
County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Environmental Impacts
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
4.13-1 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

4.13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

4.13.1 Abstract 
This section describes the existing hazardous conditions in Monterey County in 
relationship to aviation, wildland fires, hazardous materials, and emergency 
response management in the 2007 General Plan area.  This section presents the 
federal, state, and local policies and regulations in relation to these hazards; and 
identifies impacts and mitigation measures associated with implementation of the 
2007 General Plan.  This section also identifies means in which hazardous 
materials associated with implementation of the 2007 General Plan could be 
accidentally released into the environment. 

 Aviation:  There are four general aviation airports, two military airstrips, and 
more than thirty private airstrips, helipads, and agricultural landing fields 
located in Monterey County. 

 Wildland Fires:  Many areas of Monterey County are highly susceptible to 
wildland fire hazards due to the rugged topography and large areas of 
densely forested areas.  Lack of precipitation in the summer months also 
contributes to an increased risk of wildland fires in the county.  Much of the 
county is designated as a high or very high fire hazard area by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDFFP), with the exception of 
the Salinas Valley and the Monterey Peninsula (Exhibit 4.13.1). 

 Hazardous Materials:  A hazardous material is defined by the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) as a material that poses a 
significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or the 
environment if released because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or 
chemical characteristics (26 CCR 25501).  Common hazardous materials 
include petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, volatile organic chemicals, and 
certain metals.  There are more than 450 hazardous waste generators and 
more than 10 contaminated sites in the County. 

 Emergency Response:  Emergency evacuation routes are designated 
throughout the county, and emergency response activities are coordinated by 
the Monterey County Office of Emergency Services (OES). 

All potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts from development and 
land use activities associated with implementation of the 2007 General Plan 
would be less than significant and would not require mitigation.  Hazards such as 
tsunamis, seiches, and mudflows are discussed separately in Section 4.4, 
Geology, Soils and Seismicity.  Flood hazards are discussed in Section 4.3, 
Water Resources. 
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4.13.2 Introduction 
This section identifies issues related to hazards and hazardous materials in the 
2007 General Plan action area. 

The “Environmental Setting” discussion below describes the current setting of 
the 2007 General Plan action area.  The purpose of this information is to establish 
the existing environmental context against which the reader can understand the 
environmental changes caused by implementation of the 2007 General Plan.  The 
environmental setting information is intended to be directly or indirectly relevant 
to the subsequent discussion of impacts. 

The environmental changes associated with the action are discussed under 
“Impact Analysis.”  This section identifies impacts, describes how they would 
occur, and prescribes mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts, if 
necessary. 

4.13.3 Environmental Setting 

4.13.3.1 Hazards 

Aviation 

There are four general aviation airports, two military airstrips, and more than 30 
private airstrips and helipads in Monterey County.  A description of the various 
aviation facilities in the county follows. 

 Monterey Peninsula Airport, located on the outskirts of the City of Monterey, 
is the largest and busiest commercial airport in the county.  The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) indicates that 91,435 aircraft operations 
occur annually at the airport (Federal Aviation Administration 2008).  The 
Monterey Peninsula Airport is located between Highway 68 and SR 218 just 
east of Del Rey Oaks, and south of Seaside (Exhibit 3.7).  The airport borders 
the city limits of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks and Seaside.  However, the 
Monterey Peninsula Airport is an independent Airport District, and is not 
incorporated into either the city limits of Monterey or the county.  The 
Monterey Peninsula Airport District includes portions of Monterey, Pacific 
Grove, Del Monte Forest, Pebble Beach, Carmel-by-the-Sea, greater Carmel, 
Del Rey Oaks, Seaside, Sand City, the Monterey-Salinas Highway to 
Laureles Grade, and the west end of Carmel Valley (Monterey Peninsula 
Airport 2008). 

 The City of Salinas Municipal Airport is the second busiest airport in the 
county.  The airport is owned and operated by the City of Salinas and serves 
commercial, general aviation, and agricultural-related aircraft (e.g., crop 
dusters).  The FAA indicates that 77,896 aircraft operations occur annually at 
the airport (Federal Aviation Administration 2008b).  The airport is located 
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within the city limits of the City of Salinas, in the southeastern quadrant of 
the city (Exhibit 3.5).  The airport is not located in the county’s jurisdiction, 
and is not included within the boundaries of the Greater Salinas Area Plan. 

 Marina Municipal Airport is a public airport located two miles east of the 
central business district of Marina.  The FAA indicates that 40,000 aircraft 
operations occur annually at the airport (Federal Aviation Administration 
2008c).  The airport is owned and operated by the City of Marina, and 
primarily serves general aviation aircraft.  Marina Municipal Airport is built 
at the site of the former Fritzche Army Air Field located adjacent to Fort Ord.  
The airport is not located in the county’s jurisdiction, and is not included 
within the boundaries of the Fort Ord Master Plan area.  

 Mesa del Rey Airport is located one mile northeast of King City, and 
primarily serves general aviation and agricultural-related aircraft.  The 
airport is located within the city limits of King City, and is owned and 
operated by the city.  The airport is not located in the county’s jurisdiction, 
and is not included within the boundaries of the Central Salinas Valley Area 
plan.  The FAA indicates that 3,500 aircraft operations occur annually at the 
airport (Federal Aviation Administration 2008d).   

 The Schoonver Tactical Air Strip at Fort Hunter Liggett is capable of 
supporting C-130 Hercules and C-12 Huron operations.  Fort Hunter Liggett 
also contains the Tusi Helipad and the Doolittle Aircraft Training Area, 
which is used for Close Air Support training by Navy aircraft from Naval Air 
Station Lemoore in Kings County.  Fort Hunter Liggett is under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, and is not included within the 
boundaries of the South County Area Plan.  

 McMillan Airfield at Camp Roberts is capable of supporting C-130 
operations.  McMillan Airfield is also currently used for Unmanned Aerial 
Vehicle operations and testing.  Camp Roberts is located south of Bradley 
along Highway 101, and also borders San Luis Obispo County.  McMillan 
Airfield is under the jurisdiction of the California National Guard, and is not 
included within the boundaries of the South County Area Plan. 

 There are more than 30 private airstrips, agricultural landing fields, and 
helipads in the County.  Locations of these aviation facilities include Salinas 
Valley State Prison, the San Ardo oil fields, and hospitals in Monterey, 
Salinas, and King City. 

Wildland Fires 

Wildland fires are a major hazard in many areas of Monterey County.  Rugged 
topography, dry summers, and an abundance of fuel combine to make much of 
Monterey County susceptible to wildland fire hazards during the warmer seasons 
of the year.  Much of the county is designated as a high or very high fire hazard 
area by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire), with 
the exception of the Salinas Valley and the Monterey Peninsula (Exhibit 4.13.1). 
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The state mandates that Cal Fire prepare Wildland Fire Hazard Maps for each 
county, rating fire hazards as low, moderate, high, or very high.  These 
classifications are based on slope, climate, fuel loading (vegetation), and water 
availability.  Wildland fires are a hazard for the more densely populated areas of 
the county as well.  For example, the Salinas Rural Fire District, which serves 
almost all of unincorporated Greater Salinas, indicates that wildland fires are the 
major cause of fires in its jurisdiction. 

Large areas of rugged terrain with highly flammable vegetation have high 
wildland fire potential.  The principal ingredients of wildland fires—fuel, 
topography, and weather—combine to make highly hazardous fire conditions 
throughout much of the county.  To compound the problem, local topography 
tends to accentuate the spread of fires due to the varied movement of winds and 
makes fire fighting with heavy equipment very difficult or nearly impossible. 

The very high fire hazard throughout many county areas makes them unsafe for 
development and occupancy unless strong fire safety measures are taken.  Many 
areas under County jurisdiction are without an organized structural fire protection 
programs.  Even where organized protection does exist, fire suppression may be 
hampered by lack of water, rugged terrain, and delayed response times. 

4.13.3.2 Hazardous Materials 

A hazardous material is defined by the California Environmental Protection 
Agency (Cal-EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) as a 
material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical 
characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health 
and safety or to the environment if released (26 CCR 25501).  For the purposes of 
this discussion, hazardous materials consist of raw materials and products, and 
hazardous wastes consist of wastes that are generated by facilities and businesses 
or that remain on site as a result of past activities. 

Hazardous materials are grouped into the following four categories, based on 
their properties: 

 Toxic—causes human health effects; 

 Ignitable—has the ability to burn; 

 Corrosive—causes severe burns or damage to materials; and 

 Reactive—causes explosions or generates toxic gases. 

Hazardous waste is any hazardous material that is discarded, abandoned, or 
slated to be recycled.  The criteria that render a material hazardous also make a 
waste hazardous.  Hazardous materials and hazardous waste can result in public 
health hazards if released into the soil or groundwater; or through airborne 
releases in vapors, fumes, or dust.  Soil and groundwater with concentrations of 
hazardous constituents higher than specific regulatory levels must be handled and 
disposed of as hazardous waste when excavated or pumped from groundwater. 
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This following section describes common hazardous materials used in Monterey 
County, as well as known and potential hazardous waste sites in the county. 

Common Hazardous Materials Used in Monterey County 

The Environmental Protection Agency’s Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act Information (RCRAInfo) database indicates that, as of March 17, 2008, there 
were 452 transporters, treaters, storers, and disposers of hazardous waste in 
Monterey County.  The most common are commercial and industrial users such 
as agricultural producers, automotive repair, dry cleaners, gas stations, pest 
control, energy providers, and retailers.  Institutional users of hazardous materials 
include schools, colleges, correctional facilities, utilities, hospitals, military 
installations, landfills, and other public agencies. 

4.13.3.3 Contaminated Sites 

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor 
Database indicates that, as of August 7, 2008, there were 28 contaminated sites in 
Monterey County that are listed in federal or state databases.  These sites are 
summarized below in Table 4.13-1. 

Table 4.13-1.  Contaminated Sites in Monterey County 

# Site Listing Status Location 
1 Berman Steel-Salinas State Response Salinas 
2 Camp Roberts—Army National Guard State Response Camp Roberts 
3 Chalone Peaks Middle School School Cleanup King City 
4 Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill Federal Superfund—Listed Salinas 
5 Dynegy Moss Landing Hazardous Waste—Operating Permit Moss Landing 
6 Embassy Suites Hotel State Response Seaside 
7 Fanoe Ranch Voluntary Cleanup Gonzales 
8 Firestone Tire & Rubber Co Hazardous Waste—Non-Operating Salinas 
9 Firestone Tire (Salinas Plant) Federal Superfund—Delisted Salinas 
10 Fort Hunter Liggett State Response Jolon 
11 Fort Hunter Liggett, U.S. Army Hazardous Waste—Non-Operating Jolon 
12 Fort Hunter Liggett-Cantonment Reuse State Response Jolon 
13 Fort Ord—East Garrison (VCA) Federal Superfund—Listed Fort Ord 
14 Fort Ord—University Villages (VCA) Federal Superfund—Listed City Of Marina 
15 Fort Ord Redevelopment Authority (Early 

Transfer) 
Federal Superfund—Listed Fort Ord 

16 Fort Ord State Park—MOU with DPR Federal Superfund—Listed City Of Marina 
17 Fort Ord, CA Federal Superfund—Listed Fort Ord 
18 Fort Ord—Del Rey Oaks Development Federal Superfund—Listed Monterey 
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# Site Listing Status Location 
19 Granite Canyon Marine Lab State Response Monterey 
20 PG&E Moss Landing Switchyard Hazardous Waste—Non-Operating Moss Landing 
21 PG&E Gas Plant Salinas State Response Salinas 
22 PG&E, MGP Monterey Voluntary Cleanup Monterey 
23 Point Pinos Lighthouse State Response Pacific Grove 
24 Pure-Etch Co Hazardous Waste—Non-Operating Salinas 
25 U.S. Army DLIFLC & POM Hazardous Waste—Non-Operating Fort Ord 
26 Verticare Helicopters State Response Salinas 
27 Berman Steel-Salinas State Response Salinas 
28 Camp Roberts – Army National Guard State Response Camp Roberts 
Source:  California Department of Toxic Substances Control.  EnviroStor Database.  Accessed August 7, 2008. 

 

4.13.3.4 Emergency Management 

Office of Emergency Services 

The Monterey County Office of Emergency Services (OES) is responsible for 
initiating and coordinating disaster and emergency preparation, response, 
recovery, and mitigation operations within Monterey County.  OES develops and 
maintains various emergency plans, including incident response plans for certain 
types of incidents and coordinated emergency response plans for certain 
geographical threat areas.  During an emergency condition, OES is the 
designated lead agency and activates the Emergency Operations Center. 

Emergency Evacuation 

Monterey County has designated emergency evacuation routes throughout the 
county.  The evacuation routes are designated and maintained to ensure the safe 
and efficient movement of people, belongings, and emergency personnel 
including their support services during times of declared emergencies.  These 
routes include U.S. 101, State Highways, several numbered county roads, and 
various other county roads.  These routes are considered “Pre-designated 
Emergency Evacuation Routes” and may be deployed when necessary.  These 
routes are listed in Table 4.13-2. 
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Table 4.13-2.  Emergency Evacuation Routes 

Road 
Designation Routes 
U.S. Highways U.S. 101   
State Highways Highway 1 Highway 25 Highway 68 

Highway 129 Highway 146 Highway 156 
Highway 183 Highway 198 Highway 218 

Numbered 
County Roads 

Arroyo Seco Road (G17) Bitterwater Road (G13) Carmel Valley Road (G16) 
Fort Romie Road (G17) Hall Road (G12) Interlake Road (G14) 
Jolon Road (G14) Jolon Road (G18) Lake Drive (G19) 
Laureles Grade (G20) Metz Road (G15) Reservation Road (G17) 
River Road (G17) San Juan Road (G11) San Miguel Canyon Road (G12) 

Other County 
Roads 

Alisal Road Aromas Road Blackie Road 
Blanco Road Bradley Road Bryson-Hesperia Road 
Cachagua Road Calera Canyon Road Camphora Gloria Road 
Carpenteria Road Castroville Boulevard Cattlelmen Road 
Cholame Road Chualar Canyon Road Cooper Road 
Corral de Tierra Road Crazy Horse Canyon Road Davis Road 
Dolan Road Echo Valley Road Elkhorn Road 

 Elm Avenue Espinosa Road Gloria Road 
Gonzales River Road Harkins Road Indian Canyon Road 
Indians Road Johnson Canyon Road Lockwood-San Lucas Road 
Lone Oak Road Milpitas Road Mission Road 
Molera Road Nacimiento-Fergusson Road Nashua Road 
Oasis Road Old Stage Road Palo Colorado Canyon Road 

 Paris Valley Road Parkfield-Coalinga Road Peach Tree Road 
Pesante Road Pine Canyon Road Priest Valley Road 
Reliz Canyon Road Robinson Canyon Road Salinas Road 
San Benancio Road San Juan Grade Road San Lucas Road 
17 Mile Drive Spreckels Road Strawberry Road 
Tassajara Road Vineyard Canyon Road  

Source:  County of Monterey General Plan.  Safety Element.  2007. 
 

4.13.4 Regulatory Framework 

4.13.4.1 Federal and State 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Regulations 

Planning boundaries are established for height, noise, and safety around each 
airport and active airfield.  Airport planning activities also establish policies that 
determine the compatibility of new land uses proposed within each planning area 
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boundary.  State Airport Land Use Law establishes an Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) in most counties for the purpose of preparing 
comprehensive airport land use plans (CLUPs) for all general purpose airports 
within the county and to review existing and proposed land uses for consistency 
with the airport safety provisions of the CLUPs.  The law requires a jurisdiction 
to submit its General Plan and other land use regulations to the ALUC for review 
and to amend the plan as may be necessary to achieve consistency with CLUPs 
adopted by the ALUC. 

More specifically, the ALUC is a seven-member commission created under the 
authority of California State Aeronautics Act (Public Utility Code Section 
21670).  The primary purpose of the ALUC is to ensure that new land uses 
around public use airports do not create excessive noise and safety hazards for 
the public.  Development proposals in the vicinity of local airports are referred to 
the ALUC by governing jurisdictions (county or incorporated city) for review.  
More detailed information on specific airports located within the county can be 
found in Section 4.8, Noise. 

