No-Project - No Development Alternative would result in the development of
lands currently under Williamson Act contract. Most of these lands have been nonrenewed; Draft General
Plan Alternative 2 would result in the nonrenewal or cancellation of 160 acres of land currently in
Williamson Act contract, although this parcel has lower quality soils. This is considered a.significantimpact.
4. Urban/Agricultural Conflicts
Draft General Plan Alternative 2 would result in conflicts on surrounding agricultura1 operations. The land
use pattern of Alternative 2 would create an agricultura1.area south of the Urban Limit Line and north of
County Road 25A between East Street and SR 113 that would be difficult to farm, since it would be
essentially surrounded on two sides by urban development and on a third side by a major roadway. This area
would be under pressure to convert to urban development, particularly given its location near an interchange.
This impact is considered significant and unmitigatable.
5 •. Inability to Accommodate Projected Honsing and Population Growth
The No Project - No Development Alternative would not allow the City to accommodate any projected
growth and would be inconsistent with the adopted Housing Element as it would not allow the City to meet
its fair share of regional housing needs. As a result, other communities in the region would have to provide
for this growth. This impact is considered significant and unmitigatable.
6. Traffic Congestion
Development under Draft General Plan Alternatives 1 and 2 will result in two segments of Main Street
exceeding the General Plan's service level threshold of LOS D. Traffic improvements along Main Street
between Walnut Street and Third Street require specialattentionto ensure.they are consistent with.theoverall
plan for the Downtown area. Mitigation measures to address. this service.1evel could include widening Main
Street. This would remove .existing buildings and. would damage the. character of. Downtown and was
therefore considered infeasible. The Downtown Specific Plan recommended exploring one-way couplets for
the Downtown area along Main Street and Court Street. Because of the effects on existing uses and very sitespecific impacts of implementing this mitigation measure, it was not determined to be feasible without further
/investigation. This and other methods to address this area will be considered as part of the City's Street
Master Plan, to be completed after adoption of the General Plan. This therefore remains a potentially
significant impact.
The second section of Main Street projected to operate at level of service E is between Industrial Way and
the 1-5 southbound ramp. Possible improvements that would mitigate this impact could include widening
Main Street to six lanes or construction of an improved connection between 1-5 and SR 113. Widening of
this section would affect existing businesses in this area and was therefore considered infeasible. This area
is currently the subject of a Project Study Report being prepared by the City. An improved connection will
substantially reduce through traffic along this stretch of Main Street, which currently serves as the main
connection between these two freeways. This would be a project of regional importance, to remove regional
through-traffic along MainBtreet.. Since the City cannot unilaterally guarantee such animprovementtothe •
. state highway system, this is still considered a potentiallysignificantJmpact. :
The other potentially significant impact of Alternative 2 is the segment of Gibson Road between Third Street
and East Street, which just exceeds the level of service C threshold. This impact could be mitigated by
Woodland General Plan FElR, Volume II
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widening this roadway, but since the Project Study Report for the 1-5/SR 113 connector will result in a
redistribution of trips in this area, it does not appear reasonable to widen it without further evaluation. A new
roadway connecting the area southeast of East Street to College or Third Street would also mitigate this
impact. The increased traffic on College or Third could be out of character with the residential area, and was
therefore not considered desireable for the purposes of this EIR, especially since an improved 1-5/SR 113
connection may addess this· impact. Without knowing the outcome of the PSR, however, the impact on
Gibson Road is still considered ·a.potentially significant impact.

;...

The impacts on the roadway system from development of the Eastern Growth Alternative would be
determined based on the specific location of uses. As a currently undeveloped area, the project would have
to provide for new roadways within level of service·standards. Development 'in this 'area would necessitate'
constrnction of a newinterchange with 1-5, a very costly improvement. This improvement is, however, being
considered as one of the alternatives for the I-S/SR 113 connector Project Study Report. The roadway
impacts are consideredless-than-significant.

