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5 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN 

CEQA requires that an EIR describe and analyze the relative environmental effects of alternatives to the proposed 
project and evaluate their comparative impacts and merits. The EIR must consider a range of reasonable 
alternatives that can feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen one or 
more significant effects. Alternatives that would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives or 
would be more costly may also be considered. The environmentally superior alternative must be identified among 
the alternatives considered. 

The alternatives analysis must identify the potential alternatives, and include sufficient information about each to 
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. The discussion must focus on 
potentially feasible alternatives that can avoid or substantially reduce the significant effects of the proposed 
project.  

Qualitative and quantitative measures of alternative feasibility may include site suitability, economic viability, 
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, consistency or conflict with other plans or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or 
otherwise have access to an alternative site. Similarly, if an alternative would cause one or more significant 
effects, in addition to those that would be caused by the project, the significant effects of the alternative must be 
discussed, but in less detail than the project analysis. 

As required by CEQA, the alternatives analysis must evaluate the “no project” alternative. “No project” is defined 
as what would occur within the project site if the project were not to be approved. The “no project” alternative 
may consider what could reasonably occur on the project site if existing development trends continue, to the 
degree that current or proposed general plans, zoning, infrastructure, services, or other relevant conditions allow.  
CEQA also requires that an EIR identify an “environmentally superior alternative”  from among the range of 
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated.   

5.1 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives to the proposed Specific Plan were selected for evaluation in this EIR based on the criteria set forth 
in the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6). These criteria include (1) ability of the alternative to attain most 
of the basic project objectives; (2) feasibility of the alternative, and (3) ability of the alternative to avoid or 
substantially reduce one or more significant environmental effects of the project. These criteria are discussed in 
more detail below. 

5.1.1 ABILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVE TO ATTAIN MOST PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Potential alternatives to the proposed Specific Plan were evaluated with respect to the objectives of the project, as 
discussed here and in Section 1.0, “Introduction” of this EIR. For the purpose of alternatives analysis under 
CEQA, project objectives may not be defined so narrowly that the range of alternatives is unduly constrained. The 
alternatives that have been analyzed in this EIR span a range of potential development schemes for the project 
site. The Fairfield City Council has adopted Guiding Principles, to assist in preparation of the Specific Plan. 
These Guiding Principles also serve as the Project Objectives for the Specific Plan. 

1. Transit Oriented Development. The Project shall be a transit-oriented community. Its design shall 
create a strong sense of place that is unique and comparable to the best “greenfield” communities in the 
United States. 



Fairfield Train Station DEIR  AECOM 
City of Fairfield 5-2 Alternatives to the Proposed Specific Plan 

2. Train Station. The land use and circulation plans will be designed to support and enhance use of the 
planned train station. The density and intensity of development shall be greater in close proximity to the 
station. 

3. Land Use. The land plan will take advantage of the Project area and location in providing a mix of land 
uses, including a broad range of housing types and densities, public, commercial, office and industrial 
uses. 

4. Circulation. Circulation system shall include vehicular, transit, pedestrian and bicycle components, 
including extension of the Linear Park. 

5. Travis Air Force Base. Development shall be compatible with the continued operations of Travis AFB 
and shall protect its viability to accommodate future expansions and changes in mission. 

6. Municipal Services. One or more Community Facilities Districts will be established so that new 
development will pay all costs associated with increased demand for municipal services within the 
Specific Plan area. This municipal service demand includes public safety (police protection and fire 
protection), park maintenance, street maintenance, and recreational programs. This may include staffing 
for a new fire station, if needed. 

7. Municipal Improvements and Facilities. New development will be required to provided all municipal 
facilities and improvements needed to achieve and maintain adequate levels of service. Types of 
improvements include road, water and sewer infrastructure, drainage improvements, parks, and may 
include a new fire station. New development will pay for these improvements through a combination of 
impact fees, exactions and area-wide financing district(s). 

8. Public Amenities. Public amenities will be included which benefit the planned community, as well as the 
city as a whole. Examples of such amenities include but are not limited to community park, 
community/youth center(s), lake(s) and a library. 

9. Economic Development. The Project shall provide opportunities for new jobs with industrial 
development east of the railroad and retail and office employment west of the railroad. 

10. Sustainable Development. Sustainability will be promoted through such design features as compact 
development, mixed land uses, higher densities, transit and non-motor transportation modes, energy 
conservation and water conservation. 

11. Redevelopment. The Project will facilitate the redevelopment of existing industrial uses along Peabody 
Road to residential, commercial and mixed-use development. The proposed industrial land east of the 
railroad will be designed to provide opportunities for possible relocation of existing industrial uses. 

12. Open Space. A robust open space system will be established to preserve key habitat areas and to provide 
public access and public recreational amenities in the portion of the Greenbelt within the Specific Plan 
area. 

13. Inter-Agency Coordination and Cooperation. The City commits to work in coordination and 
cooperation with other public agencies to balance project objectives with those of other agencies. These 
agencies include Travis Air Force Base, Solano Transportation Authority, Solano Water Authority, 
Solano County, Local Agency Formation Commission, City of Vacaville, Solano Irrigation District, and 
Travis Unified School District. 
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5.1.2 FEASIBILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives to the proposed Specific Plan were evaluated according to the “rule of reason” and general feasibility 
criteria suggested by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 as follows: 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the 
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives 
shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead 
agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of 
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision making.” 

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR is does not mean the alternative is feasible.  Rather, the inclusion of an 
alternative in an EIR indicates that lead agency staff has determined that the alternative is potentially feasible.  
The final determination of feasibility will be made by the lead agency decision-making body through the adoption 
of CEQA Findings at the time of action on the Project.  (Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside 
(2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489 see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15091(a)(3) (findings requirement, where 
alternatives can be rejected as infeasible); 15126.6(a) ([an EIR] must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation”). Criteria included the 
suitability of the site or alternative site; the economic viability of the alternative; the availability of infrastructure; 
the consistency of the alternative with the General Plan, zoning, and other plans and regulatory limitations; and 
the effect of applicable jurisdictional boundaries. 

5.1.3 AVOIDANCE OR SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION OF SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The evaluation of alternatives must also take into account the potential of the alternative to avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed Specific Plan, as identified in Sections 4.1 through 4.15 of 
this EIR. The potential environmental effects of the proposed Specific Plan are summarized in Section 2.0, 
“Executive Summary.” 

5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM DETAILED 
ANALYSIS  

In many EIRs, an off-site alternative is evaluated to consider the possibility of avoiding significant location-
related impacts and provide a greater range of possible alternatives to consider in the decision-making process. 
The key question is whether an off-site alternative is available that would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project, and would also avoid or substantially lessen any of the environmental effects of the 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]).  

Objectives of the proposed Specific Plan, as they apply to this alternative, include the following: 

► Creating a transit-oriented community (Objective 1); 
► Land use and circulation plans supporting the future train station (Objective 2); and 
► Facilitating the redevelopment of industrial properties along Peabody Road (Objective 3). 

The project site is the only location in Fairfield which would allow for a transit-oriented community supporting 
the future train station. The City of Fairfield began working with the Solano Transportation Authority and other 
communities in Solano County to develop a plan for additional stations in 1990s. Through this effort, the cities of 
Fairfield and Vacaville agreed to jointly develop a new station at the southeast corner of Peabody Road and 
Vanden Road in northeast Fairfield. The City anticipates opening of the station around 2014, and the Capitol 
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Corridor has authorized its trains to use the station upon its opening. Practically speaking, the redevelopment of 
existing industrial properties along Peabody Road requires that these properties be part of the project site. 

Because it would fail to meet these objectives, an off-site alternative would not be a feasible project. This 
alternative has been rejected from further consideration. 

In October 2009, the City of Fairfield released three alternative concept maps during the preparation of the 
Specific Plan. These concept alternatives generally occupy the same developed footprint within the project site, 
but differ in the number of dwelling units (ranging from approximately 6,000 units to 6,500 units), and differ in 
the mix of industrial, office, and retail uses. These alternatives were developed to evaluate planning concepts for 
the project site, rather than to reduce the impacts of the project, and the proposed project was selected from 
among these concept alternatives. The other two concept alternatives were not carried forward for analysis in the 
EIR because they would not likely reduce significant and unavoidable aesthetics, agricultural resources, air 
quality, biological resources, land use, or traffic impacts of the proposed project.  

Based upon discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the City considered an alternative which shifted 
the Employment-designated area located to the east of Vanden Road from two blocks into a single block. This 
single block was intended to potentially improve wildlife movement possibilities and reduce potential adverse 
wetland impacts effects of adjacent urban development on preserved habitats (commonly referred to as edge 
effects). Upon closer examination, this single-block alternative was found to have greater wetland impacts 
because more wetlands would be filled and more preserved wetland acreage would be within 250 feet of 
development and therefore subject indirect impacts than the proposed project, and would not substantially 
improve the possibilities for wildlife movement. The single block alternative would also result in greater impacts 
to Contra Costa goldfields resulting in a loss of 22% of the suitable habitat within the Upper Union Creek core 
area identified in the SMHCP, as opposed to 7.4% loss under the proposed project, and the loss of the only 
wetland habitat occupied by that species in the core area. This additional loss of Contra Costa goldfields habitat 
would be within designated critical habitat for the species. Because this alternative would not reduce any 
significant impacts of the proposed project and would result in greater impacts to wetlands and Contra Costa 
goldfields, it was eliminated from detailed study in this EIR. 