The Monterey County ALUC reviewed the 2006 General Plan Update (GPU4) 
for consistency with the CALUPs in December 2006.  The ALUC found that the 
plan conformed to the CLUPs.  Additionally, Federal Aviation Regulations 
(FAR) Part 77 defines a series of imaginary surfaces surrounding all public use 
airports.  Any proposed object or structure that would penetrate any of these 
imaginary surfaces as they apply to the affected airport facilities is considered by 
the FAA to be an obstruction to air navigation.  An obstruction to air navigation 
may not be a hazard to air navigation; however, the FAA presumes it to be a 
hazard and treats it as such until an FAA aeronautical study determines that it 
does not have a substantial adverse effect on the safe use of the navigable 
airspace by aircraft.  The imaginary surfaces the FAA uses to determine whether 
a structure or an object would be an obstruction to air navigation includes the 
primary surface, approach surface, horizontal surface, conical surface, and 
transitional surfaces.  The CLUPs determine compatibility of surrounding land 
uses based upon height restrictions, noise levels associated with the airport 
operations, and exposure of persons to crash hazards. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act 

Discovery of environmental health damage from disposal sites prompted the U.S. 
Congress to pass the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund).  The purpose of CERCLA is to 
identify and clean up chemically contaminated sites that pose a significant 
environmental health threat.  The Hazard Ranking System is used to determine 
whether a site should be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) for cleanup 
activities. 
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Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act  

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) pertains primarily 
to emergency management of accidental releases.  It requires formation of state 
and local emergency planning committees, which are responsible for collecting 
material handling and transportation data for use as a basis for planning.  
Chemical inventory data is made available to the community at large under the 
“right-to-know” provision of the law.  In addition, SARA also requires annual 
reporting of continuous emissions and accidental releases of specified 
compounds.  These annual submissions are compiled into a nationwide Toxics 
Release Inventory (TRI). 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act  

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act is the statutory basis for the 
extensive body of regulations aimed at ensuring the safe transport of hazardous 
materials via boat, rail, and highways, through air, or in pipelines.  It includes 
provisions for material classification, packaging, marking, labeling, placarding, 
and shipping documentation. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  

RCRA Subtitle C addresses hazardous waste generation, handling, transportation, 
storage, treatment, and disposal.  It includes requirements for a system that uses 
hazardous waste manifests to track the movement of waste from its site of 
generation to its ultimate disposition.  The 1984 amendments to RCRA created a 
national priority for waste minimization.  Subtitle D establishes national 
minimum requirements for solid waste disposal sites and practices.  It requires 
states to develop plans for the management of wastes within their jurisdictions.  
Subtitle I requires monitoring and containment systems for underground storage 
tanks that hold hazardous materials.  Owners of tanks must demonstrate financial 
assurance for the cleanup of a potential leaking tank. 

California Hazardous Waste Control Law  

The Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) is the primary hazardous waste 
statute in the State of California.  HWCL implements RCRA as a “cradle-to-
grave” waste management system in the state.  HWCL specifies that generators 
have the primary duty to determine whether their wastes are hazardous and to 
ensure their proper management.  HWCL also establishes criteria for the reuse 
and recycling of hazardous wastes used or reused as raw materials.  HWCL 
exceeds federal requirements by mandating source reduction planning and a 
much broader requirement for permitting facilities that treat hazardous waste.  It 
also regulates a number of types of wastes and waste management activities that 
are not covered by federal law with RCRA.  The law is administered and 
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enforced by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).  
DTSC administers the Hazardous Waste Tracking System to follow hazardous 
wastes shipments through the state.   

4.13.4.2 Local 

Monterey County Hazardous Materials Program 

The Monterey County Health Department, Division of Environmental Health, 
manages and regulates the storage, use, and disposal of hazardous wastes through 
the Hazardous Materials Program.  Hazardous materials in use by businesses are 
reported to the Division under the Hazardous Materials and Business Plan 
Program.  The Program provides measures for hazardous waste onsite treatment, 
spill prevention control and countermeasures for aboveground and underground 
storage tanks, site mitigation, and risk management and prevention.  This 
program is administered by the Division under authority delegated by the state to 
it as a Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).  The Division also fields the 
county’s hazardous materials Emergency Response Team (ERT).  The ERT 
responds to any hazardous materials incidents that may occur in the county.   

Monterey County Office of Emergency Services  

The Office of Emergency Services (OES) is an agency of the County 
Administrative Office.  It has a full time staff of four County employees and a 
volunteer emergency communications coordinator.  During emergency situations, 
when the Monterey County Operational Area Emergency Operations Center is 
activated, the Center employs an ad hoc staff comprised of up to 90 personnel 
from various county agencies, emergency response organizations, utilities and 
volunteer relief organizations from throughout the county.  OES works in concert 
with other State and local governments and federal agencies to provide for 
coordinated and effective multi-agency response and relief during emergency 
situations.  

4.13.5 Project Impacts 
This section describes the CEQA impact analysis relating to hazards and 
hazardous materials for the project and the alternatives.  It describes the methods 
used to determine the project’s impacts and lists the thresholds used to conclude 
whether an impact would be significant.  Measures to mitigate (avoid, minimize, 
rectify, reduce, eliminate, or compensate for) significant impacts accompany 
each applicable impact discussion. 
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4.13.5.1 Methodology 

Impacts to public safety from hazards and hazardous materials and wastes due to 
upset conditions, accidental releases, or natural phenomena were evaluated in 
relation to the 2007 General Plan.  Corresponding policies and elements were 
used to assess the adequacy to which the 2007 General Plan and the 
corresponding policies and elements address hazards- and hazardous materials–
related impacts. 

Using the criteria for determining significance described below, analysis of the 
hazards and hazardous materials impacts of the project on the community was 
made based on the location and condition of the potential hazardous materials 
release sites and on the current and planned uses of the location.  Additionally, 
aviation hazards, wildland fire hazards, and hazards associated with inadequate 
emergency response access were assessed to determine the potential for impacts 
to residents.  To evaluate impacts on the environment, the impact analysis 
(focused on impacts to humans) assessed potential impacts from accidents, 
explosions, and other releases.  

4.13.5.2 Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines was used to derive the significance 
thresholds which are used to determine whether the 2007 General Plan would 
have a significant environmental impact.  The 2007 General Plan would result in 
a significant impact on hazardous materials if it would: 

 create a significant hazard through the routine use, transport, or disposal of 
hazardous materials; 

 create a significant hazard through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials; 

 expose sensitive land uses (i.e., schools, hospitals, nursing homes) to 
hazardous materials; 

 allow development to occur on contaminated lands, creating a significant 
public hazard; 

 create an aviation safety hazard; 

 expose persons or property to wildland fire risks; or 

 interfere with the implementation of an emergency response or evacuation 
plan. 

4.13.5.3 Impact Analysis 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan to the 2030 planning horizon and 
buildout in 2092 would potentially result in impacts due to potential public safety 
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hazards caused by the presence, use, manufacture, or transport of hazardous 
materials within the county.  Additionally, aviation, wildland fire, and inadequate 
emergency response access could result in public safety impacts.  

Exposure to Hazardous Materials 

Impact HAZ-1:  New development in accordance with the 2007 
General Plan would expose persons to hazardous materials from 
routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials or the 
release of hazardous materials.  (Less-Than-Significant Impact.)  

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development with Policies 

The 2007 General Plan would designate growth areas which include existing 
urban areas, Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs.  In addition, 
existing lots of record would develop under county zoning and subdivision 
requirements.  Hazardous materials such as pesticides, fertilizers, petroleum, 
and vehicle fluids, asbestos-containing materials, lead paint, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), underground storage tanks, and aboveground storage 
tanks may all be found in these areas.  The former Fort Ord has unexploded , 
ordnance on portions of its site.  Under the base reuse agreement, this 
ordnance must be removed or otherwise disarmed before the area can be 
developed.  Hazardous materials including fuels, pesticides/herbicides, and 
industrial chemicals are routinely transported along county roads.  In 
addition, soils in Monterey County contain naturally occurring asbestos, 
which can become hazardous as dust particles.   

Exposure to sensitive groups is of special concern.  This includes children, 
the infirm, and elderly.  The 2007 General Plan does not propose any specific 
actions that would increase the exposure of sensitive groups.  Exposure of 
persons to known and unknown hazardous materials during implementation 
of the 2007 General Plan to the 2030 planning horizon would potentially 
result in a significant impact. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized below set 
forth comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts 
from potential exposure effects from routine use, transport, and disposal 
of hazardous materials.   

Policy S-5.2 provides that the Monterey County Operational Area 
Emergency Operations Plan shall include general procedures to 
implement the nationwide National Incident Management System 
(NIMS), statewide Standardized Emergency Management System 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Environmental Impacts
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
4.13-13 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

(SEMS), activate and operate the Operational Area Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC), coordinate responders, and implement other 
tactical response measures. 

Area Plan Policies 

None of the area plans contain policies related to hazardous materials. 

Community Area Policies 

Fort Ord Master Plan—Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety 

Fort Ord Master Plan Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy 
A-1 (Record of Decision reporting) ensures that the County monitors 
and reports to the public all progress made on the RA-ROD (Record 
of Decision).  

Fort Ord Master Plan Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy 
B-1(RA-ROD implementation) states that the County shall monitor 
implementation procedures of the RA-ROD and work cooperatively 
with the U.S. Army and all contractors to ensure safe and effective 
removal and disposal of hazardous materials, ensure compliance with 
all applicable regulations and hazardous materials, and provide for 
the protection of the public during remediation activities.  

Fort Ord Master Plan Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy 
B-2 (RA-ROD implementation at Fort Ord) requires that the County 
monitor implementation procedures of the RA-ROD and work 
cooperatively with the U.S. Army and all contractors and future 
users/operators of landfill or hazardous materials storage sites at the 
former Fort Ord.  

Fort Ord Master Plan Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy 
C-1 (hazardous material management and disposal plans) ensures 
that the County requires hazardous material management and 
disposal plans for any future projects involving the use of hazardous 
materials.  

Federal and State Hazardous Materials Statutes and Regulations 

Federal and state statutes and regulations discussed above govern the 
transport, handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes.  Future 
land uses anticipated by the 2007 General Plan would be subject to these 
requirements.  

Significance Determination  

The 2007 General Plan Policies section above discusses applicable policies 
and explains how they would avoid and minimize adverse impacts from 
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hazardous materials.  Additionally, as discussed above, federal and state 
statutes and regulations (including the DTSC’s hazardous waste tracking 
authority), the Environmental Health CUPA (covering use, storage, and 
disposal as described above) and local response agencies such as the ERT, 
are in place to reduce potential exposure to hazardous materials, their routine 
transport, and potential spills.  Therefore, the potential for hazardous material 
exposure related to implementation of the 2007 General Plan is less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan policies and compliance with the 
applicable laws and regulations would ensure that the use of hazardous 
materials would not create adverse risks to human health or the environment.  
Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.   

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Buildout of the General Plan in the year 2092 would result in potential 
localized exposure to hazardous materials in designated growth areas from 
new urban development permitted by the General Plan, in addition to those 
impacts discussed under the 2030 planning horizon.  Hazardous materials 
such as pesticides, fertilizers, petroleum, and vehicle fluids, asbestos-
containing materials, lead paint, PCBs, underground storage tanks, 
aboveground storage tanks, and unexploded ordnance could all be found in 
the areas planned for development.  In addition, soils in Monterey County 
contain naturally occurring asbestos, which can become hazardous as dust 
particles.  These impacts would potentially be significant.  

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address 
hazardous materials impacts from buildout of the 2007 General Plan; see 
discussion above under “2030 Planning Horizon.” 

Significance Determination  

The regulation of hazardous materials and wastes has grown increasingly 
strict over the past several decades.  This analysis assumes that the trend will 
remain constant and the future regulatory scheme will be at least as stringent 
as those currently in place.  As discussed above, federal and state statutes and 
regulations are in place to reduce potential exposure to hazardous wastes and 
materials, including those in transit.  The responsibilities of the County 
Division of Environmental Health as CUPA and its ERT group protect local 
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residents under the authority granted by the state.  Therefore, the potential for 
hazardous material exposure is less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan policies and compliance with the 
applicable laws and regulations would ensure that the use of hazardous 
materials would not create adverse risks to human health or the environment.  
Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.   

Aviation Hazards 

Impact HAZ-2:  The 2007 General Plan would establish new land uses 
that would potentially create aviation safety hazards.  (Less-Than-
Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon  

Impact of Development with Policies 

Development under the 2007 General Plan to the 2030 planning horizon 
would result in new urban development, including new residential, 
commercial, and public/institutional land uses in the vicinity of airports, 
private airstrips, and helipads.  New development near aviation facilities, 
particularly multi-story structures or developments with aerial features such 
as antennas, would create potential significant hazards to aviation. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains policies and concepts to address 
potential aviation hazards. 

Circulation Element 

Circulation Element Policies C-7.1 through C-7.4 requires that new 
development avoids creating any aviation hazards.  Policy C-7.1 
(airport land use compatibility) ensures that land use activities that 
interfere with the safe operation of aircraft shall be prohibited.  
Policy C-7.2 (mitigation for safety and noise impacts near airports) 
requires that land uses in areas that may be impacted by airport 
operations be compatible with those operations and incorporate 
measures to mitigate potential safety and noise impacts on those 
uses.  Policy C-7.3 (safe operation of airports) ensures that measures 
to provide for the continued safe operation of airports shall be 
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implemented.  Policy C-7.4 (land use compatibility with airport 
plans) states that land uses in the vicinity of public airports shall be 
consistent and compatible with the airport comprehensive land use 
plans.  Policy C-7.5 (control of private airstrips and agricultural 
landing fields) requires that private airstrips and agricultural landing 
fields shall be controlled to ensure they: 

a) do not permanently preclude cultivation of prime farmlands or 
farmlands of statewide importance; 

b) are outside of flight paths to and from existing airports; 

c) do not impact or limit public roadways and facilities; and  

d) do not provide a hazard or annoyance for neighboring areas. 

This policy reduces potential impacts from placement of, and 
changes to, private airstrips and agricultural landing fields.  

Area Plan Policies 

In addition to the policies identified above, the following Area Plan 
supplemental policies have been developed to address aviation hazards.   

Greater Salinas Area Plan 

The Greater Salinas Area Plan does not contain any policies related 
to aviation hazards.  The Jefferson STA within the Area Plan was 
revised to conform to ALUC recommendations in order to avoid 
conflicts with the Marina Airport.  Greater Monterey Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Policy GMP-2.8 (development by area airports) requires that 
development directly beneath runway approaches of the Monterey 
Peninsula Airport and Marina Municipal Airport shall: 

a) be of low intensity,  

b) not generate electrical interference to radio communication 
between pilots and the air traffic control tower,  

c) not contain sources of glare which would blind or confuse pilots 
and, and 

d) be required to grant aviation easements to the Monterey 
Peninsula Airport District or other appropriate entity as a 
condition of development approval. 

Policy GMP-4.2 (land use compatibility around the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Airport and promotion of planning practices that 
are consistent with the Airport Land Use Plan) provides for reduction 
of aviation hazards by ensuring compatible land uses and consistency 
with the Airport Land Use Plan. 
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Cachagua Area Plan 

Policy CACH-2.3 (permitting of airports and airstrips and 
compatibility with surrounding land uses) reduces aviation hazards 
by requiring airport and airstrip permits to be compatible with land 
uses. 

Community Area Policies 

Fort Ord Master Plan 

The Fort Ord Master Plan does not contain any policies related to 
aviation hazards. 

Significance Determination  

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies described above set forth 
comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts related to 
aviation by ensuring land use compatibility near airports and airstrips and by 
avoiding hazardous design and location of airports and airstrips.  
Additionally, federal and local regulations are in place to guide development 
in the vicinity of airports.  Therefore, the potential for hazards related to 
aviation is less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies and 
programs, as well as compliance with applicable federal, state, and local 
airport land use compatibility regulations ensure that the implementation of 
new land uses would not create significant hazards regarding aviation.  
Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.   