7. Impact of Wastewater Treatment Facilities
The Eastern Growth Alternative would affect both the domestic wastewater treatment plant and the industrial
wastewater facility. .The industrial wastewater facility would need to be completely relocated, and a new
facility would need to·be constructed at a new, and presently unknown, location. Since a new facility couuld
be located elsewhere,·this is considered a less-than-significant impact.
Because of the City's investment in the domestic wastewater treatment plant, relocation of this facility is not
considered economically feasible within the time frame of the General Plan .. In addition, development of
a roadway through the facility to serve growth to the east, while feasible, would also increase the exposure
to the plant and would increase the potential for conflicts, and would require additional City secnrity at the
plant. These impacts on the wastewater treatment facilities are considered significant, but could be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level through the use of buffers, operational changes, and avoidanceof.roadways
through the site.
8. Schools
All the alternatives except the No Project - No Development Alternative would create demand for new school
facilities. Fnnding for new schools has become a complicated matter, with very limited state funding
available. Policies of the plan seek to promote high quality education facilities in Woodland and assist the
Woodland Joint Unified School District in planning for and funding the development of needed new school
facilities. Given the uncertainty regarding the availability of future state funding and the ability to pass local
voter-approved school bonds, however, the impact on new schools is considered a potentially significant
impact. There are no additional mitigation measures that would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level.

9. Loss of Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species
All the alternatives exceptthe No Project - No Development Alternative would result.in the. loss of habitat
for threatened, and endangered.species as identified.in.the Yolo County Habital' Conservation Plan's'
. Biological Resources Report. All habitat converted·in.the No Project,-·Existing:·GeneraLPlan Alternative ..
would be converted under the other three alternatives. Draft General..Plan.Alternatives 1 and 2 would resnlt
in the loss offoraging habitat for Swainson's Hawk through the conversion of agricultural habitats, primarily
alfalfa pasture and row crops, to urban development.
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The Eastern Growth Alternative would also result in the loss of Swainson's Hawk foraging habitat, and
would result in the greatest loss of wetlands habitats, including alkali siuks and vernal pools: The wetlands
habitat located in the Eastern Growth Area are among the scarcest in the county and support the highest
concentrations of state and federally endangered, threatened, and candidate species. According to the Draft
HCP, of the 465,908 acres in the study area.in the county, wetland .habitatcomprises A. percent or
approximately 18,992 acres. The alkalinesiuks subtype; which constitutes significant landwithin.the Eastern .
Growth Alternative, is specifically identified in the Draft HCPas a speciaL habitat area. The Draft HCP
describes it as a "regionally scarce habitat type" and "critical to certain HCP species." Of the five habitat
types described in the Draft HCP and this EIR, the Draft HCP concludes that wetland habitats support in one
way or another, 23, or 79 percent, of the 29 target species. In comparison, the. agricultural habitat
predominant in the southern growth alternatives, comprises .82 percent (380,942 acres) of the study area in·
the county, and provides ,benefits to II, or 37 percent, of the target species.
·The impact on vegetation and wildlife .resources from the cumulative loss of habitat is considered significant
for all four alternatives, although the impacts are the least for the No Project - Existing General Plan
Alternative. The Eastern Growth Alternative is considered to have the greatest impact, since the wetlands
habitatsincludes·the.greatest diversity of rare and endangered species and would be more difficult to
mitigate. EIP Associates, preparers of the Draft HCP, acknowledge that although theoretically possible, it
would be very difficult to mitigate substantial loss of this habitat, reqniring identification of areas elsewhere
in the county with alkaline soils where species could be introduced.
The impacts on vegetation and wildlife resources could be mitigated to a less-than-significant on a project
