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RESOLUTION NO.______ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SANTA BARBARA CERTIFYING THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ADOPTING 
THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT 
AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATION FOR THE VERONICA 
MEADOWS PROJECT (VERONICA MEADOWS 
SPECIFIC PLAN) (MST99-00608) 

 
WHEREAS, the City accepted an application from Peak-Las Positas Partners, in 
order to process a request for the following: 1) annexation of the subject property 
from the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County to the City of Santa 
Barbara; 2) a General Plan Amendment upon annexation to add the property to 
the City’s General Plan Map; 3) a Local Coastal Plan Amendment upon 
annexation to add the property to the City’s Local Coastal Plan; and 4) Zoning 
Map and Ordinance Amendments to adopt Specific Plan Number Nine (SP-9) 
upon annexation; (5) a lot line adjustment; and 6) other related approvals 
(“Veronica Meadows Project” or “Project”);  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Barbara initiated 
annexation of the subject parcels separately on November 18, 1993, and 
February 3, 2000, and held conceptual reviews of the project design then before 
the Commission (including nine speakers) on February 3, 2000); 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission and the Architectural Board of Review 
held a joint work session on September 5, 2000, to take input (including 
comments from nine speakers) and make comments on the Project design 
concept; 
 
WHEREAS, the Architectural Board of Review held a concept review of the 
proposed Project on September 25, 2000, and provided comments to the 
Planning Commission;  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Barbara initiated the 
Specific Plan process for the subject parcels and held a joint meeting with the 
Architectural Board of Review to review a revised project concept on February 
20, 2003, and took comments from twelve speakers; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a concept project review work 
session on March 6, 2003; 
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) Scoping Hearing on October 16, 2003, and took comments from two 
people; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to 
receive comments on the Draft EIR on October 21, 2004, and took comments 
from twelve people;  
 
WHEREAS, in January 2005, the City of Santa Barbara completed a Final EIR 
for the project, consisting of the Draft EIR, comments on the Draft EIR,  
responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and minor revisions to the Draft EIR;  
 
WHEREAS, the Park and Recreation Commission and the Creeks Advisory 
Committee held a joint meeting to consider recommendations to the Planning 
Commission regarding the proposed bridge and creek restoration elements of the 
Project;  
 
WHEREAS, the Creeks Advisory Committee met on February 9, 2005, and made 
recommendations to the Planning Commission regarding the proposed bridge 
and creek restoration elements of the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Park and Recreation Commission met on February 23, 2005, 
and maderecommendations to the Planning Commission regarding the proposed 
bridge and creekrestoration elements of the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Transportation and Circulation Committee met on March 24, 
2005, and made recommendations to the Planning Commission regarding the 
proposed bridge for the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a discussion of project issues on 
April 14, 2005, and nineteen people spoke regarding the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to 
consider the Project on July 21, 2005, and eleven people spoke regarding the 
Project.  After substantial discussion, the Planning Commission continued its 
consideration indefinitely to allow the applicant to make project revisions in 
response to Planning Commission concerns; 
 
WHEREAS, on December 1, 2005, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed 
public hearing and took public input from twenty-four people on the Project, and 
certified the Veronica Meadows Specific Plan Final EIR (”2005 Final EIR”) as a 
complete, accurate, and good faith effort toward full disclosure and as being 
reflective of the independent judgment of the City of Santa Barbara under the 
California  Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et 
seq.);  
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WHEREAS, on March 8, 2006, the Council of the City of Santa Barbara held a 
duly noticed  public hearing, took public input, and continued its consideration of 
the Project;  
 
WHEREAS, on March 21, 2006, the Council of the City of Santa Barbara 
continued its deliberations on the Project, and directed the applicant to prepare 
an alternative design for the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the applicant complied with the City Council’s directive and prepared 
and submitted to City staff a conceptual site plan reflecting a revised project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Creeks Advisory Committee met on April 26, 2006, and made 
recommendations to the City Council regarding the revised site plan and creek 
restoration element of the Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Architectural Board of Review met on May 1, 2006, and made 
recommendations to the City Council regarding the revised site plan for the 
Project; 
 
WHEREAS, the Park and Recreation Commission and Creeks Advisory 
Committee held a joint meeting on July 10, 2006, to consider recommendations 
to the City Council regarding the revised site plan for the project;  
 
WHEREAS, on August 19, 2006, the first Addendum to the 2005 Final EIR was 
prepared by City environmental staff.  The Addendum considered a smaller 
Project with 15 homes, access from Alan Road rather than Los Positas Road, a 
smaller bridge over Arroyo Burro Creek for pedestrian and bicycle traffic only, 
and a setback area without pedestrian trails along Arroyo Burro Creek.  The 
Addendum evaluated whether the revised Project was within the range 
considered in the 2005 Final EIR and determined it was; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on 
August 24, 2006, took public input from thirteen people on the revised site plan, 
and offered comments to the City Council; 
 
WHEREAS, on October 3, 2006, the City Council held the required noticed public 
hearing and took public input from twenty-seven people on the revised site plan, 
and continued consideration of the Project to a future meeting after indicating to 
the applicant that it preferred the Project as it was presented in March 2008, with 
either 23 or 25 dwelling units; 
 
WHEREAS, the applicant subsequently submitted two development alternatives 
to the City Council based on direction from the October 3, 2006 City Council 
meeting; 
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WHEREAS, on November 17, 2006, the second Addendum to the 2005 Final 
EIR was prepared to evaluate two development alternatives developed by the 
applicant in response to the City Council’s request.  The Addendum evaluated 
whether the two development alternatives were within the range considered in 
the Certified EIR and determined they were;  
 
WHEREAS, on December 12 and 19, 2006, City Council approved the project 
and adopted environmental findings pursuant to CEQA;  
 
WHEREAS, on January 29, 2007, the Citizens Planning Association and the 
Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council sued the City to overturn the City Council 
approval of the project; 
 
WHEREAS, in a judgment dated January 9, 2008, the Santa Barbara Superior 
Court issued its judgment stating that a writ of mandate should issue 
commanding the City Council to set aside its December 12 and 19, 2006 
decisions concerning the Project;  
 
WHEREAS, on February 5 and 26, 2008, pursuant to court directive, the City 
Council for the City of Santa Barbara repealed and rescinded the project 
approvals, including certification of the 2005 Final EIR;  
 
WHEREAS, on March 14, 2008, the City prepared a Draft Revised EIR, which it 
circulated pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  The City’s purpose in 
preparing the revised EIR chapters was to document the events, project 
changes, and other information that is pertinent to understanding the issues 
involved with a re-evaluation of the project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 
provide for recirculation of only the revised sections of the EIR and limitation of 
further public comment to the recirculated sections;  
 
WHEREAS, on April 17, 2008, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed 
public hearing to receive comments on the Draft Revised EIR;  
 
WHEREAS, on May 9, 2008, a Final Revised EIR was prepared in accordance 
with CEQA.  The “2008 Final EIR” includes the Draft EIR, the Draft Revised EIR, 
comments on the Draft EIR and Draft Revised EIR, responses to oral testimony, 
written comments, e-mail messages, and phone messages on the Draft EIR and 
Draft Revised EIR, and minor changes to the Draft EIR and Draft Revised EIR;   
 
WHEREAS, on May 15, 2008, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed 
public hearing on the 2008 Final EIR to consider its certification;   
 
WHEREAS, on June 17, 2008, the City Council held a duly noticed public 
hearing on the 2008 Final EIR to consider its certification;   
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WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Barbara has reviewed and 
considered the information contained in the 2008 Final EIR and supporting 
documents, including all maps, exhibits, testimony and written documents 
contained in the file for this project, including its environmental analysis, on 
record in the City of City of Santa Barbara, and has considered the oral 
presentations given at the public hearing and considered the recommendations 
of the Planning Commission, and finds that:  
 

1. Notice has been given in the time and in the manner required by State 
Law and the Municipal Code. 

 
2. The 2008 Final EIR for the Veronica Meadows Specific Plan Project 

(SCH No. 2003091128), comprised of the 2005 Final EIR (dated 
January 2005) and the Final Revised EIR (dated May 2008), as well as 
the first and second addenda to the 2005 Final EIR (dated August 19, 
2006 and November 17, 2006, respectively), on file in the office of the 
City Clerk and incorporated herein by reference, was presented to the 
City Council of City of Santa Barbara. The City Council of the City of 
Santa Barbara has reviewed and considered the information contained 
in the Final EIR, including comments received from the public, before 
approving the Veronica Meadows Specific Plan project.   

 
3. The 2008 Final EIR was completed in compliance with CEQA. 
 
4. The 2008 Final EIR reflects the City Council of the City of Santa 

Barbara’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED and CERTIFIED by the City Council of 
the City of Santa Barbara as follows: 
 

A. Environmental Findings Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) for the Final Revised Environmental Impact Report (Per 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081 and California Code of 
Regulations (CCR Section 15090) 
 
1. The 2008 Final EIR was completed in compliance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Cal. Public Resources Code 
section 21000 et seq.), as amended, and the State Guidelines thereto 
(Cal. Code of Regs. Section 15000 et seq.). 

 
2. The 2008 Final EIR was presented to the City Council of the City of 

Santa Barbara, and was reviewed and considered by the Council 
before it approved the Veronica Meadows Specific Plan project.   

 
3. The 2008 Final EIR reflects the City Council of the City of Santa 

Barbara’s independent judgment and analysis. 



6 

 
4. The Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Veronica 

Meadows Specific Plan project, attached hereto as Exhibit A and 
incorporated herein by reference, is hereby adopted. 
 

5. A summary of the project description, project objectives, required 
project approvals and record of proceedings for the project is attached 
as Attachment 4 to the Council Agenda Report, which is incorporated 
hereto by reference. 

 
6. Class I Impacts (Significant and Unavoidable). The project would 

result in significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Certified 
Final Revised EIR. As discussed in the “Summary of Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures and Proposed CEQA Findings,” attached as 
Attachment 5 to the Council Agenda Report, for each of these 
significant environmental effects identified, a written finding reaching 
one or more of three permissible conclusions has been made: either 
“[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15091, subd. (a)(1).); or “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the 
agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such 
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.”  
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(2).); or  “[s]pecific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision 
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in 
the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).) In making its 
findings pursuant to § 15091, the City Council ratifies, adopts, and 
incorporates into these findings the analysis and explanation set forth 
in Attachment 5 to the Council Agenda Report; ratifies, adopts, and 
incorporates into these findings the analysis and explanation in the 
2008 Final EIR; and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the 2008 Final EIR 
relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to 
the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically 
and expressly modified by these findings. 
 
The City Council has adopted as conditions of approval all of the 
mitigation measures identified in Attachment 5 to the Council Agenda 
Report. Some of the measures identified in the table are also within the 
jurisdiction and control of other agencies. To the extent any of the 
mitigation measures are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, the 
City Council finds those agencies can and should implement those 
measures within their jurisdiction and control.  
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In several comments on the Draft EIR, commenters suggested 
additional mitigation measures and/or modifications to the measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR.  As is evident from the 2008 Final EIR 
and the above-described table found in the “Summary of Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures and Proposed CEQA Findings,” City staff 
recommended modifications to several of the original proposed 
measures in response to such comments, as set forth in the 2008 Final 
EIR in response to such comments.  The City Council agrees with staff 
in those instances when staff did not accept proposed language and 
hereby ratifies, adopts, and incorporates staff’s reasoning on these 
issues.   
 
These findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record, 
including the Certified 2008 Final EIR, associated appendices, and 
Staff Reports. These findings are hereby incorporated herein by 
reference and are hereby adopted. 

