5 ALTERNATIVES

5.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS AND APPROACH FOR ALTERNATIVES
SELECTION

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to describe “... a range of reasonable alternatives
to the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives.” Section 15126.6(b) describes the purpose of the alternatives analysis as follows:

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may
have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives
shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.

In defining “feasibility” (e.g., «“... feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project ...”). State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states, in part:

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives
are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency,
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally
significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already
owned by the proponent). No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of
reasonable alternatives.

The State CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(d)). If an alternative would cause one or more significant environmental effects in addition to those that
would be caused by the project, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than
the significant effects of the project. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]) The State CEQA Guidelines
also require that a “no project” alternative be considered (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[¢])

The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. The lead agency must disclose its reasoning for selecting
alternatives and alternatives that were considered but rejected. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or
scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. Under this “rule of reason, “ an EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project but a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives
that will foster informed decision making and public participation. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f])

In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the objectives of
the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations. These factors are crucial to the
development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Project alternatives are intended to avoid or substantially reduce the significant adverse environmental effects of a
project , while feasibly attaining most of the basic project objectives.

The project objectives for the Draft General Plan, based upon the premises established within the community
vision, are expressed below.

Project Objective 1: Adopt a General Plan that complies with current State law.
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Project Objective 2: Focus development of new residential, commercial, and industrial uses in and near existing
communities.

Project Objective 3: Accommodate the most recent population growth, housing, and employment projections in
an orderly manner.

Project Objective 4: Encourage development of higher-wage jobs and support business, especially locally-owned
and unique businesses.

Project Objective 5: Support provision of housing affordable to those who live or work in Amador County,
including accommodating HCD’s housing unit allocations for the County.

Project Objective 6: Protect Amador County’s unique character, including historic and cultural heritage, scenic
vistas, agriculture, rivers, streams, natural areas, and historic buildings and towns.

Project Objective 7: Judiciously manage and enhance the County’s natural resources, including mineral,
agricultural, timber, water, soil, air, open space, and wildlife resources.

Project Objective 8: Provide a multi-modal circulation network that accommodates vehicles, pedestrians,
cyclists, and public transit.

Project Objective 9: Maintain and enhance access to services, including health services, emergency services,
quality child care and senior services, and educational opportunities for children and adults.

Project Objective 10: Provide for the continued economic viability of the County’s agricultural production and
conserve the land base necessary to conduct agricultural activities.

5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

Several alternatives were considered for detailed analysis in the EIR, but were rejected for one or more of the
following reasons:

Failure to meet fundamental project objectives

Failure to avoid or substantially reduce the Draft General Plan’s significant environmental impacts
Infeasibility based on economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, or other factors
Similarity to alternatives that were selected for detailed analysis

Represented alternative to one project component only, not the General Plan as a whole

vV VY vy VvVYy

During the preparation of the Draft General Plan, the County developed several preliminary land use alternatives
(referred to during the process as Alternatives A through E). These land use alternatives were prepared to
illustrate different choices of planning priorities and outcomes, rather than to reduce environmental impacts.
Many components of these General Plan alternatives are included in EIR Alternatives 1 through 3 (described
below), and therefore did not merit separate analysis. In addition, land use alternatives A through E were rejected
for consideration in this EIR because they would not necessarily reduce environmental impacts of the Draft
General Plan.

Commenters at the scoping meeting proposed that the EIR consider alternatives with increased impacts. The
purpose of the CEQA alternatives analysis is to identify alternatives which would reduce one or more significant
environmental effects of the Draft General Plan, so no deliberately higher-impact alternative is evaluated in this
EIR.

Also, the Foothill Conservancy in its NOP comments suggested two alternatives, development of a “New Town”
at Rancho Arroyo Seco, and a“ Success Through Accountability” alternative. The “New Town” at Rancho
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Arroyo Seco would entail significant development of this area, providing a bedroom community for nearby larger
cities, including Sacramento and Stockton, and possibly new affordable housing in existing communities. This
alternative has the potential to reduce vehicle miles traveled, air pollution, and traffic congestion in other rural
centers. The “Success Through Accountability” alternative would identify specific development standards and
mitigation monitoring measures, and would include a map that shows both a focus on growth in existing
communities and reflects potential growth and service accommodation. The alternative would also include an
agricultural element.

The “New Town” alternative, as proposed by the Foothill Conservancy, is not a feasible alternative to the Draft
General Plan. With a decline in economic conditions and a downward revision to the Department of Finance’s
projected population increase in Amador County to fewer than 7,300 new residents between 2010 and 2060
(DOF, 2014), the amount of population growth would be insufficient to support a full-service new town.
Furthermore, because the Rancho Arroyo Seco area has a concentration of biological resources (including Ione
chaparral) and mineral resources, residential and commercial land uses at the scale suggested by the Foothill
Conservancy may be infeasible to develop in this area.

Many basic features of the “Success Through Accountability” alternative have been incorporated into Alternative
2, as explained below. Although every precise detail of this proposed alternative was not included in Alternative
2, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(a)).

5.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

The following discussion describes the No Project alternative and two action alternatives, and compares features
of these alternatives to the Draft General Plan.

The alternatives assume varying levels of new residential units, commercial and industrial square footage, and
population growth for unincorporated Amador County by 2030 (Table 5-1).

Table 5-1
Comparison of Population, Residential Development, and Commercial/Industrial Growth
(2012-2030)

2010 2030 Projections for Each Alternative
Alternative 2/City- and

Existing Draft General | Alternative 1/ Communitv-Centered Alternative 3/
Conditions Plan No Project y Restricted Growth
Growth
Population 22,123 25,241 25,241 25,241 23,511
Population Growth - 3,118 3,118 3,118 1,388

(2010-2030)

Residential Units 11,679 13,364 13,364 13,364 12,429

Total New Units

(2010-2030) - 1,685 1,685 1,685 750
Commercial/Industrial 2,281,300 | 6,185,000 | 6,185,000 6,185,000 4,226,300
Square Footage
Total New Square Footage
(2010-2030) - 3,892,250 3,892,250 3,892,250 1,945,000
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5.3.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 — NO PROJECT/EXISTING GENERAL PLAN

Under the No Project/Existing General Plan alternative, the Draft General Plan would not be adopted, and future
development and conservation within the County would proceed according to the existing General Plan land use
diagram and policies. As with the Draft General Plan, this alternative assumes that the DOF-forecasted growth
would occur. However, unlike the Draft General Plan (where approximately half of the forecast growth would be
accommodated in town centers and the Regional Service Center, growth in Alternative 1 would occur following
historical growth patterns, with new construction occurring on 1 to 5 acre parcels in the Agricultural-Transition
(AT), Agricultural-Estate (AE), and Residential-Suburban (RS) land use designations. There are currently more
than 2,600 vacant parcels between 0.25 and 10 acres in size in the planning area, and the AT, AE, and RS
designations have minimum lot sizes ranging from 1 to 20 acres, so construction on some lots larger than 10 acres
and future lot splits would be expected to account for some residential growth. This distribution of new residential
uses differs from the Draft General Plan, which would accommodate more than 700 units in existing
communities. The increase in commercial and industrial square footage would be similar to that provided for by
the Draft General Plan, although this alternative would not include 1,300 acres designated for Industrial use
northwest of Ione in the Draft General Plan.