level through the General Plan policies, but the cumulative loss of habitat would be a signficant impact for
all alternatives (except the No Project - No Developmetu Alternative). Adoption of the Countywide Habitat
Conservation Plan would mitigate these impacts. Although the City has committed to the preparation and
adoption of such a plan, its content and future adoption cannot be guaranteed. The impact is therefore
considered potentially significant.
10. Decline in Regional Air Qnality
All the alternatives except the No Project - No Development Alternative would result in increased pollutant
emissions and degradation of regional air qUality. The extent of the impact is generally related to the amount
of population and employment growth, and the land use pattern and number of vehicle trips promoted by the
land use pattern. The No Project - Existing General Plan Alternative would have the least impact on regional
air quality since it would accommodate the least population and employment growth. Draft General Plan
Alternatives 1 and 2 have the same population and employment holding capacity, and would result in
essentially the same impacts on regional air quality. The Eastern Growth Alternative would have the greatest
impact on regional air quality because of the land use pattern it would create. The location of new
development separated from the rest of the community by the wastewater treatment plant would result'in
longer trips within Woodland, and would reduce the potential for bicycling and walking. The impacts on air
quality are considered significant and unavoidable.
11. Exposure to Flood Hazards
The two alternatives thatwouldpermitresidential development in. areas designatedoridentified by federaL·
.agenciesaswithin·the lOO-year flood plainwereconsidered to· expose peopkana'Structures tofloodhazat;ds; •
which were therefore considered to have significant impacts to health and safety. The No Project - Existing
General Plan Alternative allows new residential development north of Kentucky Avenue. Territory with the
Eastern Growth Alternative west of the wastewater treatment plant is located within the lOO-year floodplain
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as designated by FEMA's Flood Insurance Rate Maps. Although these impacts could be addressed through
flood control improvements or through the construction of levees around these areas, the feasibility, costs,
and environmental impacts of these improvements are unknown and cannot therefore be gnaranteed.
CONCLUSION
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The No Development Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative of the five alternatives, since
it would not result in any changes to the environment in the Woodland area. The No Project '- No
Development Alternative would make no changes to the existing development pattern, and would therefore
not result in any environmental impacts, although growth in the region would be expected to increase traffic
on state highways with'associated airquaJity impacts. Because of its relatively few impacts, this alternative
would be the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative, however, would not allow the City to
provide for any housing or employment development or redevelopment; and would be inconsistent with its
policies for economic 'development, and would prevent the City from providing adequate opportunities for
meeting its regional fair share housing responsibilities .
. The No Project -1988 General Plan Alternative would also be environmentally superior to the other three
alternatives. The 1988 General Plan generally provides for less development than the preferred alternative,
and as would be expected, would have fewer associated impacts. The 1988 General Plan, however, would
allow residential development within a floodplain area. It would be environmentally superior to the
preferred alternative, but to a lesser extent than the No Project - No Development Alternative.
This alternative would, however, allow for residential development within flooding areas, exposing more
people to risks associated with potential flooding. In addition, this alternative would not meet the longer tenn
growth projections of the city, and the City would continue to be faced with piecemeal general plan
amendment requests rather than considering and mitigating the effects of growth in a comprehensive basis.
Among the remaining three alternatives, each would have significant impacts is different areas. Aitelllative
1 wonld result in the greatestconversionofprime. agricultural lands, while Altelllative 2 would'result in loss
of land currently under Williamson Act contract. Draft General Plan Alternative 2 would also create
agricultural conflicts.