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Buildout of the General Plan in the year 2092 would result in new 
development throughout the county, including on existing lots of record.  
Proposed development near aviation facilities, particularly multi-story 
structures or developments with aerial features such as antennas, would be 
subject to review by the ALUC to ensure that they are not creating potential 
hazards to aviation or to potential occupants of the projects.  Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  
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2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address aviation 
hazard impacts from buildout of the 2007 General Plan, which are 
discussed above.  

Significance Determination  

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies described above set forth 
comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts related to 
aviation by ensuring land use compatibility near airports and airstrips and by 
avoiding hazardous design and location of airports and airstrips.  
Additionally, federal and local regulations are in place to guide development 
in the vicinity of airports.  Therefore, the potential for hazards related to 
aviation is less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies and 
programs, as well as compliance with applicable federal, state, and local 
airport land use compatibility regulations ensure that the implementation of 
new land uses would not create significant hazards regarding aviation.  
Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.   

Wildland Fires 

Impact HAZ-3:  New development in accordance with the 2007 
General Plan would increase exposure to wildland fires.  (Less-Than-
Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon  

Impact of Development with Policies 

Development under the 2007 General Plan up to the 2030 planning horizon 
would increase exposure to wildland fire risks, most notably in and around 
the Rural Centers that would develop within largely undeveloped rural areas 
outside the Salinas Valley.  New development at the former Fort Ord and in 
the proposed Rural Centers of Bradley, Lockwood, Pleyto, and San Lucas 
would exposure of persons and property to moderate fuel areas at risk of 
wildland fires.  In these areas, fuel loads from grass, brush, and/or trees are 
sufficient to sustain wildfires.  Under dry, windy conditions, such fires can 
spread rapidly unless immediately attacked by fire services.  Exhibit 4.13.1 
illustrates fire hazard areas within the county.  
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Exposure of persons and property to wildland fires would be a potentially 
significant impact from implementation of the 2007 General Plan. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains policies that would ensure that new fire 
facilities would be provided concurrently with anticipated growth. 

Public Service Element  

Public Service Element Policies PS-1.1 through PS-1.6 establish 
general standards for the provision of public facilities concurrently 
with future growth, which minimize impacts to emergency response 
and evacuation from new development.  For example:  

a) Policy PS-1.1 (establishment of Adequate Public Facilities and 
Services (APFS)) requires that adequate Public Facility and 
Services (APFS) requirements shall: 

b) Ensure that APFS needed to support new development are 
available to meet or exceed the level of service standards of 
Table PS-1 (“Infrastructure and Service Standards”, next page) 
concurrent with the impacts of such development; 

c) Encourage development in infill areas where APFS are available, 
while acknowledging the rights of property owner’s to 
economically viable use of existing legal lots of record 
throughout the county; and 

d) Seek to achieve acceptable level of service (LOS) standards 
through improvements funded by fair share impact fees and 
planned capital improvements (CIFP). 

Policy PS-1.2 requires that the Adequate Public Facilities and 
Services (APFS) standards established in Table PS-1, “Infrastructure 
and Service Standards” be used to determine APFS appropriate for 
new discretionary development. 

Policy PS-1.3 ensures that no discretionary application for new 
development shall be approved unless the County finds that APFS 
for that use exist or will be provided concurrent with the new 
development. 

Policy PS-1.4 states that new development shall pay its fair share of 
the cost of providing APFS to serve the development.  

Policy PS-1.5 ensures that improvements shall be installed 
concurrently with each phase of new development in accordance 
with an infrastructure phasing plan.  An infrastructure phasing plan, 
if needed, shall be approved in concept at the time of project 
approval. 
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Policy PS-1.6 (requirement for developments to have adequate 
public facilities services and facilities for approval) only allows 
approval of those developments that have or can provide adequate 
concurrent public services and facilities. 

Safety Element  

Safety Element Policies S-4.1 through S-4.33 address potential 
impacts from fire hazards. 

Policies S-4.1, S-4.2, and S-4.3 require promotion of educational 
awareness and participation between fire protection agencies and the 
general public about fire hazards.  In particular, Policy S-4.2 requires 
that the County encourage and support fire protection agencies to 
provide communities they serve with educational materials on local 
fire hazards and how each community can be protected.  This 
information should be continually available at the local fire station, 
local library, and other convenient locations and media.  Policy S-4.3 
states that the County shall encourage and support educational 
programs including but not limited to bilingual programs on fire 
safety by school districts in cooperation with fire protection agencies 
including Monterey County Office of Education (MCOE) and a 
nationally recognized fire safety education program county-wide.  
These outreach programs would decrease potential wildland fires 
through education and cooperation. 

Policies S-4.4 through S-4.7 set out aframework for analyzing, 
identifying, and mapping wildland fire hazards.  In particular, Policy 
S-4.4 requires that detailed scientific analysis of fire hazards in the 
County shall be provided periodically.  Policy S-4.5 ensures that the 
wildland fire hazard severity map should be updated periodically as 
more precise information becomes available.  Policy S-4.6 requires 
structural and other non-wildland fire risks within wildland urban 
interface areas be identified and maintained as a layer in the 
County’s GIS in cooperation with fire officials and updated 
periodically.  Policy S-4.7 requires that the County and authorities 
having jurisdiction develop and maintain a procedure to inform 
potential developers of the requirements for development in high and 
very high fire hazard areas.  These policies call for avoiding 
significant wildfire areas thus reducing potential impacts. 

Policies S-4.8, S-4.9, S-4.10, S-4.16, S-4.17, S-4.18, and S-4.19 
establish minimum roadway access, entry, and maintenance 
standards to ensure access for fire vehicles, thereby reducing 
potential impacts from wildland fires.  In particular, Policy S-4.9 
states that roadways will be constructed and maintained in 
accordance with Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56 or the 
California Fire Code, as they may be updated from time to time, as 
determined by the fire authority having jurisdiction.  Policy S-4.10 
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allows the County to require the creation of road maintenance 
agreements for all new private subdivision roads.  Policy S-4.16 
requires that new and reconstructed bridges be constructed in 
accordance with Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56 and the 
California Fire Code as amended.  Policy S-4.17 states that drainage 
details for the road or driveway shall conform to current engineering 
practices, including erosion control Best Management Practices.  
Policy S-4.18 ensures that all access roads and driveways be 
maintained by the responsible parties to ensure the fire department 
safe and expedient passage at all times.  Policy S-4.19 requires that 
gates on emergency access roadways be constructed in accordance 
with Monterey County Code and the California Fire Code.  

Policies S-4.11, S-4.12, S-4.13, S-4.14, S-4.15, S-4.20, and S-4.21 
require new developments to provide fire suppression systems such 
as firebreaks, fire-retardant building materials, automatic fire 
sprinkler systems, or water storage tanks, and institute a review 
process whereby fire protection agencies can comment on 
development plans.  In particular, Policy S-4.11 states that the 
County shall require all new development to be provided with 
automatic fire protection systems (such as fire breaks, fire-retardant 
building materials, automatic fire sprinkler systems, and/or water 
storage tanks) approved by the fire jurisdiction.  Policy S-4.12 
ensures that the County shall require all modifications, additions, and 
remodeling of existing development exceeding thresholds adopted by 
the fire jurisdictions to be provided with automatic fire protection 
systems (such as fire breaks, fire-retardant building materials, 
automatic fire sprinkler systems, fire detection and alarm systems), 
water storage tanks and/or a Fuel Modification Zone plan as required 
by the fire jurisdiction.  Policy S-4.13 states that the County shall 
require all new development to have adequate water available for fire 
suppression.  The water system shall comply with Monterey County 
Code Chapter 18.56, NFPA Standard 1142, or other nationally 
recognized standard.  The fire authority having jurisdiction and the 
County Department of Planning and Building Inspection, and all 
other regulatory agencies shall determine the adequacy and location 
of water supply and/or storage to be provided.  Policy S-4.14 
requires that water systems built, extended or modified to serve a 
new land use or a change in land use or an intensification of land use 
shall be designed to meet peak daily demand and recommended fire 
flow.  Policy S-4.15 ensures that all new development shall be 
required to annex into the appropriate fire district.  Where no fire 
district exists, project applicants shall provide verification from the 
most appropriate local fire authority of the fire protection services 
that exist.  Project approvals shall require a condition for and a deed 
restriction notifying the property owner of the level of service 
available and acceptance of associated risks to life and property.  
Where annexations are mandated, the County shall negotiate a tax 
share agreement with the affected fire protection district.  Policy S-
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4.20 allows for a reduction of fire hazard risks to an acceptable level 
by regulating the type, density, location, and/or design and 
construction of development.  Policy S-4.21 requires all permits for 
residential, commercial, and industrial structural development (not 
including accessory uses) to incorporate requirements of the fire 
authority having jurisdiction.  This ensures that there will be proper 
infrastructure at new developments to reduce potential impacts from 
wildland fires. 

Policies S-4.22 and S-4.23 provide that new developments must 
comply with applicable building and fire codes.  Specifically, Policy 
S-4.22 states that every building, structure and/or development shall 
be constructed to meet the minimum requirements specified in the 
current adopted state building code, state fire code, Monterey County 
Code Chapter 18.56 and other nationally recognized standards.  
Policy S-4.23 requires the County to adopt the Fire Code document 
adopted by the State of California and appropriate amendments.  
This will allow for proper design at new developments to reduce 
potential impacts from wildland fires. 

Policies S-4.24 and S-4.25 provides that new development must 
follow County-prescribed standards to enable emergency response 
vehicles to locate buildings more readily and reduce wildland fire 
impacts.  In particular, Policy S-4.24 states that property addresses 
shall be required to be posted in accordance with Monterey County 
Code Chapter 18.56.  Policy S-4.25 requires address issuance and 
street naming should be coordinated between the incorporated cities 
and the County in accordance with Monterey County Codes to avoid 
duplication or confusion to public safety agencies. 

Policies S-4.27 through S-4.29 require creation of a design review 
process by County planning officials, applicants, and fire agency 
officials to address project design, landscaping, building standards, 
and other fire protection–related issues.  In particular, Policy S-27 
requires the County to continue to review the procedure for proposed 
development, including minor and major subdivisions, and provide 
for an optional pre-submittal meeting between the project applicant, 
planning staff, and fire officials.  Policy S-4.28 states that the County 
shall provide a list of acceptable fire-resistant plants suited to each of 
the County's various micro-climates in accordance with Policy OS-
5.14 to avoid invasive species.  This list should be developed with 
the cooperation of the County and fire authorities having jurisdiction, 
and made available at the Monterey County Planning Department.  
Policy S-4.29 assures that successive uses of individual buildings 
which require new permits for a new use comply with appropriate 
building standards. 

Policies S-4.26, S-4.31, S-4.32, and S-4.33 describe fire protection 
design standards for utilities, swimming pools, and fuel modification 
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zones that willallow for reduction of wildland fire impacts through 
maximized fire protection design of new development.  Specifically, 
Policy S-4.26 (fire hazards from utilities) states that when public 
facilities and aboveground utilities are located in very high or 
extreme fire hazard areas, special precautions shall be taken to 
mitigate the risks from wildfire and to ensure uninterrupted 
operation.  Policy S-4.30 establishes that new swimming pools may 
be required to be plumbed to allow connection to firefighting 
equipment, if requested by the local fire jurisdiction.  Policy S-4.31 
ensures that a zone that can inhibit the spread of wildland fire shall 
be required of new development in fire hazard areas.  Such zones 
should consider irrigated greenbelts, streets, and/or Fuel 
Modification Zones in addition to other suitable methods that may be 
used to protect development.  The County shall not preclude or 
discourage a landowner from modifying fuel within the Fuel 
Modification Zone, or accept any open space easement or other 
easement over land within a Fuel Modification Zone that would have 
that effect.  Policy S-4.32 states that property owners in high and 
very high fire hazard areas shall prepare an overall Fuel Modification 
Zone plan in conjunction with permits for new structures, subject to 
approval and to be performed in conjunction with the CDFFP and/or 
other fire protection agencies in compliance with State Law.  Policy 
S-4 establishes that where new developments are required to provide 
for fuel modification zones, the cost of such construction shall be 
borne by the developer.  Future maintenance of such fuel 
modification zones shall be in accordance with the fire defense 
standards adopted by the State of California. 

Area Plan Policies 

In addition to the policies identified above, the following Area Plan 
supplemental policy has been developed to address wildland fire hazards. 

Cachagua Area Plan  

Policy CACH-4.3 (encourages the formation of a fire district in this 
area to assist and ensure that a minimum level of fire protection is 
available to residents in the area plan boundaries) reduces potential 
wildland fire hazards by establishing and maintaining wildland fire 
protection in the Cachagua Area Plan vicinity. 

Community Area Policies 

Fort Ord Master Plan 

Program B-2.4 (fire buffer) requires that the County shall designate a 
fire-resistant buffer between BLM lands and residential land use. 
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Program A-4.6 (wildfire protection measures) ensures that the 
County require the following measures of development in the 
residential lands adjacent to the habitat corridor to protect structures 
from wildfires and minimize the potential for erosion in the corridor: 

 No structure shall be constructed immediately along the 
boundary of the residential area and the habitat corridor. 

 A non-flammable surface (parking lots, green belt) shall be 
constructed where development in the residential area abuts the 
natural lands. 

 Stormwater runoff and other drainage from the residential area 
shall be directed away from the habitat corridor. 

Significance Determination 

New development permitted by the 2007 General Plan would introduce 
residences and businesses to potential wildland fire hazards.  However, the 
2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive measures 
to avoid and minimize adverse impacts related to wildland fires by ensuring 
adequate fire facilities, encouraging public fire education, mapping wildland 
fire hazard areas, upholding building and development standards for 
reduction of susceptibility to fire, requiring new development to meet fire 
infrastructure standards, and establishing and maintaining thorough fire 
protection within the county.  Additionally, development impact fees would 
be assessed for all new development projects so that adequate facilities are 
provided concurrently with growth.  Finally, although agricultural land has a 
low susceptibility to wildland fire risks, new development constructed under 
the 2007 General Plan and ACWP would be required to comply with all 
applicable provisions of the revised California Building Standards Code, 
including those that pertain to fire prevention.  Therefore, the potential for 
hazards related to wildland fires is less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

The implementation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies and 
programs, and the collection of development impact fees, would ensure that 
wildland fire risks are minimized to the maximum extent feasible.  Impacts in 
this regard would be less than significant. 

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Buildout of the 2007 General Plan in the year 2092would increase exposure 
to wildland fire risks, most notably in and around the Rural Centers described 
above and where existing lots of record are in high or moderate risk areas.  
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Additionally, wildland fire risks would occur within the some of the areas 
where existing lots of record are located and are most acute on the Jolon 
Road segment of the AWCP.  

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address wildland 
fire impacts from buildout of the 2007 General Plan and are discussed 
above under “2030 Planning Horizon.”  

Significance Determination  

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts related to wildland fires by 
ensuring adequate fire facilities, encouraging public fire education, mapping 
wildland fire hazard areas, upholding building and development standards for 
reduction of susceptibility to fire, requiring new development to meet fire 
infrastructure standards, and establishing and maintaining thorough fire 
protection within the county.  Additionally, development impact fees would 
be assessed for all new development projects so that adequate facilities are 
provided concurrently with growth.  Finally, although agricultural land has a 
low susceptibility to wildland fire risks, new development constructed under 
the 2007 General Plan and ACWP would be required to comply with all 
applicable provisions of the revised California Building Standards Code, 
including those that pertain to fire prevention.  Therefore, the potential for 
hazards related to wildland fires is less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

The implementation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies and 
programs, and the collection of development impact fees, would ensure that 
wildland fire risks are minimized.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Emergency Response and Evacuation 

Impact HAZ-4:  Development under the 2007 General Plan would 
establish new land uses that would interfere with the implementation 
of an emergency response or evacuation plan.  (Less-Than-Significant 
Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon  

Impact of Development with Policies 

Development under the 2007 General Plan up to the 2030 planning horizon 
would establish new urban uses in currently undeveloped or under-developed 
areas.  This development may adversely affect the County’s ability to 
implement its emergency response plan or impair the use of evacuation 
routes during an emergency situation. 