As discussed in detail in Section 4.10 of this EIR, the Vacaville-Fairfield-Solano Greenbelt Authority met on 
December 14, 2009 and August 9, 2010 to consider issues related to the Specific Plan. The City of Fairfield 
prepared four Greenbelt alternatives, including keeping the existing Greenbelt boundary, for consideration by 
Greenbelt Authority. These Greenbelt alternatives are not EIR alternatives. The EIR provides one alternative that 
specifically addresses Greenbelt issues (EIR Alternative 3). However, since these alternatives were studied in 
relation to the Specific Plan, the City has provided this discussion for the benefit of the reader. 

The Greenbelt Authority and staff evaluated each of the four Greenbelt Alternatives relative to the five criteria 
that are considered in the context to adjustments to the Greenbelt boundary. These criteria include: 

► environmental factors; 

► economic factors; 

► Greenbelt integrity (i.e., contiguous open space); 

► no net loss of Greenbelt land; and that 

► width of Greenbelt adjacent to existing roads shall not be reduced so as to reduce effective travel distance 
along those roads. 

See Section 4.10 of this EIR, which discusses these criteria in detail. All four Greenbelt alternatives were 
evaluated with respect to the criteria cited above. The evaluation focused on that portion of the Greenbelt that is 
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within the boundaries of the Specific Plan Area. The consensus from the Greenbelt Authority was to direct staff to 
study Greenbelt Alternative #4 and to prepare a recommendation to the Greenbelt Authority after the City of 
Fairfield certified an Environmental Impact Report and adopted the Specific Plan. This alternative proposed 
reconfiguration of two industrial areas, providing a setback from Vanden Road and greater Greenbelt width 
between the cities of Vacaville and Fairfield. It was determined that Greenbelt alternative #4 (now embodied in 
the Specific Plan) would be consistent with the Greenbelt integrity criteria, the no net loss of Greenbelt land 
criteria, and the no loss in effective width of Greenbelt adjacent to existing roads criteria. Since the other 
Greenbelt alternatives were not considered to fulfill the Greenbelt criteria, they were not included as a part of the 
Specific Plan design and are not included as alternatives in this EIR. 

5.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

This section provides a comparative analysis of the four alternatives to the proposed Specific Plan that were 
selected for detailed analysis: the No Project Alternative (Existing General Plan); the Biological Resources 
Alternative;  the Low Density Alternative; and the Expanded Greenbelt Alternative.  

The four alternatives to the proposed Specific Plan were selected based on their potential to reduce one or more of 
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. As described in Chapter 4, “Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,” implementing the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, land use, and traffic.  Please refer 
also to Section 6.3, “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes that would be Caused by the Specific Plan,” 
for a discussion of significant and unavoidable impacts. 

5.3.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT/EXISTING GENERAL PLAN 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that a discussion of the “No Project” alternative must consider 
“what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on 
current plans.” This alternative considers potential impacts if the proposed Specific Plan was not approved, and 
development within the Specific Plan Area instead proceeded based on the adopted City of Fairfield General Plan. 
This alternative would accommodate the development of an additional 562 single-family dwelling units, 427 
multi-family dwelling units, and a range of nonresidential uses that would provide approximately 11,800,000 
square feet of building space and 15,285 jobs. Unlike the proposed project, no lake would be constructed on the 
Specific Plan Area in this alternative.  

Development of this alternative is assumed to occur over the same horizon as the proposed Specific Plan. This 
compares to an estimated added population of 19,277 and 4,500 new jobs under the proposed Specific Plan. The 
No Project alternative would accommodate greater levels of employment and fewer residents compared to the 
Specific Plan. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the portion of the Specific Plan Area located north of Canon Road would 
generally remain in agricultural use and urban land uses, including Industrial-Technology Park, Industrial 
Limited/Commercial Service, Office Commercial, Service Commercial, Mixed Use, several types of residential, 
Public Facilities, and parks would generally be located south of Canon Road. Exhibit 5-1 illustrates land use 
under Alternative 1. Most of the Specific Plan Area is currently outside of the Fairfield city limits; however, the 
Solano County General Plan assigns urban land uses generally aligning to the Fairfield General Plan (Urban 
Project Area, Urban Industrial), and refers to the Fairfield General Plan for a greater level of detail concerning 
future uses.  

This alternative could meet several of the project objectives, including a mix of land uses (Object 3), circulation 
(Objective 4), compatibility with Travis Air Force Base (Objective 5), and economic development (Objective 9).  
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Source: City of Fairfield 2006, adapted by AECOM 2010 

 
Alternative 1: No Project/Existing General Plan Exhibit 5-1 
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However, other objectives, including transit oriented development (Objective 1), support of the planned train 
station (Objective 2), sustainable development (Objective 10), and open space (Objective 12), would not be met. 

An analysis by issue area of the potential environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative, as compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan, is provided below. Implementation of Alternative 1 would avoid significant and 
unavoidable land use and public services impacts of the proposed project. 

AESTHETICS 

The proposed Specific Plan would have no impact on scenic vistas or on scenic resources within a state Scenic 
Highway. There would be a significant impact related to the degradation of the visual character under the 
proposed Specific Plan. This impact would remain significant even after all feasible mitigation is imposed. The 
proposed Specific Plan would also result in a significant increase in nighttime lighting and daytime glare, and the 
City cannot demonstrate at this time that mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Alternative 1 would still result in development of urban uses. Under the proposed Specific Plan, development 
would include areas of mixed-use, a range of residential densities, a range of commercial and employment uses, 
and mitigation bank and open space areas, as well as circulation improvements and both a vehicle and a 
pedestrian-only overcrossing of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) line. In Alternative 1, the majority of 
developed uses in the Specific Plan Area (in terms of land area) would be industrial, with some areas of 
commercial uses, residential uses. Under Alternative 1, about 1,350 acres would remain in open space –
designated for extensive agriculture or Travis Reserve – while the proposed Specific Plan would designate more 
than 1,500 acres of open space for habitat conservation, mitigation banking, public open space, and agricultural 
uses.  

For Alternative 1, the impact related to degradation of visual character would be greater than the proposed 
Specific Plan since a larger area would be developed with urban uses. However, this would remain a significant 
impact. Similarly, with a larger area of urban development, nighttime lighting and daytime glare would be greater 
for Alternative 1 than the proposed Specific Plan, and would remain significant even after mitigation. No 
significant and unavoidable aesthetics impacts of the proposed project would be avoided by Alternative 1. 
Aesthetics impacts would be generally greater under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
[Greater]. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to conversion of Important 
Farmland and conflicts with existing on-site and off-site agricultural uses. However, the proposed Specific Plan 
would have a significant and unavoidable impact related to conflict with existing agricultural zoning and 
Williamson Act contracts. 

The Specific Plan Area does not include any Important Farmland, as designated by the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP). The proposed Specific Plan would designate some areas that are currently used for 
grazing as Greenbelt/Conservation Area. The proposed Specific Plan would not place incompatible urban uses 
adjacent to off-site agricultural land uses. Off-site areas of Important Farmland (generally northeast of the 
Specific Plan Area) would be separated from incompatible urban uses, with adjoining lands designated Greenbelt/ 
Conservation Area or Employment.  

Because there is no Important Farmland in the Specific Plan Area, Alternative 1 would have similar impacts 
related to conversion of Important Farmland as the proposed Specific Plan. As with the proposed Specific Plan, 
this impact would be less than significant for Alternative 1. Under Alternative 1, the same Williamson Act parcels 
would be proposed for urban development as in the proposed project. Other on-site parcels which are currently 
under Williamson Act contracts (and are designated for open space in the proposed project) would remain 
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designated for extensive agriculture. The extensive agriculture designation in Alternative 1 would not be in 
conflict with the Williamson Act contracts for these parcels. Therefore, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable, similar to the impact anticipated under the proposed Specific Plan.  

As under the proposed Specific Plan, Alternative 1 would not place incompatible urban uses next to areas of 
Important Farmland, and impacts related to conflict with on-site and off-site agricultural uses would be similar. 
Alternative 1 would place urban uses, including industrial land use designations, adjacent to agriculture lands 
used primarily for grazing. These impacts would be less-than-significant for Alternative 1, as is anticipated for the 
proposed Specific Plan. Agricultural resources impacts would generally be similar under Alternative 1 compared 
to the proposed Specific Plan, and no significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project would be 
avoided. [Similar.]  

AIR QUALITY 

For the proposed Specific Plan, impacts related to short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and precursors would be less than significant. Long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would be a significant impact. Although mitigation would reduce this impact, it would remain 
significant and unavoidable for the proposed Specific Plan. Long-term, operational mobile source emissions of 
carbon monoxide (CO) would be a less-than-significant impact of the proposed Specific Plan. Exposure of 
sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) would be less than significant with mitigation, while odor 
impacts would be less-than-significant under the proposed Specific Plan. 