 
7. Class II Impacts (Potentially Significant and Mitigated). The project 

elements incorporated as part of the project description and mitigation 
measures applied as conditions of project approval would result in the 
avoidance or substantial lessening of some environmental impacts to 
less than significant levels. As discussed in the “Summary of Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures and Proposed CEQA Findings,” attached as 
Attachment 5 to the Council Agenda Report, for each of these 
potentially significant environmental effects identified in the 2008 Final 
EIR, a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible 
conclusions has been made: either “[c]hanges or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).); or “[s]uch 
changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such 
changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should 
be adopted by such other agency.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(2).); or  “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
Project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).) In making its findings pursuant to § 15091, the 
City Council ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these findings the 
analysis and explanation set forth in Attachment 5 to the Council 
Agenda Report; ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these findings 
the analysis and explanation in the 2008 Final EIR; and ratifies, 
adopts, and incorporates into these findings the determinations and 
conclusions of the 2008 Final EIR relating to environmental impacts 
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and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations 
and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these 
findings. 
 
The City Council has adopted as conditions of approval all of the 
mitigation measures identified in Attachment 5 to the Council Agenda 
Report. Some of the measures identified in the table are also within the 
jurisdiction and control of other agencies. To the extent any of the 
mitigation measures are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, the 
City Council finds those agencies can and should implement those 
measures within their jurisdiction and control.  
 
In several comments on the Draft EIR, commenters suggested 
additional mitigation measures and/or modifications to the measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR.  The City modified several of the 
original proposed measures in response to such comments, as set 
forth in the 2008 Final EIR in response to such comments.  The City 
Council agrees with staff in those instances when staff did not accept 
proposed language, and hereby ratifies, adopts, and incorporates 
staff’s reasoning on these issues.   
 
These findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record, 
including the Certified 2008 Final EIR, associated appendices, and 
Staff Reports. These findings are hereby incorporated herein by 
reference and are hereby adopted. 
 

8. Class III Impacts (Less than Significant). The project, as proposed, 
would result in less than significant impacts in some environmental 
issue areas identified in the Certified 2008 Final EIR. Mitigation 
measures applied as conditions of project approval would further 
reduce the levels of impacts, consistent with City policies. As 
discussed in the “Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and 
Proposed CEQA Findings,” attached as Attachment 5 to the Council 
Agenda Report, for each of these less than significant impacts 
identified in the 2008 Final EIR, a written finding reaching one or more 
of three permissible conclusions has been made: either “[c]hanges or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect 
as identified in the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).); or “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making 
the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency 
or can and should be adopted by such other agency.”  (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(2).); or  “[s]pecific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible 
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the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the final 
EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).) In making its findings 
pursuant to § 15091, the City Council ratifies, adopts, and incorporates 
into these findings the analysis and explanation set forth in Attachment 
5 to the Council Agenda Report; ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into 
these findings the analysis and explanation in the 2008 Final EIR; and 
ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these findings the determinations 
and conclusions of the 2008 Final EIR relating to environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such 
determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified 
by these findings. 
 
The City Council has adopted all of the mitigation measures identified 
in Attachment 5 to the Council Agenda Report. Some of the measures 
identified in the table within said attachment are also within the 
jurisdiction and control of other agencies. To the extent any of the 
mitigation measures are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, the 
City Council finds those agencies can and should implement those 
measures within their jurisdiction and control. These findings are 
supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the Certified 
2008 Final EIR, associated appendices, and Staff Reports. These 
findings are hereby incorporated herein by reference and are hereby 
adopted. 
 

9. Findings Regarding Project Alternatives (per PRC Section 21081 
and CCR Section 15091).  The City Council finds that that a good faith 
effort was made to evaluate all feasible alternatives in the 2008 Final 
EIR that are reasonable alternatives to the Project and could feasibly 
obtain the basic objectives of the Project, even when the alternatives 
might impede the attainment of the Project objectives and might be 
more costly.  As a result, the scope of alternatives analyzed in the 
2008 Final EIR is not unduly limited or narrow.  The City Council also 
finds that all reasonable alternatives were reviewed, analyzed and 
discussed in the review process of the 2008 Final EIR and the ultimate 
decision on the Project.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, pp. 4-2 to 4-33; 
2008 Draft Revised EIR, pp. 4-2 to 4-33;  2005 Draft EIR, pp. 4-2  
through 4-25.) The City Council finds that, as discussed below, there 
are no feasible alternatives to the Project which would avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the proposed Project. Further, the City Council finds that, as 
discussed below, specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
environmental, or other considerations make infeasible the project 
alternatives identified in the 2008 Final EIR for the Veronica Meadows 
Specific Plan Project. 

 



10 

No Project Alternative 
i. Description 
Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed land development and 
associated public open space, trail, and creek restoration would not be 
implemented. The project site would remain undeveloped. Property 
management and activities on the property would remain the same as 
today.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, pp. 4-2 to 4-4; 2008 Draft Revised 
EIR, pp. 4-2 to 4-4.) 
ii. Comparison to Project 
Under this alternative, the environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project, including the significant and unavoidable impacts, 
would not occur.  As noted in the Draft Revised EIR, the project site is 
currently subject to considerable disturbance, and this disturbance 
would likely continue under this alternative.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, 
pp. 4-2 to 4-6; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, pp. 4-2 to 4-6.) 
iii. Finding 
While the No Project Alternative would result in fewer environmental 
impacts than the Project, the City finds this alternative infeasible and 
less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this alternative for 
the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations” which include project benefits such as the “provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers” or other benefits 
of the project that “make infeasible the … project alternatives identified 
in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the seven Project 
objectives set out above.  For instance, the alternative would not 
develop residential uses as market, and below market rate, to meet the 
City’s ongoing housing demand.  The alternative would neither annex 
unincorporated parcels to the City of Santa Barbara nor improve land 
use planning and public services in this portion of the Las Positas 
Valley; in doing so, it would not promote the City’s policy of annexing 
property within the City’s sphere of influence and bringing an island of 
unincorporated land within the City’s jurisdiction and boundaries.  
Moreover, this alternative would neither increase public access in the 
Las Positas Valley nor establish beneficial pedestrian and bike routes 
that enhance coastal and recreation access.   
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
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No Annexation Alternative 
i. Description 
Under this alternative, the following three parcels owned or controlled 
by the project applicant and proposed for annexation for the residential 
development would not be annexed as planned: 

047-010-
016 

10.28 
acres 

047-010-
053 

4.49 acres 

Proposed for 24 housing 
units and open space. 

047-010-
011 

35.71 
acres 

Proposed for open 
space 

Parcel No. 047-010-009 is a 5.89-acre property along Las Positas 
Road that is owned by the City of Santa Barbara. The applicant would 
require an easement to construct the access bridge and road to the 
site. The City of Santa Barbara initiated annexation of this parcel on 
November 18, 1993, pursuant to Planning Commission Resolution No. 
078-93.  It is assumed that this parcel would be annexed under this 
alternative, the same as under the proposed project, as was the 
annexation of parcel 047-010-011. 
The applicant has requested that the above properties be annexed to 
the City. The annexation of parcel 047-010-016 was initiated by the 
Planning Commission on November 18, 1993, pursuant to Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 078-93. The annexation of the 4.49-acre 
portion of parcel 047-010-053 (to be subdivided) was initiated by the 
Planning Commission on February 3, 2000, pursuant to Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 004-00. 
Under this alternative, the parcels would be developed under the 
jurisdiction of the County, and in accordance with the County 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations.  As explained in the 
EIR, the County zoning mandates would result in a more dense 
development of parcel 047-010-016, and would prohibit development 
on parcel 047-010-053.  The analysis of this alternative assumes that 
the number of units on the 10.28-acre parcel (047-010-016) would 
likely be similar (i.e., 20 to 25 units) to the total number of units under 
the proposed project. All other aspects of this alternative would be 
similar to the proposed project. Hence, the alternative would include a 
new intersection at Las Positas Road, a bridge across Arroyo Burro 
Creek, stabilization of several landslides, a public trail and open space 
along the creek, and a creek restoration project. (2008 Final Revised 
EIR, § 4.3.1, pp. 4-7 to 4-9; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.3.1, pp. 4-7 to 
4-9.) 
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ii. Comparison to Project 
As explained the EIR, the alternative would have the potential to 
reduce some of the Project’s Class II (Significant but mitigable) 
impacts, but would not have an effect on the Project’s Class I 
(Significant and Unavoidable) impacts.  The alternative would also 
exacerbate some of the Project’s Class II impacts.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11.) 
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the No Annexation Alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the project; the alternative would avoid 
some of the Project’s Class II impacts, but those impacts are mitigable.  
The alternative would be associated with all of the Project’s significant 
and unavoidable impacts. 
The No Annexation Alternative would not meet the Project and City 
objectives of annexing the subject properties, which are within the 
City’s sphere of influence.  This alternative, rather, would perpetuate 
the existence of a large island of unincorporated property within the 
City’s sphere of influence and boundary, which is not supported by 
either City or local agency formation commission (LAFCO) policy.   
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Use of Draft Pre-Annexation Zoning Designations Alternative 
i. Description 
Under this alternative, the four parcels owned by the project applicant 
and proposed for annexation for the residential development would be 
developed in accordance with the City’s General Plan designations 
and zoning presented in the Draft Annexation Policy Update in 1995. T 
he proposed development would require approval of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) instead of a Specific Plan. 
The number of residential units under this alternative would be similar 
to, or slightly higher than the proposed project. The units would be 
restricted to the 10.28-acre parcel, compared to the proposed 14.81-
acre project site. There could be a higher density of units and less 
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open space under this alternative. All other aspects of this alternative 
would be similar to the proposed project. For example, the alternative 
would include a new intersection at Las Positas Road, a bridge across 
Arroyo Burro Creek, stabilization of several landslides, a public trail 
and open space along the creek, and a creek restoration project. (2008 
Final Revised EIR, § 4.4.1, pp. 4-11 to 4-12; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.4.1, pp. 4-11 to 4-12.) 
ii. Comparison to Project 
As explained the EIR, the alternative would have the potential to 
reduce some of the Project’s Class II (Significant but mitigable) 
impacts, but would have not effect on the Project’s Class I (Significant 
and Unavoidable) impacts.  The alternative would also exacerbate 
some of the Project’s Class II impacts.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 
4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11, 4-13; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 
to 4-11, 4-13.)  Moreover, Use of Draft Pre-Annexation Zoning 
Designations Alternative could potentially allow for development of 
more units than the proposed project, which would exacerbate the 
project’s Class I and Class II impacts.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 
4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11, 4-13; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 
to 4-11, 4-13.) 
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Use of Draft Pre-Annexation Zoning 
Designations Alternative is not environmentally superior to the project; 
the alternative would avoid some of the Project’s Class II impacts, but 
those impacts are mitigable.  The alternative would be associated with 
all of the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, and in fact 
could result in increased significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
traffic and noise if more units are proposed than under the Proposed 
Project. (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11, 4-13; 2008 
Draft Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11, 4-13.) 
The alternative would also not meet the project objectives as well as 
the proposed project.  For instance, the project design of this 
alternative would not be as compatible with the existing cite constraints 
and natural setting, and as a result it could exacerbate the impacts of 
developing the site.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-
11, 4-13; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.3.3, pp. 4-10 to 4-11, 4-13.) 
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For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Alan Road Access Alternative 
i. Description 
Under this alternative, the sole access to the Project site would be from 
Alan Road.  Lots 1 and 2 at the south end of the Proposed Project site 
would be reconfigured to provide a vehicular connection from the 
development to Alan Road.  The rest of the Project layout would 
remain the same, except that the entire internal roadway system would 
be a public road for through traffic.  The bridge over Arroyo Burro 
Creek and the intersection with Las Positas Road would not be 
constructed.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.5.1, pp.  4-13 to 4-14; 2005 
Draft EIR, § 4.5.1, p.4-13; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.5.1, pp.  4-13 to 
4-14; 2005 Draft EIR, § 4.5.1, p.4-13.)   
ii. Comparison to Project 
In most respects, the Proposed Project and the Alan Road alternative 
would result in identical or virtually identical impacts, and the same 
mitigation measures would apply to either alternative.  In certain 
respects, however, the alternatives differ from one another.  The 
narrative discussion below lists those impacts where the alternatives 
differ, and provides a description of those differences.  
Environmentally Superior Aspects of the Alan Road Access Alternative  
First, this alternative would avoid the impacts to Arroyo Burro Creek 
associated with the bridge proposed under the Project.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, p. 4-16; 2005 Draft EIR, §§ 4.5.3, 3.3.2.6; 2008 
Draft Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, p. 4-16; 2005 Draft EIR, §§ 4.5.3, 3.3.2.6.) 
In the EIR, this impact was identified as Class I (Significant and 
Unavoidable).  Since the City circulated the original 2005 Draft EIR, the 
City has received additional evidence about the biological impacts 
associated with the proposed bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek.  The 
new information provided tends to indicate that the environmental 
impacts related to the construction of the bridge on Arroyo Burro 
Beach may be less significant than previously reported.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 3.3.2.6, pp. 3-59 to 3-62; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
3.3.2.6, pp. 3-59 to 3-62.)  While recognizing that reasonable experts 
could differ in regards to the significance of this impact, the 2008 Final 
EIR continues to classify this impact as Class I (Significant and 
Unavoidable).  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 3.3.2.6, p. 3-62; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 3.3.2.6, p. 3-62.)  The City concurs in this conclusion.  
This Class I impact would not occur under the Alan Road Alternative 
but would occur under the Project.  
Second, this alternative would avoid the Project’s Class II impact to 
Las Positas Road, where traffic from the Arroyo Burro Creek bridge 
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joins Las Positas Road.  This impact is mitigable (Mitigation Measure 
TR-4) (2008 Final Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-23; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-23; 2005 Draft EIR, §§ 3.7.2.5, 4.5.3, 
pp. 3-106, 4-13). Because the Arroyo Burro Creek bridge would not be 
constructed under this alternative, this Class II impact would not occur 
under this alternative but would occur under the Project.   
Environmentally Superior Aspects of the Proposed Project Compared 
to the Alan Road Access Alternative 
The Proposed Project would be environmentally superior to the Alan 
Road Access Alternative in several respects.  First, the alternative 
would involve three new Class III (Less than significant) impacts on the 
Alan Road neighborhood.  All Project-related traffic would access the 
Project site via Alan Road under this alternative.  (2008 Final Revised 
EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-
15 to 4-17; 2005 Draft EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-13 to 4-14.)  This “increased 
traffic along Alan Road would cause a perceptible change in the quality 
of life for residents” in the Alan Road neighborhood, which is currently 
a semi-rural, quiet street without through traffic.  (2008 Final Revised 
EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2005 Draft, § 4.5.3, p. 4-13; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2005 Draft, § 4.5.3, p. 4-13; 
2005 Final EIR, Appendix F, Topical Response No. 1, p. 3.)  These 
additional cars would also increase long-term noise and vehicular 
emissions in the Alan Road neighborhood.  None of these changes are 
expected to exceed any established thresholds of significance.  (2008 
Final Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2005 Draft EIR, § 4.5.3, p. 4-13.)  They are 
therefore considered Class III impacts. 
Second, the use of Alan Road would contribute to the current 
congestion at Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road intersection, until such time 
that the intersection improvements are completed.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2005 Draft EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-13 to 4-14.)  If 
the project were to have its sole access via Alan Road, then the 
existing plus project traffic volumes at this intersection would result in a 
new significant impact, not present with the project as proposed (see 
EIR Appendix F, Part 10, Traffic Study Addendum by Associated 
Transportation Engineers, Tables 1 and 2). This is because the 
existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour conditions at this intersection are 
considered to be LOS F, due to a traffic delay in excess of 50 seconds, 
well over the City threshold for LOS F of 35 seconds. In such an 
instance, the City considers a project that adds more than 1% to the 
traffic volume to result in a significant traffic impact. A 23-unit project 
with sole access via Alan Road would add 1.3% and 1.8% to the a.m. 
and p.m. peak hour volumes, respectively. It is concluded that the Alan 
Road Access Alternative would result in a new significant and 