Although the AWCP would maintain the existing agricultural land use 
patterns of the Salinas Valley, development of new wineries could 
inadvertently impair the County’s implementation of an emergency response 
or evacuation plan. 

Interference with an emergency response plan or evacuation routes due to 
buildout of the General Plan and ACWP may be a potentially significant 
impact. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains a number of policies that would ensure 
that anticipated growth does not impair emergency response. 

Public Service Element 

As noted under Impact HAZ-3, Public Service Element Policies PS-
1.1 (establishment of Adequate Public Facilities and Services 
(APFS)), PS-1.2 (APFS standards used to determine appropriate 
APFS for new development), PS-1.3 (developments must have APFS 
for discretionary application approval), PS-1.4 (requirement of APFS 
fair share payments by new development), PS-1.5 (concurrent 
installment of improvements with new development construction), 
and PS-1.6 (requirement for developments to have adequate public 
facilities services and facilities for approval) establish general 
standards for the provision of public facilities concurrently with 
future growth.  These minimize impacts to emergency response and 
evacuation from new development. 
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Safety Element 

The Safety Element establishes specific policies that address 
emergency response and evacuation.  Policies S-5.1 (implementing 
emergency plans), S-5.2 (requirements for the Monterey County 
Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan (MCOAEOP)), S-5.3 
(maintenance and update of coordinated Emergency Response 
Plans),  S-5.4 (training program requirements), S-5.5 (enhancement 
of emergency preparation), and S-5.6 (enhancement of inter-
jurisdictional coordination) encourage interagency cooperation 
between emergency responders and public safety providers, 
particularly in terms of training and developing emergency response, 
management, and evacuation plans, which will allow for better 
organization and response when emergency aid is needed.  More 
particularly, Policy S-5.5 states that emergency preparation shall be 
enhanced by: 

a. Continuing to improve preparedness programs and utilizing the 
best practices to increase public awareness, educate and organize 
the public to respond appropriately to disasters, in addition to 
public safety and emergency service providers.  

b. Providing emergency and disaster related information to the 
public as events occur and coordination with utility providers 
during disaster events.   

c. Maintaining an ongoing program to train building and safety 
personnel in risk assessment and ensure that County building 
codes keep current with state requirements. 

Policy S-5.6 requires inter-jurisdictional coordination be enhanced 
by maintaining agreements with local, state and federal agencies to 
provide coordinated emergency response.  The Monterey County 
Operational Area Emergency Plan shall be maintained and enhanced 
in consultation with all applicable agencies.    

Policy S-5.7 (maintaining GIS mapping of hazards) states that the 
County shall maintain current mapping and Geographic Information 
System (GIS) databases on the location of hazards within Monterey 
County, and shall develop programs for sharing of information with 
other jurisdictions and provide appropriate access to databases for 
emergency public service providers to improve delivery of public 
safety services.  This policy enables the County to be aware of 
hazards in the planning area to avoid such hazards and respond to 
emergencies in those areas more efficiently.  

Policy S-5.8 requires that emergency services in all areas of the 
County shall continue to be improved.  Priority for those 
improvements shall be given to the areas of greatest need.  Policy S-
5.9 establishes that emergency roadway connections may be 
developed where distance to through streets is excessive, or where a 
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second means of emergency ingress or egress is critical.  New 
residential development of three units or more shall provide more 
than one access route for emergency response and evacuation unless 
exempted by the Fire jurisdiction.  Such protection requirements 
shall be consistent with adopted fire safety standards.  Policy S-5.10 
requires that critical facilities under County jurisdiction shall be 
located, designed, and operated in a manner that maximizes their ability 
to remain functional in a disaster event.  Policy S-5.11 allows a 
Development Impact Ordinance to obtain and maintain an acceptable 
level of emergency services shall be enacted so that new 
development, to the extent permitted under State law, shall provide 
its fair share of funding for public facilities and equipment 
concurrent with the development.  The funds collected under this 
ordinance shall be designated for the establishment of the public 
safety facilities serving the new development either by a newly 
established public safety jurisdiction or by the existing public safety 
jurisdiction into which the development exists or is annexed.   

Policy S-5.12 requires that new roads, bridges, and utility lines be 
designed and constructed in accordance with applicable seismic 
safety standards.  Policy S-5.13 establishes that utilities serving new 
development should be sited and constructed to minimize the risks 
from hazards to the greatest extent feasible. 

Policies S-5.14 (designation of potential evacuation routes) and S-
5.15 (designation of Tsunami Evacuation Routes) establish 
emergency evacuation route procedures, which will enable the public 
to safely escape danger in case of emergency.  Policy S-5.14 states 
that all public thoroughfares, private roads, and deeded emergency 
accesses shall be considered potential evacuation routes.  The 
Monterey County Coordinated Emergency Response Plans shall 
provide basic information on the evacuation routes for specific areas.  
The routes listed in Table S-1 of the General Plan as well as any 
other route deemed appropriate to the situation may be considered 
“Pre-designated Emergency Evacuation Routes” and may be 
employed during tactical situations at the discretion of the Monterey 
County Sheriff and/or the Incident Commander.  Policy S-5.15 
defines Tsunami Evacuation Routes as any route in an incorporated 
or unincorporated area leading inland away from the coastline to 
elevations twenty feet or higher. 

Policy S-5.16 (inventory of at-risk unreinforced masonry buildings) 
establishes the need for inventories of at-risk structures and 
buildings, including unreinforced masonry buildings, shall be 
developed by the County to the extent feasible.  Measures to abate 
potentially dangerous buildings through retrofitting or demolition 
shall be identified and encouraged.  
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Policies S-6.1 (emergency service availability consideration), S-6.2 
(emergency service priority based on highest population), S-6.3 
(establishment of Development Impact Ordinance for protection 
coverage and emergency services facilities), S-6.4 (Community Area 
development based on emergency response time), S-6.5 (countywide 
fire and ambulance service-level goals), and S-6.6 (development of 
informational brochures regarding level of fire and ambulance 
service) establish specific performance standards such as staffing 
ratios and response times so that the County’s emergency response 
systems are always adequate.  Policy S-6.1 requires that the 
availability of sheriff, ambulance and fire services shall be 
considered prior to approving the creation of new lots or the 
intensification of use on an existing lot, pursuant to Table PS-1 
(Public Services Element).  Policy S-6.2 establishes that the 
provision of services shall be prioritized to give the highest priority 
to areas where the highest concentrations of people reside.  Policy S-
6.3 requires that a Development Impact Ordinance shall be 
established to provide adequate protection coverage and emergency 
services (sheriff, fire, etc) facilities consistent with State law and the 
standards in Table PS-1 (Public Services Element).   

Policy S-6.4 states that establishment of new or expansion of existing 
Community Areas shall not be allowed in areas where emergency 
response times exceed the standards in Table PS-1 (Public Services 
Element).  Policy S-6.5 establishes countywide service level goals 
for fire and ambulance/emergency service as: 

 8 minutes or less, 90% of the time in urban areas (Community 
Areas); 

 12 minutes or less, 90% of the time in suburban areas (Rural 
Centers): 

 45 minutes or less, 90% of the time in rural areas (Areas outside 
designated Community Areas or Rural Centers). (See Policy S-
5.11) 

 45 minutes or less, 90% of the time in rural areas (Areas outside 
designated Community Areas or Rural Centers). (see Policy S-
5.11) 

Policy S-6.7 (address marking requirements) ensures that public 
safety measures including sequential house numbering, non-
repetitive street naming, standardized lettering of house numbers in 
subdivision design, lighting, and park designs that allow for adequate 
view from streets shall be included in the design and construction of 
new development.  This policy will allow emergency response 
vehicles to access emergency locations more efficiently.   
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Area Plan Policies 

Carmel Valley Master Plan  

Policy CV-4.4.  (emergency access) states that the County shall 
require emergency road connections as necessary to provide 
controlled emergency access as determined by appropriate 
emergency service agencies (Fire Department, OES).  The County 
shall coordinate with the emergency service agencies to periodically 
update the list of such connections. 

Significance Determination  

New urban development permitted by the 2007 General Plan may impair the 
County’s implementation of an emergency response or evacuation plan by 
the 2030 planning horizon.  The implementation of 2007 General Plan 
policies would ensure that adequate emergency access, evacuation, and 
management procedures are in place, and public safety providers and 
emergency responders are properly prepared to respond to a major 
emergency.  The policies and programs would reduce the risks of land uses 
interfering or impairing emergency response times and the ability to execute 
evacuations during emergencies.  Additionally, they would provide for 
adequate emergency response infrastructure and staffing so that all areas of 
the county would have the proper emergency services.  Therefore, impacts in 
this regard would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan policies and programs would 
reduce potential emergency response and evacuation impacts to a less-than–
significant level. 

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Buildout of the 2007 General Plan in the year 2092 would establish new 
urban uses in currently undeveloped or under-developed areas, which may 
adversely affect the County’s ability to implement its emergency response 
plan or impair the use of evacuation routes during an emergency situation.  
Impacts are considered potentially significant. 

Although the AWCP would maintain the existing agricultural land use 
patterns of the Salinas Valley, development of new wineries could 
inadvertently impair the County’s implementation of an emergency response 
or evacuation plan.  Impacts are considered potentially significant.  
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2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address impacts 
to emergency response and evacuation resulting from buildout of the 
2007 General Plan.  These are discussed above under “2030 Planning 
Horizon.”  

Significance Determination  

New urban development permitted by the 2007 General Plan may impair the 
County’s implementation of an emergency response or evacuation plan.  The 
implementation of 2007 General Plan policies would ensure that adequate 
emergency access, evacuation, and management procedures are in place, and 
public safety providers and emergency responders are properly prepared to 
respond to a major emergency.  The policies and programs discussed under 
“2007 General Plan Policies” explain how the project would reduce the risks 
of land uses interfering or impairing emergency response times and the 
ability to execute evacuations during emergencies.  Additionally, they would 
provide for adequate emergency response infrastructure and staffing so that 
all areas of the county would have the proper emergency services.  
Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan policies and programs would 
ensure potential emergency response and evacuation impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 

4.13.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation 
All hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be less than significant and 
would not require mitigation. 
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4.14 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

4.14.1 Abstract 
Monterey County’s visual character and resources are inextricably linked to the 
natural topography, vegetation, and cultural history of the region.  Coastal views, 
agricultural fields, natural ridgelines, and oak woodlands are all prominent 
elements of the county’s visual character.  The county contains 95 miles of 
officially designated State Scenic Highways and 43 miles of highways eligible 
for the scenic highway designation.  Urban development and vehicles account for 
most of the substantial sources of light and glare in the county. 

Development and land use activities contemplated by the 2007 General Plan in 
designated growth areas (Community Areas and Rural Centers) as well as on lots 
of record would result in the following significant impacts on aesthetics, light, 
and glare: 

 Visual Character: Future development anticipated by the 2007 General Plan 
would irreversibly alter the visual character of portions of the county.  No 
mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a level of less than significant, 
and therefore, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

 Light and Glare: Future development anticipated by the 2007 General Plan 
would introduce new sources of light and glare that could diminish the 
quality of daytime and nighttime views to portions of the county.  No 
mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a level of less than significant, 
and therefore, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

All other impacts would be less than significant and would not require 
mitigation. 

4.14.2 Introduction 
This section identifies and evaluates issues related to visual resources in the 
General Plan action area. 

The “Environmental Setting” discussion below describes the current setting of 
the action area.  The purpose of this information is to establish the existing 
environmental context against which the reader can then understand the 
environmental changes caused by the action.  The environmental setting 
information is intended to be directly or indirectly relevant to the subsequent 
discussion of impacts.  For example, the setting identifies groups of people who 
have views of scenic resources because the action could change their views and 
experiences.  
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The environmental changes associated with the action are discussed under 
“Impact Analysis.”  This section identifies impacts, describes how they would 
occur, and prescribes mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts, if 
necessary. 

4.14.3 Concepts and Terminology 
Aesthetics, as addressed in CEQA, refers to visual considerations.  Aesthetics (or 
visual resource) analysis is a process to logically assess visible change and 
anticipated viewer response to that change.  A common methodology for 
conducting visual analysis has been developed by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), U.S. Forest Service, and the U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service.  Some of these principles have been applied to this assessment.  As an 
initial step, such analysis begins with the identification of existing conditions 
with regard to visual resources and entails the following steps: 

 Objective identification of visual features of the landscape; 

 Assessment of the character and quality of those resources relative to overall 
regional visual character; and 

 Assessment of the potential significance of features in the landscape to the 
people who view them and their sensitivity or response to the proposed 
changes to those features. 

The aesthetic value of an area is a measure of its visual character and quality, 
combined with the viewer response to the area (Federal Highway Administration 
1988).  Scenic quality can best be described as the overall impression that an 
individual viewer retains after driving through, walking through, or flying over 
an area (U.S. Bureau of Land Management 1980).  Viewer response is a 
combination of viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity.  Viewer exposure is a 
function of the number of viewers, number of views seen, distance of the 
viewers, and viewing duration.  Viewer sensitivity relates to the extent of the 
public’s concern for a particular viewshed.  These terms and criteria are 
described in detail below. 

4.14.3.1 Viewshed 

Viewshed is an area of the landscape that is visible from a particular location 
(e.g., an overlook) or series of points (e.g., a road or trail) (Federal Highway 
Administration 1988).  To identify the importance of views of a resource, a 
viewshed may be broken into distance zones of foreground, middleground, and 
background.  Generally, the closer a resource is to the viewer, the more dominant 
it is and the greater its importance to the viewer.  Although distance zones in 
viewsheds may vary between different geographic regions or types of terrain, a 
commonly used set of criteria identifies the foreground zone as 0.25 to 0.5 miles 
from the viewer; the middleground zone as 3 to 5 miles from the viewer; and the 
background zone extend infinitely. 
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In the foreground zone, the observer is a direct participant, and the views include 
objects at close range that may tend to dominate the view.  This zone is an 
important linkage because it sets a tone for the quality of a visual resource.  
Foreground views are valued at a maximum level. 

In the middleground zone, the observer focuses on the center of the viewshed.  
Views tend to include objects that are the center of attention if they are 
sufficiently large or visually different from adjacent visual features.  Details will 
not be as sharp as the foreground view, but land features will still be 
distinguishable. 

In the background zone, the observer can see less detail and distinction in 
landform and surface features.  The emphasis of background views is an outline 
or edge.  Silhouettes and ridges of one landmass against another are the 
conspicuous visual parts of the background, with skyline serving as the strongest 
line.  Objects in the background eventually fade to obscurity and increasing 
distance. 

4.14.3.2 Visual Character 

Natural and artificial landscape features contribute to the visual character of an 
area or view.  Visual character is influenced by geologic, hydrologic, botanical, 
wildlife, recreational, and urban features.  Urban features include those 
associated with landscape settlements and development, including roads, utilities, 
structures, earthworks, and the results of other human activities.  The perception 
of visual character can vary significantly seasonally, even hourly, as weather, 
light, shadow, and elements that compose the viewshed change.  The basic 
components used to describe visual character for most visual assessments are the 
elements of form, line, color, and texture of the landscape features (U.S. Forest 
Service 1995; Federal Highway Administration 1988).  The appearance of the 
landscape is described in terms of the dominance of each of these components. 

4.14.3.3 Visual Quality 

Visual quality is evaluated using the well-established approach to visual analysis 
adopted by Federal Highway Administration, employing the concepts of 
vividness, intactness, and unity (Federal Highway Administration 1988; Jones et 
al. 1975), which are described below. 

 Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as 
they combine in striking and distinctive visual patterns. 

 Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and human-built landscape and 
its freedom from encroaching elements; this factor can be present in well-
kept urban and rural landscapes, and in natural settings. 
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 Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape 
considered as a whole; it frequently attests to the careful design of individual 
components in the landscape.  

Visual quality is evaluated based on the relative degree of vividness, intactness, 
and unity, as modified by its visual sensitivity.  High-quality views are highly 
vivid, relatively intact, and exhibit a high degree of visual unity.  Low-quality 
views lack vividness, are not visually intact, and possess a low degree of visual 
unity. 

4.14.3.4 Visual Exposure and Sensitivity 

Viewer sensitivity is based on the visibility of resources in the landscape, the 
proximity of viewers to the visual resource, the relative elevation of viewers to 
the visual resource, and the types and expectations of individuals and viewer 
groups.  The criteria for identifying the importance of views are related in part to 
the position of the viewer relative to the resource. 

Visual sensitivity also depends on the number and type of viewers and the 
frequency and duration of views.  Generally, visual sensitivity increases with an 
increase in total number of viewers, the frequency of viewing (e.g., daily or 
seasonally), and the duration of views (i.e., how long a scene is viewed).  Also, 
visual sensitivity is higher for views seen by people who are driving for pleasure; 
people engaging in recreational activities such as hiking, biking, or camping; and 
homeowners.  Sensitivity tends to be lower for views seen by people driving to 
and from work or as a part of their work (U.S. Forest Service 1995; Federal 
Highway Administration 1988; U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).  
Commuters and nonrecreational travelers have generally fleeting views and tend 
to focus on commute traffic, not on surrounding scenery; therefore, they are 
generally considered to have low visual sensitivity.  Residential viewers typically 
have extended viewing periods and are concerned about changes in the views 
from their homes; therefore, they are generally considered to have high visual 
sensitivity.  Views from recreation trails and areas, scenic highways, and scenic 
overlooks are generally assessed as having high visual sensitivity. 

Judgments of visual quality and viewer response must be made based in a 
regional frame of reference (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).  The same 
landform or visual resource appearing in different geographic areas could have a 
different degree of visual quality and sensitivity in each setting.  For example, a 
small hill may be a significant visual element on a flat landscape but have very 
little significance in mountainous terrain. 

The discussion of visual character enables the analysis to compare and contrast 
features within the proposed project site with those of the surrounding area.  The 
discussion of visual quality analyzes the significance of the proposed project site 
as a visual resource within the setting. 
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4.14.4 Environmental Setting 

4.14.4.1 Action Area Character 

Monterey County’s visual character and aesthetic resources are inextricably 
linked to its geography and the natural topography, vegetation, and cultural 
history of the region.  Exhibit 4.14.1 depicts areas of visual sensitivity in 
Monterey County.  Additionally, Exhibits 4.14.2 through 4.14.6 depict areas of 
visual sensitivity, critical viewsheds, and existing and proposed scenic highways 
and routes by Planning Area.  Located mid-state along the Pacific Ocean, the 
county is part of the Coastal Ranges.  The Salinas Valley separates the Gabilan 
Range and Cholame Hills, located along the eastern border of the county, from 
the San Lucia Range that mostly comprises the western half of the county.  The 
planning area can be generally broken down into the following landscape 
components: 

 Valleys, 

 Ridgelines, 

 Vegetation, 

 Watercourses, 

 Coastal Views, and 

 Travel Routes. 

Valleys 

The Salinas, Carmel, and Jolon Valleys support the majority of the county’s 
agricultural resources, lending to the familiar rural visual character within these 
areas.  However, these large-scale farming operations have had a significant 
effect on the historical character, visually altering nearly one-third of the county 
from natural riparian floodplain forest and oak grasslands (City of Salinas 2003) 
to more highly manipulated landscapes brought on by more intensive forms of 
agriculture (irrigated row crops, irrigated pasture, orchards, vineyards) to more 
passive forms (grazing, apiary).  The visual resource brought to the county by 
agricultural land uses is the character that the agricultural land gives the county.  
This resource is not dependent on the specific type of crop that is being grown.  

Development in the valleys has grown from the agricultural industry and is 
located along major travel corridors such as Highway 101.  Cities and towns 
within the valleys include Castroville, Salinas (the largest city in the County), 
Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, King City, and Carmel Valley.  Foreground, 
middleground, and background views of agriculture fields/pastures and the 
surrounding ranges and hills comprise the viewshed.  Based upon the viewer’s 
location within the landscape, views may be more expansive when unobstructed 
or more limited by things such as development, row crops, orchards, etc.  Views 
of the ocean are not present from the valleys. 
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Ridgelines 

Ridgelines are one of the most prominent features of the landscape, and they 
offer the greatest opportunity for panoramic vistas, sometimes with a 360-degree 
viewshed that extend far into the background.  Views from ridgelines vary based  

on available access to the ridgelines and public access is often limited to that 
provided by travel on public roadways and parks such as, Los Padres National 
Forest; Garapatta, Andrew Molera, Pfeiffer Big Sur, Julia Pfeiffer Burns, and 
Lime Kiln State Parks; and Jacks Peak County Park.  Views of ridgelines vary 
based on viewers’ position in the landscape and can range from full 
middleground and background views of multiple ridges to views that are limited 
to the middleground by ridgelines that are of a higher elevation and vegetation.  
Development on these prominently visible locations, even small structures, can 
have a significant impact as a structure’s full mass may easily be visible from 
numerous points in the surrounding terrain that have views towards the 
ridgelines. 

Vegetation 

The natural vegetation that occupies much of the county is an essential 
component of the visual landscape.  The mosaic pattern of natural vegetation is a 
direct response to natural conditions of topography, drainage patterns, soil 
characteristics, slope, exposure, elevation, and aspect and developed or altered 
landscapes.  Boundaries between natural and developed or manipulated 
landscapes are often very distinct, creating greatly differing visual experiences 
that can be located within close proximity to one another.  The county, as a 
whole, has retained large portions of its natural vegetation within the ranges and 
hills, yet has seen almost complete alteration of natural vegetation to agriculture 
in the valleys. 

Watercourses 

Natural drainage patterns and watercourses are integral to the visual environment 
as they shape the landscape, add visual interest, and influence the types and 
abundance of vegetation in nearby areas.  In the project area, the major 
applicable watercourses are Salinas River, Carmel River, Arroyo Seco River and 
Pajaro River.  More detail of these watercourses can be found in Section 4.3, 
Water Resources.  Some of the natural drainage patterns and watercourse systems 
in the project area have been subject to various degrees of manipulation to 
accommodate human influence upon the landscape.  While some systems, or 
portions of systems, have been left to more natural states, others have been 
drastically altered.  The greatest changes can be seen in urban areas where 
development too close to natural drainage courses often necessitates flood control 
measures to protect infrastructure.  These measures tend to significantly alter the 
natural channel geomorphology, leading to enclosed channels in an underground 
concrete box structure or routing them through an open concrete-lined channel.  
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In other instances, riparian vegetation is thinned or removed to allow for higher 
conveyance and capacity for specific flood intervals.  For public safety reasons, 
chain-link fences are sometimes installed to enclose the channel and limit public 
access.  The resulting combination of these modifications can greatly impact the 
visual character of the watercourse and adversely affect local visual resources. 

Coastal Views 

Seascapes and coastal views are deemed one of the most valued visual resources, 
for which the county is highly noted for, generating in-state, out-of-state, and 
international tourism.  The extensive length of the Monterey County coastline 
provides an extraordinary range of coastal views.  The dramatic cliffs and 
headlands of the Big Sur Coast, back-dropped by the Coastal Range, are a 
striking visual contrast to the coastal dunes and marshes that form the coastline 
around Monterey Bay. 

The Del Monte Forest located in the Greater Monterey Penninsula Planning Area 
is section of unincorporated county land located directly on the coast.  The site of 
the Seventeen Mile Drive, this area is a center that generates a great deal of 
tourism dollars, not only from its coastal locations but also from its unique 
natural landscape.  This area offers a place where one can experience extended 
views of the coast line that surrounds it, while also offering a unique visual 
experience of the land itself. 

Travel Routes 

Travel routes provide the broadest range and greatest visual access to the various 
aesthetic resources within the county.  Roadways and highways often wind 
through the region at changing elevations and serve to take travelers on a visual 
journey through the landscape, for which Monterey County is noted.  There are 
many roadways that provide visual access; however, there are a number of scenic 
roadways and highways that exemplify such access. 

Scenic Roadways and Highways 
Panoramic views, ridgelines, vegetation, and coastline are common elements that 
influence the aesthetic quality of scenic roadways and highways in the county.  
These roadways are listed in Table 4.14-1. 

Highway 1, between the Carmel River and the San Luis Obispo County line, has 
the esteem of being designated as the first Scenic Highway in California in June 
1965 (California Department of Transportation 2008a).  Other roads are 
identified in the Area Plans as scenic roads eligible for County Scenic Route 
designation.  Official designation of these roads has not been implemented.  The 
process of County Scenic Route designations follows similar procedures as State 
Scenic Highway designations.  In addition to the existing County Designated 
Scenic Routes, there are a number of proposed routes included in the Area Plans.  
To be considered eligible for scenic status, the roadway must qualify under the 
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Federal Highway Administration’s National Scenic Byways Program or the 
California State Scenic Highway System.  For details of the regulatory 
requirements for scenic designation, see the Federal and State Regulations 
discussion below.  Corridor Mangement Plans, called Scenic Corridor Protection 
Programs under the state system, must be developed and implemented for 
designated roadways to provide for the conservation and enhancement of the 
road’s scenic values (Federal Highway Administration 1995; California 
Department of Transportation 2007).  These plans and programs must be 
acknowledged and followed by local governement when planning projects in the 
area. 

Table 4.14-1.  Monterey County Scenic Highways and Roadways 

Highway/
Roadway Segment Post-miles 

Length 
(miles) 

Designation 
Status* 

1 Big Sur Coast Highway: Carmel-by-the-Sea to 
Monterey/San Luis Obispo County line 

0.0–72.3 72.3 All 
American 
Road 

1 Highway 68 to Monterey/San Luis Obispo County line 72.3–78.1 78.1 OD 

68 Highway 1 in City of Monterey to Salinas River 4.3–17.8 13.5 OD 

156 1.0 mile east of Castroville to U.S. 101 near Prunedale 1.0–5.3 4.3 OD 

San 
Benancio 
Road 

Highway 68 to Corral de Tierra Road – – County 
Scenic 
Highway 

Corral de 
Tierra 
Road 

Highway 68 to San Benancio Road – – County 
Scenic 
Highway 

County 
Highway 
G20 

Laureles Grade Road from Highway 68 south to County 
Highway G16 (West Carmel Valley Road) in Carmel 
Valley 

– – County 
Scenic 
Highway 

Interlake 
Road 

County Highway G14/18 (Jolon Road) to Monterey/San 
Luis Obispo County line 

– – County 
Scenic 
Highway 

Robinson 
Canyon 
Road 

Carmel Valley Road to end  – – County 
Scenic 
Highway 

25 Highway 198 to Monterey/San Benito County line 0.0– approx. 11.0 11.0 E 

68 City of Monterey to U.S. 101 near Salinas 0.0–4.3 and 17.8–
22.0 

8.5 E 

156 Highway 1 to 1.0 mile east of Castroville 0.0–0.7 0.7 E 

198 U.S. 101 to Monterey/Fresno County line – 22.7 E 
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Highway/
Roadway Segment Post-miles 

Length 
(miles) 

Designation 
Status* 

OD = Caltrans Officially Designated Scenic Highway. 
– = Information unavailable from references used. 
E = Caltrans Eligible Scenic Highway. 
Sources:  California Department of Transportation 2008b, 2008c; America’s Byways 2008a, 2008b; Monterey 
County General Plan 2007 Area Plans. 

 

4.14.4.2 Designated Sensitive Visual Areas 

Each of the eight Planning Areas in the General Plan contains designated visual 
resource areas identified through its Area Plan.  There is a mix of Sensitive 
Areas, Highly Sensitive Areas, Critical Viewsheds, View Sheds, View Points and 
View Areas.  Exhibit 4.14.1 is a digitized composite of visual resource 
designations from each of the Area Plans, Local Coastal Programs, and City 
General Plans. 

Community Areas and Rural Centers 

Five Community Areas are identified as areas where, with a more detailed plan 
for that area (Community Plan), additional growth could occur.  These areas 
include Pajaro, Boronda, Castroville, Fort Ord Master Plan, and Chualar.  As 
visible on Exhibit 4.14.1, sensitive visual areas occur in the Pajaro and Fort Ord 
areas, and highly sensitive visual areas occur in the Fort Ord area.  In addition to 
Community Areas, a second tier called Rural Centers identifies seven smaller 
population areas.  If provided with adequate facilities and infrastructure, these 
areas, could accommodate growth if Community Areas could not fulfill the need 
and would retain their village character.  These areas include River Road, 
Lockwood, Pleyto, Bradley, San Ardo, San Lucas, and Pine Canyon (King City).  
As visible on Exhibit 4.14.1, highly sensitive visual areas occur in the River 
Road center.   

4.14.4.3 Light and Glare 

Existing sources of light and glare in Monterey County are primarily associated 
with cities and developed unincorporated areas.  Sources of light in these areas 
include exterior and interior building lighting, illuminated signs, streetlights, and 
signals.  Sources of glare in these areas include windows and reflective building 
materials such as metal roofs.  Mobile sources of light and glare originate from 
vehicles, airplanes, trains, and farm equipment.  When light is not sufficiently 
screened and spills over into areas outside of a particular development area the 
effect is called “light trespassing.” 
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While most features contributing to glare are man-made, a large source of glare 
can be natural in the form of water surfaces, such as the Pacific Ocean, and land 
cover.  The Pacific Ocean serves as a large source of glare, which can vary in 
intensity based on weather/atmospheric conditions (e.g., a sunny versus a foggy 
day).  The ocean can also cast glare during the nighttime in areas that are highly 
developed by reflecting the light coming from those areas.  In both cases, glare 
from the ocean is not usually perceived as a negative aesthetic quality, and can 
often be associated with high-quality and memorable visual experiences. 

Land cover can include exposed soil, seedlings, mature row crops, orchards, 
pasture, forest, and so on.  The built environment is not included in “land cover.”  
These different cover types can produce different amounts of glare based on the 
amount of surface area and its roughness, reflectiveness, and coloring.  For 
example, a glossier leaved, low-growing row crop that forms more of a 
continuous surface is likely to create more glare than a vineyard where the vines 
are duller, taller, and planted in wider spaced rows that allow for areas of shade 
and light absorption.  Similarly, dry, bare soil or mown grain fields can be much 
lighter, hence more reflective, than wet, bare soil or a green grain field.  Areas 
that tend to produce the least amount of glare are areas of natural vegetation.  As 
with the ocean, glare is influenced by weather and atmospheric conditions. 

Lastly, light and glare can be affected by the absence of vegetation, because 
vegetation acts to screen and filter light and soften the intensity of glare.  For 
example, in areas of intense development that lack mature landscaping or where 
land has been denuded of natural vegetation for agriculture, there will be a 
notable increase in light and glare when compared to areas of development with 
mature landscaping or natural, vegetated areas. 

4.14.5 Regulatory Framework 

4.14.5.1 Federal and State 

National Scenic Byways Program 

Under the National Scenic Byways Program, implemented by the Federal 
Highway Administration, roadways are designated as National Scenic Byways or 
All-American Roads based upon their scenic, historic, recreational, cultural, 
archeological, and/or natural intrinsic qualities.  A road must significantly meet 
criteria for at least one of the above six intrinsic qualities to be designated a 
National Scenic Byway.  For the All-American Roads designation, criteria must 
be met for multiple intrinsic qualities.  Additionally, there must be a local 
commitment “provided by communities along the scenic byway that they will 
undertake actions, such as zoning and other protective measures, to preserve the 
scenic, historic, recreational, cultural, archeological, and natural integrity of the 
scenic byway and the adjacent area as identified in the corridor management 
plan.”  In addition, new signs cannot be erected if they are not in conformance 
with 23 U.S.C. 131(c) along any highway that has been designated as a scenic 
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byway under the State's scenic byway program and includes highways that are 
designated scenic byways under the National Scenic Byways Program and All-
American Roads Program, whether or not they are designated as State scenic 
byways.  (Federal Highway Administration 1995.) 