Short-term construction related emissions of criteria air pollutants would be slightly greater under Alternative 1 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan. A slightly larger footprint for development (approximately 1,600 acres 
compared to less than 1,500 acres for the proposed Specific Plan) would involve a greater amount of construction 
activities and associated air quality impacts for Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan. However, it 
is anticipated that these emissions would also represent a less-than-significant impact under Alternative 1, as with 
the proposed Specific Plan.  

The proposed Specific Plan’s long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants would be a significant 
impact, since these emissions would exceed Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) significance 
thresholds. However, traffic modeling conducted to support this EIR indicates that the daily vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) would be approximately 330,256 VMT per day under Alternative 1, compared to approximately 
296,000 VMT per day with implementation of the proposed Specific Plan. Generally, the proposed Specific Plan 
is designed to place a greater number of residents, jobs, retail, and services in closer proximity to one another and 
to public transportation, including the train station, compared to Alternative 1. Furthermore, the proposed Specific 
Plan’s mixing of land uses would reduce both the number and length of vehicle trips within the Specific Plan 
Area. Buildout of the existing General Plan under Alternative 1 would result in a large area of industrial uses, and 
scattered residential uses, with little mixing of complementary land uses or transit orientation. Considering that 
transportation emissions typically represent the majority of operational criteria air pollutant and precursors 
emissions for land development projects, since Alternative 1 is anticipated to result in higher mobile source 
emissions compared to buildout of the proposed Specific Plan, operational emissions overall area anticipated to be 
higher under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan.  

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant mobile source CO emissions related impacts. 
Alternative 1 would involve approximately 12% higher VMT per day compared to the proposed Specific Plan, 
with a similar increase in mobile source CO emissions. CO concentrations would be similar for Alternative 1, 
when compared with the proposed Specific Plan.  

The less-than-significant impact with mitigation related to TAC exposure of sensitive receptors would be similar 
under Alternative 1 as under the proposed Specific Plan. Alternative 1 would involve development exposed to the 
same stationary sources of TAC emissions as would occur under the proposed Specific Plan. With the greater 
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emphasis on nonresidential land use under Alternative 1, this potential exposure to TAC emission may result in 
reduced impacts relative to sensitive uses.  

Buildout of the existing General Plan under Alternative 1 would result in construction of urban uses, including 
industrial uses, as under the proposed Specific Plan. The Specific Plan does not anticipate the establishment of 
major odor sources under the proposed Specific Plan and the City would not anticipate that Alternative 1 would 
involve the development of major odor sources. Odor impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to the proposed 
Specific Plan.  

In general, air quality impacts of Alternative 1 would be slightly greater, when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan. No significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project would be avoided in this alternative. This is 
primarily due to the fact that transportation is the major source of air pollutants of concern and because 
Alternative 1 would result in higher VMT, when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. [Greater.] 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to loss and degradation of 
wetlands, loss and degradation of special-status species habitat and potential direct take of individuals, and loss 
and degradation of sensitive natural communities. The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts 
related to interference with wildlife movement (reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation), and less-
than-significant impacts related to conflict with adopted habitat conservation plans. The proposed Specific Plan 
would have a potentially significant impact related to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, but this impact would be less-than-significant after mitigation. 

A smaller area would be retained in agricultural use in Alternative 1 compared to the area that would be 
designated for Greenbelt/Conservation Area under the proposed Specific Plan. Because of this, Alternative 1 
would have greater impacts related to loss and degradation of wetlands and waters, loss and degradation of 
special-status species habitat and potential direct take of individuals, loss and degradation of sensitive natural 
communities, and interference with wildlife movement than the proposed Specific Plan. Impacts related to 
conflict with local policies or ordinances and conflict with adopted habitat conservation plans would be similar; 
the same mitigation would be available to reduce impacts as under the proposed Specific Plan. Generally, 
biological resources impacts would be greater under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
Alternative 1 would not avoid any significant biological resources impacts of the proposed Specific Plan. 
[Greater.] 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to cultural resources and human 
remains, which would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation.  

As with the proposed Specific Plan, construction of Alternative 1 would have potentially significant impacts 
related to cultural resources and human remains. Because a slightly larger area (approximately 1,600 acres 
compared to less than 1,500 acres for the proposed Specific Plan) would be subject to disturbance under 
Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, these potential impacts would be greater, but this 
alternative would not result in any new significant impacts after implementation of mitigation. [Greater.] 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, MINERAL RESOURCES, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to fault rupture and seismic 
ground shaking, seismic-related liquefaction, construction-related erosion, hazards related to construction in rock 
outcrops and unstable soils, expansive soils, corrosive soils, and unknown, potentially unique paleontological 
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resources (mineral resource impacts would be less than significant). However, all impacts for the proposed 
Specific Plan would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation. 

Under Alternative 1, there would be a slightly greater area subject to development (approximately 1,600 acres 
compared to less than 1,500 acres for the proposed Specific Plan). However, the resulting development would be 
subject to the same geologic conditions and impacts, and these impacts would occur to the same degree. 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would have similar impacts, and would not reduce or avoid any significant impacts 
related to this issue area. [Similar.] 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to short-term, construction-
related emissions, operational emissions, and consistency with adopted plans, policies, and regulations adopted to 
reduce emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs).  

Alternative 1 would result in a slightly larger area of development (approximately 1,600 acres compared to less 
than 1,500 acres for the proposed Specific Plan). Construction of Alternative 1 would result in more GHG 
emissions than construction of the project. Alternative 1 would lack mixed-use and transit-orientation elements 
which are present in the proposed Specific Plan, resulting in higher VMT and operational GHG emissions 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The largest source of GHG emissions for the Specific Plan and 
Alternative 1 would be mobile source emissions. Although Alternative 1 would generate slightly fewer trips, these 
trips, would be longer because of the smaller number of residential units compared to the proposed project. 
Because of the longer average trip length in Alternative 1, the Specific Plan would reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) by roughly 10% compared to Alternative 1, which would, in turn reduce GHG emissions compared to 
Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1 is not consistent with planning principles (mixed-use, high density, or transit-oriented) identified in 
the AB 32 Scoping Plan to achieve GHG emissions targets. This impact, which would be less-than-significant for 
the proposed Specific Plan, would be significant for Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would have generally greater 
GHG impacts compared to the proposed Specific Plan, including a new significant impact. Because no mitigation 
(short of redesign of Alternative 1 to be consistent with AB 32 planning principles) would be available, this 
impact would be a new significant and unavoidable impact that would not occur with implementation of the 
proposed project. [Greater.] 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impacts from routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; exposure to hazardous materials at 
Cortese-listed sites; safety hazards near an airport; and airspace safety hazards related to project water features 
would be less than significant for the proposed Specific Plan. Potentially significant impacts of the proposed 
Specific Plan include human health hazards from exposure to on-site hazardous materials; public health hazards 
from mosquitoes associated with project water features; and exposure to EMF. These impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level following mitigation.  

Both the proposed Specific Plan and Alternative 1 would consist of urban uses, and impacts related to routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; exposure to hazardous materials at Cortese-listed sites; safety 
hazards near an airport; and airspace safety hazards related to water features would be similar to those of the 
proposed Specific Plan. Human health hazards from exposure to on-site hazardous materials would also be 
similar, and typical land development practices would result in similar mitigation actions to those proposed for the 
proposed Specific Plan. Alternative 1 would not include construction of a lake, so the impact related to 
mosquitoes associated with project water features would be less for Alterative 1 compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. As with the proposed Specific Plan, Alternative 1 would include an area of high-density residential 
uses adjacent power lines in the railroad easement, so EMF impacts would be similar. Because no 
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mosquito/vector related hazards would result from development of Alternative 1, hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts would be smaller compared to those of the proposed Specific Plan, and a significant impact would be 
avoided without the need for a mitigation measure as in the proposed project. [Lesser.] 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

For the proposed Specific Plan, potentially significant impacts would include construction-related water quality 
impacts, increased flood risk from stormwater, and violation of water quality standards. All of these impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by imposing mitigation based on regulatory requirements. 

Alternative 1 would result in construction of a slightly larger area of developed uses (approximately 1,600 acres 
compared to less than 1,500 acres for the proposed Specific Plan), and although the types of urban uses would be 
different, the footprint and hydrological characteristics would be similar. Similar requirements with respect to 
stormwater detention, construction practices, and stormwater quality standards would be imposed based on the 
policies of the City’s general plan and other state and federal requirements described in Section 4.9.2, “Regulatory 
Framework.” Hydrology and water quality impacts would be generally similar for Alternative 1 compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. No significant impacts of the proposed project would be reduced or avoided. [Similar.] 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to consistency with LAFCO 
standards for sphere of influence (SOI) changes and annexation, and compatibility with the Travis Air Force Base 
(AFB) Land Use Compatibility Plan (LUCP). While the Specific Plan would add acreage to the Greenbelt, the 
impact related to Greenbelt boundary modifications would be potentially significant for the proposed Specific 
Plan, with no feasible mitigation available to reduce it to a less-than-significant level.  

Alternative 1 represents buildout of the City’s existing General Plan, and would be consistent with LAFCO 
standards, and compatible with the Travis AFB LUCP. However, implementation of Alternative 1 would not 
require modification of the Greenbelt boundary, resulting in no impact related to Greenbelt boundary 
modifications; this impact would be significant and unavoidable under the proposed Specific Plan. Alternative 1 
would therefore have a lesser impact related to land use and planning compared to the proposed Specific Plan, and 
would avoid a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed Specific Plan. [Lesser.] 