16 

unmitigated (Class I) impact with respect to its contribution to the 
unacceptable Level of Service at the Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road 
intersection.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2008 
Draft Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, pp. 4-15 to 4-17; 2005 Draft EIR, § 4.5.3, 
pp. 4-13 to 4-14; EIR Appendix F.) 
Third, significant impacts related to construction traffic noise in the 
Alan Road neighborhood would be longer in duration under this 
alternative than under the proposed project.  Construction noise due to 
truck traffic is considered a Class I impact for the Project; however, the 
mitigation identified for the Project to lessen noise impacts to residents 
of the Alan Road neighborhood (Mitigation Measure N-2: prohibiting 
most Phase 2 construction traffic from using Alan Road) is not possible 
under this alternative because all construction traffic would use Alan 
Road for the duration of the construction period. Therefore, the overall 
length of the noise impact would be substantially greater (18 months 
versus 6 months) under this alternative than under the Project.  (2008 
Final Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, p. 4-15; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.5.3, p. 
4-15.) 
In sum, while the Alan Road Access Alternative would avoid the Class 
I biological impact related to the bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, the 
Alan Road Access Alternative would result in a new Class I traffic 
impact at the Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road intersection, as well as 
exacerbation of a previously identified Class I noise impact. 
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Alan Road Access Alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project; the alternative has 
fewer significant and unavoidable biological impacts, but greater 
significant and unavoidable traffic and noise impacts.   
The City also concludes that the Alan Road Access Alternative would 
not meet the Project Objectives and the City’s overall planning goals 
as well as the project.     
First, the Alan Road Access Alternative would not meet the Project 
Objective of developing the Project site in a manner that is compatible 
with the existing development of the surrounding area as well as the 
Project.  The alternative is less respectful of and compatible with the 
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existing development in the surrounding area than the Project.  The 
Project would direct traffic away from existing communities on Alan 
Road, while the Alan Road Access Alternative would not.  For this 
reason, the Alan Road Access Alternative is anticipated to result in 
several impacts to the Alan Road neighborhood including increased 
traffic and noise.  Thus, the Proposed Project would be more 
compatible with existing development in the surrounding area than the 
Alan Road Access Alternative.   
Second, the Alan Road Access Alternative would not meet the Project 
Objective of providing adequate vehicle circulation and traffic control 
as well as the Project.  Under both the Project and the Alan Road 
Access Alternative, the project site would be developed with services 
and facilities consistent with established City standards adequate to 
serve the development.  However, this alternative would include an 
additional Class I traffic impact that would not occur under the 
Proposed Project.  In particular, the impact to the Cliff Drive/Las 
Positas Road intersection would be greater under this alternative than 
under the Project.  The Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road intersection 
already operates at LOS F, and this alternative would exacerbate this 
unacceptable condition more than the Project, both in the project-
specific and cumulative analyses.  (See 2008 Draft EIR, § 4.5.3, p. 4-
15; see also EIR Appendix F, Traffic Study Addendum by 
Transportation Engineers—Alan Road Access Alternative; Penfield & 
Smith, 2008.) 
Third, the Alan Road Access Alternative would not meet the Project 
Objective and City planning goal of improving public access in the Las 
Positas Valley and establishing beneficial pedestrian and bike routes 
that enhance coastal and recreation access as well as the Project.   
The Project would include a bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek that 
would serve not only automobile traffic, but also pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic.  Arroyo Burro County Beach Park is a county park is a popular 
spot for both locals and tourists.  (2005 Draft, § 3.6.1.2, p. 3-92.)  The 
bridge would provide a safe connection for pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic from Elings Park to Arroyo Burro County Park on the beach as 
well as the Douglas Family Preserve.  In particular, a pathway would 
extend through the Project site from Las Positas Road (across the 
street from Elings Park) through the development along Arroyo Burro 
Creek to Alan Road.  (2005 Draft EIR, § 3.6.2.2.)  This new trail and 
local street system would also connect to the existing Class II bike lane 
on Las Positas Road.  (2005 Draft, § 3.6.2.2, p. 3-94.)  Bike traffic 
would be directed through the neighborhood on interior streets and a 
small segment of paved bicycle path, and pedestrian traffic would be 
directed either through the neighborhood or along the proposed 
pedestrian footpath. 
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The Alan Road Access Alternative would also provide a pathway but 
would not provide as much of a recreational opportunity for the general 
public as the Project.  Because the alternative would not include a 
bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, the site’s trail and street system 
would not be accessible to those using Elings Park or the Class II bike 
lane on Las Positas Road.  While the public technically would have 
access to the trail system, in that it would not be closed to the public, 
the accessibility and usefulness of the trail system would be 
considerably impaired as compared to the Proposed Project.   
For these same reasons, the Alan Road Access Alternative would not 
further the goals and policies in the General Plan for recreational 
access as well as the Project.  The City’s General Plan includes a 
number of goals and policies designed to promote alternative 
transportation as well as coastal and recreation access.  These goals 
and policies are discussed in Table 2 below.  As discussed in Table 3, 
the Project will further the goals and policies of the General Plan for 
enhanced bicycle and pedestrian facilities as well as enhanced access 
to recreational facilities precisely because the Project includes the 
bridge at Arroyo Burro Creek and thus integrates into the City’s 
existing bicycle, transit, and pedestrian network.  The Alan Road 
Access Alternative, on the other hand, provides only limited 
recreational, bicycle, and pedestrian amenities, principally for the 
immediate neighborhood, because the site’s facilities will not be well 
integrated into the City’s larger networks. 
 
TABLE 2:  DISCUSSION OF RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER PLANNING 
POLICIES TO DEVELOP PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE ROUTES AND ENHANCE COASTAL 
AND RECREATION ACCESS 

GOAL, POLICY, OR STRATEGY DISCUSSION 

Circulation Element 

Goal 4:  Increase Bicycling 
as a Transportation Mode:  
Develop a comprehensive 
system of bicycle routes 
which are integrated with 
other modes of 
transportation and which 
provide safe and efficient 
bikeways. 

The Project will further this goal better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle 
route, whereas the alternative will not.  As noted above, 
because of the Arroyo Burro Creek bridge, the Project would 
connect to the City’s existing transportation infrastructure 
already present along Las Positas Road—including the road, 
the Class II bicycle route along the road, Elings Park and its 
facilities across Las Positas Road from the site, and the 
transit facilities at the park.  Bike traffic from Las Positas Road 
Class II bicycle route crossing the Arroyo Burro Creek bridge 
would be directed through the neighborhood on interior 
streets and a small segment of paved bicycle path; pedestrian 
traffic would be directed either through the neighborhood or 
along the proposed pedestrian footpath, and ultimately would 
connect to Alan Road.  By interconnecting these facilities, the 
Project would provide a much less challenging option to the 
Class II bicycle route along Las Positas Road.  As noted in 
the Circulation Element, busy streets and intersections “can 
be an intimidating barrier to bicyclists, especially children.”  
While there is a Class II bicycle route along Las Positas 
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TABLE 2:  DISCUSSION OF RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER PLANNING 
POLICIES TO DEVELOP PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE ROUTES AND ENHANCE COASTAL 
AND RECREATION ACCESS 

GOAL, POLICY, OR STRATEGY DISCUSSION 

Road, the Project would offer an alternative access route 
through quieter trails and residential streets.  Because the 
Alan Road Access Alternative would not include a bridge 
across Arroyo Burro Creek, it would not include an integrated 
bicycle route and thus would not offer an alternative to the 
Class II bike route along Las Positas Road. 

Implementation Strategy 
4.2.1:  Create bikeways that 
conveniently serve major 
areas of attraction, such as 
shopping centers, public 
buildings, parks, places of 
employment, schools, and 
the Waterfront. 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that connects Elings Park ultimately to Arroyo Burro 
County Park on the beach.  Because the Alan Road Access 
Alternative would not include a bridge across Arroyo Burro 
Creek, it would not do so; it would provide the limited benefit 
of connecting the Project site ultimately to Arroyo Burro 
County Park on the beach, but would not integrate to the 
City’s existing bicycle system.   