5.3.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 — CITY- AND COMMUNITY-CENTERED GROWTH

The City- and Community-Centered Growth alternative would provide for future residential, commercial, and
industrial growth focused within the Martell RSC, the Town Centers, and city spheres of influence (SOIs). This
alternative assumes that development within unincorporated SOI areas will be required, as a condition of¥
approval, to be consistent with city general plans. The expected number of residential units and commercial and
industrial square footage would be similar to the Draft General Plan and Alternative 1 (No Project/Existing
General Plan). The Martell RSC and the Town Centers at Buckhorn, Pine Grove, and River Pines would remain,
and would be similar to the Draft General Plan. The Camanche Village SPA would not be part of this alternative.
Alternative 2 would introduce a new land use designation, Urban Reserve (UR), which is not present in the Draft
General Plan. The UR designation would be applied within the spheres of influence (SOIs) of lone, Jackson,
Plymouth and Sutter Creek, and approximately 375 residential units, would be provided for within these SOIs. At
this time, Amador City’s SOI is conterminous with its city limits. If this changes in the future, the UR designation
would be applied within the revised SOL.

The estimated density of the residential units in the SOIs would be 7 units per acre, resulting in about 54 acres of
new residential development within the SOIs by 2030. The approximate estimated residential unit breakdown
among the city SOIs is presented in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2
Alternative 2 Residential Units
lone Jackson Plymouth Sutter Creek
Dwelling Units 141 98 63 74

Alternative 2 would also introduce the following new policy to the Draft General Plan:

New Land Use Element Policy: Apply the Urban Reserve designation to lands within a city SOI. The County will
actively seek to have new urban development in the Urban Reserve designation annexed to and provided urban
services by the applicable city. This policy would reduce impacts on public services required for urban
development.

The amount of future residential development which would be provided for in Agricultural-Transition (AT), Rural
Residential (RR), and Agricultural-General (AG) areas would be approximately one-half of that under the Draft
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General Plan. This reduction would be partially accomplished through an increase in minimum lot sizes.
Minimum lot sizes would be 80 acres in the AG designation, 20 acres in the AT designation, and 10 acres in the
RR designation.

This alternative also includes several components of the Success Through Accountability alternative proposed by
the Foothill Conservancy in its comment letter on the Notice of Preparation, including restricting development in
areas of wildfire risk, setting standards for preservation of agricultural lands and biological resource areas, using
alternative circulation standards in addition to LOS standards, and setting measureable performance standards for
reduced water use. To accomplish this, the alternative would propose more restrictive policies than the Draft
General Plan. Policies which are not included in the Draft General Plan but which would be implemented in this
alternative include:

New Safety Element Policy: Creation of new parcels less than 40 acres in size will be prohibited in high- or very
high fire hazard severity zones unless adequate evacuation routes and full-time, professional fire and emergency
medical response are available. A fair-share fee will be assessed on all building permits issued in high- or very
high- fire hazard severity zones to fund full-time professional fire and emergency response services, on either a
local or countywide basis. This policy would decrease the risk of exposing new development and people to
wildfire hazard.

New Circulation Element Policy: In addition to the County’s Level of Service (LOS) standards for circulation,
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) standards will be developed and applied to new discretionary development projects.
This policy would reduce the impacts of new development on LOS and the County’s roadway system.

New Conservation Element Policy: Residential water conservation measures (including public outreach and
training, mandating low flow plumbing fixtures for new construction, incentives for retrofitting to low-flow
fixtures in existing water users, and restrictions on outdoor water use for all users) would be applied to achieve a
30% per-capita reduction from current water use. Progress toward this goal would be reviewed after 5 years, and
additional or different measures applied if reduction goals are not being met. This policy would reduce impacts on
water supply and utilities (required diversion, pumping, storage, treatment, and distribution facilities needed to
supply potable water to new residents).

New Economic Development Element Policy: The County’s Agriculture Department will identify minimum
economically viable parcel sizes for agricultural and timber regions based on continued agricultural or timber
harvest use. These minimum parcel sizes will be applied in the future in the AG and GF land use designations.
General Plan amendments removing land from these designations will require findings that the amendment would
encourage residential or commercial development contiguous to existing developed areas, and would not reduce
the agricultural viability of adjacent lands. This policy would reduce impacts related to the conversion of
agricultural or timber lands to other uses.

5.3.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 — RESTRICTED GROWTH

This alternative would apply the same land use diagram as the Draft General Plan, and was developed to evaluate
the impacts of a lower growth alternative. Because Amador County has existing parcels which could
accommodate the anticipated population growth between 2012 and 2030 without requiring discretionary action on
the part of the County, changes to the land use map could not, in and of themselves, generate a lower-growth
alternative. Because land use designation changes would not be sufficient to address this issue, this alternative
would include an annual cap on the number of new residential building permits issued each year through adoption
of the following policy and program:

New Land Use Element Policy: Restrict residential building permits for new construction to 50 permits per year.

Amador County General Plan FEIR AECOM
County of Amador 5-5 Alternatives



In Alternative 3, rather than the 1,685 new units which would be expected under the Draft General Plan, a
maximum of 50 building permits for new homes would be issued each year, resulting in a total of 750 new units
countywide through 2030. The projected new commercial and industrial square footage was reduced by a similar
percentage based on the reduced level of demand from new residents. This Alternative would not accommodate
the unincorporated county’s share of DOF-forecasted population growth for the County; as a result, a larger
proportion of Amador County’s growth would likely occur within the boundaries of one or more of the cities in
this Alternative.

This alternative would reduce all impacts related to additional development, land coverage, demand for additional
public services and utilities, and water supply. To the extent that additional housing, service, and employment
development would occur within cities, this alternative could increase public service, utilities, and potable water
demand within cities; increase the extent of change in the visual environment related to more intense urban
development; expose more sensitive receptors to urban noise; and increase traffic on city roadways.