NOISE 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to exposure of sensitive 
receptors to construction noise, exposure of sensitive receptors to stationary noise sources in excess of standards, 
increase in ambient noise levels, and compatibility of proposed on-site land uses with the ambient noise 
environment. Temporary noise impacts and ambient noise increase impacts are significant and unavoidable. Other 
impacts can be reduced with mitigation.  

The impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors to off-site construction generated traffic noise would be less-
than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan. Long-term increase in traffic noise levels, and exposure of 
sensitive receptors to vibration would also be less-than-significant impacts for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Buildout of the existing General Plan under Alternative 1 would generally result in similar construction noise 
impacts compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Construction activities and the volume of construction traffic 
would also be similar. Although traffic volumes would vary at individual locations between the proposed Specific 
Plan and Alternative 1, the overall traffic noise exposure would be smaller under Alternative 1, although this 
impact is less-than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan, as well.  
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New stationary noise sources under Alternative 1 would be generally similar to those under the proposed Specific 
Plan, but the greater separation of land uses under Alternative 1 would result in reduced impacts to nearby on-site 
and off-site sensitive receptors. These impacts would still be significant at some locations where stationary noise 
sources could be placed near sensitive receptors such as residential uses. Compatibility of on-site land uses with 
the ambient noise environment, operational traffic noise levels, and vibration would be similar for the proposed 
Specific Plan and Alternative 1. Because Alternative 1 would have lower long-term traffic noise impacts, and 
reduced impacts related to new stationary noise sources, noise impacts would be smaller under Alternative 1 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan, although no significant impacts would be avoided. [Lesser.] 

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING  

The Specific Plan would result in significant population, employment, and housing impacts.  

Impacts related to temporary increase in employment during construction, and displacement of people or housing 
would be less than significant for Alternative 1, as for the proposed Specific Plan. 

The proposed Specific Plan would add about 4,500 jobs and nearly 19,277 residents. Alternative 1 would add 
about 15,285 jobs and about 3,100 residents (based on 3.14 people per unit, the same assumption for the proposed 
Specific Plan). In Fairfield, which currently has more jobs than employed residents, the addition of many more 
jobs compared to relatively fewer new residents in Alternative 1 would potentially induce population growth 
elsewhere. This impact would be greater than for the proposed Specific Plan. Population, employment, and 
housing impacts would generally be greater under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, but 
would not result in new significant impacts. [Greater.]  

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts related to increased demand for fire protection 
services, and law enforcement services; these impacts would be significant and unavoidable even after 
implementation of all feasible mitigation. Impacts related to school facilities, library services, other public 
services, and parks/recreational facilities would be less-than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan.  

With the exception of fire protection services, impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to those for the proposed 
Specific Plan. Existing policies require payment of fees and/or dedication of land at specified ratios to improve 
services based on new demand. For fire protection services, the relocation of Station 39 to maintain service times 
of 5 minutes or less for residential development to 80% of the project site would not be necessary under 
Alternative 1; this would avoid a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project.  

As with the proposed project, no specific locations or strategy for provision of public safety facilities has been 
identified in this alternative; this impact would be significant and unavoidable for Alternative 1, as for the 
proposed project. Other public services and recreation impacts would be generally similar for Alternative 1 than 
for the proposed Specific Plan. [Lesser.]  

TRANSPORTATION  

The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to significant intersection level of service (LOS) impacts at 18 
external intersections; all but one of these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, but 
implementation of mitigation would require action by other jurisdictions. The proposed Specific Plan would also 
contribute to congestion on Caltrans routes, including I-80, I-680, and SR-12. The proposed Specific Plan would 
contribute to the funding of improvements required to mitigate these impacts, but the City cannot assure that 
improvements in other jurisdictions will be completed to reduce impacts of the project, so significant LOS 
impacts remain significant and unavoidable. The proposed Specific Plan would have a significant impact on 
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demand for transit service (reduced to less-than-significant following mitigation), and a less-than-significant 
impact on pedestrian and bicycle circulation.  

Although the proposed project includes a mix of uses and other transit-oriented features which both increase the 
share of trips taken on foot, on bicycles, and on public transit and decrease the VMT compared to Alternative 1, 
these benefits are not fully captured by an analysis based on thresholds for level of service and demand for bicycle 
circulation and transit service. Alternative 1 would have a lesser LOS impact than the proposed Specific Plan at 
four intersections that would be significantly affected by the proposed Specific Plan, no LOS impact at four 
intersections that would be significantly affected by the proposed Specific Plan, and a greater LOS impact at one 
intersection compared to the proposed Specific Plan. As with the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts to LOS at intersections, although the specific intersections affected would 
differ. Alternative 1 would also contribute slightly less to congestion on Caltrans routes compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. Transit demand would be less under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, but this 
impact would remain significant and require the same mitigation as the proposed Specific Plan. Alternative 1 
would not provide for efficient or effective bicycle circulation, resulting in a greater impact than under the 
proposed Specific Plan. This would be a new significant impact, but could be reduced through implementation of 
mitigation measures requiring that bicycle circulation be provided. Alternative 1 would result in similar 
intersection LOS impacts, reduced (but still significant) impacts related to transit demand, and a new significant 
impact related to provision of bicycle circulation. Overall, transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed 
project. [Similar.] 

UTILITIES AND ENERGY 

The proposed Specific Plan would have less-than-significant impacts related to water supply, water treatment and 
conveyance, generation of solid waste, and energy demand. The impacts related to wastewater treatment and 
conveyance facilities; and electric, natural gas, and telecommunications services would be potentially significant 
for the proposed Specific Plan. These impacts would be less-than-significant after mitigation, which includes 
coordination with Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) and other utility providers on development planning.  

Water supply, treatment, and conveyance impacts would be smaller under Alternative 1; the Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) prepared for the proposed Specific Plan identified an increased water demand over existing 
projections associated with buildout of the General Plan. Solid waste disposal impacts would potentially be 
greater based on the higher rate at which non-residential development in Alternative 1 would generate solid waste. 
Energy impacts would also be greater under Alternative 1; the less-efficient land use plan would result in higher 
VMT, and thus higher energy use related to transportation , which is the single largest energy consumer in 
California.  

As with the proposed Specific Plan, buildout of Alternative 1 would require cooperation with FSSD and utility 
providers. Because water supply, treatment, and conveyance impacts would be reduced, but solid waste 
generation and energy consumption impacts would be increased, overall utilities and energy impacts would be 
generally similar under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Specific Plan. [Similar.] 

IMPACT SUMMARY 

Alternative 1 (No Project/Existing General Plan) would result in greater impacts than the proposed Specific Plan 
in six issue areas, similar impacts in four issue areas, and lesser impacts in five issue areas, (see Table 5-2). A 
significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced in Alternative 1 (removing the 
need for mitigation), and significant and unavoidable Land Use (Greenbelt boundary) and Public Services (fire 
service) impacts would be avoided in this alternative. New significant and unavoidable impact would occur in 
greenhouse gases and climate change. A new impact would occur in transportation, but this impact would be 
reduced to less than significant through mitigation. 
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5.3.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: LOWER DENSITY 

Alternative 2, the Lower Density Alternative, would place fewer residential units and less non-residential 
development on a larger footprint than the proposed Specific Plan (Exhibit 5-2). This alternative is designed to 
reduce the level of development within the Specific Plan Area to reduce impacts including significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project related to transportation level of service, and mass air pollutant 
emissions. Traffic noise impacts would also be reduced in this alternative.  

Alternative 2 would have fewer residential units than the proposed Specific Plan, with more of the residential 
units at much lower densities (4 units per acre or less, compared to the proposed Specific Plan, which has more 
units in higher-density designations, and a maximum density of 10 units per acre in its lowest-density 
designation). The population of Alternative 2 at buildout would be approximately 11,650 (Table 5-1). Alternative 
2 would also have more non-residential square footage than the proposed Specific Plan, including a larger area of 
office use, making it relatively job-rich compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The “service population” 
(population + jobs) of the Specific Plan would be higher than under Alternative 2.  

Table 5-1 
Comparison of Alternative 2 to the Proposed Specific Plan 

 Proposed Specific Plan Alternative 2: Lower Density 
High Density Residential Units 2,666 550 

Medium Density Residential Units 2,350 712 

Low Density Residential Units 1,784 2,448 

Total Residential Units 6,800 3,710 

Non-Residential Square Footage 5,000,000 6,048,000 

Estimated Population (Approximate) 19,277 11,650 

Estimated Employees (Approximate) 4,493 9,350 

 

Despite its much smaller number of residential units, Alternative 2 would have about 723 acres designated for 
residential uses, compared to 469 acres for the proposed Specific Plan. Overall, the developed footprint of 
Alternative 2 would be larger than that of the proposed Specific Plan. Unlike the proposed Specific Plan, 
Alternative 2 would not include construction of a lake. 

Alternative 2 would potentially meet several objectives, including higher-density uses near the train station, 
compatibility with Travis AFB, municipal services provision, municipal improvements and facilities, public 
amenities, economic development, and inter-agency coordination (Objectives 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 13). 