If these roadways no longer possess the intrinsic qualities that supported their 
designation, local commitment has failed to retain these intrinsic qualities, or if 
the roadways are not maintained in accordance with their corridor management 
plan, they can be de-designated. 

While governed for their scenic qualities by the Federal Highway Administration 
as described above, these designated byways fall under jurisdiction of the local 
county, state (Caltrans), or U.S. Forest Service (if on Forest Service lands) and 
are, therefore, protected largely under those jurisdictions (Steele pers. comm.). 

California Scenic Highway Program 

In addition to the National Scenic Byways Program, scenic roadways are 
designated by the State of California under the Scenic Highway Program detailed 
in Street and Highway Code Section 260. 

A highway may be designated as scenic depending upon how much of the 
natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the 
landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes upon the traveler’s 
enjoyment of the view.  (California Department of Transportation 2007.) 

To become an officially designated scenic highway, the local jurisdiction must 
adopt a scenic corridor protection program for the eligible state scenic highway, 
applies to the California Department of Transportation for scenic highway 
approval, and receives notification from Caltrans that the highway has been 
designated as a Scenic Highway.  The scenic corridor protection program is made 
up of adopted ordinances to preserve the scenic quality of the corridor or 
document such regulations that already exists in various portions of local codes.  
State and county roads can be designated as scenic highways (California 
Department of Transportation 2007). 

Table 4.14-1 lists roadways in the project area that are designated in federal or 
state plans as a scenic highway or route worthy of protection for maintaining and 
enhancing scenic viewsheds. 

State Historic Preservation Programs 

The State Office of Historic Preservation oversees four historic preservation 
programs: 

 National Register of Historic Places 

 California Register of Historic Places 
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 California Historical Landmarks 

 California Points of Historic Interest 

Each program has its own specific eligibility criteria, although historic resources 
often overlap on multiple lists. 

Resources listed in the National Register, California Historical Landmarks #770 
and above are automatically listed in the California Register.  Points of Historical 
Interest designated after December 1997 and recommended by the State 
Historical Resources Commission are also listed in the California Register. 

4.14.5.2 Local 

Monterey County General Plan 

Tree Protection 
The county has an ordinance for the protection of trees within its jurisdiction.  
Tree protection within the county varies in accordance with different areas and 
master plans, which provide specific policies relative to the protection of specific 
types of trees.  Each of the following tree removal scenarios require a tree 
removal permit (16.60.030): 

 North County Area Plan or Toro Area Plan areas: oak or madrone tree six 
inches or more in diameter two feet above ground level.  

 Carmel Valley Master Plan area: oak, madrone or redwood tree six inches or 
more in diameter two feet above ground level. 

 Cachagua Area Plan area:  native tree six inches or more in diameter two feet 
above ground level. 

“Native trees,” for the purpose of this Section, are: 

 Santa Lucia Fir; 

 Black Cottonwood; 

 Fremont Cottonwood; 

 Box Elder; 

 Willows; 

 California Laurel; 

 Sycamores; 

 Oaks; and 

 Madrones. 

 Any oak tree in any other area of the County of Monterey designated in the 
applicable area plan as Resource Conservation, Residential, Commercial or 
Industrial (except Industrial, Mineral Extraction). 
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 Any landmark oak tree removed in any area except as may be approved by 
the Director of Planning and Building Inspection.  Landmark oak trees are 
those trees which are twenty-four (24) inches or more in diameter when 
measured two feet above the ground, or trees which are visually significant, 
historically significant, or exemplary of their species. 

 Any oak trees in any other area of the County of Monterey designated in the 
applicable area plan as Agricultural or Industrial, Mineral Extraction, except 
for a small number of uses specified in Section 16.60.050. 

 Any oak trees removed in any area of the County of Monterey for 
commercial harvesting purposes. 

As a condition of permit approval, any applicant seeking to remove a protected 
tree from a property within County jurisdiction is required to relocate or replace 
each removed protected tree at a one-to-one ratio.  Removal of more than three 
protected trees from a single lot over a one-year period requires submission of a 
Forest Management Plan and approval of a Use Permit by the Monterey County 
Planning Commission.  The Forest Management Plan is to be prepared at the 
applicant’s expense by a qualified professional forester (16.60.040). 

Several tree removal activities are exempted from the provisions of the County 
tree ordinance.  These include certain commercial timber operations; any 
governmental or utilities-related tree removal that occurs within public rights-of-
way; and any construction-related tree removal that is included in an approved 
subdivision, Use Permit, or similar discretionary permit (16.60.040). 

Monterey County Grading Ordinance 

The County grading ordinance generally regulates grading involving more than 
100 cubic yards of excavation and filling.  Minor fills and excavations (cuts) of 
less than 100 yards that are not intended to provide foundation for structures, or 
that are very shallow and nearly flat, are typically exempt from the ordinance, as 
are shallow footings for small structures.  Submittal requirements for a County 
grading permit include site plans, existing and proposed contour changes, an 
estimate of the volume of earth to be moved, and geotechnical (soils) reports.  
Projects involving grading activities over 5,000 cubic yards must include detailed 
plans signed by a State-licensed civil engineer. 

Grading is not allowed to obstruct storm drainage or cause siltation of a 
waterway.  All grading requires that temporary and permanent erosion control 
measures be implemented.  Grading within 50 feet of a watercourse, or within 
200 feet of a river, is regulated in the Zoning Code Floodplain regulations.  Work 
in the Salinas River and Arroyo Seco River channels is exempted if it is covered 
by a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 5-year regional 404 permit, approved by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, and approved by the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency. 
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In addition to grading ordinance provisions, the Zoning Code (Chapter 1.64.230) 
details specific regulations for development on slopes in excess of 30%, 
including conformance with the grading ordinance and erosion control 
requirements.  Specific geotechnical or engineering geologic investigation 
requirements include the following: 

1) Presentation of data regarding the nature, distribution, and strength of 
existing soils.  

2) Recommended grading procedures and design criteria for corrective 
measures when necessary, including buttress fills. 

3) Examination and recommendations to maintain slope stability. 

4) Description of the site geology of the site and the effect of geologic 
conditions on the proposed development. 

5) Incorporation of approved report recommendations in the grading plans and 
specifications.  (Ord. 2535 110, 1979.). 

6) Completion of a liquefaction study, where applicable and the potential for 
liquefaction, should there be: 

a) Shallow ground water at 50 feet (15.24 meters) or less, 

b) Unconsolidated sandy alluvium, 

c) Site within Seismic Zone 4. 

Design standards in the ordinance include requirements for fill slopes, cut slopes, 
and drainage controls. 

4.14.6 Project Impacts 
This section describes the CEQA impact analysis relating to visual resources for 
the Project and alternatives.  It describes the methods used to determine the 
Project’s impacts and lists the thresholds used to conclude whether an impact 
would be significant.  Federal and professional standards of visual assessment 
methodology have been used to determine potential impacts on aesthetic values 
of the project area.  Measures to mitigate (avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, 
eliminate, or compensate for) significant impacts accompany each impact 
discussion. 

4.14.6.1 Methodology 

In addition to using the concepts and terminology (described above) to categorize 
visual characteristics of the project area and the thresholds of significance 
(described below) to determine impacts to the visual characteristics, analysis of 
the visual effects of the project are based on:  

 general familiarity with the region; and 
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 review of the project in regard to compliance with state and local ordinances 
and regulations and professional standards pertaining to visual quality. 

4.14.6.2 Thresholds of Significance 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines was used to derive the significance 
thresholds which are used to determine whether the proposed project would have 
a significant environmental effect.  The proposed project may have a significant 
effect on visual resources under CEQA if it would: 

 result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;  

 result in degredation of scenic resources along a scenic highway; 

 substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings; or 

 create substantial new sources of light and glare that would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area. 

4.14.6.3 Impact Analysis 

Development under the 2007 General Plan up to the 2030 planning horizon and 
buildout in the year 2092 would affect scenic vistas, degrade scenic resources 
along scenic highways, degrade the visual character of Monterey County, and 
create substantial new sources of light and glare. 

New development in the 2007 General Plan would alter topography, remove 
vegetation, and/or substantially change natural watercourses, resulting in 
significant adverse affects on scenic vistas and development could degrade scenic 
resources along scenic highways.  The introduction of permanent urban uses on 
undeveloped land would substantially alter the visual character of the 2007 
General Plan growth areas and result in the loss of natural aesthetic features.  In 
addition, new sources of night time lighting resulting from new urban 
development in designated growth areas allowed by the implementation of the 
2007 General Plan could result in light trespass, light pollution, and glare. 
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Scenic Vistas 

Impact AES-1:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would 
result in a substantial adverse effects on scenic vistas.  (Less-Than-
Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Development under the 2007 General Plan up to the 2030 planning horizon 
would result in new urban development in undeveloped areas.  See Exhibit 
3.1 for an illustration of the types of land use that would be allowed in 
accordance with the 2007 General Plan.  Depending on the particular projects 
pursued in the county, new development allowed by the 2007 General Plan 
could alter topography, remove vegetation, or substantially change natural 
watercourses that may impact scenic vistas.  Scenic vistas of particular 
concern include the Gabilan Mountains near Pajaro, Castroville and 
Prunedale; Junipero Serra Peak near Chualar, San Lucas and Pine Canyon 
(King City); Carmel Valley near Lower Carmel Valley; and Mt. Toro near 
River Road/Las Palmas, San Benancio/Corral de Tierra, and Toro Park/Serra 
Village. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized below set 
forth comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
scenic vistas. 

Land Use Element 

Land Use Element Policies LU-1.1 through LU-1.9 and LU-2.2 help 
to limit development of greenfields and natural areas which might be 
a part of scenic vistas and help to direct future growth away from 
scenic areas that would be most impacted by urban development.  
Policies LU-1.1 (requires that the type, location, timing, and intensity 
of growth in the unincorporated area be managed), LU-1.2 
(discourages premature and scattered development), LU-1.3 
(stipulates that balanced development of the county be assured 
through designating adequate land for a range of future land uses), 
LU-1.4 (limits growth to areas where an adequate level of services 
and facilities exists or can be assured concurrent with growth and 
development), LU-1.5 (requires that land uses be designated to 
achieve compatibility with adjacent uses), LU-1.6 ( development of 
review process for development siting, design, and landscaping), 
LU-1.7 (allows for clustering of residential development to those 
portions of the property most suitable for development), LU-1.8 
(encourages voluntary reduction or limitation of development 
potential in the rural and agricultural areas through dedication of 
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scenic or conservation easements, transfer of development rights, 
and other appropriate techniques), LU-1.9 (prioritizes infill of vacant 
non-agricultural lands in existing developed areas and new 
development within designated urban service areas), and LU-2.2 
(restriction of residential development in areas that are unsuited for 
more intensive development due to the need to protect natural 
resources) are intended to ensure that growth in the unincorporated 
county would occur in a planned fashion and would be compatible 
with existing land uses.  These policies discourage urban 
development outside of the incorporated cities, except within 
identified Community Areas and Rural Centers.  As many of the 
scenic vistas in the county occur in unincorporated areas, these 
policies serve to limit development in visually valuable areas and 
conserve scenic lands thereby reducing the potential for impacts to 
scenic vistas in these areas.  Policy LU 1.10 (off-site advertising) 
would help to avoid visual clutter with future development and 
protect scenic vistas. 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

Open Space and Conservation Element Policies OS-1.1 through OS-
1.12 contain measures designed to preserve and protect the county’s 
scenic resources and help direct future growth away from scenic 
areas that would be most impacted by urban development.  Policies 
OS-1.1 (encourage restriction of development in visually sensitive 
areas), OS-1.2 (development in visually sensitive areas is 
subordinate to area’s natural features), OS-1.3 (in order to preserve 
county’s scenic resources, ridgeline development not allowed), OS-
1.4 (criteria to be developed to guide design and construction on 
ridgelines where exceptions are made in accordance with policy OS-
1.3), OS-1.5 (new subdivisions must avoid ridgelines), OS-1.6 
(ridgelines in specific plan areas must follow guidelines set out by 
specific plans), OS-1.7 (establishment of voluntary, transfer of 
development rights program to direct development away from areas 
with unique visual or natural features), OS-1.8 (establish 
development clustering programs to reduce impacts to visually 
sensitive areas), OS-1.9 (encourage development that protects and 
enhances county’s scenic qualities), OS-1.10 (establishment of trails 
program), OS-1.11 (maintain GIS mapping for all lands with visually 
sensitive resources and corridors) and OS-1.12 (mitigation of 
significant disruption of views from scenic routes) reduce the 
potential for impacts to scenic vistas by protecting the county’s 
scenic areas from development and encouraging preservation of 
these visually valuable areas.  Policy OS-3.5 (development on slopes 
over 30% is prohibited) ensures that development on ridgelines of a 
certain grade does not occur, thereby protected scenic vistas of and 
from those ridgelines. 
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Agricultural Element 

Agricultural Element Policies AG-1.1 through AG-1.12 establish 
land use guidelines designed to preserve existing agricultural 
operations.  Policies AG-1.1 (prohibits land uses that would interfere 
with routine and ongoing agricultural operations on viable 
farmlands), AG-1.2 (establishes a regulatory framework allowing for 
the use of agricultural buffers to protect existing agricultural 
operations), AG-1.3 (limits the subdivision of Important Farmland 
and land designated as Farmlands, Permanent Grazing, or Rural 
Grazing), AG-1.4 (requires that viable agricultural land uses on 
Important Farmland be conserved, enhanced, and expanded through 
agricultural land use designations and encouragement of large-lot 
agricultural zoning), AG-1.5 (encourages the use of tax and 
economic incentives for farms and ranches), AG-1.6 (allows farm 
worker housing in areas designated for agricultural land use, under 
certain conditions), AG-1.7 (encourages the clustering of residential 
uses accessory to the agricultural use of the land in locations that will 
have minimal impact on the most productive land), AG-1.8 (requires 
that discretionary development projects on agricultural lands be 
reviewed by the County’s Agricultural Advisory Committee), AG-
1.9 (allows agricultural operations to be protected from nuisance 
claims), AG-1.11 (stipulates that permits for agricultural activities be 
integrated with applicable Resource Conservation District permit 
coordination (streamlining) programs), AG-1.12 (requires the 
County to establish a program to mitigate the loss of Important 
Farmland when a proposed change of land use designation would 
result in the loss of Important Farmland (as mapped by the California 
Department of Conservation), including annexation of agricultural 
land to an incorporated area) set forth general measures to promote 
the long-term protection and conservation of existing productive 
agricultural lands.  Further, the policies ensure that surrounding uses 
are compatible with agricultural land uses.  Implementation of these 
policies would promote protection scenic vistas associated with 
agricultural production. 

Agricultural Element Policies AG-2.1 through AG-2.4, and AG-2.8 
and AG-2.9 identify measures to promote the viability and financial 
feasibility of agricultural business in the county.  These policies 
define appropriate and compatible uses of agricultural lands.  
Policies AG-2.1 (allows agricultural support facilities serving onsite 
and offsite farming and ranching activities to be established in the 
Farmlands, Permanent Grazing, and Rural Grazing land use 
designations), AG-2.2 (encourages the establishment and retention of 
a broad range of agricultural support businesses and services to 
enhance the full development potential of the agricultural industry in 
the county), AG-2.3 (allows agricultural processing facilities to be 
developed in the Farmlands, Permanent Grazing, and Rural Grazing 
land use designations, where compatible and appropriate), AG-2.4 
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(requires agriculture-related enterprises and agricultural support uses 
to be sited and designed to minimize the loss of productive 
agricultural lands and to minimize impacts on surrounding land 
uses), AG-2.8 (restricts compatible recreational uses to those that do 
not adversely impact long-term productivity of onsite or adjacent 
agricultural uses), and AG-2.9 (allows onsite farm equipment storage 
facilities within agricultural land use designations) reduce the 
potential for impacts to agricultural land by maintaining the viability 
of agricultural activities, and thereby help to preserve the scenic 
vistas in the county that are associated with agricultural land uses.  