5.4 RELATIVE IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

541 AESTHETICS

The Draft General Plan would result in significant impacts to alteration of scenic vistas, damage to scenic
resources within a state scenic highway, degradation of visual character, and increase light and glare and skyglow
effects.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would accommodate a similar number of new residents to the Draft General Plan, but in a scattered
pattern across Residential Suburban (RS) and Agricultural Transition (AT) areas, with no focus on developing
mixed-use centers at Martell, Pine Grove, Buckhorn, and River Pines. A similar amount of commercial and
industrial development would occur, in existing Commercial (C) and Industrial (I) designated areas across the
planning area. As with the Draft General Plan, the development that would likely occur under Alternative 1 would
be similar to and intermingled with existing development, and would significantly change scenic vistas, visual
character, resources within a state scenic highway, and increase light and glare and skyglow effects. Aesthetics
impacts would be similar under Alternative 1 compared to the Draft General Plan. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts on alteration of scenic vistas, damage to scenic resources within a
state scenic highway, degradation of visual character, and increase new light and glare and skyglow effects as the
Draft General Plan because it would include a similar number of new dwellings and amount of commercial and
industrial development. Although a new Economic Development policy would necessitate the County identify
minimum economically viable parcel sizes for future AG and GF land uses, this would not reduce the overall
amount of development; the impacts would still be significant. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would result in similar alteration of scenic vistas, scenic highways, and degradation of visual
character as the Draft General Plan. Although the overall number of new units and non-residential uses would be
smaller under Alternative 3, they would develop under a similar pattern to existing conditions throughout the
County. New light and glare and skyglow effects would be less than for the Draft General Plan, because this
alternative would include fewer new dwellings and a smaller amount of commercial and industrial development;
however, although there would be less development, impacts would still be significant because it would create a
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new source of substantial light or glare. Because light, glare and skyglow effects would be less, aesthetics impacts
would be less under Alternative 3 than the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*1]

54.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

The Draft General Plan would result in significant impacts related to conversion of Farmland and conflict with
existing agricultural uses, but would not significantly conflict with Williamson Act contracts. The Draft General
Plan would not conflict with Forestland and Timberland zoning; however, implementation of the Draft General
Plan could result in a significant impact in the conversion of Forestland to non-forest use.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would also result in significant impacts related to conversion of Farmland; however, it may have a
greater impact on the cancellation of Williamson Act contracts because of more scattered development.
Alternative 1 would exacerbate land use conflicts between agricultural and residential and commercial uses on
Farmland of statewide, regional and local importance because a greater number of new residential units would be
accommodated in AT and RSR areas that are currently sparsely developed. Alternative 1 would have greater
agricultural resources impacts than the Draft General Plan.

Alternative 1 would not conflict with Forestland and Timberland zoning. Like the Draft General Plan, Alternative
1 would potentially increase conflicts with Forestland uses, leading to the conversion of forestland to non-forest
uses. Alternative 1 would likely have greater significant impacts than the Draft General Plan on conversion of
forest land to non-forest uses due to more scattered development, but would not have new significant impacts
related to forest resources. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would reduce impacts related to conversion of Farmland and land use conflicts with existing
agricultural uses through a combination of city- and community- centered growth and increased minimum parcel
size requirements for economically-viable agricultural parcels; however, these impacts would still be significant.
Impacts to Williamson Act contracts would be reduced and thus, similar to the Draft General Plan, would not be
significant.

Alternative 2 would include restrictions on the conversion of Farmland. The amount of future residential
development which would occur in AG, AT, and RR areas would be approximately one-half of what would occur
with the Draft General Plan. This reduction would be partially accomplished through an increase in minimum lot
sizes for AG (80 acres) AT (20 acres), and RR (10 acres) designation which would reduce potential for
parcelization of viable agricultural land. Additionally, a new Economic Development policy would also
necessitate the County identify minimum economically viable parcel sizes for both future AG and GF land use
designations, reducing the impact to agricultural or Forestland conversion. Also, Alternative 2 would direct the
development of approximately 375 residential units to SOIs instead of the unincorporated area. Alternative 2
would likely have lesser, but still significant, impacts than the Draft General Plan on conversion of Forestland to
non-forest uses because development would be focused on existing city centers and SOIs and the new Economic
Development Element policy. Alternative 2 would also not conflict with Forestland and Timberland zoning.
Overall, impacts to agricultural and forest resources would be lesser under Alternative 2 compared to the Draft
General Plan, but because conflict to agricultural uses, and Farmland and Forestland conversion would still occur,
no significant impacts of the Draft General Plan would be avoided. [Lesser*]

1 Note: Asterisks (*) indicate that lesser impacts would still be significant.
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ALTERNATIVE 3

Similar to the Draft General Plan, Alternative 3 would not result in significant impacts in the cancellation of
Williamson Act contracts, and in Forestland and Timberland zoning. However, Alternative 3 would result in
fewer impacts related to conversion of Farmland and land use conflicts with existing agricultural uses, and leading
to the conversion of Forestland to non-forest use, because it results in the development of fewer additional
residential units and new commercial and industrial uses than the Draft General Plan. Although the potential for
Farmland and Forestland conversion would be lesser under this alternative compared to the Draft General Plan,
agricultural and forest resources impacts would still be significant under Alternative 3. [Lesser*]

5.4.3 AR QUALITY

The Draft General Plan would result in significant impacts related to construction- and operational- emissions of
criteria air pollutants, emission of dust containing naturally occurring asbestos (NOA), and exposure of sensitive
receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) and odors. Project impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions
would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would include a similar number of new residential units and a similar amount of other development
to the Draft General Plan, and would result in similar significant construction emissions of criteria air pollutants.
This alternative would have higher VMT than the Draft General Plan because development would be more
scattered and automobile emissions are a large component of operational air pollutant emissions; thus, operational
emissions of criteria air pollutant effects would be greater than for the Draft General Plan. Significant impacts
related to emission of dust containing naturally occurring asbestos (NOA), and exposure of sensitive receptors to
toxic air contaminants (TACs) and odors would be similar to the Draft General Plan. As with the Draft General
Plan, impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions would be less than significant because of the similar
amount and type of development to the Draft General Plan. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would include a similar number of new residential units and a similar amount of other development
to the Draft General Plan, and would result in similar construction emissions of criteria air pollutants. This
alternative would have lower VMT than the Draft General Plan because development would be more focused
around existing similar uses; thus, significant operational criteria air pollutant effects would be less than for the
Draft General Plan. Significant impacts related to emission of dust containing naturally occurring asbestos
(NOA), and exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) and odors would be similar to the
Draft General Plan. As with the Draft General Plan, impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions would
be less than significant because of the similar amount and type of development to the Draft General Plan.
[Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would include a smaller number of new residential units and other development than the Draft
General Plan, and would result in fewer but still significant construction emissions of criteria air pollutants. Fhis
alternative-would-have lower VM T-than-the Draft- General Plan- Because this alternative would have lower VMT
than the Draft General Plan and mobile emissions are a large component of operational air pollutant emissions,
operational criteria air pollutant effects would be less than the Draft General Plan, but still significant. Impacts
related to emission of dust containing naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) would be less than for the project,
because there would be less development which could occur in NOA areas, and exposure of sensitive receptors to
toxic air contaminants (TACs) and odors would also be less, but still significant. As with the Draft General Plan,
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impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions would be less than significant because of the smaller amount
and type of development to the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*]