I. ..•

Draft General Plan Altelllatives 1 and 2 and the Eastelll Growth Altelllative would result in the loss of habitat
for threatened and endangered species. Draft General Plan Aitelllatives 1 and 2 would result in the loss of
the most agricultural habitat. The Eastelll Growth Altelllative would result in the greatest loss of wetland
habitat areas, especially alkali sinks. The Eastelll Growth Alternative is considered to have the greatest
impact, since the wetlands habitat includes the greatest diversity of rare and endangered species.

,1..-•• ;

While all three aitelllatives would have a significant impact on regional air quality, the Eastern Growth
Alternative would have the greatest impact due to the land use pattern it would create. The location of new
development separated from the rest of the community would result in longer trips within Woodland, and
would reduce the potential for bicycliug and walking to centralized City services and shopping.
The Eastern Growth Alternativewould.a1so .result in exposure. of people. and structores to flooding ..

l. ...

Between·thetwo' Draft·GeneratPlanAlternatives,',theimpacts.are'very'similar;, but Altelllative2!FEIR,;:
preferrred altelllative, would be considered euvironmentally superior to Alternative 1, since it results in .
slightly less direct conversion of agricultorallands. The distiuction is minimal, however.
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It is difficult to detennine whether the Eastern Growth Alternative or Draft General Plan Alternative 2IFEIR
preferrred alternative would be the 'environmentally superior since it is an issue of environmental values. It
is difficult to weigh the implications of conversion of prime agricultural land versus greater impacts on air
quality and exposure of people to flood hazards and higher value habitat loss.
The impacts of the two alternatives are compared below.

1. Changes in the Physical Arrangement of the Community
The Eastern Growth Alternative would have a significant impact on the physical arrangement of the
community,. as it would result in a concentration of neW development separated from the rest of Woodland .
by the wastewater treatment plant .site.. This would reduce. the central function and generalized location of
Downtown Woodland, and would fail to achieve many of the General Plan's objectives concerning.
contiguous development, compact development patterns, a centralized Downtown, and efficient infrastructure
extensions. The Alternative 2lFEIR preferrred alternative would provide for contiguous development and
would not result in a signficant impact on the community's physical arrangement.
2. Conversion of Prime Agricultnral Land
Outside the existing Urban Limit Line, Alternative 2lFEIR preferrredalternative would result in the
conversion of prime agricultural soils. This is a significant and irreversible impact. The Eastern Growth
Alternative would also.result in additional conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses, but primarily those
having lower qUality soils.
3. Nonrenewal or Cancellation of Williamson Act Lands
The Alternative 2IFEIR preferrred alternative would result in the nonrenewal or cancellation of 160 acres
of land currently in Williamson Actcontract,' although this parcel is of lower quality soils. This is considered
a significant impact. TheEastern Growth Alternative alsojncludes land in Williamson Act contract, but all .
properties have filed for nonrenewal.
4. Urban!Agricultnral Conflicts
Alternative 2IFEIR preferrred alternative would result in conflicts on surrounding agricultural operations.
The land use pattern would create an agricultural area south of the Urban Limit Line and north of County
Road 25A between East Street and SR 113 that would be difficult to farm, since it would be essentially
surrounded on two sides by urban development and by a third side by a major roadway. This area would be
under pressure to convert to urban development, particularly given its location near an interchange. This
impact is considered significant and unmitigatable.
5. Traffic Congestion
Development under Alternative 2IFEIR preferrred alternative would result in two segments of Main Street
.exceeding. the General Plan' s service level threshold of LOS D .. Trafficimprovements.alongMainStreet .. ,
between WalnutStreet and Third. Street require special attentionto,ensure they are. consistent with. the overall c,.
plan for the Downtown area .. Mitigation measures to address thisservice,leveh:ouUinclude wideningMain t ..
Street. This would remove existing buildings and would damage. the character of Downtown and was
therefore considered infeasible. The Downtown Specific Plan recommended exploring one-way couplets for
the Downtown area along Main Street and Court Street. Because of the effects on existing uses and very siteWoodland General Plan FEIR, Volume [[
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specific impacts of implementing this mitigation measure, it was not detennined to be feasible without further
investigation, This and other methods to address this area will be considered as part of the City's Street
Master Plan, to be completed after adoption of the General Plan, This therefore remains a potentially
significant impact
I

The second section of Main Street projected to operate at level of service E is between Industrial Way and
the 1-5 southbound ramp. Possible improvements that would mitigate this impact could inclnde widening
Main Street to six lanes or construction of an improved connection between 1-5 and SR 113.. Widening of
this section would affect existing businesses in this area and was therefore considered infeasible. This area
is currently the subject of a Project Study Report being prepared by the City. An improVed connection will
substantially reduce ,through traffic along this stretch of Main Street, which: currently serveS as the ,main'
,connection between these two freeways. This would be a project of regional importance, to remove regional
through-traffic along Main Street. Since the City cannot unilaterally guarantee such an improvement to the
state highway system,this is still ,considered a potentially significant impact.