Goal 5:   Increase Walking 
and Other Paths of Travel:  
Develop a comprehensive 
system of pedestrian routes 
which are integrated with 
other modes of 
transportation and which 
provide safe and efficient 
paths of travel. 

The Project will further this goal better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because the Proposed Project will create a 
trail and street system that is integrated with an existing Class 
II bicycle route as well as the transit facilities at Elings Park, 
whereas the alternative will not.   

 

Implementation Policy 5.1:  
The City shall create an 
integrated pedestrian system 
within and between City 
neighborhoods, schools, 
recreational areas, 
commercial areas and 
places of interest. 

The Project will further this policy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that connects Elings Park ultimately to Arroyo Burro 
County Park on the beach.  Because the Alan Road Access 
Alternative would not include a bridge across Arroyo Burro 
Creek, it would not do so; the alternative would provide the 
limited benefit of connecting the Project site ultimately to 
Arroyo Burro County Park on the beach. 

Implementation Strategy 
5.1.5: Encourage newly 
proposed developments to 
include pedestrian 
connections to surrounding 
areas, adjacent transit 
facilities, or other travel 
facilities during development 
review. 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit facilities at Elings Park, whereas the 
alternative will not.   

Implementation Policy 5.2:  
The City shall link pedestrian 
paths with other alternative 
modes of transportation. 

The Project will further this policy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit facilities at Elings Park, whereas the 
alternative will not. 

Goal 9:  Develop Special 
Policies Related to 
Transportation and Parking 
in the Coastal Zone:  Create 
a more consolidated parking 
system in the waterfront area 
and explore new and/or 

The Proposed Project will further this goal better than the 
Alan Road Access Alternative because it will create a trail and 
street system that is integrated with an existing Class II 
bicycle route as well as transit facilities at Elings Park, 
whereas the alternative will not.  Thus, the Proposed Project 
would provide an access option to driving between the beach 
at Arroyo Burro County Park and Elings Park/Las Positas 
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TABLE 2:  DISCUSSION OF RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER PLANNING 
POLICIES TO DEVELOP PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE ROUTES AND ENHANCE COASTAL 
AND RECREATION ACCESS 

GOAL, POLICY, OR STRATEGY DISCUSSION 

expanded opportunities for 
use of alternative 
transportation. 

Road.   

Implementation Policy 9.1:  
The City shall encourage 
use of alternative modes of 
transportation, especially 
non-motorized options, in 
and around the Coastal 
Zone. 

The Project will further this policy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit facilities at Elings Park, whereas the 
alternative will not.  Thus, the Proposed Project will give the 
public an alternative means of transportation to the beach in 
furtherance of this policy. 

Implementation Strategy 
9.1.1:   Improve pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit access 
throughout the Coastal Zone 
… through such methods as: 
providing additional bicycle 
and pedestrian paths. 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit facilities at Elings Park, whereas the 
alternative will not.  Thus, the Proposed Project will give the 
public an alternative means of transportation to the beach in 
furtherance of this policy, whereas the alternative would not. 

Implementation Strategy 
9.3.5:  Improve alternative 
transportation connections 
from the Coastal Zone to 
existing parking facilities 
outside the Coastal Zone. 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit and parking facilities at Elings Park, 
whereas the alternative will not. 

Bicycle Master Plan 

Goal 2: To create and 
maintain an extensive 
network of bikeways, which 
enhances access between 
residential, recreational, 
educational, institutional and 
commercial areas within and 
outside the City. 

The Project will further this goal better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit and parking facilities at Elings Park and 
ultimately Arroyo Burro County Park, whereas the alternative 
will not.  Because the Alan Road Access Alternative would not 
include a bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, it would not do 
so; it would provide the limited benefit of connecting the 
Project site ultimately to Arroyo Burro County Park on the 
beach. 

Implementation Policy 2.1: 
The City shall expand the 
bikeway network to increase 
ridership for bicycle 
transportation and 
recreation. 

The Project will further this policy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as transit and parking facilities at Elings Park and 
ultimately Arroyo Burro County Park, whereas the alternative 
will not.  Because the Alan Road Access Alternative would not 
include a bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, it would not do 
so; it would provide the limited benefit of connecting the 
Project site ultimately to Arroyo Burro County Park on the 
beach. 

Implementation Strategy 
2.1.3:  Provide bike lanes on 
streets that are most heavily 
used by bicyclists, as well as 
establishing new 
connections and overpasses 
that enhance the use of the 
existing and future bikeway 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle 
route.  Because the Alan Road Access Alternative would not 
include a bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, it would not do 
so.   
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TABLE 2:  DISCUSSION OF RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER PLANNING 
POLICIES TO DEVELOP PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE ROUTES AND ENHANCE COASTAL 
AND RECREATION ACCESS 

GOAL, POLICY, OR STRATEGY DISCUSSION 

networks. 

Implementation Policy 2.3:  
The City shall enhance the 
bikeway network. 

The Project will further this policy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle 
route, whereas the alternative will not.   

Pedestrian Master Plan  

Goal 1: Improve the 
pedestrian system to 
increase walking in Santa 
Barbara  

 

The Project will further this goal better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as pedestrian amenities at Elings Park/Las Positas 
Road whereas the alternative will not. 

Implementation Policy 1.2: 
The City shall improve 
pedestrian safety and 
comfort at intersections… 

The Project will further this policy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as pedestrian amenities at Elings Park/Las Positas 
Road whereas the alternative will not.  The Proposed Project 
will also include improvements to Las Positas Road to 
enhance the safety of pedestrian crossings, including 
crosswalks. 

Implementation Strategy 
4.1.1:  The Principles for 
Pedestrian Design  

1.  The pedestrian 
environment should be safe. 

2.  The pedestrian network 
should be accessible to all. 

3.  The pedestrian network 
should connect to places 
people want to go. 

4.  The pedestrian 
environment should be easy 
to use… 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as pedestrian amenities at Elings Park/Las Positas 
Road whereas the alternative will not.  The Proposed Project 
will also provide for pedestrian connections between Elings 
Park and ultimately Arroyo Burro County Park, while the 
alternative will not.  The Proposed Project will also include 
improvements to Las Positas Road to enhance the safety of 
pedestrian crossings, including crosswalks. 

Land Use Element 

Goal 6:  Provide safe and 
convenient transportation 
and circulation and 
increased parking.   

The Project will further this goal better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle route 
as well as pedestrian amenities at Elings Park/Las Positas 
Road whereas the alternative will not.  The Project will also 
include improvements to Las Positas Road to enhance the 
safety of pedestrian crossings, including crosswalks.  
Ultimately, the Project will also provide for bicycle and 
pedestrian connections between Elings Park and ultimately 
Arroyo Burro County Park, while the alternative will not.  
Thus, the Project will give the public an alternative means of 
transportation to the beach in furtherance of this goal, 
whereas the alternative would not. 

Implementation Strategy 
6.2.4:  Improve the City’s 

The Project will further this strategy better than the Alan Road 
Access Alternative because it will create a trail and street 
system that is integrated with an existing Class II bicycle 
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TABLE 2:  DISCUSSION OF RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER PLANNING 
POLICIES TO DEVELOP PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE ROUTES AND ENHANCE COASTAL 
AND RECREATION ACCESS 

GOAL, POLICY, OR STRATEGY DISCUSSION 

bike lane system route.   

 
In addition to the above, the City has concluded that the Alan Road 
Access Alternative would cause an adverse impact in the quality of life 
of the Alan Road neighborhood because there would be an increase in 
traffic and traffic-related noise along Alan Road from residents 
traveling to and from the Project site.  (2005 Final EIR, Executive 
Summary, § 4, pp. ES-5 to ES-6.)  Under this alternative, Alan Road 
would serve as the only access point for emergency access vehicles, 
and thus the Alan Road neighborhood would be subjected to the noise 
associated with emergency access vehicles traveling to the proposed 
project.  Currently, Alan Road does not have through-traffic and ends 
in a cul-de-sac.  More than three decades ago, the City made the 
decision to close Alan Road to through traffic.  On May 23, 1972, the 
City Council for the City of Santa Barbara evaluated plans in place at 
that time to extend Alan Road to the project site as contemplated 
under the Alan Road Access Alternative.  At that time, the Council 
noted that the road has certain safety concerns, and other 
considerations that justified the closure of the road to through traffic.  
(See 2008 Final EIR Appendix F, Resolution No 7528, p. 1.)  Among 
the relevant factors considered were (1) the fact that the street is 
narrow and curving, (2) the fact that cars commonly park on both sides 
of the street, and (3) the fact that children are prevalent in the area and 
commonly play in the street.  (See 2008 Final EIR Appendix F, 
Resolution No 7528, p. 1.)  These concerns remain, and adding 
through traffic to Alan Road will render it less safe than under existing 
conditions. 
The above analysis supports the following conclusions: 
▪  The Alan Road Access Alternative is not environmentally superior 

to the Project.  While the alternative would avoid the Class I 
biological resources impacts of the Proposed Project, it would 
create a new Class I traffic impact, not experienced under the 
Project, and would exacerbate a previously-identified Class I noise 
impact.   

▪  The Alan Road Access Alternative is also not feasible because it 
does not further the goals and policies of the general plan to the 
same extent as the Project, does not further the project objectives 
to the same extent as the Project, and would result in more 
deficient public facilities (i.e., roadway intersections) than the 
Project. 
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For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Secondary Emergency Access Alternative 
i. Description 
Under this alternative, a secondary emergency access would be 
provided at the south end of the project site. The proposed 10-foot 
wide, 180-foot long paved bike path that would connect Alan Road and 
Driveway “A” would be widened to 16 feet and that pavement would be 
strengthened to provide emergency vehicle access for vehicles (one 
vehicle width only). Bollards would be placed at both ends of the 
roadway segment to prevent non-emergency vehicle use. The 
secondary emergency access would provide additional options for 
evacuation and access during earthquakes, floods, and wildfire 
affecting the project site, or the Alan Road neighborhood. 
ii. Comparison to Project 
This alternative would not result in any new significant environmental 
impacts, although the additional traffic and noise from the use of Alan 
Road for emergency access to the project site could cause additional 
noise and traffic along Alan Road.  Otherwise, the environmental 
impacts of this alternative would be the same as for the proposed 
project.  
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Secondary Emergency Access Alternative 
is not environmentally superior to the project; it would have virtually 
identical impacts to the project with the exception that it could result in 
Class III (less than significant) impacts related to traffic and noise 
along Alan Road similar to the impacts of the Alan Road Access 
Alternative, albeit to a much lesser degree. (2008 Final Revised EIR, 
§§ 4.5.3, 4.6.3, pp. 4-16, 4-17; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, §§ 4.5.3, 4.6.3, 
pp. 4-16, 4-17.)  
Because of these potential Class III traffic and noise impacts, the 
alternative arguably does not meet the objective of developing the 
project site in a manner that respects and accommodates existing 
development in the surrounding area as well as the proposed project.   
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The alternative would potentially provide the added benefit of an 
additional emergency access point for both the project site and the 
Alan Road neighborhood; however, this benefit is not needed to assure 
safety in either location.  (2005 Draft EIR, § 3.8.4, p. 3-117.)   
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Concrete Sidewalk Alternative 
i. Description 
Under this alternative, concrete sidewalks would be constructed along 
roads at the project site instead of the proposed 5-foot wide pervious 
sidewalks.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.7.1, p. 4-17; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.7.1, p. 4-17.) 
 