Agricultural Element Policies AG-3.1 through AG-3.3 are designed 
to prevent inappropriate limitations on routine and ongoing 
agricultural activities.  Policies AG-3.1 (permits routine and ongoing 
agricultural activities, and stipulates that activities with the potential 
for significant impacts are subject to a greater level of review), AG-
3.2 (encourages cooperation between the County, the agricultural 
industry, and state and federal agencies to streamline permit 
procedures for routine and ongoing agricultural activities), and AG-
3.3 (identifies a non-exclusive list of routine and ongoing 
agricultural activities that the County may consider for exemption 
from selected General Plan policies based on development of an 
ordinance in order to provide flexibility for agricultural operations to 
continue in the county and to meet the changing demands of both 
regional and global competition) support typical, routine agricultural 
activities in a manner that would reduce the potential for agricultural 
land conversion by allowing for their continuation and economic 
viability and reduce the potential for impacts to scenic vistas 
associated with agricultural land uses.  

Area Plan Policies 

The North County Area Plan  

North County Area Plan Policies NC-1.2 (mushroom 
operations/scenic quality), NC-1.3 (steep slopes/elevations and 
preservation), NC-3.1 (Scenic Highways and Visual Sensitivity Map 
and public views), NC-3.2 (Carpenteria Road) and NC-3.3 (native 
vegetation and conservation) require new development to avoid 
adverse aesthetic impacts in areas of high visual sensitivity.  

Greater Salinas Area Plan  

Greater Salinas Area Plan Policies GS-1.1 (Butterfly Village and 
design requirements), GS-1.4 (Spreckels/harmonious development), 
GS-.15 (Highway 68/Salinas River and screening), (Harrison 
Road/Highway 101 and screening), GS-3.1 (vegetation and slopes of 
25%), GS-3.2 (native plants and screening), and GS-3.3 (trees and 
Speckels Blvd) require new development to avoid adverse aesthetic 
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impacts by being harmonious with existing developments and design 
requirements, utilize plants and trees to soften visual impacts of new 
development and protect vegetation on slopes of more than 25%.  

Central Salinas Valley Area Plan  

Central Salinas Valley Area Plan Policies CSV-3.1 (Scenic 
Highways and Visual Sensitivity Map and public views) and CSV-
5.3 (Spencer/Potter Road and viewsheds) require that new 
development not disrupt public views in areas designated as sensitive 
or highly sensitive. 

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan  

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Policy GMP-1.1 (overlay 
district) regulates location, height, and design of development which 
will help preserve the scenic corridor along Highway 68 and west of 
Laureles Grade.  Policy GMP-1.4 (open space buffers) requires 
buffers in order to protect scenic resources.  Policy GMP-1.5 (low 
density uses) encourages open space/low intensity uses in order to 
maintain areas of high visual sensitivity.  Policy GMP-3.1 
(public/private efforts) promotes efforts to restore the scenic beauty 
of visually impacted areas which will help expand the possibilities of 
successfully protecting these areas.  Policy GMP-3.2 (site design) 
requires site design for development that will reduce the impact on 
scenic vistas.  Policy GMP-3.3 (Visual Sensitivity Map) protects 
scenic vistas by stipulating that new development not disrupt public 
views in certain areas and promotes open space of highly sensitive 
areas on the map.  Policy GMP-3.4 (screening) stipulates that plant 
materials be used to screen or soften the visual impact of new 
development.  Policy GMP-4.1(steep slopes) preserves land with 
certain vegetation/trees exceeding 25% slope which helps to avoid 
the loss of visual amenities. 

Carmel Valley Master Plan  

Carmel Valley Master Plan Policy CV-1.8 (clustered development) 
requires development to be clustered which helps to protect visible 
open space in sensitive visual areas.  CV-1.19 (screening of mines) 
requires that mines or quarries be screened from public view which 
will help preserve scenic vistas.  CV-1.20 (overlay districts) ensures 
visual compatibility with the character of Carmel Valley and 
immediate surrounding areas.  CV-1.21 (commercial developments) 
stipulates height limits and large trees for commercial developments 
which will help screen these developments from scenic vistas.  CV-
2.9 (roads and scarring) prohibits roads that cross slopes steeper than 
30% unless visible scarring can be mitigated.  CV-3.2 requires that 
public vista areas be provided and improved.  Policy CV-3.3 (Carmel 
Valley viewshed and distant hills) prohibits new development from 
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blocking views of the Carmel River or the distant hills.  CV-3.4 
(alteration of hillsides/natural landforms) requires that the alteration 
of hillsides and landforms be minimized which will help preserve the 
natural setting.  CV-3.5 (signage restrictions) requires that signs not 
block views, cause visual clutter, or detract from the natural beauty.  
CV-3.18 requires that new aboveground transmission facilities be 
and follow the least visible route which will help to preserve scenic 
vistas.  

Toro Area Plan  

Toro Area Plan Policies T-1.5 (subdivisions designed outside of 
viewshed), Policy T-1.6 (transfer development rights), Policy 3.1 
(Visual Sensitivity Map), Policy T-3.2 (site design), Policy T-3.3 
(County and State scenic routes), and Policy T-3.6 (preservation of 
higher elevations/steep slopes) require new development to avoid 
adverse aesthetic impacts by maintaining viewsheds, offering 
mechanisms such as transfer development rights, encouraging site 
design and location sensitive to scenic vistas, and the preservation of 
areas that could be included in scenic vistas.   

Cachagua Area Plan  

Cachagua Area Plan Policies CACH-3.1 (Cachagua Visual 
Sensitivity and Scenic Routes Map), CACH-3.3 (hillsides and 
natural landforms), CACH-3.5 (resource production operations and 
mitigation), CACH-3.7 (Carmel and Arroyo Seco Rivers) require 
new development to avoid adverse aesthetic impacts by not allowing 
development to disrupt public views, limiting the alteration of 
hillsides and natural landforms, requiring mitigation of visual 
impacts from resource production operations, and preserving the 
visual aspects of the Carmel/Arroyo Seco Rivers.  

South County Area Plan  

South County Area Plan Policy SC-1.2 encourages clustered 
development in all areas where development is permitted in order to 
make the most efficient use of land and to preserve agricultural land 
and open space.  

Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan  

Included in the 2007 General Plan is an AWCP that is designed to 
promote the development of an integrated wine industry in Monterey 
County.  The plan designates three winery corridors in the Salinas 
Valley.  Prominent ridgelines and topographical features are visible 
from all three corridors.  Highway 68, which serves as the northern 
terminus of the River Road/Arroyo Seco Road/Central Avenue 
Corridor is the only State Scenic Highway within the AWCP 
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boundaries.  The AWCP overlays the Toro, Central Salinas Valley, 
and South County Area Plans, and policies relating to visual 
resources are applicable to the AWCP under this plan.   

Community Area Policies 

Fort Ord Master Plan 

Fort Ord Master Plan Recreation Policy B-1 and Program E-2.3 
(landfill design review), Policy D-1 (park facilities and scenic 
vistas), Program B-1.3 (design guidelines and bluffs), and Program 
B-1.4 (design guidelines for areas surrounding Fort Ord in County 
jurisdiction) require development to avoid adverse aesthetic impacts 
by reviewing the design of the landfill so that it becomes a visual 
asset for Fort Ord, locating and designing park facilities to provide 
scenic vistas, implement design guidelines for development on bluffs 
and Fort Ord.   

County of Monterey Grading Ordinance 

The County grading ordinance (Chapter 16.08 of the Monterey 
County Code) generally regulates grading activities greater than 
100 cubic yards and over 2 feet in height.  Submittal requirements 
for a grading permit issued by the County building official include 
site plans, existing and proposed contour changes, an estimate of the 
volume of earth to be moved, and soils or geotechnical reports (or 
both).  Projects involving grading activities over 5,000 cubic yards 
must be prepared by a civil engineer, and geotechnical reports may 
be required also.  Grading is not allowed to cause degradation of a 
waterway, and erosion control measures are required.  Grading 
within 50 feet of a watercourse or within 200 feet of a river is 
regulated in the Zoning Code Floodplain regulations.  The Zoning 
Code, Chapter 21.64.230, details specific regulations for 
development on slopes in excess of 30%.  The County building 
official has regulatory authority over grading activities, although the 
MCWRA also enforces drainage regulations. 

CEQA Review 

In addition, future discretionary development activities contemplated by 
the 2007 General Plan would be required to undergo environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA.  This review would include assessment of 
potential impacts on scenic vistas. 

Significance Determination 

New development by itself could potentially result in adverse impacts to 
scenic vistas.  Monterey County contains a variety of scenic vistas including 
views of valleys, ridgelines, vegetation, watercourses and the coast.  The 
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location of these scenic resources throughout the county is illustrated in 
Exhibit 4.14.1.  New development is proposed to be allowed in the areas 
illustrated in Exhibit 4.14.1 with implementation of the 2007 General Plan.  
However, the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies described above set 
forth comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
scenic vistas. 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized above identify 
visually sensitive locations in a general sense, place restrictions on future 
development in those areas, and explain how impacts would be minimized.  
Moreover, the 2007 General Plan employs land use concepts such as city-
centered growth and preservation of natural areas that would direct future 
growth away from scenic areas that would be most deleteriously impacted by 
urban development.  The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document 
intended to provide a framework for development in the county.  It is 
speculative to analyze specific impacts to particular scenic vistas as those 
impacts will depend on the development pursued in the county in the coming 
years.  T 

The plans and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 General Plan 
would protect the scenic vistas, but further environmental analysis as 
required by CEQA would occur on a project specific basis and appropriate 
mitigation for each development site would be identified at that time in order 
to ensure that the policies set forth in the 2007 General Plan are followed and 
that scenic vistas are not significantly impacted.  Therefore, with 
incorporation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies, impacts to 
scenic vistas as a result of the implementation of the  2007 General Plan up 
to the planning horizon of 2030 would be reduced to less than significant 
levels.  Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on scenic vistas, as 
described above in the discussion of policies.  Therefore, implementation of 
the policies would ensure that scenic vistas would not be significantly 
impacted by the 2007 General Plan development up to the 2030 planning 
horizon.  Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Buildout of the 2007 General Plan in the year 2092 would result in new 
urban development in undeveloped areas beyond 2030 levels.  See 
Exhibit 3.1 for an illustration of the types of land use that would be allowed 
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in accordance with the 2007 General Plan.  Depending on the particular 
projects pursued in the county, new development allowed by the 2007 
General Plan could alter topography, remove vegetation, or substantially 
change natural watercourses that may impact scenic vistas.  Scenic vistas of 
particular concern include the Gabilan Mountains near Pajaro, Castroville 
and Prunedale; Junipero Serra Peak near Chualar, San Lucas and Pine 
Canyon (King City); Carmel Valley near Lower Carmel Valley; and Mt. 
Toro near River Road/Las Palmas, San Benancio/Corral de Tierra, and Toro 
Park/Serra Village.  

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized above 
identify visually sensitive locations and place restrictions on future 
development in those areas.   

Significance Determination 

New development could result in adverse impacts to scenic vistas.  Monterey 
County contains a variety of scenic vistas including views of valleys, 
ridgelines, vegetation, watercourses and the coast.  The location of these 
scenic resources throughout the county is illustrated in Exhibit 4.14.1.  New 
development is proposed to be allowed in the areas illustrated in 
Exhibit 4.14.1 with implementation of the 2007 General Plan, however, the 
2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive measures 
to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on scenic vistas to the maximum 
extent practicable.  The preceding General Plan and Area Plan policy 
discussion explains how impacts would be reduced.  The 2007 General Plan 
employs land use concepts such as city-centered growth and preservation of 
natural areas that would direct future growth away from scenic areas that 
would be most deleteriously impacted by urban development.  At the time of 
buildout, it is estimated that most of the remaining land to be developed in 
the county would be contained in lots of record, which are generally located 
in what are currently less developed areas of the county.  However, 
development of the lots of record would still be required to follow the 2007 
General Plan policies which protect scenic areas in the county, therefore, the 
development of the lots of record would not present a significant impact to 
scenic vistas 

The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document intended to provide a 
framework for development in the county.  No site-specific development 
projects are proposed as part of the 2007 General Plan.  As a result, specific 
impacts to particular scenic vistas are unknown and would be speculative to 
analyze.  Those impacts will depend on the character of the specific 
development projects pursued in the county in the coming years.  The plans 
and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 General Plan would protect 
the scenic vistas, but further environmental analysis as required by CEQA 
would occur on a project specific basis and appropriate mitigation for each 
development site would be identified at that time in order to ensure that the 
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policies set forth in the 2007 General Plan are followed and that scenic vistas 
are not significantly impacted.  With implementation of the 2007 General 
Plan policies, all future development in the county would be required to 
avoid scenic vistas, as explained in the General Plan and Area Plan policy 
section above.  Therefore, scenic vistas would not be significantly impacted 
by buildout of the 2007 General Plan.  Impacts in this regard would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on scenic vistas.  Therefore, 
scenic vistas would not be significantly impacted by buildout of the 2007 
General Plan.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Scenic Highways 

Impact AES-2:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan could result 
in the degradation of scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway.  (Less-Than-Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development with Policies 

The area within the 2007 General Plan contains scenic highways and eligible 
scenic highways, as described in Section 4.14.4, above.  Designated or 
eligible scenic highways within the planning area that area of particular 
concern include Highway 156 near Castroville, Highway 1 near Lower 
Carmel Valley, and Highway 68 near River Road/Las Palmas, San 
Benancio/Corral de Tierra, and Toro Park/Serra Village.  See Exhibits 4.14.2 
through 4.14-6 for an illustration of the scenic highways within the county.  
Depending on the particular projects pursued in the county, new development 
allowed by the 2007 General Plan could occur along scenic highways where 
scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings are 
located.  Impacts to these roadways would be potentially significant. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized below set 
forth comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
scenic highways. 
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Land Use Element 

Land Use Element Policies LU-1.1 through LU-1.10 and LU-2.2 
establish general land use concepts that emphasize city-centered 
growth, compatibility between adjacent land uses, and the 
conservation of natural areas.  These policies are summarized under 
Impact AES-1.  Collectively, these policies promote compact-urban 
growth in existing developed areas and discourage growth in natural 
areas where views from scenic highways would be most adversely 
impacted.  Additionally, the 2007 General Plan Land Use Element 
emphasizes compact city-centered growth and discourages the 
encroachment of urban uses into undeveloped areas which will 
reduce the numbers of protected trees ultimately removed for 
development. 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

Open Space and Conservation Element Policies OS-1.1 through OS-
1.12 set forth measures designed to preserve and protect the county’s 
scenic resources.  These policies are also summarized in detail under 
Impact AES-1.  These measures include requirements prohibiting 
ridgeline development, encouraging the preservation of significant 
natural areas through the use of economic tools such as development 
credits and conservation easements, and a requirement that the 
disruption of views from designated scenic routes be mitigated 
through use of appropriate materials, scale, lighting and siting of 
development. 

Policy OS-5.9 establishes that each Area Plan set forth tree removal 
permit requirements. 

Policy OS-5.10 requires the establishment of regulations for tree 
removal, including Timberland Conversion, to be maintained by 
ordinance implementing Area Plan policies that address the 
following: 

a. Criteria when a permit is required including: 

1. number of trees,  

2. minimum size of tree, 

3. Post Timberland conversion land-use 

b. How size is measured for each protected species of tree, and 
what constitutes a landmark tree depending on the rate of growth 
for that species. 

c. Hazardous trees 

d. Pest and disease abatement 

e. Replacement criteria. 
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f. Ensure minimal removal 

Policy OS-5.11 promotes conservation of large, continuous expanses 
of native trees and vegetation as the most suitable habitat for 
maintaining abundant and diverse wildlife. 