However, Alternative 2 would not meet Objective 1 (Transit-Oriented Development), Objective 3 (Land Use), 
Objective 4 (Circulation), Objective 10 (Sustainable Development), Objective 11 (Redevelopment), or Objective 
12 (Open Space). 

AESTHETICS 

The proposed Specific Plan would have no impact on scenic vistas or on scenic resources within a state Scenic 
Highway. The proposed Specific Plan would have a significant impact related to the degradation of the visual 
character of the project site; this impact would remain significant after all feasible mitigation is imposed. The 
proposed Specific Plan would also result in a significant increase in nighttime lighting and daytime glare, and 
mitigation would not reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
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Alternative 2: Lower Density Exhibit 5-2 
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Alternative 2 would result in a larger footprint of urban development at the project site. Under the proposed 
Specific Plan, the project site would include areas of mixed-use, a range of residential densities, a range of 
commercial and employment uses, and mitigation bank and open space areas, as well as circulation improvements 
and both a vehicle and a pedestrian-only overcrossing of the UPRR line. In Alternative 2, the largest area of 
developed uses on the project site would be low density residential, with additional areas of industrial, 
commercial, and office uses, and scattered higher-density residential uses. The area which would remain in 
conservation habitat, greenbelt, or mitigation bank would be less in Alternative 2 compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan.  

For Alternative 2, the impact related to degradation of visual character would be greater than the proposed 
Specific Plan because a larger area would be developed with urban uses. Similar mitigation measures would be 
available; this would remain a significant impact. Similarly, with a larger area of urban development, nighttime 
lighting and daytime glare would be greater for Alternative 1 than the proposed Specific Plan, and would remain 
significant even after mitigation. Aesthetic impacts would be generally greater under Alternative 2 than the 
proposed Specific Plan, and this alternative would not avoid significant and unavoidable aesthetics impacts of the 
proposed project. [Greater]. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to conversion of Important 
Farmland, and conflicts with existing on-site and off-site agricultural uses. However, the proposed Specific Plan 
would have a significant and unavoidable impact related to conflict with existing agricultural zoning and 
Williamson Act contracts.  

The Specific Plan Area does not include any Important Farmland as designated by the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP). The proposed Specific Plan would designate areas which are currently used for 
grazing as Greenbelt/Conservation Area. The proposed Specific Plan would not place incompatible urban uses 
adjacent to off-site agricultural land uses; off-site areas of Important Farmland (generally northeast of the project 
site) would adjoin both Greenbelt/Conservation Area and Employment land uses.  

Because there is no Important Farmland within the Specific Plan Area, Alternative 2 would have similar impacts 
related to conversion of Important Farmland as the proposed Specific Plan; as with the proposed Specific Plan, 
this impact would be less than significant for Alternative 2. Under Alternative 2, several of the on-site parcels 
which are currently under Williamson Act contracts are designated for urban use, as with the proposed Specific 
Plan. The impact related to conflict with Williamson Act contracts and agricultural zoning would be similar under 
Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan (the same contracts, and approximately the same acreage of 
land would be affected), and the impact would be significant and unavoidable, as for the proposed project.  

As under the proposed Specific Plan, Alternative 2 would not place incompatible urban uses next to areas of 
Important Farmland – for Alternative 2, adjacent lands within the Specific Plan Area would all be designated 
Greenbelt/Conservation Area. These impacts would be less-than-significant for Alternative 2, as for the proposed 
Specific Plan. Agricultural resources impacts would generally be similar under Alternative 2 compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan, and the significant and unavoidable impact related to conflict with existing agricultural 
zoning and Williamson Act contracts would not be reduced or avoided in this alternative. [Similar.]  

AIR QUALITY 

For the proposed Specific Plan, impacts related to short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and precursors would be less than significant. Long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would be a significant impact; although mitigation would reduce this impact, it would remain 
significant and unavoidable for the proposed Specific Plan. Long-term, operational mobile source emissions of 
carbon monoxide (CO) would be a less-than-significant impact of the proposed Specific Plan. Exposure of 
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sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) would be less than significant with mitigation and odors 
would both be a less-than-significant impact under the proposed Specific Plan. 

Short-term construction related emissions of criteria air pollutants would be greater under Alternative 2 compared 
to the proposed Specific Plan; a larger footprint of land would be developed, resulting in more construction 
activities as the project site would be built out. However, over the 20-year buildout, these emissions would likely 
remain a less-than-significant impact under Alternative 2, as under the proposed Specific Plan.  

The proposed Specific Plan’s long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants would be a significant 
impact, because these emissions would exceed BAAQMD thresholds. Generally, because Alternative 2 includes a 
different land use mix with fewer residential units and more commercial and industrial development than the 
proposed project, the alternative would result in fewer overall automobile trips (but likely greater VMT per 
service population) than the proposed Specific Plan. Because the bulk number of trips would be less, Alternative 2 
would likely result in lower regional mobile source emissions compared to buildout of the proposed Specific Plan, 
although the differences would not likely be enough to reduce emissions below BAAQMD thresholds. 

The proposed Specific Plan would have less-than-significant mobile source CO emissions. The BAAQMD 
preliminary screening threshold for CO emissions is 44,000 vehicles per hour. The busiest intersection on the 
project site would have a peak volume of 7,480 vehicles during the afternoon rush hour under the proposed 
Specific Plan. The number of trips would be lower under Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, 
and mobile source CO emissions under Alternative 2 would thus be lower than for the proposed Specific Plan. 

As under the proposed Specific Plan, the primary source of TAC emissions on the project site would be the Union 
Pacific railroad line. As described in Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” BAAQMD does not have a screening threshold 
for freight traffic by rail. The less-than-significant impact with mitigation related to TAC exposure of sensitive 
receptors would be similar under Alternative 2 as under the proposed Specific Plan.  

Buildout of the Alternative 2 would result in construction of a similar range of urban uses, including industrial 
uses, as the proposed Specific Plan. Odor impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to the proposed Specific Plan.  

Generally, air quality impacts of Alternative 2 would be slightly smaller compared to the proposed Specific Plan, 
because Alternative 2 would result in fewer automobile trips, and associated mobile source air emissions 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan. [Lesser.] 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to loss and degradation of 
wetlands, loss and degradation of special-status species habitat and potential direct take of individuals, and loss 
and degradation of sensitive natural communities. The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts 
related to interference with wildlife movement (reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation), and 
less-than-significant impacts related to conflict with adopted habitat conservation plans. The proposed Specific 
Plan would have a potentially significant impact related to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, but this impact would be less-than-significant after mitigation. 

A larger proportion of the project site would be developed with urban uses in Alternative 2 compared to the area 
that would be developed under the proposed Specific Plan, and the developed footprint would change east of 
Vanden Road. Because of this, Alternative 2 would have greater impacts related to loss and degradation of 
wetlands and waters, loss and degradation of special-status species habitat and potential direct take of individuals, 
loss and degradation of sensitive natural communities, and interference with wildlife movement than the proposed 
Specific Plan. Impacts related to conflict with local policies or ordinances and conflict with adopted habitat 
conservation plans would be similar; the same mitigation would be available to reduce impacts as under the 
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proposed Specific Plan. Generally, biological resources impacts would be greater under Alternative 2 compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan. [Greater.] 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to cultural resources and human 
remains, which would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation.  

As with the proposed Specific Plan, construction of Alternative 2 would have potentially significant impacts 
related to unknown cultural resources and human remains. Because a larger area would be developed under 
Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, these potential impacts would be greater. However, the 
same mitigation measures would be available as for the proposed project, and this alternative would not result in 
new significant impacts. [Greater.] 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, MINERAL RESOURCES, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts from fault rupture and seismic ground 
shaking, seismic-related liquefaction, construction-related erosion, hazards related to construction in rock 
outcrops and unstable soils, expansive soils, corrosive soils, and unknown, potentially unique paleontological 
resources (mineral resource impacts would be less than significant). However, all impacts for the proposed 
Specific Plan would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation. 

Under Alternative 2 there would be a larger overall area of urban development; but the resulting development 
would be subject to the same geologic conditions and impacts, and these impacts would occur to the same degree. 
Therefore, Alternative 2 would have similar impacts, and would not reduce or avoid any significant impacts 
related to this issue area. [Similar]. 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to short-term construction related 
emissions, operational emissions, and consistency with adopted plans, policies, and regulations adopted to reduce 
emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs).  

Alternative 2 would result in a larger area of urban development than the proposed Specific Plan. Construction of 
Alternative 2 would result in more GHG emissions than construction of the proposed Specific Plan. Although 
Alternative 2 would generate fewer trips than the proposed Specific Plan, Alternative 2this alternative would also 
lack mixed-use and transit-orientation elements which are present in the proposed Specific Plan, resulting in 
higher VMT and operational GHG emissions compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Operational GHG 
emissions under Alternative 2 would be greater than for the proposed project based on the emissions per service 
population metric; however, this increase would not result in a new significant impact. 