ii. Comparison to Project 
 
This alternative would not result in any new significant environmental 
impacts, and the environmental impacts of this alternative would be the 
same as for the proposed project; this alternative, however, would 
remove one of the key project features designed to reduce runoff and 
increase stormwater infiltration for water quality protection.  This 
increased stormwater runoff could be partially mitigated if the proposed 
concrete ribbon drainage along the site roads was constructed with a 
permeable surface.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.7.3, p. 4-18; 2008 
Draft Revised EIR, § 4.7.3, p. 4-18.) 
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative is 
potentially infeasible and less desirable than the proposed Project and 
conditionally rejects this alternative for the following “[s]pecific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations” which 
include project benefits such as the “provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers” or other benefits of the project 
that “make infeasible the … project alternatives identified in the final 
EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Concrete Sidewalk Alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the project; it would have virtually identical 
impacts to the project with the exception that it could result in greater 
impacts to water quality than the proposed project.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 4.7.3, p. 4-18; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.7.3, p. 4-
18.)  This is because the permeable surface sidewalks proposed as 
part of the project would slightly reduce runoff and increase stormwater 
infiltration as opposed to concrete sidewalks. 
The City has not determined whether the proposed permeable surface 
sidewalks will be able to meet the standards of the City Public Works 
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department.  Therefore, if the permeable surface sidewalks ultimately 
cannot be designed to meet City standards, then this alternative may 
be required to be implemented.  The City adopts this alternative, on a 
contingent basis, if the City Public Works Department concludes at the 
time that engineering specifications are completed that the proposed 
permeable surface sidewalks cannot be constructed to City standards, 
that the proposed permeable surface sidewalks would not meet ADA 
requirements, or that the proposed permeable surface sidewalks would 
have prohibitively expensive maintenance costs.   
If the City Public Works Department makes none of those findings, 
then for each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Avoid Landslides Alternative 
i. Description 
There are several dormant bedrock landslides that occur in the Rincon 
shale along the base of the westernmost ridge on the project site (see 
EIR, Figure 4-1). These landslides are considered to be deep-seated 
features that may have moved up to several hundred feet over the past 
several thousand years. Under this alternative, residential units located 
below these landslides would not be constructed. Hence, the proposed 
landslide stabilization using caissons and toe buttresses would not be 
required. Relative to the original 2005 project design, up to eleven (11) 
lots would be removed from the project layout, as shown on EIR Figure 
4-1 (Lots 1-6, 20, 21, and 12-14). These portions of the project site 
would be available for open space and roads. It is possible one or two 
lots could be constructed adjacent to Lot 7 and Lot 11. Hence, this 
alternative would result in a reduction of 9 to 11 lots. All other aspects 
of this alternative would be similar to the originally proposed project. 
When applied to the Current 2008 Project design, this alternative 
would have a similar effect, leading to the deletion of (new) lots 1-6, 
21, 22, and 12-14. This would represent a loss of 11 lots, and it may be 
possible to offset this reduction by adding one or two lots. 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.8.1, p. 4-18; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.8.1, p. 4-18.) 
ii. Comparison to Project 
This alternative would avoid the several significant, but mitigable 
impacts (Class II) associated with the landslide stabilization and 
inherent hazards as compared to the proposed Project: 
 

▪ Exposure of homeowners to a landslide hazard 
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▪ Temporary increase in local landslide hazard due to earthwork 
and construction activity associated with stabilization at the toe of 
the landslide during the construction period 
 
▪ Increased hazards from adjacent landslides due to stabilization 
work  
 

The reduction in the number of residential units would reduce the 
habitat, visual, and certain temporary construction-related impacts, as 
follows: 

 
▪ Temporary adverse effects on Arroyo Burro Creek water quality 
due to construction activities 

 
▪ Temporary and permanent loss of mostly non-native habitat due 
to site development 
 
▪ Indirect adverse effects of residential development on wildlife 
using the creek corridor 
 
▪ Adverse effect of human activity and pets (using the pedestrian 
path) on aquatic and riparian habitats and species of Arroyo Burro 
Creek 
 
▪ Visual impacts of site development 
 
▪ Short-term, intermittent increase in ambient daytime noise levels 
at residences adjacent to the project site due to certain construction 
activities at Lots 1 and 2 

 
The alternative would not cause any new impacts, or exacerbate 
previously identified impacts associated with the proposed project. It 
would provide additional open space and/or habitat area at the project 
site, which may be a beneficial impact to the biological resources, 
depending upon the nature and management of the undeveloped 
areas. 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.8.3, pp. 4-18 to 4-19; 2008 Draft Revised 
EIR, § 4.8.3, pp. 4-18 to 4-19.) 
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
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project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Avoid Landslides Alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the project in that it would not avoid any of 
the Class I (Significant and Unavoidable) Impacts of the Project. While 
this alternative would avoid several Class II (Significant but Mitigable) 
Impacts associated with the Project, those impacts would be mitigated 
under the Proposed Project in any event.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 
4.8.3, pp. 4-18 to 4-19;2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.8.3, pp. 4-18 to 4-
19.) 
The Avoid Landslides Alternative would not meet some of the Project 
objectives as well as the proposed project.  For instance, the 
alternative would result in a substantial reduction in the number of 
residential units made available to meet the City’s housing demand 
and thus would not achieve the Project objective of developing market 
rate housing to meet ongoing housing demand within the City as well 
as the Proposed Project.   
This alternative would also substantially increase the per-unit 
development costs, given the smaller number of units being 
constructed.    
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Alternative Landslide Stabilization Alternative 
i. Description 
The proposed method to stabilize the landslides at the project site 
involves the construction of a toe buttress (= keyway) at the base of 
each landslide impinging on the development. A buttress would consist 
of engineered fill seated on bedrock or below the slide plane.  The 
buttress would provide support and mass to prevent the landslide from 
further slippage. Subdrains would convey seepage from above to 
below the buttress fill. Prior to excavating a large trench for the 
buttress, caissons would be placed in the landslide immediately above 
the buttress fill area to stabilize the landslide during construction. The 
caissons would remain in place, providing additional support. The use 
of caissons avoids the need to remove a portion of the landslide above 
the buttress trench prior to construction. Hence, there would be less 
earthwork and a smaller footprint with caissons. 
There are two alternative methods of stabilizing the landslides: 

▪ Construct toe buttresses as proposed, but without the use of 
caissons. As noted above, this would require excavating portions of 
the landslides above the toe buttress area prior to excavation. The 
upslope extent of this excavation is unknown, but would likely 
involve several hundred feet. This work would occur on adjacent 
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properties and require landowner permission and County permits. 
The disturbed landslides above the toe buttress would be stabilized 
by a combination of grading, geotextiles, subdrain systems, and 
vegetation. 
▪ A second approach would be to construct retaining walls at the 
toe of each landslide, immediately above the lots adjacent to the 
landslides. The height of the retaining walls would vary, extending 
up to 20 feet in height. Construction of the walls may require the 
use of caissons and/or excavation of a portion of the landslide 
mass above the wall locations prior to installing the walls. 

The construction period for both alternatives would be slightly longer 
than for the proposed stabilization method. There may be excess fill 
associated with each alternative compared to the proposed project, as 
well as more prolonged noise impacts. However, much of this excess 
fill could be used on site for building pad development, and as such, 
may not result in additional truck trips for removal from the site.  (2008 
Final Revised EIR, § 4.9.1, pp. 4-19 to 4-20; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.9.1, pp. 4-19 to 4-20.)  
ii. Comparison to Project 
This alternative would not avoid or significantly reduce any significant 
impacts (Classes I and II) associated with the proposed project. 
Additionally, this alternative would cause the following new, potentially 
significant impacts: 
▪  Temporary, and possibly permanent, loss of native and non-native 

vegetation on steep slopes above the project site due to landslide 
removal or reduction during the construction of the toe buttresses 

▪  Potential exacerbation of landslide hazards due to work directly on 
the face of the landslides above the toe buttress site 

▪  Degradation of the visual setting on the adjacent hillsides due to 
earthwork on the landside face, possibly leaving barren or weedy 
areas 

▪  Degradation of the visual setting at the project site by the 
construction of tall retaining walls 

▪  Increased construction duration, including associated noise and 
traffic impacts 

(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.9.3, pp. 4-20 to 4-21; 2008 Draft Revised 
EIR, § 4.9.3, pp. 4-20 to 4-21.)  
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
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technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Alternative Landslide Stabilization 
Alternative is not environmentally superior to the project; it would not 
avoid any of the Project’s impacts and would result in new, potentially 
significant impacts.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.9.3, pp. 4-20 to 4-21; 
2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.9.3, pp. 4-20 to 4-21.)  
Additionally, the alternative stabilization method (without using 
caissons) is considered infeasible for several reasons. It is uncertain if 
the adjacent landowner would grant permission to work on landslides 
on his property due to the potential liability involved, and the 
disturbance to the hillsides. In addition, the City would likely not grant 
land use permits and grading permits for project-related actions on 
land not owned by the applicant unless the other landowner was part 
of the application request.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.9.2, p. 4-20; 
2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.9.2, p. 4-20.)  
The retaining wall alternative is considered feasible but not desirable 
from an engineering viewpoint due to the extensive foundations 
required for large retaining walls. Additionally, it would not be 
consistent with the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines, which 
require retaining walls to be designed to blend with their surroundings 
and recommend a maximum height of six feet. (2008 Final Revised 
EIR, § 4.9.2, p. 4-20; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.9.2, p. 4-20.) For 
this reason, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of 
developing the project site in a manner that is compatible with the 
natural setting as well as the Proposed Project. 
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Alternative Creek Setback Alternative 
i. Description 
The originally proposed project site plan includes the following 
setbacks from the top of bank along the west side of Arroyo Burro 
Creek: 
▪  A 50-foot setback for all roads and structures. The buffer zone 

created by this setback would contain open space to be restored 
with native plants and a 5-foot wide permeable pedestrian path 
along the creek open space corridor. 

▪  A 100-foot setback for structures only. The area between the 50-
foot setback and the 100- foot setback would contain paved roads, 
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pedestrian paths, storm drains, buried electrical conduits, street 
lights, landscaped yards, and fencing. 

The City does not have a standard setback requirement for 
development along creeks except along Mission Creek. Protective 
setbacks are determined on a case-by-case basis, depending upon 
specific conditions of each site and proposed development. In 2003, 
the City issued draft Creek Development Standards for projects 
located next to all creeks in the City. Public hearings were conducted 
on the proposed standards, which resulted in a high level of interest 
and controversy.  The City staff has indicated that the development of 
standards will require more time and further public participation and 
hearings beyond the hearing timeframe for this project. 
The riparian resources that are protected by setbacks and the 
associated buffer zone include water quality in the creek, aquatic 
habitat and species, and wildlife habitat and species. Additional public 
benefits from setbacks include reduced bank erosion, increased public 
safety (primarily flooding and fire), and improved aesthetics. The 
determination of the appropriate setback distance from creeks 
depends on many factors, including the specific objectives of the 
setback distance, the condition of the resources in the creek adjacent 
to the site, and the proposed land uses in the buffer. 
In Section 3.3.2 of the Final Revised EIR, the effects of the proposed 
setback distances and land uses in the associated buffer zones on 
biological resources in Arroyo Burro Creek were evaluated. It was 
concluded that the proposed project could result in the following 
significant, but mitigable (Class II) impacts on creek resources, even 
with the proposed setback. Mitigation measures have been developed 
to reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. 
▪  Adverse effect of residential development and use of public open 

space on wildlife using the project site and creek corridor - this 
impact can be mitigated to a less than significant level by reducing 
nighttime lighting illumination of the corridor; restoring native 
habitats with wildlife value in the open space areas of the project 
site; and long-term management of the creek corridor to protect 
riparian resources. 