544 BiOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Draft General Plan would result in significant impacts on special-status species, both in terms of habitat loss
and population reduction. Impacts on riparian habitat, lone chaparral, oak woodlands, and wetlands would also be
significant. Because there are no established wildlife corridors or conservation plans in the County, there are no
impacts or conflicts regarding these biological resources.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would have a similar amount of new development as the Draft General Plan, but new residential
uses would be dispersed on larger lots potentially disturbing a larger petential-area of habitat. Because of this
difference, significant impacts related to habitat loss, population reduction, riparian habitat, lone chaparral, oak
woodlands, ard-wetlands, and wildlife movement would all be greater under Alternative 1 compared to the Draft
General Plan. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would have a similar amount of new development as the Draft General Plan, but new residential
uses would be concentrated in existing community areas and city spheres of influence. New development would
potentially disturb a smaller petential-area of habitat under this alternative. Because of this difference, impacts
related to special status species habitat loss and population reduction, riparian habitat, lone chaparral, oak
woodlands, and-wetlands, and wildlife movement would all be lesser under Alternative 2 compared to the Draft
General Plan, but still significant. [Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have a smaller number of new residential units and lesser amount of new development
compared to the Draft General Plan. New development would potentially disturb a smaller petential-area of
habitat under this alternative. Because of this difference, significant impacts related to special status species
habitat loss and population reduction, riparian habitat, lone chaparral, oak woodlands,-and wetlands, and wildlife
movement would all be lesser under Alternative 3 compared to the Draft General Plan, but still significant.
[Lesser*]

545 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Draft General Plan could result in significant impacts related to known cultural resources and disturbance of
human remains, and potentially result in significant impacts related to as-yet-known cultural resources.

ALTERNATIVE 1
Alternative 1 would have a similar amount of new development as the Draft General Plan, but new residential
uses would be dispersed on larger lots disturbing a larger footprint and increasing the potential effects on all

cultural resources. Because of this difference, significant and potentially significant cultural resource impacts
would be greater under Alternative 1 compared to the Draft General Plan. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would have a similar amount of new development as the Draft General Plan, but new residential
uses would be concentrated in city spheres of influence. New development would disturb a smaller area under this
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alternative, but because current settlements tend to be co-located with earlier settlement locations, cultural
resources are more prevalent in these areas. Overall, significant impacts related to cultural resources would
generally be similar under Alternative 2 compared to the Draft General Plan. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have a fewer new residential units and non-residential uses compared to the Draft General
Plan, resulting in a smaller development footprint and fewer potential effects on cultural resources. Because of
this difference, all cultural resource impacts would be less under Alternative 3 compared to the Draft General
Plan, but still significant. [Lesser*]

5.4.6 GEOLOGY, SoOILS, AND MINERAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Draft General Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and ground
failure, exposure to landslide and avalanche, unstable and expansive soils, soil suitability for septic systems, and
seiche; however, the Plan would result in a significant impact to soil erosion. Mineral and paleontological
resources impacts would also be significant under the Draft General Plan.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would have a similar amount of new development as the Draft General Plan, resulting in similar
exposure to seismic hazards, landslides, avalanches and seiche; however, new residential uses would be dispersed
at a lower density, potentially reducing soil hazards because of greater design flexibility on individual sites.
Although reduced, soil erosion would still be significant. Significant mineral and paleontological resources
impacts would be greater than the Draft General Plan because of the larger area which would be affected.
[Greater ]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would have a similar amount of new development as the Draft General Plan, resulting in a similar
exposure to seismic hazards, landslides, avalanches and seiche; however, new residential uses would be
concentrated in and near existing communities potentially reducing hazards related to septic suitability because of
increased use of public wastewater systems. Impacts related to unstable and expansive soils and erosion would be
similar to those of the Draft General Plan. Mineral and paleontological resources impacts, because of the smaller
development footprint, would be less than the Draft General Plan, but still significant. Although more
development would take place along the mother lode in this alternative, areas of lone Formation and
paleontologically sensitive formations would be less affected compared to the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have a smaller number of new residential units and reduced amount of new non-residential
development compared to the Draft General Plan, resulting in a smaller increase in exposure to seismic hazards,
landslides, avalanches and seiche. Unstable and expansive soil, soil erosion, and septic suitability would be
similar to the Draft General Plan. Mineral and paleontological resources impacts would be less than with the Draft
General Plan because of the smaller development footprint, but still significant. [Lesser*]

5.4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The Draft General Plan would generate GHG emissions that would exceed the applicable GHG significance
threshold of 3.09 MT CO2e per service population in 2030, and therefore would conflict with AB 32°s emission
reduction target. Therefore, impacts regarding GHG emissions and conflicts with a GHG emission reduction plan,
policy, or regulation would be significant.
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ALTERNATIVE 1

Although there would be a similar amount of new development under Alternative 1, the development would be
more scattered increasing VMT and thus GHG emissions compared to the Draft General Plan; thus, the impact
would be greater. Similar to the Draft General Plan, this alternative would exceed the applicable GHG the
significance threshold of 3.09 MT CO2e per service population, and conflict with AB 32’s emission reduction
target. Fherefore, wWhen compared to the Draft General Plan, the alternative would have a greater impact
regarding conflicts with a GHG emission reduction plan, policy, or regulation_because GHG emissions would be
higher. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Although a similar amount of new development would occur under Alternative 2, the development would be more
focused around existing development compared to the Draft General Plan, reducing VMT; thus, the impact on
GHG emissions would be less than under the Draft General Plan. Although GHG emissions would be reduced
under this alternative, similar to the Draft General Plan this alternative would exceed the applicable GHG the
significance threshold of 3.09 MT CO2e per service population and conflict with AB 32’s emission reduction
target. Therefore; wWhen compared to the Draft General Plan, the alternative would have a lesser impact
regarding conflicts with a GHG emission reduction plan, policy, or regulation_because GHG emissions would be
lower. [Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Under Alternative 3, there would be less development of residential and non-residential uses; therefore, the
impact on GHG emissions would be less than under the Draft General Plan. Although GHG emissions would be
reduced under this alternative, similar to the Draft General Plan this alternative would exceed the applicable GHG
the significance threshold of 3.09 MT CO2e per service population and conflict with AB 32’s emission reduction
target. Fherefore; Wwhen compared to the Draft General Plan, the alternative would have a lesser impact
regarding conflicts with a GHG emission reduction plan, policy, or regulation because GHG emissions would be
lower.: [Lesser®]