Alternative 2 is not consistent with planning principles (mixed-use, high density, or transit-oriented) identified in 
the AB 32 Scoping Plan to achieve GHG emissions targets. This impact, which would be less-than-significant for 
the proposed Specific Plan, would be significant for Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would have generally greater 
GHG impacts compared to the proposed Specific Plan, including a new significant and unavoidable impact 
related to consistency with the AB 32 Scoping Plan. [Greater.] 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impacts from routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; exposure to hazardous materials at 
Cortese-listed sites; safety hazards near an airport; and airspace safety hazards related to project water features 
would be less than significant for the proposed Specific Plan. Potentially significant impacts of the proposed 
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Specific Plan include human health hazards from exposure to on-site hazardous materials; public health hazards 
from mosquitoes associated with project water features; and exposure to EMF. These impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level following mitigation.  

Both the proposed Specific Plan and Alternative 2 would consist of urban uses, and impacts related to routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; exposure to hazardous materials at Cortese-listed sites; safety 
hazards near an airport; and airspace safety hazards related to project water features would be similar to those of 
the proposed Specific Plan. Human health hazards from exposure to on-site hazardous materials would also be 
similar, and typical land development practices would result in similar mitigation actions to those proposed for the 
proposed Specific Plan. Alternative 2 would not include construction of a lake, so the impact related to 
mosquitoes associated with project water features would be less for Alterative 3 compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. As with the proposed Specific Plan, Alternative 2 would include an area of high-density residential 
uses adjacent to power lines in the railroad easement, so EMF impacts would be similar. Because no 
mosquito/vector related hazards would result from development of Alternative 2, hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts would be smaller compared to those of the proposed Specific Plan, and a significant impact would be 
avoided. [Lesser.] 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

For the proposed Specific Plan, potentially significant impacts would include construction-related water quality 
impacts, increased flood risk from stormwater, and violation of water quality standards. All of these impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by imposing mitigation based on regulatory requirements. 

Alternative 2 would result in construction of a larger area of developed uses than the proposed Specific Plan, and 
although the types of urban uses would be different, the hydrological characteristics would be similar. Although 
water quality impacts would be greater for Alternative 2 than for the proposed Specific Plan based on the larger 
development footprint, similar requirements with respect to stormwater detention, construction practices, and 
stormwater quality standards would be imposed based on the policies of the City’s general plan and other state 
and federal requirements described in Section 4.9.2, “Regulatory Framework.” Hydrology and water quality 
impacts would be generally greater for Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, but Alternative 2 
would have no new significant impacts. No significant hydrology or water quality impacts of the proposed project 
would be avoided in this alternative. [Greater.] 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to consistency with LAFCO 
standards for sphere of influence (SOI) changes and annexation, and compatibility with the Travis Air Force Base 
(AFB) Land Use Compatibility Plan (LUCP). However, the impact related to Greenbelt boundary modifications 
would be significant and unavoidable for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Alternative 2 represents a larger development footprint, but would be generally consistent with LAFCO standards, 
and compatible with the Travis AFB LUCP. Implementation of Alternative 2 would have a greater impact related 
to Greenbelt boundary modifications since residential and industrial development would extend further north into 
Greenbelt compared to the Specific Plan; this impact would be significant and unavoidable, as under the proposed 
Specific Plan. Alternative 2 would therefore have a greater impact related to land use and planning compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan. [Greater.] 

NOISE 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to exposure of sensitive 
receptors to construction noise, exposure of sensitive receptors to stationary noise sources in excess of standards, 
increase in ambient noise levels, and compatibility of proposed on-site land uses with the ambient noise 
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environment. Temporary noise impacts and ambient noise increase impacts are significant and unavoidable. Other 
impacts can be reduced with mitigation. 

The impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors to off-site construction generated traffic noise would be less-
than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan. Long-term increase in traffic noise levels, and exposure of 
sensitive receptors to vibration would also be less-than-significant impacts for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Buildout of Alternative 2 would generally result in similar construction noise impacts compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan; construction activities would be similar, and the volume of construction traffic would be higher, but 
not substantially so over the 20-year buildout. Although traffic volumes would vary at individual locations 
between the proposed Specific Plan and Alternative 2, the overall traffic noise exposure would be lesser under 
Alternative 2 based on generally fewer automobile trips compared to the proposed Specific Plan.  

New stationary noise sources under Alternative 2 would be generally similar to those under the proposed Specific 
Plan, and impacts to nearby on-site and off-site sensitive receptors would be similar. These impacts would still be 
significant at some locations where stationary noise sources could be placed near sensitive receptors such as 
residential uses. Compatibility of on-site land uses with the ambient noise environment, and vibration impacts 
would be similar for the proposed Specific Plan and Alternative 2. Because Alternative 2 would have lesser long-
term traffic noise impacts, noise impacts would be lesser under Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan, but this alternative would not avoid any significant impacts of the proposed project. [Lesser.] 

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING  

The proposed Specific Plan would result in significant population, employment, and housing impacts.  

Impacts related to temporary increase in employment during construction, and displace of people or housing 
would be less than significant for Alternative 2, as for the proposed Specific Plan. 

The proposed Specific Plan would add about 4,500 jobs and nearly 19,300 residents. Alternative 3 would add 
about 9,350 jobs and about 11,650 residents. In Fairfield, which currently has more jobs than employed residents, 
neither the proposed Specific Plan nor Alternative 2 would likely induce population growth elsewhere. 
Population, employment, and housing impacts would generally be similar under Alternative 2 compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan, and no significant impacts of the proposed project would be reduced or avoided by this 
alternative. [Similar.]  

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts related to increased demand for fire protection 
services, and law enforcement services; these impacts would be significant and unavoidable even after 
implementation of all feasible mitigation. Impacts related to school facilities, library services, other public 
services, and parks/recreational facilities would be less-than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those for the proposed Specific Plan. Existing policies require 
payment of fees and/or dedication of land at specified ratios to improve services based on new demand. For fire 
protection services, the relocation of Station 39 to maintain service times of 5 minutes or less to 80% would occur 
under Alternative 2, as under the proposed project. Public services and recreation impacts would be generally 
similar for Alternative 2 than for the proposed Specific Plan, and the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
proposed project related to fire protection and law enforcement services would not be reduced or avoided by this 
alternative. [Similar.]  
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TRANSPORTATION  

The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to significant intersection level of service (LOS) impacts at 18 
external intersections; all but one of these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, but 
implementation of mitigation would require action by other jurisdictions. The proposed Specific Plan would also 
contribute to congestion on Caltrans routes, including I-80, I-680, and SR-12. The proposed Specific Plan would 
contribute to the funding of improvements required to mitigate these impacts, but the City cannot assure that 
improvements in other jurisdictions will be completed to reduce impacts of the project, so significant LOS 
impacts remain significant and unavoidable. The proposed Specific Plan would have a significant impact on 
demand for transit service (reduced to less-than-significant following mitigation), and a less-than-significant 
impact on pedestrian and bicycle circulation.  

Alternative 2 would have more employees, but many fewer residents, than the proposed Specific Plan. Based on 
the same trip generation assumptions used in the traffic analysis for the proposed Specific Plan (see Table 4.14-6, 
“Trip Generation – With Project,” in Section 4.14, “Transportation”) the overall number of trips that would be 
generated in Alternative 2 would be approximately 71,500, compared to 77,415 for the proposed Specific Plan. 
Although evaluation of impacts at specific intersections or on specific roadways is not possible at the level of 
detail available for this alternative, based on the lower number of overall trips, automobile traffic impacts both on- 
and off-site are generally expected to be lesser compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Based on this reduction in 
trips, intersection LOS impacts would be reduced, likely below the threshold of significance for some of the 
intersections affected by the proposed project; however, some significant and unavoidable intersection LOS 
impacts are expected to remain. This alternative would reduce, but would not avoid, significant and unavoidable 
intersection LOS impacts. 

Based on the substantially lower density of development in Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, 
increased transit demand would be substantially less under Alternative 2. This impact would likely remain 
significant, but as with the proposed project, available mitigation would reduce the impact related to transit 
demand to a less-than-significant level. However, Alternative 2 would not provide for efficient or effective 
bicycle circulation, resulting in a greater impact than under the proposed Specific Plan, potentially a new 
significant impact which could be reduced below the threshold of significance by mitigation measures requiring 
provision of bicycle paths or lanes.  

Because of the lower number of automobile trips that would be generated under Alternative 2, transportation 
impacts would be generally smaller under Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, and the 
significant and unavoidable intersection LOS impacts of the proposed project would be reduced, though not 
below the threshold of significance. Alternative 2 would result in a new significant impact related to bicycle 
circulation, but this impact could be reduced below the level of significance with mitigation. [Lesser.] 

UTILITIES AND ENERGY 

The proposed Specific Plan would have less-than-significant impacts related to water supply, water treatment and 
conveyance, generation of solid waste, and energy demand. The impacts related to wastewater treatment and 
conveyance facilities; and electric, natural gas, and telecommunications services would be potentially significant 
for the proposed Specific Plan. These impacts would be less-than-significant after mitigation, which includes 
coordination with Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) and other utility providers on development planning.  