▪  Adverse effect of human activity, pets, and pesticides on aquatic 
and riparian habitats and species of Arroyo Burro Creek - this 
impact can be mitigated to a less than significant level by properly 
managing public access and uses in the public open space 
adjacent to the creek; use of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
approaches to pest and weed management in the creek open 
space corridor that significantly reduce the use of toxic pesticides; 
and strategic placement of the pedestrian path in order to protect 
riparian habitats and species. 
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The use of the above management actions to protect creek resources 
does not necessarily imply that they are more effective in protecting or 
enhancing riparian and aquatic habitat, water quality, or wildlife than a 
larger creek setback – only that management actions can also reduce 
impacts.  
Several alternative setback distances are described and evaluated in 
this section that provide a range of approaches to protecting riparian 
resources beyond the proposed setbacks with the EIR mitigation 
measures. These alternatives are presented in the EIR to provide the 
City decision-makers with another approach (i.e., a larger setback) to 
reducing impacts to the riparian resources of Arroyo Burro Creek.  
In each of these descriptions, the alternative setback is described 
relative to the original 2005 project configuration. 
1. 100-foot Setback Alternative (Applicant’s Top of Bank). Under this 

alternative, a uniform 100-foot wide setback would be established 
at the project site from the applicant’s defined top of bank, as 
shown on Figure 4-3. No roads or structures would occur in the 
100-foot wide buffer zone created by the setback. Native plant 
landscaping and a pedestrian path would occur in the buffer zone, 
the same as for the 50-foot setback zone under the proposed 
project. When compared to the originally proposed project, this 
alternative would require relocating the main road and Driveway A 
to the west. Shifting the road alignment would reduce the depth of 
Lots 2- 6 and 7-11. These lots would need to be reconfigured to 
provide buildable land. This alternative would result in the loss of 
five lots. In addition, Driveway A would traverse the base of a hill, 
requiring a cut slope and retaining wall (EIR Figure 4-3). All other 
aspects of the alternative would remain the same as the originally 
proposed project, including a new intersection and bridge at Las 
Positas Road, stabilization of several landslides, a public trail and 
open space along the creek, and restoration of the creek corridor. 

 Relative to the Current 2008 Project design, this alternative would 
require eliminating one lot in the group of 4, 5, and 6. The current 
(2008) design deletes the former Lot 7, west of the Private 
Driveway near the oak grove, so this alternative would require no 
change at this location, other than a shifting of the Driveway to the 
west. Lots 7, 8, 9, 10, would be reconfigured to two lots, resulting in 
the loss of two, and Lot 11 would also be deleted in this alternative. 
Thus, the net effect of this alternative compared to the Current 
2008 Project design would be a loss of four lots. 

2. 100-foot Setback Alternative (Adjusted Top of Bank). Under this 
alternative, a uniform 100-foot wide setback would be established 
at the project site using a revised top of bank developed during the 
EIR studies. The adjusted top of bank was based on a careful 
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review of the topographic map and field observations. It differs from 
the applicant’s top of bank by including several areas where the 
creek bank was eroded by the 1998 flood events. These areas 
were included for the following reasons: (1) they represent the 
current grade break between upland areas and areas influenced by 
the creek; (2) riparian vegetation is present on the slope face in 
these areas, indicating that they are riparian zones, and not upland 
areas; and (3) although these new banks were formed during major 
floods, their presence indicates that an outer extent of the creek 
influence that is evident and observable. 

 The 100-foot setback based on the adjusted top of bank is shown 
on Figure 4-4 of the EIR. No roads or structures would occur in the 
100-foot wide buffer zone. Native plant landscaping and a 
pedestrian path would occur in the buffer zone, the same as for the 
50-foot setback zone under the proposed project. When compared 
to the original 2005 project design, the Lane “A” and Driveway “A” 
would be shifted 30 to 50 feet to the west. This change in the road 
alignment would eliminate Driveway “A,” eliminate Lot 7, reduce 
Lots 8 -11 to only two lots, and reduce Lots 1-6 to only three lots. 
There would be a net loss of six lots. In addition, the site would not 
be fully accessible from the north. Alan Road would be extended 
into the site in order to access three new lots at the southern end of 
the site. All other aspects of the alternative would remain the same 
as the proposed project, including a new intersection and bridge at 
Las Positas Road, stabilization of several landslides, a public trail 
and open space along the creek, and restoration of the creek 
corridor. 

 When compared to the Current 2008 Project design, this alternative 
would also extend the Alan Road cul-de-sac and lots at the 
southern end of the project resulting in the loss of three lots in this 
area. The Current 2008 design deletes the old Lot 7 near the oak 
grove, so there would be no change necessary at this location. Lots 
7, 8, 9, and 10, would be reconfigured to two lots, and Lot 11 would 
be eliminated. This alternative would cause the deletion of six lots.   

3.  Increased Setback Alternative in Selected Locations. When 
compared to the original 2005 project design, under this alternative, 
the main road and Driveway “A” would be shifted up to 25 feet to 
the west in order to increase the setback from the creek, as shown 
on Figure 4-5. The intent of this alternative is to increase the 
setback to the maximum extent feasible, while still maintaining 
Driveway “A” and Lots 3 – 6. This alternative would result in the 
loss of Lot 7, and a reduction in the sizes of Lots 2 – 6, and Lots 8 -
11. All other aspects of the alternative would remain the same as 
the proposed project, including a new intersection and bridge at Las 
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Positas Road, stabilization of several landslides, a public trail and 
open space along the creek, and restoration of the creek corridor. 

 The current (2008) design deletes the old Lot 7 near the oak grove, 
and shifts the Private Driveway westward in a manner very similar 
to that suggested in this alternative. Under this alternative there 
would also be some additional minor changes in lot sizes in (new) 
Lots 7-10, and (new) Lot 11 at the northern end of the project would 
be deleted. 

(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.10.1, pp. 4-21 to 4-24; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.10.1, pp. 4-21 to 4-24.) 
ii. Comparison to Project 
The larger creek setback alternatives would reduce the following 
significant, but mitigable impacts (Class II) associated with the 
proposed project. The amount of reduction is generally related to the 
size of the setback. 
1.  Temporary adverse effects on Arroyo Burro Creek water quality 

due to construction activities that increase on-site erosion potential 
and introduce potential contaminants to the site. The setback 
alternatives would increase the distance between construction 
activities and the creek, thereby providing more land for infiltration 
and Best Management Practices to further reduce construction 
stormwater pollution. 

2.  Adverse, indirect effect of residential development and use of public 
open space on wildlife and aquatic habitats in creek corridor. The 
setback alternatives would increase the distance between 
development and the creek to varying degrees, and as such, would 
further reduce these impacts by the following mechanisms: 
▪  By its very nature, a creek setback provides soil and vegetation 

where rainfall and runoff can be filtered through percolation or 
through interaction with rooted vegetation and leaf litter. 
Vegetated creek buffer zones can be very effective at capturing 
and retaining sediment, pesticides, oil/grease, and metals from 
upgradient areas. A larger setback provides more space for this 
biofiltering effect, and more residence time for the stormwater to 
be treated. 

▪  Riparian habitat on and above creek banks, including creek 
buffer zones, support aquatic habitat in the creek bottom by 
providing shade trees on the banks, providing replacement 
shade trees due to natural plant reproduction, and creating 
moist and shaded areas to support insect populations that are 
used as food sources for fish and amphibians in the creek. A 
larger setback provides more habitat to support the riparian 
functions in the creek corridor. 
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▪  A larger creek setback provides a greater amount of native 
habitat in which natural processes of plant growth, reproduction, 
and senescence can occur. A larger population of plants 
provides a greater resiliency and buffer from invasive weeds 
which may degrade habitat values for wildlife. 

3.  Loss of up to seven large coast live oak trees. A larger creek 
setback would reduce the loss of these trees, depending upon the 
final setback distance and configuration.  
The setback alternatives would reduce the above impacts to 
varying degrees based on the distance between development and 
the creek. The magnitude of the reduction in impacts by the 
setback alternatives would be as follows, in order of decreasing 
reduction in impact magnitude: 
▪  100-foot Setback Alternative (Adjusted Top of Bank) (EIR Figure 

4-4) 
▪  100-foot Setback Alternative (Applicant’s Top of Bank) (EIR 

Figure 4-3) 
▪  Increased Setback Alternative in Selected Locations (EIR Figure 

4-5) 
Impacts to creek resources described in numbers 1, 2 and 3 above 
would be mitigated by features and mitigation measures in the 
proposed Project, and would be mitigated under the three setback 
alternatives. However, the setback alternatives would provide 
greater protection to creek resources than the proposed project, as 
well as provide additional incidental benefits of greater public open 
space and more visual screening at the project site. These 
alternatives are presented in the EIR to provide the City decision-
makers with another approach (i.e., a larger setback) to reducing 
impacts to the riparian resources of Arroyo Burro Creek.    
The setback alternatives would not cause any new significant 
impacts. The 100-foot Setback Alternative using the applicant’s top 
of bank would require a cut slope along Driveway “A.” No significant 
geologic impact is anticipated, as the landslide above the cut slope 
would be stabilized appropriately. No significant visual impact is 
anticipated as the cut slope is not expected to be visible off site. 
The 100-foot Setback Alternative based on the adjusted top of bank 
would slightly increase the traffic along Alan Road because there 
would be one additional residence at the cul-de-sac. This impact 
would not be significant. 

(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.10.3, pp. 4-24 to 4-25; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.10.3, pp. 4-24 to 4-25.) 
iii. Finding 
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For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)   
The City concludes that the Alternative Creek Setback Alternative is 
not environmentally superior to the project in that it would not avoid 
any of the Class I (Significant and Unavoidable) Impacts of the Project. 
While this alternative would avoid several Class II (Significant but 
Mitigable) Impacts associated with the Project, those impacts would be 
mitigated under the Proposed Project in any event.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 4.10.3, pp. 4-24 to 4-25; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.10.3, pp. 4-24 to 4-25.)   
The Alternative Creek Setback Alternative would not meet the seven 
Project objectives as well as the proposed project.  The alternative 
would result in a reduction in the number of residential units made 
available to meet the City’s housing demand and thus would not 
achieve the Project objective of developing market rate housing to 
meet ongoing housing demand within the City as well as the Proposed 
Project.   
This alternative would also substantially increase per-unit development 
costs given the reduction in the number of units being constructed.   
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Alternative Drainage and Stormwater Treatment Plan Alternative 
i. Description 
The original 2005 project design included a storm drain system to 
collects runoff through storm drain inlets in the street and along the 
main drainage through center of the site, and then discharges the 
runoff at two locations along Arroyo Burro Creek. Runoff from most of 
the site would have been been collected; however, portions of the site 
would drain by overland flow to the creek. Runoff in the main drainage 
and a portion of the street runoff would have been been directed to a 
basin for detention and stormwater treatment. 
The 2005 Final EIR (Section 3.1.3) identified potential impacts 
associated with the original storm drain system proposed at that time. 
These impacts were as follows: 
▪  Adverse effects of site development (i.e., impermeable surfaces) 

and site drainage (i.e., storm drain system) on the hydraulic 
conditions of Arroyo Burro Creek, possibly causing localized 
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channel or bank erosion and on the bank storage conditions—these 
impacts can be effectively mitigated to a less than significant level 
by modifying the site drainage system to provide more infiltration 
and a greater number of outlets to the creek (Class II impact). 

▪  Adverse effect of stormwater pollution from land development and 
public open space in the creek corridor on Arroyo Burro Creek 
water quality - this impact can be effectively mitigated to a less than 
significant level by incorporating appropriate stormwater 
management and treatment into the site drainage plan and by 
implementing Best Management Practices in the public open space 
(Class II impact). 