548 HAzARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The Draft General Plan would result in significant impacts related to interference with an adopted emergency-
response plan, exposure to physical and/or chemical hazards related to mines, sites on the Cortese List, and
wildland fire hazard. The Draft General Plan would have less than significant impact related to hazards and
hazardous materials including routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, hazards related to
proximity to private airstrips, and hazards related to increased population within two miles of a public or pubic
use airport.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Significant impacts related to interference with an adopted emergency-response plan, exposure to physical and/or
chemical hazards related to mines, sites listed on the Cortese List, as well as a less-than-significant impacts
related to hazards and hazardous materials including routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials,
hazards related to proximity to private airstrips and public and public use airports, would be similar because of the
comparable amount of new development as the Draft General Plan. Although Alternative 1 would have a similar
number of new residential units and amount of commercial and industrial development as the Draft General Plan,
the new residential units would be dispersed more widely throughout the County, especially in higher fire risk
areas east of SR 49. Therefore, significant wildland fire hazard impacts would be greater under this Alternative
compared to the Draft General Plan. Because this alternative would have increased fire hazard impacts compared
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to the Draft General Plan, hazards impacts would be greater under this alternative compared to the Draft General
Plan. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

With a similar number of new residents compared to the Draft General Plan, this Alternative would have similar
less-than-significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials including routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials and proximity to private airstrips and public and public use airports. Significant
impacts related to interference with an adopted emergency-response plan, exposure to physical and/or chemical
hazards related to mines, and sites listed on the Cortese List would also be similar because of the comparable
amount of new development. However, Alternative 2 would have the new residential units concentrated in and
near existing communities, as well as a safety element policy that would restrict parcels to no less than 40 acres in
high fire hazard zones without adequate evacuation plans and emergency response, resulting in a smaller area of
“interface” with wildland areas. This would result in generally lower fire hazard. Therefore, wildland fire hazard
impacts would be less under this alternative compared to the Draft General Plan; however, these impacts would
still be significant. Because this alternative would have reduced fire hazard impacts compared to the Draft
General Plan, hazards impacts would be less under this alternative compared to the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have a smaller number of new residential units and lesser amount of commercial and
industrial development compared to the Draft General Plan, but the same land use diagram would be employed
and would result in a similar significant impact regarding interference with an adopted emergency-response plan.
Under this alternative, impacts related to exposure to physical and/or chemical hazards related to mines, sites
listed on the Cortese List, and fire hazards would be reduced because of the smaller amount of new development,
but would still be significant. With smaller amounts of development proposed, this Aalternative would also have
smaler-less impacts related to the already less-than-significant impacts of the Draft General Plan for hazards and
hazardous materials including routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and hazards related to
proximity to private airstrips and public and public use airports. [Lesser*]

549 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The Draft General Plan would result in significant impacts related to violation of water quality standards, waste
discharge, or degradation of water quality; erosion and sedimentation; construction-related water quality;
groundwater recharge; and flood hazards. Impacts related to levee or dam failure would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would have similar significant impacts to water quality standards; waste discharge, or degradation
of water quality; and exposure to flooding hazards, and a similar less-than-significant impact for levee or dam
failure as the Draft General Plan. This assumes that Alternative 1 would rely on the land use designations and
policy direction from the existing Ggeneral Pplan and be in compliance with applicable federal and state
regulations regarding water quality standards, and supply. Amador County Code includes regulations, provisions,
and ordinances for floodplain management (including regulation of development within a floodplain),
construction erosion control, enforcement, drainage performance standards, and wastewater location and
performance standards.

Other significant hydrology and water quality impacts would be greater for Alternative 1 than for the Draft
General Plan. Development resulting from Alternative 1 would have increased runoff from impervious surfaces
compared to the Draft General Plan, and effects on groundwater recharge would also be greater because of the
construction of more new private domestic wells than would occur with the Draft General Plan. Construction
activities associated with Alternative 1 would occur over larger areas than the Draft General Plan and substantial
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construction-related alteration of drainages could result in soil erosion and stormwater discharges of suspended
solids, increased turbidity, and potential mobilization of other pollutants from construction sites, as contaminated
runoff to on-site and ultimately off-site drainage channels. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would have similar significant impacts to water quality standards; waste discharge, or degradation to
water quality; exposure to flooding hazards; and construction-related water quality impacts, and a similar less-
than-significant impact for levee or dam failure as the Draft General Plan. This assumes that Alternative 2 would
be in compliance with applicable federal and state regulations regarding water quality standards, and supply, as
well as the Amador County Code for floodplain management.

Alternative 2 has some potential to reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality because it would concentrate
development in the Martell RSC, the Town Centers, and city spheres of influence (SOls), and reduce by
approximately one-half the amount of future residential development in AG, AT, and RR areas. The focus on
development within existing developed areas would result in more new residential units and commercial and
industrial facilities in areas that are already paved or covered with impermeable materials. Alternative 2 would
have lesser but still significant impacts related to downstream erosion and sedimentation, and interference with
groundwater recharge. If development occurs through larger development projects, impacts would be further
reduced by project-specific construction monitoring, water supply studies, and other mitigation measures.
[Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Because it would include fewer new residential units and commercial and industrial development than the Draft
General Plan, Alternative 3 would have lesser but still significant construction-related water quality impacts;
impacts to water quality standards; waste discharge, or degradation of water quality; and exposure to flooding
hazards. This assumes that Alternative 3 would be in compliance with applicable federal and state regulations
regarding water quality standards, and supply, as well as the Amador County Code for floodplain management.
Also similar to the Draft General Plan, this alternative would have a less-than-significant impact for levee or dam
failure. Alternative 3 would reduce impacts related to downstream erosion and sedimentation, and interference
with groundwater recharge because there would be less new development than would occur under the Draft
General Plan. [Lesser*]

5.4.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

The Draft General Plan would have less-than-significant impacts related to division of an existing community and
conflict with other plans.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Like the Draft General Plan, Alternative 1 would not propose any land use or infrastructure changes that could
divide an existing community. Because no change from the existing Ggeneral Pplan would occur in this
alternative, there would be no conflict with other plans. Alternative 1 would not conflict with other plans, policies,
or agency regulations, including the Amador Regional Transportation Plan, Amador LAFCO policies, and the
Westover Field Airport Land Use Plan. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 2
Like the Draft General Plan, Alternative 2 would not propose any land use or infrastructure changes that could

divide an existing community. Because development under this alternative would either be similar to the Draft
General Plan or occur in accordance with city general plans, there would be no conflict with other plans. [Similar]
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ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would include the same land use diagram and the same or fewer infrastructure changes as would
occur under the Draft General Plan. The only difference between this Aalternative and the Draft General Plan is a
reduction in growth rate including a policy restricting residential building permits for new construction to 50
permits per year. Therefore, land use and planning impacts would be similar to the Draft General Plan, including
no conflict with other plans. [Similar]