Water supply, treatment, and conveyance impacts would be similar under Alternative 2, which has more non-
residential development, but also less residential development, than the proposed Specific Plan. Using the City’s 
Water Supply Assessment assumptions of 0.335 acre-feet per year per dwelling unit and 0.079 acre-feet per year 
per job, Alternative 2’s water demand would be roughly 47 percent lower than that estimated for the Specific 
Plan. Waste disposal impacts would potentially be greater based on the larger non-residential development in 
Alternative 2 generating waste at higher rates. Energy impacts would also be greater under Alternative 2; the less-
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efficient land use plan would result in higher per capita energy use in the transportation sector, which is the single 
largest energy consumer in California.  

Alternative 2Alternative 2As with the proposed Specific Plan, buildout of Alternative 2 would require cooperation 
with FSSD and utility providers. Although water supply, treatment, and conveyance impacts would be less, waste 
generation and energy consumption impacts would be increased, and overall utilities and energy impacts would 
be generally greater under Alternative 2 compared to the proposed Specific Plan. [Greater.] 

IMPACT SUMMARY 

Alternative 2 (Lower Density Alternative) would result in similar impacts to the proposed Specific Plan in four 
issue area, lesser impacts in four issue areas, and a greater impact in seven issue areas (see Table 5-2). A 
significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project related to traffic and transportation (intersection LOS) 
would be reduced in this alternative, but would remain significant and unavoidable. This alternative would result 
in new significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and transportation which would not result from 
implementation of the proposed project. Although the new transportation impact could be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with mitigation, the new greenhouse gas emission impact would be significant and unavoidable 
for this alternative. 

5.3.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: EXPANDED GREENBELT 

Alternative 3, the Expanded Greenbelt Alternative, would place fewer residential units and substantially fewer 
employees within the Specific Plan Area. A portion of the Vacaville-Fairfield-Solano Greenbelt is located in the 
northern portion of the Specific Plan Area. This area is intended as a community separator between Vacaville and 
Fairfield, providing a setting for recreational activities, a buffer between agricultural and urban areas, and as an 
ultimate limit for urban growth. In this alternative, instead of proposing changes to the Greenbelt area (as 
described in detail in Section 3 and Section 4.10 of this EIR), the existing Greenbelt area would not be changed 
(see Exhibit 5-3). In addition to existing Greenbelt areas, the Specific Plan would designate additional open space 
in areas adjacent to the Greenbelt, effectively increasing the greenbelt area.  

Alternative 3 would have a similar mix of land uses, overall, compared to the Specific Plan, but would have 
approximately 1,300 fewer residential units and would provide the opportunity for approximately 2,500 fewer 
employees. Except for areas within the existing Greenbelt, Alternative 3 would be the same as the Specific Plan.  

This alternative would avoid conflict with the Greenbelt boundary, a significant and unavoidable impact of the 
proposed project. Alternative 3 would potentially meet several objectives, including higher-density uses near the 
train station, compatibility with Travis AFB, municipal services provision, municipal improvements and facilities, 
public amenities, economic development, open space, and inter-agency coordination (Objectives 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
10, 11, 12, and 13 ).  

However, Alternative 3 would not meet Objective 9 (Economic Development) to the extent that the Specific Plan 
would, since this alternative would provide less than half of the industrial jobs east of the railroad that would be 
provided under the Specific Plan. 

AESTHETICS 

The proposed Specific Plan would have no impact on scenic vistas or on scenic resources within a state Scenic 
Highway. The proposed Specific Plan would have a significant impact related to the degradation of visual 
character; this impact would remain significant after all feasible mitigation is imposed. The proposed Specific 
Plan would also result in a significant increase in nighttime lighting and daytime glare, and mitigation would not 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
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Alternative 3 would result in development of a slightly smaller acreage with similar urban uses to the proposed 
Specific Plan. Aesthetics impacts are basically related to the change of a particular land area to urban use, and all 
aesthetics impacts would be reduced under Alternative 3 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, but not to a 
less-than-significant level. This alternative would reduce, but would not avoid, significant and unavoidable 
aesthetics impacts of the proposed project. [Lesser]. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to conversion of Important 
Farmland, and conflicts with existing on-site and off-site agricultural uses. However, the proposed Specific Plan 
would have a significant and unavoidable impact related to conflict with existing agricultural zoning and 
Williamson Act contracts. 

The project site does not include any Important Farmland as designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP). The proposed Specific Plan would designate areas which are currently used for grazing as 
Greenbelt/Conservation Area. The proposed Specific Plan would not place incompatible urban uses adjacent to 
off-site agricultural land uses; off-site areas of Important Farmland (generally northeast of the project site) would 
be separated from incompatible urban uses, with adjoining lands designated either Greenbelt/Conservation Area 
or Employment. 

Because there is no Important Farmland within the Specific Plan Area, Alternative 3 would have similar impacts 
related to conversion of Important Farmland as the proposed Specific Plan; as with the proposed Specific Plan, 
this impact would be less than significant for Alternative 3. 

The impact related to conflict with Williamson Act contracts and agricultural zoning would be similar under 
Alternative 3 compared to the proposed Specific Plan (the same contracts, and the same acreage of land would be 
affected), and the impact would be significant and unavoidable, as for the proposed project.  

As under the proposed Specific Plan, Alternative 3 would not place incompatible urban uses next to areas of 
Important Farmland; furthermore, there would be no Employment-designated areas (which are considered to be 
compatible, but are still urban uses) directly adjacent to Important Farmland in Alternative 3. Impacts related to 
conflict with on-site and off-site agricultural uses would be less; although Alternative 3 would also place urban 
uses, adjacent to agricultural lands, Employment land uses would not be placed next to off-site agricultural lands. 
These impacts would be less-than-significant for Alternative 3, as for the proposed Specific Plan. Agricultural 
resources impacts would generally be less under Alternative 3 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, but 
Alternative 3 would not reduce or avoid any significant agricultural resource impacts of the proposed project. 
[Similar.] 

AIR QUALITY 

For the proposed Specific Plan, impacts related to short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and precursors would be less than significant. Long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would be a significant impact; although mitigation would reduce this impact, it would remain 
significant and unavoidable for the proposed Specific Plan. Long-term, operational mobile source emissions of 
carbon monoxide (CO) would be a less-than-significant impact of the proposed Specific Plan. Exposure of 
sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) would be less than significant with mitigation; and odors 
would both be a less-than-significant impact under the proposed Specific Plan. 
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Alternative 3 has a generally similar layout as the proposed project, but the alternative has a smaller acreage of 
developed area, fewer residences, and fewer employment-generating uses than the Specific Plan. Because the unit 
totals and job-generating uses would be less, operational air quality emissions and construction emissions would 
also be less than those of the proposed Specific Plan. Although air quality impacts would be reduced, significant 
operational emissions impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, as with the proposed project. The 
reduced area of development would result in reductions in traffic and total VMT, but would not alter significance 
conclusions related to air emissions. Generally, air quality impacts of Alternative 3 would be less than those of the 
proposed Specific Plan, and this alternative would reduce, but would not avoid, the significant and unavoidable 
air quality impacts of the proposed project. [Lesser.] 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to loss and degradation of 
wetlands, loss and degradation of special-status species habitat and potential direct take of individuals, and loss 
and degradation of sensitive natural communities. The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts 
related to interference with wildlife movement (reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation), and 
less-than-significant impacts related to conflict with habitat conservation plans. The proposed Specific Plan would 
have a potentially significant impact related to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, but this impact would be less-than-significant after mitigation. 

Alternative 3 would remove the northern Employment land use area east of Vanden Road. The southern 
Employment area from the proposed Specific Plan would remain,  This change would result in a reduced acreage 
of wetland fill compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Under this alternative, the acreage of affected California 
Tiger Salamander (CTS) upland habitat would be reduced compared to the proposed Specific Plan; however, the 
southern Employment area and the realignment of Canon Road would still obstruct movement of wildlife, 
especially CTS, between upland areas to the north of Canon Rod and breeding areas in the Mitigation Bank south 
of Canon Road. . The “edge” distance—the interface between urban development and grassland/vernal pool 
areas—would be substantially reduced under Alternative 3 relative to the proposed Specific Plan, reducing 
impacts related to conflict between urban uses and open space areas.  

Impacts related to conflict with local policies or ordinances and conflict with habitat conservation plans would be 
similar, and the same mitigation would be available to reduce impacts as under the proposed Specific Plan. 
Generally, impacts wetlands would be reduced (although not below the level of significance), but significant and 
unavoidable wildlife movement impacts would remain under Alternative 3; generally, impacts to biological 
resources overall would be reduced under Alternative 3, but no significant biological resources impacts would be 
avoided. [Lesser.] 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to cultural resources and human 
remains, which would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation.  

As with the proposed Specific Plan, construction of Alternative 3 would have potentially significant impacts 
related to cultural resources and human remains. Because a smaller land area would be developed under 
Alternative 3 compared to the proposed Specific Plan, these potential impacts would be reduced, but no 
significant cultural resource impacts of the proposed project would be avoided. [Lesser.] 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, MINERAL RESOURCES, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts from fault rupture and seismic ground 
shaking, seismic-related liquefaction, construction-related erosion, hazards related to construction in rock 
outcrops and unstable soils, expansive soils, corrosive soils, and unknown, potentially unique paleontological 
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resources (mineral resource impacts would be less than significant). However, all impacts for the proposed 
Specific Plan would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation. 