For both impacts, the primary mitigation to avoid significant impacts is 
to modify the proposed site drainage and stormwater treatment layout 
and approach as presented in Mitigation Measures W-1 and W-4.  In 
summary, these measures called for: (W-1) modifying the drainage 
design to provide at least four separate discharge points, to reduce the 
magnitude of discharge at each, and providing infiltration areas, and 
(W-4) general modifications to the stormwater design and 
management plan to separate runoff from the offsite watershed and 
convey it through the project site, and to incorporate detention basins, 
bioswales, permeable surfaces and other features of low impact 
development. 
The 2005 Final EIR included an alternative is shown on EIR Figure 4-
6, that incorporates various drainage modifications and stormwater 
treatment facilities intended by these mitigation measures. The primary 
objectives of this alternative are as follows:  
▪  Separate the off-site runoff from the Campanil Hill drainage from 

the on-site runoff, so that the relatively natural runoff from the 
hillside can be passed through the project site without contacting 
roads, driveways, and other developed areas. 

▪  Treat stormwater runoff from the project site in accordance with the 
City’s requirements under the NPDES municipal stormwater permit 
and current Stormwater Management Plan, using applicable City 
and County design standards for volumetric treatment 

▪  Maximize stormwater infiltration and minimize discharge to the 
creek from onsite drainage  

The main off site drainage can be separated from the on-site runoff by 
modifying the proposed grading plan. Site runoff can be detained in 
swales and small infiltration basins to facilitate infiltration at various 
locations on the site. Potential bioswales and stormwater detention 
basins are shown on EIR Figure 4-6. Excess runoff from these basins 
would be discharged to the creek via multiple outlets. The increase in 
the number of bioswales and detention basins under this alternative 
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would reduce the discharge rates to the creek from individual storm 
drain outlets, increase infiltration which will retain alluvial groundwater 
onsite to support riparian habitat, and increase stormwater treatment 
by biological filtering and infiltration. The bioswales and detention 
basins can be incorporated into the creek habitat restoration plan 
under the proposed project, and provide wildlife habitat benefits too. 
With respect to the overall storm drainage design, the Current 2008 
project design incorporates these measures. It includes five separate 
discharge points, instead of the original two. It provides for the 
separation of runoff from the offsite hillside area, and its conveyance 
across the property without mixing with runoff from streets and 
developed areas. Some detention basins are shown in the current 
designs, and others can be anticipated as work progresses towards 
final design. Thus, the major components of the mitigation measures, 
and features of this alternative, have already been incorporated into 
the project designs. The mitigation measures as originally stated in the 
2005 Final EIR will be retained since they provide direction and 
guidance for review of final project plans. 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.11.1, pp. 4-26 to 4-27; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.11.1, pp. 4-26 to 4-27.) 
ii. Comparison to Project 
This alternative would reduce the magnitude of the following significant 
stormwater quality impacts (Class II) associated with the originally 
proposed project: 
▪  Adverse effects of site development (i.e., impermeable surfaces) 

and site drainage (i.e., storm drain system) on the hydraulic 
conditions of Arroyo Burro Creek, possibly causing localized 
channel or bank erosion – this impact can be effectively mitigated 
to a less than significant level by modifying the site drainage 
system to provide more infiltration and a greater number of outlets 
to the creek. (Class II impact) 

▪  Adverse effect of stormwater pollution from land development and 
public open space in the creek corridor on Arroyo Burro Creek 
water quality - this impact can be effectively mitigated to a less than 
significant level by incorporating appropriate stormwater 
management and treatment into the site drainage plan and by 
implementing Best Management Practices in the public open 
space. (Class II impact) 

This alternative would not cause any new significant environmental 
impacts.  
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.11.3, pp. 4-27 to 4-28; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.11.3, pp. 4-27 to 4-28.) 
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iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Alternative Drainage and Stormwater 
Treatment Plan Alternative is not environmentally superior to the 
project in that it would not avoid any of the Class I (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Impacts of the Project. While this alternative would avoid 
several Class II (Significant but Mitigable) Impacts associated with the 
Project, those impacts would be mitigated under the Proposed Project 
in any event.  Moreover, the Proposed Project—as currently stated in 
the Current 2008 Project Design Alternative, largely incorporates the 
features and benefits of this alternative.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 
4.11.3, pp. 4-27 to 4-28; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.11.3, pp. 4-27 to 
4-28.)    
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Alternative Bridge Sites Alternative 
i. Description 
Under this alternative, the bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek would be 
relocated to one of the following sites: 
Site 1. About 100 feet north of the existing bridge alignment. This 
would require an easement from the Stone Creek Condominiums. The 
length of the bridge would be similar to the proposed bridge. However, 
the entrance to the bridge would not align with the entrance to Elings 
Park.  
Site 2. Along the narrow historic bridge easement that extends about 
500 feet from Las Positas Road to the project site in a northeast to 
southwest direction. This alternative would require a 400 to 500 foot 
span across the creek because the bridge would be aligned with the 
axis of the creek. The entrance to the bridge would not align with the 
entrance to Elings Park. 
Site 3. About 500 feet south of the existing bridge. This site would 
require a larger easement across the City owned parcel compared to 
the proposed project, and would require an additional 100 feet of 
approach road. The entrance to the bridge would not align with the 
entrance to Elings Park. 
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Different bridge designs were also considered by the City and 
dismissed as infeasible primarily because they would have required 
more disturbance and excavation for buttresses (longer span) or would 
have resulted in more encroachment into the creek bed itself (different 
culvert designs). 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.12.1, p. 4-28; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.12.1, p. 4-28.)    
ii. Comparison to Project 
Use of Site 1 would avoid the loss of a large oak and sycamore tree; 
however, the overall impact of the bridge at this site would remain the 
same as for the proposed bridge.  Moreover, since the 2005 EIR was 
circulated, further engineering designs of the bridge have revealed that 
the sycamore tree would not be lost, but rather may incur damage to 
its roots and branches during construction.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, 
§§ 3.3.2.6, 4.12.3, pp.  3-59, 4-29; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, §§ 3.3.2.6, 
4.12.3, pp.  3-59, 4-29.)  Use of Site 2 would increase the magnitude of 
the impacts to the riparian resources of the creek. Use of Site 3 would 
have similar impacts to riparian resources as the proposed bridge, but 
would increase the impacts on adjacent upland habitats.  (2008 Final 
Revised EIR, § 4.12.3, p.  4-29; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.12.3, p.  
4-29.) 
iii. Finding 
For the reasons set out below, the City finds this alternative infeasible 
and less desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this 
alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” or other benefits of the project that “make infeasible the … 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
The City concludes that the Alternative Bridge Sites Alternative is not 
environmentally superior to the Project in that it would not avoid any of 
the Class I (Significant and Unavoidable) Impacts of the Project. (2008 
Final Revised EIR, § 4.12.3, p.  4-29; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.12.3, p.  4-29.)   
Additionally, Alternative Bridge Sites 1 and 2 are not considered 
technically feasible because of traffic and intersection conflicts would 
occur because the entrances to Elings Park and the bridge would not 
align, but would occur in close proximity, causing driver confusion. 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.12.2, p.  4-28; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 
4.12.2, p.  4-28.)   
Finally, this alternative would not meet the project objective of 
improving public access and establishing beneficial pedestrian and 



40 

bike routes as well as the Proposed Project, primarily because it would 
not provide as effective a pedestrian/bicycle link as the bridge location 
proposed, and would not minimize effects to biological habitat along 
the riparian corridor. 
For each of the foregoing reasons, the City Council rejects this 
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 
Current Project Design Alternative 
i. Description 
This alternative is similar to the proposed project as described in the 
prior 2005 Final EIR dated January 2005. This alternative 
encompasses the modifications to the proposed project that were 
presented to the City Council in December 2006 after previous 
direction from the City Council and public testimony on the project. 
This alternative makes small changes to the Proposed Project, as 
described below, and also modifies the project to allow for larger creek 
setbacks as discussed above (Alternative Creek Setbacks Alternative). 
The changes included in this alternative do not alter the conclusions of 
the EIR related to impacts and mitigation. The Project involves the 
same parcels and areas as the original project. 
The areas to be developed are proposed to be subdivided into 25 
residential lots (rather than 24 as in the proposed project). Table 4-6 of 
the 2008 Draft Revised EIR presents a summary of the residential 
development proposed on these lots.  
The dwelling units on Lots 13 and 14 are designed as a duplex, or zero 
lot line homes intended to provide an affordable housing component. 
The original project design included (old) Lot 7, just west of Driveway A 
in the vicinity of an oak grove. This lot has been deleted in order to 
provide better preservation of the oak grove and a slightly greater 
creek setback in this area. 
The larger open space portions of the overall project, including the 
35.71 acre parcel owned by the applicant and to be dedicated as open 
space, and the 5.89 acre parcel owned by the City along the east side 
of Arroyo Burro, would be as in the original project design. The hillside, 
creek, and interior open space areas within the development project 
would be very similar to those in the proposed project design. There 
would be a very slight increase in open space along the Arroyo Burro 
Creek corridor, and a slight decrease in the interior open space. These 
new project open space areas are summarized as follows: 
▪  Lot 26, open space adjacent to the creek, 0.52 acres 
▪  Lot 27, hillside open space, 2.68 acres 
▪  Lot 28, larger open space adjacent to the creek, 4.34 acres 
▪  Lot 31, central open space, 0.90 
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Access to most of the project would be via a bridge over Arroyo Burro 
Creek from Las Positas Road, as in the proposed project. The bridge 
design is essentially the same, but refinements in mapping and in 
developing the creek restoration plan indicate that a mature sycamore 
tree south of the bridge location can be retained. The more detailed 
creek restoration plan also calls for a recontouring of the creek bank in 
the vicinity of the bridge to provide a more open area beneath the 
bridge. The updated details of the bridge design do not represent a 
change from the original project but are simply refinements in 
information. The overall effects of the bridge, therefore, would not 
change. 
Access from the north end of Alan Road would be used for three new 
lots, instead of two as in the proposed project. The lot sizes at this 
location have been reduced so that the residential development area at 
the north end of Alan Road is slightly smaller to be more compatible 
with the lot and unit sizes in the Alan Road neighborhood, and the 
creek open space corridor containing the pedestrian and bicycle trail at 
this location at 4.86 acres is slightly larger than what was in the original 
design (approximately 4.0 acres). Creek setback distances in the 
Current 2008 design are larger in some areas than in the original 
project design. At the end of Alan Road, even though the new project 
design includes three lots, a reconfiguration of lot lines and change in 
building plans maintains the 100 foot setback between the creek and 
nearest proposed building at this location. The pedestrian/bicycle path 
at this location is also reconfigured in a way that provides a very slight 
increase in its distance from the creek (about 2-3 feet). A reduction in 
the lot depth for Lots 4, 5, and 6 allows the Private Driveway to be 
shifted slightly farther from the creek than was possible in the original 
design. The increase in setback for this driveway ranges from about 2 
feet at its north end to about 40 feet adjacent to Lot 5. 
The hillside open space area (Lot 27 in both the original and current 
design) is slightly lager in the current design --2.68 acres, as opposed 
to 2.59 acres in the original design. The central or interior open space 
(new Lot 31, 0.9 acres) is slightly smaller than this area in the original 
design (old Lot 25, 1.23 acres). This interior open space will contain an 
open vegetated channel to handle low volume flows from the offsite 
hillside area west of the project and convey this surface water through 
the project for discharge into Arroyo Burro. Higher flows will be 
diverted to the storm drain system to avoid flooding in the back yards 
adjacent to the central open space. The new design for this drainage 
includes and upstream retention/sediment basin, and a downstream 
retention basin, and energy dissipation features, as well as the grass 
lined channel of Lot 31. This design incorporates measures that were 
recommended as mitigation in the 2005 Final EIR.  
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In summary, the current (2008) design is, in many respects, very 
similar to the project as originally proposed and studied in the 2005 
Final EIR. For the most part, the changes incorporate mitigation 
measures or alterations recommended in the 2008 Final EIR or reflect 
updates or refinements in the creek restoration plan. The total number 
of dwelling units has increased by one (from 24 to 25), and the project 
now includes two dwelling units intended to provide more affordable 
housing. 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.13.1, pp.  4-29 to 4-31; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.13.1, pp.  4-29 to 4-31.)   
ii. Comparison to Project 
The environmental effects of the 2008 refinements for the Veronica 
Meadows project are virtually identical to those described in the 2005 
EIR for the proposed project. With respect to the biological effects of 
the overall project, and the access bridge in particular, the 2008 project 
effects are slightly less than those described for the original design. 
The mature sycamore tree on the west side of the creek, south of the 
bridge location, can now be retained. There will likely be some 
trimming and root pruning necessary for this tree, which may cause 
some damage, but the tree can be preserved. 
The bank reconfiguration proposed in the creek restoration plan will 
help to open up the creek banks under the bridge, allowing more light 
and improving the chances for regrowth of taller, denser riparian 
vegetation. While these factors are considered improvements, or 
reductions in the intensity of the impact, the overall conclusion that the 
project effects on the riparian corridor are Significant and Unavoidable 
(Class I) remains unchanged. 
The Current 2008 project design includes several minor 
reconfigurations that provide an additional setback distance between 
the Private Driveway and the creek. In this respect, the current design 
would have slightly less impact and would allow for a better creek 
restoration and open space corridor than the original project. 
With respect to traffic, there would be a very slight increase in daily 
traffic along Alan Road from this new design with three residences at 
Alan Road rather than two. This increase in traffic would not be a 
significant impact on Alan Road. It would also not contribute a 
significant increment to the already poor Level of Service at the 
intersection of Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road. Anticipated cumulative 
impacts at this intersection would remain significant. 
(2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.13.3, pp.  4-31 to 4-32; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.13.3, pp.  4-31 to 4-32.)   
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iii. Finding 
This alternative, or update of the proposed project, is potentially 
feasible and meets the overall project objectives as effectively as the 
original design.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, § 4.13.2, p. 4-31; 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, § 4.13.2, p. 4-31.)  Additionally, the Current 2008 Project 
Design Alternative is slightly environmentally superior to the proposed 
Project, although the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
original proposed Project remain unchanged.  (2008 Final Revised 
EIR, § 4.13.3, pp.  4-31 to 4-32; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, § 4.13.3, pp.  
4-31 to 4-32.)   
For these reasons, the City Council hereby approves and adopts 
this Current 2008 Project Design Alternative, rather than the 
project as originally proposed.  The implementation of this 
alternative will further reduce the Class II impacts of the Project.  The 
Council, therefore, finds that “[c]hanges or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).) 
 