5.4.11 NOISE

The Draft General Plan would have significant impacts related to temporary construction noise levels; long-term
generation of traffic noise; exposure of sensitive receptors to traffic and railroad noise, and stationary source noise
levels (e.g. mechanical equipment, landscape and home maintenance activities); exposure of people to airport
noise, and groundborne construction vibration and noise levels.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would have similar significant effects compared to the Draft General Plan from all sources of noise
based on the same level of residential, non-residential and population growth as the Draft General Plan. As with
the Draft General Plan, Alternative 1 would accommodate a variety of land uses, including residential,
commercial, office, industrial, agricultural, open space and recreation, and institutional and public facilities (e.g.,
electrical substations, wastewater treatment facilities and filtered water treatment facilities, schools). The long-
term operation of these uses could result in significant stationary source noise from sources such as mechanical
equipment (e.g., pumps, generators, heating, ventilation, and cooling systems); landscape maintenance activities
(e.g., lawn and garden equipment); office, commercial, and industrial noise; agricultural activities; and other noise
sources. Although development would be more scattered, Alternative 1 would have a comparable amount of
development; thus, the noise impacts would be similar to the Draft General Plan. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 2

As with the Draft General Plan, Alternative 2 would have significant effects from all sources of noise based on
the same level of residential, non-residential and population growth as the Draft General Plan. Alternative 2
would accommodate a variety of land uses, including residential, commercial, office, industrial, agricultural, open
space and recreation, and institutional and public facilities (e.g., electrical substations, wastewater treatment
facilities and filtered water treatment facilities, schools). The long-term operation of these uses could result in
significant levels of stationary source noise (e.g. mechanical equipment, landscape maintenance activities ).
However, development would be more focused around existing uses, population centers, and high-volume
roadways, potentially exposing more sensitive receptors to long-term traffic noise, as well as temporary noise and
vibration from construction, resulting in greater effects in higher density areas as compared to the Draft General
Plan. [Greater]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have lesser but still significant impacts compared to the Draft General Plan for temporary
construction noise, long term generation of traffic noise, exposure of sensitive noise receptors, stationary source
and airport noise, and construction groundborne vibration and noise based on the lower level of residential, non-
residential and population growth compared to the Draft General Plan. Alternative 3 would accommodate a
variety of land uses, including residential, commercial, office, industrial, agricultural, open space and recreation,
and institutional and public facilities (e.g., electrical substations, wastewater treatment facilities and filtered water
treatment facilities, schools). The long-term operation of these uses could result in significant levels of statienary
from-stationary source noise (e.g. mechanical equipment, landscape maintenance activities). Because there would
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be a lower level of development compared to the Draft General Plan, traffic-related noise would be less, although
still significant. [Lesser*]

5.4.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The Draft General Plan would have significant impact that result in a permanent increase in population growth
over existing population; however, implementation of the Draft General Plan would have a less than significant
impact in directly resulting in the removal or displacement of existing housing or people.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would have similar significant impacts resulting from a permanent increase in population growth to
that of the Draft General Plan. Alternative 1 would have the same projected population growth — total population
growth would be 3,118 more than the 2010 population (22,123) and equal 25,241 by 2030. Alternative 1 would
also result in a total of 13,364 residential units and 6,185,000 square feet of commercial and industrial uses by
2030. As with the Draft General Plan, Alternative 1 would not propose new development or include direct
physical changes that would result in removal or displacement of existing housing so this impact would also be
less than significant. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would have similar significant impacts resulting from a permanent increase in population growth.
Alternative 2 would have the same projected population growth as the Draft General Plan — total population
growth would be 3,118 more than the 2010 population (22,123) and equal 25,241 by 2030. Alternative 2+ would
also result in a total of 13,364 residential units and 6,185,000 square feet of commercial and industrial uses by
2030; however, thise alternative would result in greater population growth to Martell RSC, the town centers, and
into city spheres of influence (SOlIs); and reduce by 50 percent residential development (and by extension
population growth) in AG, AT, and RR areas. Alternative 2 would direct the development of approximately 375
residential units to SOIs instead of the unincorporated area. Similar to the Draft General Plan, Alternative 2 would
not propose new development or include direct physical changes that would result in removal or displacement of
existing housing, so this impact would also be less than significant. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have lesser (but still significant) impacts resulting from a permanent increase in population
growth. Alternative 3 would have a smaller increase in population growth — total population growth would be
1,388 more than the 2010 population (22,123) and equal 23,511 by 2030. Alternative 3 would result in a total of
12,429 residential units and 4,226,300 square feet of commercial and industrial uses by 2030. Alternative 3 would
not propose new development or include direct physical changes that would result in removal or displacement of
existing housing, so this impact would also be less than significant. [Lesser*]

5.4.13 PuBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

The Draft General Plan would have significant impacts related to demand for water supply, conveyance, and
treatment, and demand for wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal facilities. Impacts related to fire and law
enforcement services would also be significant. Generation of solid waste, demand for school facilities, and
recreation impacts would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would have a similar amount of new development to the Draft General Plan, although more of this
new development would occur outside of areas which receive public water or wastewater services. Water and
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wastewater impacts would therefore be lesser than those of the Draft General Plan, although these impacts would
still be significant. Similar to the Draft General Plan, impacts to fire protection and law enforcement services
would be significant but would increase due to a more dispersed development pattern. Other public service and
utilities impacts (including solid waste, school facilities, and parks) would be similar to the Draft General Plan
and therefore, also less than significant. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would have a similar amount of new development to the Draft General Plan, although a new policy
in the Land Use Element would focus more of this new development in existing community areas which receive
public water or wastewater services. Significant water and wastewater impacts would therefore be greater than
those of the Draft General Plan. However, a new Conservation Element policy would apply conservation
measures (e.g. low flow plumbing fixtures) to reduce water use, helping to lower, but not eliminating, these
significant impacts to water supply and utilities. Impacts on fire protection and law enforcement would be reduced
because of more centralized development, but still significant. Impacts regarding solid waste, school facilities,
and parks would be similar to those of the Draft General Plan because of the similar growth expected under
Alternative 2. [Similar]

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would have a lesser amount of new development to the Draft General Plan, distributed similarly to
the new development that would occur under the Draft General Plan. Water and wastewater impacts would
therefore be less than those of the Draft General Plan, but still significant. Other public service and utilities
impacts (including fire protection, law enforcement, solid waste, school facilities, and parks) would also be less
than those of the Draft General Plan because of the smaller amount of growth expected under Alternative 3.
However, impacts to fire protection and law enforcement would still remain significant. [Lesser*]