Under Alternative 3 there would be a smaller overall area of development, but the resulting development would 
be subject to the same geologic conditions and impacts, and these impacts would occur to the same degree. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar impacts, and would not reduce or avoid any significant impacts 
related to this issue area. [Similar.] 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to short-term construction related 
emissions, operational emissions, and consistency with adopted plans, policies, and regulations adopted to reduce 
emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs).  

Alternative 3 would result in a smaller area of development, fewer residential units, and fewer job-generating uses 
than the proposed Specific Plan; Greenbelt areas would remain in non-urban uses, but the arrangement of uses on 
the rest of the project site would be substantially similar to the proposed project. The reduction of units and jobs 
would reduce traffic volumes and VMT. GHG impacts, including construction and operational impacts would be 
smaller than those of the proposed Specific Plan. Alternative 3 would have generally lesser GHG impacts 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan, and no significant impacts related to this issue area would be reduced or 
avoided. [Lesser.] 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impacts from routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; exposure to hazardous materials at 
Cortese-listed sites; safety hazards near an airport; and airspace safety hazards related to project water features 
would be less than significant for the proposed Specific Plan. Potentially significant impacts of the proposed 
Specific Plan include human health hazards from exposure to on-site hazardous materials; public health hazards 
from mosquitoes associated with project water features; and exposure to EMF. These impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level following mitigation.  

Both the proposed Specific Plan and Alternative 3 would consist of similar urban uses, in similar locations, with 
only the urban uses within the existing Greenbelt boundary altered. Reducing the size of the area designated for 
Employment land use would likely reduce industrial uses which would more likely transport, use or dispose of 
hazardous materials. Hazards and hazardous materials impacts would thus be reduced compared to those of the 
proposed Specific Plan, but no significant impacts would be reduced or avoided. [Lesser.] 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

For the proposed Specific Plan, potentially significant impacts would include construction-related water quality 
impacts, increased flood risk from stormwater, and violation of water quality standards. All of these impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by imposing mitigation based on regulatory requirements. 

Alternative 3 would result in construction of a smaller area of developed uses, although hydrological 
characteristics within the developed footprint would be similar. Similar requirements with respect to stormwater 
detention, construction practices, and stormwater quality standards would be imposed based on the policies of the 
City’s general plan and other state and federal requirements described in Section 4.9.2, “Regulatory Framework.” 
Hydrology and water quality impacts would be generally lesser for Alternative 3 compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan because of the smaller developed footprint, but no significant impacts would be avoided. [Similar.] 
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LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to consistency with LAFCO 
standards for sphere of influence (SOI) changes and annexation, and compatibility with the Travis Air Force Base 
(AFB) Land Use Compatibility Plan (LUCP). However, the impact related to Greenbelt boundary modifications 
would be significant and unavoidable for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Alternative 3 proposes similar land uses to the proposed Specific Plan, and would be consistent with LAFCO 
standards, and compatible with the Travis AFB LUCP. Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in no impact 
related to Greenbelt boundary modifications; no development would occur within the Greenbelt Boundary. 
Alternative 3 would generally have reduced impacts related to land use and planning compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan, and would avoid the significant and unavoidable land use impact of the proposed project. [Lesser.] 

NOISE 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to exposure of sensitive 
receptors to construction noise, exposure of sensitive receptors to stationary noise sources in excess of standards, 
increase in ambient noise levels, and compatibility of proposed on-site land uses with the ambient noise 
environment. Temporary noise impacts and ambient noise level impacts are significant and unavoidable. Other 
impacts can be reduced with mitigation. 

The impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors to off-site construction generated traffic noise would be less-
than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan. Long-term increase in traffic noise levels, and exposure of 
sensitive receptors to vibration would also be less-than-significant impacts for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Buildout of Alternative 3 would generally result in similar noise impacts compared to the proposed Specific Plan; 
however, construction activities and the volume of construction traffic would be reduced based on the smaller 
developed footprint and number of units. Although traffic volumes might vary at individual locations between the 
proposed Specific Plan and Alternative 3, the overall traffic noise exposure of receptors would be similar. New 
stationary noise sources under Alternative 3 would be generally similar to those under the proposed Specific Plan, as 
would compatibility of on-site land uses with the ambient noise environment, operational traffic noise levels, and 
vibration. Noise impacts would be slightly reduced for Alternative 3 based on the smaller developed area, reduced 
construction, and reduction in residential units and jobs, but no significant impacts would be avoided. [Lesser.] 

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING  

The proposed Specific Plan would result in significant population, employment, and housing impacts. The 
number of new units and the type and acreage of non-residential land use designations would be reduced under 
Alternative 3, but the overall mix of population, employment, and housing would be similar, and impacts would 
also be similar compared to the proposed Specific Plan, with no significant impacts reduced or avoided in this 
alternative. [Similar.]  

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts related to increased demand for fire protection 
services, and law enforcement services; these impacts would be significant and unavoidable even after 
implementation of all feasible mitigation. Impacts related to school facilities, library services, other public 
services, and parks/recreational facilities would be less-than-significant for the proposed Specific Plan.  

Although the number of new units and acreage of non-residential land use designations would be reduced in 
Alternative 3, the amount of land dedicated to various service and recreation uses would be similar under 
Alternative 3; only the arrangement of land uses would differ. The reduced population would result in lesser 
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impacts related to school facilities, library services, other public services, and parks/recreational facilities. Fire 
protection and law enforcement services, which would be significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
project, would be reduced, but would remain significant and unavoidable under Alternative 3. Although public 
services and recreation impacts would be reduced, no significant impacts would be avoided in this alternative. 
[Lesser.]  

TRANSPORTATION  

The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to significant intersection level of service (LOS) impacts at 18 
external intersections; all but one of these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, but 
implementation of mitigation would require action by other jurisdictions. The proposed Specific Plan would also 
contribute to congestion on Caltrans routes, including I-80, I-680, and SR-12. The proposed Specific Plan would 
contribute to the funding of improvements required to mitigate these impacts, but the City cannot assure that 
improvements in other jurisdictions will be completed to reduce impacts of the project, so significant LOS 
impacts remain significant and unavoidable. The proposed Specific Plan would have a significant impact on 
demand for transit service (reduced to less-than-significant following mitigation), and a less-than-significant 
impact on pedestrian and bicycle circulation.  

The reduction in residential units and jobs under Alternative 3 would reduce traffic volumes, and would 
potentially reduce some intersection LOS impacts to less-than-significant, although significant intersection LOS 
impacts would likely remain.. Generally, transportation impacts would be reduced under Alternative 3 compared 
to the proposed Specific Plan, and residual significant intersection LOS impacts would be reduced, but not 
avoided. [Lesser.] 

UTILITIES AND ENERGY 

The proposed Specific Plan would have less-than-significant impacts related to water supply, water treatment and 
conveyance, generation of solid waste, and energy demand. The impacts related to wastewater treatment and 
conveyance facilities; and electric, natural gas, and telecommunications services would be potentially significant 
for the proposed Specific Plan. These impacts would be less-than-significant after mitigation, which includes 
coordination with Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) and other utility providers on development planning.  

Utilities and energy impacts would be reduced for Alternative 3; the number of residential units and job-
generating uses would be less than under the proposed Specific Plan. Buildout of Alternative 3 would still require 
cooperation with FSSD and utility providers, as with the proposed Specific Plan. This alternative would not avoid 
any significant utilities or energy impacts. [Lesser.] 

IMPACT SUMMARY 

Alternative 3 (Expanded Greenbelt Alternative) would result in similar impacts to the proposed Specific Plan in 
three issue areas, and lesser impacts in twelve issue areas (see Table 5-2). A significant and unavoidable impact of 
the proposed project related to land use (Greenbelt boundary) would be avoided in this alternative, and significant 
and unavoidable aesthetics, air quality, and traffic impacts would be reduced (though not avoided). No new 
significant impacts would occur if this alternative were implemented. 

5.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The Expanded Greenbelt Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative as shown in Table 5-2. 
This alternative provides the greatest opportunity for avoidance and/or substantial reduction in the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed Specific Plan. This Alternative would potentially meet all of the project 
objectives, but would not fulfill Objective 9 (economic development) to the same extent as the Specific Plan, 
because the number of jobs generated in this alternative would be reduced. 
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Table 5-2 
Comparison of Significant Environmental Effects of the Alternatives to the Proposed Specific Plan 

Environmental Issue Area Alternative 1: No Project/ Existing 
General Plan and Zoning 

Alternative 2:  
Lower Density 

Alternative 3:  
Expanded Greenbelt 

Aesthetics Greater Greater Lesser 

Agricultural Resources Similar Similar Similar 

Air Quality Greater Lesser Lesser 

Biological Resources Greater Greater Lesser 

Cultural Resources Greater Greater Lesser 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontological 
Resources 

Similar Similar Similar 

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change Greater Greater Lesser 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Lesser Lesser Lesser 

Hydrology and Water Quality Similar Greater Lesser 

Land Use Lesser Greater Lesser 

Noise Lesser Lesser Lesser 

Population, Employment, and Housing Greater Similar Similar 

Public Services and Recreation Lesser Similar Lesser 

Transportation  Similar Lesser Lesser 

Utilities and Energy Similar Greater Lesser 

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2010 
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