,>,

The other potentially significant impact of Alternative 2IFEIR preferrred alternative is the segment of Gibson
Road between Third Street and East Street, which just exceeds the level of service C threshold. This impact
could be mitigated by widening this roadway, but since the Project Study Report for the 1-5/SR 113 connector
will result in a redistribution of trips in this area, it does not appear reasonable to widen it without further
evaluation, A new roadway connecting the area southeast of East Street to College or Third Street would
also mitigate this impact. The increased traffic on College or Third could be out of character with the
-residential area, and was therefore not considered desireable for the purposes of this EIR, especially since
an improved I-S/SR 113 connection may addess this impact. Without knowing the outcome of the PSR,
however, the impact on Gibson Road is still considered a potentially significant impact.

L

I,

l
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The impacts on the roadway system from development of the Eastern Growth Alternative would be
detennined based on the specific location of uses. As an undeveloped area, the project could provide for new
roadways within level ofservice standards. Developmentinthis area would necessitate construction of a new
interchange with 1-5, a very costly improvement; Thlsimprovementis, however, being .considered as one .
of the alternatives for the I-S/SR 113 connector. Project Study.Report; TheToadway impacts are considered
less-than-significant

6. Impact of Wastewater Treatment Facilities
The Eastern Growth Alternative would affect both the domestic wastewater treatment plant and the industrial
wastewater facility. The industrial wastewater facility would need to be completely relocated, and a new
facility would need to be constructed at a new, and presently unknown, location. Since a new facility couuld
be located elsewhere, this is considered a less-than-significant impact.

I

~,,-:

Because of the City's investment in the domestic wastewater treatment plant, relocation of this facility is not
considered econOlnically feasible within the time frame of the General Plan. In addition, development of
a roadway through the facility to serve growth to the east, while feasible, would also increase the exposure
of the plant and increase. the potential for conflicts, and would require additional City security at the plant
These impacts on .the wastewater treatment facilities are considered significant,. but could be. mitigated to .
a less-than-significant level through the use of buffers, operational.changes"and. avoidance ·of roadways ..
,through the site.
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7. Schools
Both alternatives would create similar demand for new school facilities. Funding for new schools has'
become a complicated matter, with very limited state funding available. Policies of the plan seek to promote
high quality education· facilities in Woodland and assistthe Woodland Joint Unified School District in
planning for and funding the development of needed new school facilities .. Given the uncertainty regarding ..
the availability offuture.statefundingand the ability to pass local voter-approved school bonds,. however,
the impact on new schools is considered a potentiallysignificantimpact for both alternatives. There are no .
additional mitigation measures that would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
8. Loss of Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species
Both alternatives would result in the loss of habitat for threatened, and endangered species as identified in
the Draft Yolo CountyHabitat Conservation Plan. Alternative 2IFEIR prefemed alternative would result
in the loss of foraging habitat for Swainson's Hawk through the conversion of agricultural habitats, primarily
alfalfa pasture and row crops, to urban development.
The Eastern Growth Alternative would also result in the loss of Swainson's Hawk foraging habitat, and·
would also result in the greatest loss of wetlands habitats, including alkali sinks and vernal pools. The
wetlands habitat located ,in the Eastern Growth Area' are among the scarcest in the county and support the
highest concentrations,ofstate and federally endangered, threatened, and candidate species. According to
. the Draft HCP, of the 465,908 acres in the study area in the county, wetland habitat comprises 4 percent or
approximately 18,992 acres. The alkaline sinks subtype, which constitutes significant land within the Eastern
Growth Alternative, is specifically identified in the Draft HCP as a special habitat area). The Draft HCP
describes it as a "regionallY scarce habitat type" and "critical to certain HCP species." Of the five habitat
types described in the Draft HCP and this EIR, the Draft HCP concludes that wetland habitats support in one
way or another, 23, or 79 percent, of the 29 target species. In comparison, the agricultural habitat
predominant in the. southern growth alternatives,comprises 82 percent(380,942 acres) of the study area in
the county, and provides benefits toJ 1, or 37 percent, of the. target species ..
The impact on vegetation and wildlife resources from the cumulativeloss of habitat is considered significant
for both alternatives. The Eastern Growth Alternative is considered to have the greatest impact, since the
wetlands habitats includes the greatest diversity of rare and endangered species and would be more difficult
to mitigate. EIP Associates, preparers of the Draft HCP, acknowledge that although theoretically possible,
it would be very difficult to mitigate substantial loss of this habitat, requiring identification of areas elsewhere
in the county with alkaline soils where species could be introduced.
The impacts on vegetation and wildlife resources could be mitigated to a less-than-significant on a project
level through the General Plan policies, but the cumulative loss of habitat would be a signficant impact for
all alternatives (except the No Project - No DeVelopment Alternative). Adoption of the Countywide Habitat
Conservation Plan would mitigate these impacts. Although the City has committed to the preparation and
adoption of such a plan, its contents and future adoption cannot be guaranteed. The impact is therefore
considered potentially significant.
9. Decline in Regional Air Quality .
Both alternatives would result in the increased pollutant emissions ,and degradation of regional air quality.
The extent of the impact is generally related to the amount of population and employment growth, and the
land use pattern and number of vehicle trips promoted by the land use pattern. The Eastern Growth
Woodland General Plan FE1R, Volume 11
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Alternative would have the greatest impact on regional air quality because of the land use pattern it would
create. The location of new development separated from the rest of the community by the wastewater
treatment plant would result in longer trips within Woodland, and would reduce the potential for bicycling'
and walking. The impacts on air quality are considered significant and uuavoidable.