5.4.14 TRANSPORTATION

The Draft General Plan would result in significant LOS impacts on state highway facilities at 25 locations and
local roadways at 12 locations (see Table 5-3). Other transportation impacts, including air traffic patterns, design
hazards, and non-motorized transportation and transit would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 would result in significant LOS impacts on state highway facilities at 15 locations and on local
roadways at 3 locations (see Table 5-3), which is less (for both highway facilities and local roadways) than the
Draft General Plan. Alternative 1 would have a similar amount of new development to the Draft General Plan,
therefore other transportation impacts, including air traffic patterns, design hazards, and non-motorized
transportation and transit would be similar to those of the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*]

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would result in significant LOS impacts on state highway facilities at 20 locations and on local
roadways at 5 locations (see Table 5-3), which is less (for both state highway facilities and local roadways) than
the Draft General Plan. Additionally, VMT standards would be developed and applied to discretionary projects
through a new Circulation Element policy, further reducing these impacts on the County’s roadway system.
Alternative 2 would have a similar amount of new development to the Draft General Plan, therefore other
transportation impacts, including air traffic patterns, design hazards, and non-motorized transportation and transit
would be similar to those of the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*]
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ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would result in significant LOS impacts on state highway facilities at 17 locations and on local
roadways at 6 locations (see Table 5-3), which is less (for both state highway facilities and local roadways) than
the Draft General Plan. Alternative 3 would implement the same land use plan as the Draft General Plan, but
would restrict the number of new building permits, resulting in less growth than the Draft General Plan. Based on
the lesser increase in new population and employment associated with non-residential uses on the same land use
plan, this alternative would have lesser, but still significant, traffic impacts than the Draft General Plan. With less
new development, other transportation impacts, including air traffic patterns, design hazards, and non-motorized
transportation and transit would be reduced compared to those of the Draft General Plan. [Lesser*]
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Estimated Level of Service Comparison

Table 5-3

Baseline No Project Proposed Project Alternative2  Alternative 3  Urban

Roadway Location 2013 2013 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 Rural

AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS TCR*
16 East of Sacramento - Amador County Line 6,300 C 8,661 DI 10,400 D] 9,710 R
16 West of Old Sacramento Rd 7,650 C 10,285 v} IDEEN 11,932 IO 11,314 R
16 West of Latrobe Rd 7,116  C D IDIE 11,230 IEEONEN 10,591 R
16 East of Jct. Rte. 124 South 9,000 b E F 14,506 JENE 13,512 R
26 South of Jct. Rte. 88 2,400 A B C 4015 B 3,687 B T
49 North of Calaveras County - Amador County 5,800 C D E 12,518 o 11,110 R
49 South of Jct. Rte. 88 North (Martell) -- SB 17,400 F IO 34217 BN 30,835 U
South of Jct. Rte. 88 North (Martell) -- NB 17,400 C 26,139 D 30,147 D 34,217 Sl 30,835 U
49 North of Jct. Rte. 104 East (Martell) 17,800 C 21,170 C 32,834 IO 23924 C 22,441 C U
49 North of Main St (Old Hwy 49) near Amador City 6,603 C 7,205 C 20,526 .3 7215 C 7,211 C R
49 South of Jct. Rte. 16, Central House 10,700 E E 17,894 Y 16,421 R
49 South of Bush Street (Plymouth) 8,700 D E 15,508 s 13,678 R
49 North of Miller Way (Plymouth) 1,887 B C 3465 B 3,280 B R
49 South of Amador - El Dorado County Line 2,000 B B 3,598 B 3,418 B R
88 East of San Joaquin County - Amador County Line 8,700 E F 15,429 pTE 14,171 R
88 West of SR 124 7,700 E F 14,530 NI 13,440 R
88 East of Buena Vista Rd 7,900 E F 14,903 s 13,407 R
88 East of SR 104 (West) 11,200 E F 18,828 NI 16,930 R
88 West of SR 104 (East) 13,300 F F PARVZR F QREN R
88 West of Jct. Rte. 49 (Martell) 13,000 D 19,369 3 F PENER] [ PP U
88 East of Court Street 8293 D 8,702 D 27,631 F 8,786 D 8,709 D U
88 West of Ridge Rd (Pine Grove) 11,308 D D 24,075 F 12915 D 12,684 D U
88 East of Ridge Road (Pine Grove) 17,200 F I 22309 21,790 U
88 West of Tiger Creek Road 6,300 C F 9,835 D 9,083 R
88 West of Inspiration Drive 3,850 C E 7,162 D 6,380 C R
88 West of Mormon Emigrant Trail 2,600 B E 4,476 C 4,097 B R
88 West of Kirkwood Meadows Drive 2,750 B E 4524 C 4,161 B R
104 East of Sacramento - Amador County Line 2,300 B D 3,888 B 3,549 B T
104 East of Michigan Bar Road 4,150 C p B » B

104 West of Jct. Rte. 124 South (lone) 9,400 C 454 D B3 T
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Table 5-3
Estimated Level of Service Comparison

Baseline No Project Proposed Project Alternative2  Alternative 3  Urban

Roadway Location 2013 2013 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 Rural

AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS TCR*
104 North of SR 88 3,521 B 5,603 C 13408 D 8244 C 6,902 C T
104 West of Jct. Rte. 49 (Martell) 5,100 C 10,022 C 14,735 E 15245 s 12811 D T
Ridge Rd East of Old Ridge Road 11,942 3 E F 15,363 J=E 14,807 R
Ridge Rd West of New York Ranch Road 11,083 b} D E 14,734 1Y 14,215 R
Ridge Rd West of Climax Road 7,518 D] D F 11,755 [=a 10,956 R
Ridge Rd East of Climax Road 6,006 C C E 9,904 D 9,128 R
Ridge Rd West of SR 88 6,134 C C IS 10,077 )] 9,289 R
124 North of Jct. Rte. 88 (near Ione) 5,000 C 5,238 C 3,898 B 5264 C 5,231 C T
124 South of Washington (on Church St, Ione) 6,000 C 6,840 C 6,867 C 7,151 C 6,982 C T
124 South of Sutter Ione Rd 3,700 B 4,801 C 8,578 5496 C 5,107 C T
124 North of Sutter Ione Rd 3,700 B 4,853 C 8,562 5567 C 5,166 C T
124 South of Jct. Rte. 16, Waites Station 3,800 B 4,875 B 6,024 C 5473 C 5,140 B T
Buena Vista Rd County Line 795 A 1,062 A 1,873 A 1,313 A 1,185 A R
Buena Vista Rd East of Coal Mine Road 1,564 A 2,094 B 2,701 B 2,294 B 2,192 B R
Buena Vista Rd North of Jackson Valley Road 1,906 A 2,957 B 6,440 C 4226 B 3,765 B R
Buena VistaRd __ South of Highway 88 2000 A 3158 B 7,02 B 4483 C 3985 B R
Bunker Hill Rd South of New Chicago Road 59 A 66 A 153 A 66 A 69 A R
Butte Mtn Rd East of Clinton Rd 628 A 650 A 1,365 A 646 A 660 A R
Camanche Pkwy San Joaquin County Line 1,195 A 2,188 B 10,236 3,569 B 2,859 B R
Camanche Rd North of Camanche Parkway 808 A 1,705 A 9,054 3,048 B 2,399 B R
Camanche Rd South of Jackson Valley Road 1,658 A 2,695 B 10,779 4,038 B 3,390 B R
Carbondale Rd North of Michigan Bar Road 169 A 451 A 521 A 841 A 667 A R
Climax Rd East of Ridge Road 1,820 A 2,014 A 3,561 B 2,086 B 2,059 A R
Climax Rd West of Highway 88 1,069 A 1,069 A 1,067 A 1,062 A 1,052 A R
Clinton Rd West of Butte Mtn. Cutoff 473 A 776 A 1,138 A 1,015 A 789 A R
Eureka Rd West of Old Ridge Road 2,475 C 2,475 C 2,156 C 2,240 C 2,331 C R
Fiddletown Rd East of Shenandoah Road 1,610 A 1,713 A 4,336 C 1,770 A 1,748 A R
Fiddletown Rd East of Hale Road 592 A 597 A 1,597 A 573 A 567 A R
Jackson Gate Rd At City Limits 2,209 C 2,857 C 3,068 C 3293 C 3,165 C U
Jackson Valley Rd (west) South of SR 88 640 A 640 A 1,668 A 491 A 385 A R