10.  Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093, and after review of the entire administrative record, including, 
but not limited to, the 2005 Draft EIR, the 2005 Final EIR, the 2008 Draft 
Revised EIR, the 2008 Final Revised EIR, all staff reports, applicant 
submittals, and the oral and written testimony and evidence presented at 
public hearings, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological and other anticipated benefits of the Project outweigh the 
significant and unavoidable impacts, and therefore justify the approval of this 
Project notwithstanding the identified significant and unavoidable impacts.  
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081; CEQA Guidelines, § 15093.)  The benefits 
are addressed in detail below. 
 
The City Council specifically adopts and makes this Statement of Overriding 
Considerations that this Project has eliminated or substantially lessened all 
significant effects on the environment where feasible (including the 
incorporation of feasible mitigation measures), and finds that the remaining 
significant unavoidable impacts of the Project, described below, are 
acceptable because the benefits of the Project set forth below outweigh it.  
The City Council finds that each of the overriding considerations expressed 
as benefits and set forth below constitutes a separate and independent 
ground for such a finding.  Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is 
sufficient to justify approval of the Project.  Thus, even if a Court were to 
conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the City 
Council will stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient 
by itself.   
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Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
Based on information contained in the Record and in the 2008 Final EIR, the 
City Council has determined that the Project is conservatively expected to be 
associated with the following significant and unavoidable impacts:  
 
(1) Effect of Bridge on Riparian Habitats and Wildlife.  Construction of the 

bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek would permanently displace native and 
non-native riparian habitat, as well as a large oak tree and may result in 
damage to the roots of a nearby sycamore tree on the west bank south of 
the proposed bridge. Tall dense riparian woodland would not develop at 
this location with the bridge in place. The change in habitat could affect 
wildlife movement if there is a complete gap in vegetation cover at the 
bridge. In addition, wildlife movement would be hindered by the presence 
of the bridge abutments. In light of the narrow riparian corridor at this 
location and the close proximity of other human disturbances that affect 
wildlife (i.e., Las Positas Road), the overall impact of the bridge on riparian 
habitat and associated wildlife is considered Significant and Unavoidable.  
(2008 Final Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-8, MMRP, pp. ES-43 to ES-
45, and § 3.3.2.6, pp. to 3-59 to 3-62; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, Table ES-
1, p. ES-8, MMRP, pp. ES-43 to ES-45, and § 3.3.2.6, pp. to 3-59 to 3-62; 
2005 Draft EIR, § 3.3.2.6, pp. 3-59 to 3-60.) 

(2) Noise from Construction Haul Trucks.  Noise from construction haul trucks 
along Alan Road would temporarily increase the ambient sound levels in 
outdoor and indoor living areas of residences along the road during the 
initial construction period.  (2008 Final Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-9, 
MMRP, pp. ES-50; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-9, MMRP, 
pp. ES-50; 2005 Draft EIR, § 3.9.3.2.) 

(3) Intersection Impacts.  The proposed residential development would add 
traffic to the study area intersections, most of which are operating at LOS 
C or lower. The contribution of the Project to the AM and PM peak hour 
traffic, when combined with traffic from other future projects, is significant. 
Mitigation Measure TR-6 would reduce the contribution of the proposed 
Project to this significant cumulative impact. Under this measure, the 
applicant would be required to contribute a fair share contribution of funds 
for future capacity improvements of the affected intersections which are 
listed below: 
▪ Calle Real/Hwy 101 NB Ramps 
▪ Las Positas Road/Hwy 101 SB Ramps 
▪ Las Positas Road/Modoc Road 
▪ Las Positas Road/Cliff Drive 
A residual significant impact may occur because it may not be feasible to 
fully implement the mitigation measure because the proposed intersection 
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projects may not be completed in a reasonable timeframe, most of the 
projects are not programmed or funded, and one of the projects would not 
fully reduce traffic impacts. (2008 Final Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-9, 
MMRP, pp. ES-53 to 54; 2008 Draft Revised EIR, Table ES-1, p. ES-9, 
MMRP, pp. ES-53 to 54; 2005 Draft EIR, § 3.7.2.4.) 

 
Benefits of the Project 
 
The City Council has considered the 2005 Draft EIR, 2005 Final EIR, 2008 
Draft Revised EIR, and 2008 Final Revised EIR, the public record of 
proceedings on the proposed Project and other written materials presented to 
and prepared by the City, as well as oral and written testimony received, and 
does hereby determine that implementation of the Project as specifically 
provided in the Project documents would result in the following substantial 
public benefits: 
 
(1)  Annexation of unincorporated parcels would improve planning and public 

services in this portion of the Las Positas Valley.  
(2)  The proposed project would provide for limited development and 

preservation of the remainder of the property in open space, including 
restoration of the creek habitat and designation of approximately 35.7 
acres of private land for open space.  

(3)  The proposed project would provide for stabilization of on-site geological 
conditions on the property to the benefit of public safety  

(4)  The proposed project would include creek corridor stabilization, upland 
habitat restoration and long-term maintenance, and public access 
benefits of a new public trail and open space land providing free 
recreational opportunities for the general public (outside of the creek 
channel). 

(5)  The project results in restoration and dedication of approximately 7.8 
acres of public and private land for open space and recreational use by 
the general public.  

(6)  The project, with the bridge across the Arroyo Burro Creek, establishes 
enhanced public access for pedestrians and bicyclists connecting Elings 
Park and the Westside to Arroyo Burro Beach County Park, the Alan 
Road and Braemar Ranch neighborhoods, and homes within the project 
site. 

(7)  The project, with the bridge across the Arroyo Burro Creek, establishes 
safer pedestrian and bicycle access to the beach from the neighborhood 
east of Las Positas Road along a pleasant new creek-side trail, avoiding 
the heavily traveled road.  

(8)  The project, with the bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, helps the City 
meet key goals in the City’s Circulation Element’s Bikeway and 
Pedestrian Master Plans at no taxpayer expense.  
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(9)  The project, with the bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek, minimizes new 
traffic impacts to the Alan Road neighborhood when compared to project 
alternatives that use Alan Road as access for the entire project.  

(10)  The project helps maintain the Alan Road neighborhood as a peaceful 
cul-de-sac area where children can play safely by not including an Alan 
Road extension that could serve as a Las Positas Road shortcut.  

(11)  The project’s traffic design, access route, contributions to a roundabout 
at Cliff Drive and Las Positas Road, and a signalized crosswalk on Las 
Positas between the project site and Elings Park entrance, improve safe 
traffic efficiency and flow on Las Positas Road, to benefit the community 
as a whole.  

(12)  The project includes creek corridor stabilization, upland habitat 
restoration and long-term maintenance, and public access benefits of a 
new public trail and open space land providing free recreational 
opportunities for the general public (outside of the creek channel).  

(13)  The project would result in an increase in property tax revenues 
benefiting the City, County, and local school and other special districts.  

(14)  The project would result in 25 new housing units, and the creation of 
new construction jobs.  

(15)  The project allows the City to better leverage limited General Fund and 
Measure B creek restoration funds by expediting removal of invasive 
species, restoring private and public creek riparian corridors, reducing 
pollution and erosion along a portion of Arroyo Burro Creek to the 
highest professional standards and on a shorter time schedule than the 
City’s current restoration timetable all at no new net cost to taxpayers.  

(16)  The project’s erosion, pollution, and creek stabilization and restoration 
plans are developed with a high level of scientific and technical 
expertise, techniques, and tools to a modern City creek enhancement or 
restoration project. Fluvial geomorphology studies and mitigation plans 
for this section of Arroyo Burro Creek already exceed all Measure B 
funded mapping and restoration studies preceding it. Bringing higher 
levels of creek and habitat restoration science and technology to the City 
at no new net taxpayer cost are additional community benefits.  

(17) The project results in the complete restoration and stabilization of a 
highly incised, degraded and polluted riparian corridor, overrun by 
invasive species, in excess of 1,800 lineal feet and 12.4 acres, including 
City-owned land. Long-term maintenance of structural improvements 
made within the creek channel and the creek buffer to the west would be 
funded by the Applicant/Home Owners' Association. 

(18) The project improves water quality in the site area and reduces 
discharge and runoff of sediment pollution into Arroyo Burro Creek.  

(19)  The project results in the creation of a new riparian corridor on the site, 
improving the existing drainage deficiencies on the site.  

(20) The project improves the Arroyo Burro Creek ecosystem quantitatively 
and qualitatively by removal of numerous invasive species, and 
permanent replacement throughout the site with native plants (and 
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where possible, local native seed stocks) to create, over time, a more 
natural and bio-diverse riparian corridor, furthering the long-term goals of 
Measure B at no new net community cost.  

(21) The project would provide for fair share mitigation funding for vehicle 
intersection improvements that would benefit the area.  In addition, the 
City would likely direct these traffic mitigation funds to a single 
intersection improvement project (Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road 
roundabout), which is a greater overall benefit than having the funds 
dispersed to all four impacted intersections which may not be fully 
funded for some time. This will assist in the timely completion of a 
project that would help reduce traffic congestion in the area in the 
foreseeable future.  

(22) The project includes two housing units affordable to upper-middle-
income homebuyers. The provision of two housing units affordable to 
upper-middle-income homebuyers would provide an important and 
needed housing type in the City that may not otherwise be provided. 

 
11.   The City is directed to file a Notice of Determination with the Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors for the County of Santa Barbara regarding this 
determination. 

  
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council will require the Project 
Sponsor and successors to offset all costs, City staff and private sector staff 
costs associated with the implementation of and monitoring of the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program and shall require the Project Sponsor and its 
successors to implement all programs as identified.  
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