10. Exposure to FloodHazards .

L .

Territory with the Eastern Growth Alternative west of the wastewater treatment plant is located within the
lOO-year floodplain as-designated by FBMA's Flood Insurance Rate Maps. Although these impacts could
be addressed through flood control improvements or through the construction of levees around these areas,
the feasibility, costs;and environmentalimpacts of these improvements are unknown and cannot therefore
be guaranteed.
Environmentally Superior Alternative

l ..

As evidenced by this discussion, determination of the environmentally superior alternative (other than the
. two No .Project Alternatives) is difficult. Most of the impacts of the Eastern Growth Alternative could
theoretically be mitigated through funding and engineering solutions, although the ability of new
development to finance this level of mitigation is questionable. The conversion of prime agricultural land
from development under Alternative 2IFBIR preferrred alternative, however, would be irreversible. The
Eastern Growth Alternative was therefore considered environmentally superior to DEIR Alternatives I and
Alternative 2IFBIR preferred alternative.

10.5 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSffiLE EFFECTS
CEQA requires that EIRs describe any Significant irreversible environmental changes which would be
involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initiaLand continued phases of the project may bdrreversible
since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter nnlikely. Primary impacts
and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as roadway improvement which provides access to a previously
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result
from environmental accidents associated with new development that would be permitted under the General
Plan; Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption
is justified.
Conversion of prime agricultural soils and conversion of wildlife habitat areas are considered irreversible
environmental changes of the General Plan.

10.6 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

L

CEQA requires that EIRs address the growth-inducing impact of the proposed action. The CEQA Guidelines
require that EIRs discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or population growth,
or the construction of .additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.·
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to. population growJh{a majorexpansionofa
wastewater treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction-in service areas). Increases in .
the population may further tax existing community service facilities so consideration must be given to this
impact. The Guidelines also call for EIRs to discuss the characteristic of some projects that may encourage
0.

r

L.
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and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or
cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little
significance to the environment.
Arguably, any general plan that designates undeveloped land for future development can be defined as
"growth-inducing." Since one of Woodland's clear. objectives in updating its General Plan is the. promotion .
of economic development and aCcommodation of demand for residential growth, this is the case with the
General Plan, particularly in. respect to areas designated for new development. Inpromotingsuch
development and accommodating .such growth, the General Plan, however, attempts to address the
potentially adverse implications through policies, programs, and proposals for adequate infrastructure,
promotiol;l of a reasomible balance between jobs and housing, and protection' of environmentally-sensitive
resources.