SaAneusa)y
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Table 5-3
Estimated Level of Service Comparison

Baseline No Project Proposed Project Alternative2  Alternative 3  Urban

Roadway Location 2013 2013 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 Rural

AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS AADT LOS TCR*
Jackson Valley Rd  East of Buena Vista 1,294 A 1,845 A 8,456 D 2,388 B 2,157 B R

Jackson Valley Rd (east) South of SR 88 1492 A 5082 ¢ 17,000 [HN s.6s4 BN 7.0« BN R |

Latrobe Rd South of Old Sacramento 1,860 A 2,711 B 4,868 C 3,681 B 3,219 B R
Latrobe Rd At County Line 2510 B 3449 B 6,034 C 4438 C 3,965 B R
Michigan Bar Rd At County Line 2,001 A 2,631 B 4,477 C 3,174 B 2,897 B R
Mt. Zion Rd South of Highway 88 417 C 653 C 1,874 C 934 C 943 C U
New York Ranch Rd__ South of Ridge Road 691 Cc 6791 Cc 1083 il 6565 C 6625 Cc R
Old Ridge Rd East of Eureka Road 2,511 C 2,511 C 2,259 C 2,281 C 2,379 C U
Old Sacramento Rd ~ West of Plymouth City Limits 878 A 878 A 2,833 B 847 A 862 A R
Old Stockton Rd North of SR 88 266 A 283 A 544 A 308 A 291 A R
Rams Horn Grade  East of Volcano Road 748 A 748 A 844 A 690 A 710 A R
Shakeridge Rd Pine Gulch and Oneto Road 1,594 A 1,854 A 4,125 B 1,978 A 1,962 A R
Shenandoah Rd North of Fiddletown Road 3,057 B 3,637 B 6,178 C 4099 B 3,861 B R
Shenandoah Rd Near Dickson Road 2,525 B 3,123 B 5,523 C 3,613 B 3,361 B R
Shenandoah Rd At Post Mile Marker 8.00 2,022 A 2,656 B 4,817 C 3,198 B 2,922 B R
Steiner Rd North of Shenandoah Road 403 A 403 A 29 A 387 A 397 A R
Stony Creek Rd West of Argonaut Lane 293 A 325 A 1,381 A 351 A 316 A R
Stony Creek Rd East of Buena Vista Rd 911 A 956 A 2,333 B 980 A 947 A R
Sutter Creek Rd East of Pine Gulch 480 A 502 A 1,732 A 501 A 518 A R

Source; AECOM 2014




5.5 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Table 5-4 compares the environmental impacts of the alternatives to the environmental impacts of the Draft
General Plan.

Comparison of Environmental Impa-l;:atglgfsA‘I‘ternatives to the Draft General Plan
Environmental Topic AIternatiye 1. Alternative 2, ._Alt_ernative 3.
No Project Community-Centered Growth Limited Growth
Aesthetics Similar Similar Lesser*
Agricultural_and Forest Resources Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Air Quality Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Biological Resources Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Cultural Resources Greater Similar Lesser*
g;zl:ngtz’losgcl; ?{Ii(l)\:frhcl:gal and Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Hydrology and Water Quality Greater Lesser* Lesser*
Land Use and Planning Similar Similar Similar
Noise Similar Greater Lesser*
Population, Employment and Housing Similar Similar Lesser*
Public Services and Ultilities Similar Similar Lesser*
Frafficand Transportation Lesser* Lesser* Lesser*

Note: Asterisks indicate that lesser impacts would still be significant.

5.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the alternatives to the Draft General Plan, CEQA
requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative among the alternatives considered be selected and that the
reasons for such selection be disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative represents the
alternative that would generate the fewest or least severe adverse impacts.

For the purposes of this EIR, based on the preceding analysis as summarized in Table 5-4 Alternative 3 is
considered the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative would reduce impacts in the greatest number
of topic areas compared to the Draft General Plan.

5.7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Draft General Plan objectives are presented in Section 5.1. Only the Draft General Plan and Alternative 2
would fulfill all the project objectives.

Alternative 1 would fail to meet Objective 2 (focus development in existing communities) because development
would be more scattered around the County.
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Alternative 3 would not meet Objective 3 (accommodate growth projections in an orderly manner) and would not
meet Objective 5 (accommodate HCD’s housing unit allocations for the County) because it would restrict growth
and development of both residential and non-residential uses.

Table 5-5

Comparison of Project Objectives of Alternatives to the Draft General Plan

Proiect Obiective Alternative 1. Alternative 2. Alternative 3.
! ! No Project Community-Centered Growth Limited Growth

1. Comply with Current State Law Lesser Similar Similar

2. chus New Devle.lopment Around Lesser Greater Similar
Existing Communities

3. Acpommodate Projected Population, Similar Similar Lesser
Housing and Jobs

4. Encourage Development of Higher Wage Similar Similar Similar
Jobs

5. Support Provision of Affordable Housing Similar Similar Lesser

6. Protect Amador’s Unique Character Similar Similar Similar

7. Manage and Enhance County’s Natural Similar Similar Similar
Resources

8, Provide a Multi-modal Circulation .. ..

Lesser Similar Similar

Network

9. Maintain and Enhance Access to Services Lesser Similar Similar

10. Provide Continued Economic Viability Lesser Similar Similar

of Agricultural Activities
AECOM Amador County General Plan FEIR
Alternatives 5-22 County of Amador
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