10.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The CEQA Guidelines J."equire a discussion of the potential cumulative impacts that could result from a
proposed project in·conjunction with other projects in the vicinity. Cumulative impacts occur when two or
more individual effects together create a significant environmental impact, or if they compound or increase
other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but cOllectively
significant projects taking place simultaneously or over time.
As a practical matter,.an EIR on a comprehensive general plan is an assessment of the cumulative impacts
of development within the area covered by the plan. The impact analyses contained in this EIR are, in effect,
cumulative analyses because they examine the cumulative effects of growth over the next 25 years in
Woodland. On a large cumulative scale, the traffic section (and, by association, air quality and noise) takes
into account regional effects. The General Plan sets out policies and programs to address the potentially
adverse cumulative effects of new development.
The cumulativdand.use.analysis focuses·oncthe buildout of the GeneralPlan, including the development
of all commerciallY· and industrially designatedJand which.the absorption study concluded would not be
completely developed by the year 2020. The following describes cumulative impacts addressed in each of
the topical chapters of this EIR.

LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
The cumulative land use analysis focuses on proposed development in and around Yolo County. Cumulative
impacts related to land use include the general intensification of land uses in the region. Major areas of
proposed growth in the region include Woodland, Davis, South Sutter County, and North Natomas area.
Development of these areas would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses. Conversion
of agricultural land in Woodland will contribute to the overall conversion of farmland occurring throughout
Yolo County and in neighboring counties. Urban and suburban development in the Sacramento Valley will
continue to result in the conversion of the state's most valuable farmland and loss of production from these
farmlands. Loss.of production from theseJands ..will have .an adverse effecton theoveraIl agricultural
economy.
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TRAFFIC
The cumulative impact analysis is implicit iu Chapter 4 of this EIR. The traffic model used for this analysis
is consistent with the SACMET traffic model used by the Sacramento Area Association of Governments
(SACOG) to analyze.forecasted growth throughout the SACOG region.

WATER SUPPLY
The cumulative analysis of water supply considers the county's groundwater basin. Accommodation of
projected growth in communities relying on groundwater supply as a municipal water source along with
continuing agricultural use of water ,in the basin may:oontinue to deplete groundwater supplies. Water
conservation ·measures for both municipal and agricultural uses, exploration of surface water supplies,
recharge of the groundwater basin, and participation in a basinwide management plan would serve to reduce
the depletion oHhe groundwater.

VEGETATION MID WlLDLIFE RESOURCES

L

.

Urban, suburban, and rural development in Yolo County,as well as agriculture, mining, recreation uses will
together result in . significant impacts on native biological resources. The cumulative effects of habitat
conversion and quality reduction will occur at an increasing rate as the human popUlation grows, and
housing, commercial centers, roads, and other infrastructure are built.

AIR QUALITY
The cumulative impact analysis for air quality is contained in the air quality section of Chapter 8,
Environmental Resources. The traffic volumes upon which the air quality analysis is based are described
in Chapter 4, Transportation, aud are cumulative in nature, as described previously.
Developmeut under the General Plan is palt ofa continuing pattern of urbanization in the Sacramento Valley
Nr Basin. The overall cumulative effect of new developmenUhroughouHhe. air basinwill.slow the rate of
improvement andior.require enactment of more stringent control measures throughout the basin.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS
Accommodating projected growth in Woodland combined with development in surrounding communities
would expose a large number of people and structures to seismic shaking and associated seismic risks .such
as inundation from ruptured dams. In the event of a large earthquake affecting' the region, emergency
services within each jurisdiction would be stressed.

NOISE
The cumulative noise assessment is contained in the noise section of Chapter 9, Health and Safety. The
analysis focuses on noise sources along all the major transportation corridors, based on the cumulative traffic
analysis as described previously.

10;8 MITIGATION MONITORING .
CEQA prohibits a public agency from approving or carrying out a project for which an enviromuental impact
report identifies significant environmental effects, unless one of specified findings relative to mitigation of
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those effects has been made. Section 21081.6 of the State of California's Public Resources Code states that
when an agency approves a project subject to implementing mitigation measures (in an EIR or Negative
Declaration), the public agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project
which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects
on the environment.
The policies and programs of the Policy Document operate to mitigate most of the impacts of new.
development nnder the Plan. Under Implementation Program 10.1, the City must annually review the
General Plan Policy Document. As stated in the program, this review shall be used to satisfy the
reqnirements for a mitigation monitoring program.
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