Public Safety Element 

Public Safety policies PS 12.1–12.17 support the protection and 
preservation of historic properties and buildings located within the 
county.  These policies establish processes and implementation 
measures to assist in the identification, designation, and preservation 
of historic properties.  In addition, the policies provide for tax 
incentives and other financial mechanisms to aid in the protection 
and management of historic structures.  Please see Section 4.12, 
Cultural Resources, Impact: Historic Preservation for a more in-
depth discussion of these policies. 

Area Plan Policies 

The Area Plans contain a number of policies designed to protect scenic 
resources, including views from scenic highways.  In addition to the 
scenic resource policies summarized under Impact AES-1, the Area 
Plans contain specific policies for scenic highways. 

The North County Area Plan  

Policy NC-2.2 (protection of Old Stage Road) calls for the 
preservation of the historical value of Old Stage Road, which will 
ensure that the road maintains its historic integrity in spite of new 
development.  Policy NC-3.1 (public views and Scenic Highways 
and Visual Sensitivity Map) and Policy NC-3.2 (protection of slopes) 
help to protect scenic resources on the on the Scenic Highways and 
Visual Sensitivity Map and along the southern approach to Aromas.  
Policy NC-3.4 discourages removal of healthy, native oak and 
madrone trees and requires a permit for the removal of any of these 
trees with a trunk diameter in excess of six inches at breast height.  
Trees removed must be replaced at a 1:1 ratio using nursery-grown 
trees of the same species that are a minimum of one gallon in size.  
Policy NC-3.6 (North County Historic Sites) lists sites to be 
considered for inclusion in a historical resources zoning district, 
which will encourage protection of such sites from destruction 
caused by future development. 

Greater Salinas Area Plan  

Policy 1.4 (restricted development of town of Spreckles) stipulates 
that future development projects in Spreckels be harmonious with the 
surrounding historic character and be reviewed by the Historic 
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Resource Review Board.Policy GS-2.3 (Highway 101 bypass) will 
incorporate sound deflection berms with appropriate landscaping 
which will help maintain scenic resources the highway.  Policy GS-
2.4 (Old Stage Road) will maintain scenic resources by requiring all 
new developments along Old Stage Road in the Greater Salinas Area 
Plan to be subject to design approval.  Policy GS-3.3 (historic walnut 
tree maintenance and preservation) promotes preservation of the 
walnut trees along Spreckels Boulevard and encourages the use of 
private fund-raising efforts for tree maintenance.  Implementation of 
these policies will help protect the town of Spreckels from possible 
destruction caused by future development.  Policy GS-3.4 (support 
efforts to preserve historic resources) identifies the Boronda Adobe 
and Darrington Adobe as significant historical resources and 
promotes efforts of the Monterrey County Historic Resources 
Review Board (HRRB) to maintain and preserve these sites.  This 
will contribute to the protection and preservation of Monterrey 
County’s historic resources 

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 

Policy GMP-1.1 (overlays and other appropriate zoning 
designations), Policy GMP-2.6 (State Scenic Highway/County 
Scenic Route designations), and Policy GMP-3.3 (visually 
“sensitive” and “highly sensitive” areas generally visible from 
designated Scenic Highways), provide a variety of methods 
including zoning designations, easement dedications and restrictions 
of developments that help to protect scenic resources along scenic 
highways.  GMP-3.5 requires development to be designed to prevent, 
to the maximum extent feasible, the destruction of native oak, pine, 
and redwood forest habitat. 

Carmel Valley Master Plan  

Policy CV-1.9 (clustered development), Policy CV-
2.17(undergrounding utility lines), and Policy CV-3.1 (setbacks 
along Carmel Valley Road) help to improve scenic vistas through 
less clutter of utility lines and increased open space.  Policy CV-3.11 
discourages removal of healthy, native oak and madrone trees and 
requires a permit for the removal of any of these trees with a trunk 
diameter in excess of six inches at breast height.  Trees removed 
must be replaced at a 1:1 ratio using nursery-grown trees of the same 
species that are a minimum of one gallon in size.  The policy 
includes penalties for tree removal that occurs without a permit.  
Policy CV-3.13 (designation and protection of historic resources) 
stipulates that future development in Carmel Valley preserve the 
integrity of historical sites.  Implementation of this policy will aid in 
preventing the damage or destruction of historic resources potentially 
caused by future development. 
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Toro Area Plan 

Policy T-2.8 (County Scenic Route designations), Policy T-3.3 
(scenic routes designated as critical viewshed), and Policy T-3.4 
(undergrounding utility lines) improve scenic vistas by pursuing 
County Scenic Route designations, increasing the number of scenic 
routes as critical viewsheds and through less clutter of utility lines.  
Policy T-3.7 discourages the removal of healthy trees with diameters 
in excess of eight inches. 

Cachagua Area Plan 

Policy CACH-2.2 (County Scenic Route designations) encourages 
the County to pursue additional designations.  CACH-3.4 
discourages the removal of native trees and specified the conditions 
under which they are allowed to be removed.  Policy CACH-3.6 
promotes cooperation with the United States Forest Service and 
private property owners to ensure that Santa Lucia fir are protected. 

South County Area Plan  

Policy SC-2.1 states that additional scenic routes shall not be 
designated in the South County Planning Area. 

Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan  

Highway 68 is the only officially designated state scenic highway 
that could potentially be affected by the AWCP.  The intersection of 
Highway 68 and River Road in the Las Palmas area is at the very 
northern end of the AWCP boundaries and is contemplated to be 
enhanced with a treatment identifying it as a gateway to the River 
Road winery corridor.  This treatment would consist of a sign that 
identifies entry into the corridor and may be coordinated with a 
visitor center to provide other amenities such as kiosks.  The 
treatment would be designed to be visually appealing and would be 
consistent with Highway 68’s designation as an officially designated 
state scenic highway in this area. 

The AWCP recognized that “important visual elements such as 
native trees, ridgelines, frontal slopes, and scenic road corridors are 
especially critical to give the Corridor its identity.”  In addition, to 
maintain the current rural character, road improvements should be 
limited to enhancing the scenic corridor and promoting safe 
circulation.  Also, the AWCP has established design criteria that 
have been established with the intent to design the wineries to 
achieve continuity and establish a larger visual context that creates a 
sense of place and seeks to encourage creativity while creating an 
overall vision for the AWCP that is in keeping with the existing rural 
character. 
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The AWCP is a component of the 2007 General Plan and is 
consistent with its proposed goals and policies including those that 
pertain to scenic highways.  These policies are summarized under 
Impact AES-2.  Furthermore, all wineries and tasting rooms that 
would be developed in accordance with the AWCP would be 
required to comply with the County’s applicable design 
requirements, policies, and ordinances that protect views from scenic 
highways (i.e., Highway 68).  Therefore, views from Highway 68 
would not be degraded by implementation of the AWCP.  
Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed AWCP boundaries contain existing agricultural areas 
of the Salinas Valley.  No scenic vistas exist within these boundaries.  
Moreover, the AWCP is intended to facilitate the development of 
limited wineries and tasting rooms.  These land uses are inherently 
agricultural supporting and would be consistent with the existing 
land uses of the Salinas Valley.  The AWCP is a component of the 
2007 General Plan and is consistent with its proposed goals and 
policies including those that pertain to protection of scenic vistas.  
These policies are summarized under Impact AES-1.  All wineries 
and tasting rooms that would be developed in accordance with the 
AWCP would be required to comply with the applicable design 
policies and ordinances.  Therefore, views from scenic vistas of the 
Salinas Valley would not be compromised by implementation of the 
AWCP. 

Precise locations of future AWCP facilities are unknown at the time 
of this writing, and therefore, it is speculative to engage in further 
analysis of impacts on scenic vistas.  Further analysis of potential 
scenic vista impacts will be done at the project level. 

Community Area Plans 

Fort Ord Master Plan 

Commercial Land Use Policy F-1 and Institutional Land Use Policy 
D-1 (regional urban design guidelines) protect scenic resources along 
scenic highways through requiring the County of Monterey to 
support FORA in the preparation of regional urban design 
guidelines, including a scenic corridor design overlay area.  Policy 
C-2 requires the County to encourage the preservation and 
enhancement of native oak woodland elements in the natural and 
built environments.   

Federal and State Scenic Highway Preservation Programs 

All future development activities contemplated by the 2007 General 
Plan would be required to comply with all applicated federal and 
state stratutes that concern the preservation of scenic roadways 
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(e.g., the National Scenic Byways Program and the California Scenic 
Highway Program). 

Federal and State Historic Preservation Requirements 

All future development activities contemplated by the 2007 General 
Plan would be required to comply with all applicable federal and 
state statutes that concern the preservation of historical resources 
(e.g., the National Historic Preservation Act). 

CEQA Review 

In addition, future discretionary development activities contemplated 
by the 2007 General Plan would be required to undergo 
environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  This review would 
include assessment of potential impacts on scenic highways. 

Significance Determination 

New development could potentially result in adverse impacts to scenic 
highways.  Monterey County contains many scenic highways, which can be 
seen in Exhibits 4.14.2 through 4.14.6.  The location of specific scenic 
resources such as trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings along the 
highways is not known at this time, however, a general depiction of the 
scenic resources in the county is illustrated in Exhibit 4.14.1.  New 
development is proposed to be allowed in the areas illustrated in Exhibit 
4.14.1 with implementation of the 2007 General Plan, however, the 2007 
General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive measures to 
avoid and minimize adverse impacts on scenic resources within scenic 
highways.  The General Plan and Area Plan policy discussion on the previous 
pages explains how impacts would be reduced.  The existing federal and state 
historic preservation requirements protects historic buildings that may be 
located along scenic highways.  The County’s existing tree preservation 
ordinance also sets forth criteria for removal of certain types of significant 
trees, including those located along scenic highways.  Moreover, the 2007 
General Plan employs land use concepts such as city-centered growth and 
preservation of natural areas that would direct future growth away from 
scenic areas that would be most deleteriously impacted by urban 
development.  The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document intended 
to provide a framework for development in the county.  It is speculative to 
analyze specific impacts to particular scenic resources along scenic highways 
as those impacts will depend on the development pursued in the county in the 
coming years.  The plans and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 
General Plan would protect the scenic resources along scenic highways, but 
further environmental analysis as required by CEQA would occur on a 
project specific basis and appropriate mitigation for each development site 
would be identified at that time in order to ensure that the policies set forth in 
the 2007 General Plan are followed and that scenic resources are not 
significantly impacted.  Therefore, with incorporation of the 2007 General 
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Plan and Area Plan policies, impacts to scenic resources including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, as a result of the 
implementation of the 2007 General Plan up to the planning horizon of 2030 
would be reduced to less than significant levels.  Impacts in this regard 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Scenic highways would not be significantly impacted by the 2007 General 
Plan development up to the planning horizon of 2030.  No mitigation beyond 
the 2007 General Plan policies is necessary.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Future development envisioned by the 2007 General Plan could occur in 
areas within the viewshed of a scenic highway or eligible scenic highway 
beyond 2030 levels. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized above 
identify set forth comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize 
adverse impacts on scenic highways to the maximum extent practicable. 

Significance Determination 

New development could potentially result in adverse impacts to scenic 
highways.  Monterey County contains many scenic highways, which can be 
seen in Exhibits 4.14.2 through 4.14.6.  The location of specific scenic 
resources such as trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings along the 
highways is not known at this time; however, a general depiction of the 
scenic resources in the county is illustrated in Exhibit 4.14.1.  New 
development is proposed to be allowed in the areas illustrated in 
Exhibit 4.14.1 with implementation of the 2007 General Plan, however, the 
2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive measures 
to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on scenic resources within scenic 
highways. 

The preceding General Plan and Area Plan policy discussion explains how 
impacts would be reduced by 2007 General Plan policies.  The existing 
federal and state historic preservation requirements protects historic 
buildings that may be located along scenic highways.  The County’s existing 
tree preservation ordinance also sets forth criteria for removal of certain 
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types of significant trees, including those located along scenic highways.  
Moreover, the 2007 General Plan employs land use concepts such as city-
centered growth and preservation of natural areas that would direct future 
growth away from scenic areas that would be most deleteriously impacted by 
urban development.  At the time of buildout, it is estimated that most of the 
remaining land to be developed in the county would be contained in lots of 
record, which are generally located in what are currently less developed areas 
of the county.  However, development of the lots of record would still be 
required to follow the 2007 General Plan policies which protect scenic areas 
in the county, therefore, the development of the lots of record would not 
present a significant impact to scenic vistas. 

The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document intented to provide a 
framework for development in the county.  As discussed above, the analysis 
of  specific impacts to particular scenic resources along scenic highways 
would be speculative because those impacts will depend on the specific 
development projects pursued in the county in the coming years.  The plans 
and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 General Plan would protect 
the scenic resources along scenic highways, but further environmental 
analysis as required by CEQA would occur on a project specific basis and 
appropriate mitigation for each development site would be identified at that 
time in order to ensure that the policies set forth in the 2007 General Plan are 
followed and that scenic resources are not significantly impacted.  Therefore, 
with incorporation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies, impacts 
to scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings, as a result of the buildout of the  2007 General Plan.  
Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

With implementation of the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies, scenic 
highways would not be significantly impacted by buildout of the 2007 
General Plan through 2092.  No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan 
policies is necessary.  Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 
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Visual Character 

Impact AES-3:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
Monterey County.  (Significant and Unavoidable Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development with Policies 

New urban development in the proposed 2007 General Plan growth areas 
during the 2030 planning horizon would result in the permanent conversion 
of undeveloped land to urban uses.  See Exhibit 3.1 for an illustration of the 
types of land use that would be allowed in accordance with the 2007 General 
Plan.  Development actually occurring with the county would depend on the 
particular projects pursued in the county and cannot be determined at this 
time, but may include roads, utilities, structures, earthworks, and the results 
of other human activities.  The introduction of permanent urban uses on 
undeveloped land as allowed by the 2007 General Plan could alter 
topography, remove vegetation, or substantially change natural watercourses 
that may substantially alter the visual character of the 2007 General Plan 
growth areas (Community Areas, Rural Centers, Affordable Housing 
Overlay Districts [AHOs] and lots of record) and result in the loss of natural 
aesthetic features.  Below is a summary of the Community Areas, Rural 
Centers, AHOs and lots of record that would experience significant visual 
character impacts. 

Chualar: The 2007 General Plan would allow urban-level development to 
this small rural agricultural community subject to further planning.  Future 
growth would permanently convert agricultural land to urban uses, thereby 
irreversibly altering the visual appearance of the community and surrounding 
area. 

San Lucas: The 2007 General Plan would allow additional urban 
development on agricultural land at the edge of the existing community.  
While San Lucas already contains urban development, the intensity of this 
new development could fundamentally alter the visual character of this area. 

Rural Centers: While the 2007 General Plan contemplates only limited 
additional development in Rural Centers, certain ones—particularly those in 
rural parts of the county—would experience a greater visual change than 
others.  Notable examples include Bradley, Lockwood, Pleyto, and San Ardo.  
Due to their distance from other communities as well as the low intensity of 
existing development, any new development in these Rural Centers would 
cause a fundamental change in the community’s appearance. 

Affordable Housing Overlay Districts (AHOs): In the AHOs, landowners 
would be encouraged to build affordable housing at high density.  A property 
owner within an AHO may voluntarily propose an affordable housing project 
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rather than a use otherwise allowed by the underlying land use designation.  
There are three AHOs identified in the 2007 General Plan: Mid-Carmel 
Valley; Highway 68/Monterey Peninsula Airport; and Reservation 
Road/Highway 68.  Although the AHOs are located in urban areas within the 
county, the increased density allowed in AHO may affect the visual character 
of the surrounding land. 

Lots of Record: In addition to the nodes of urban development including 
Community Areas, Rural Centers and AHOs, there will be individual lots of 
record developming.  Lots of records are individual lots with single family 
homes when developed.  They would have a less intense affect on the 
environment than development in the urbanized nodes where higher densities 
would be allowed, however they would still pose a potential for affecting 
visual character due to their generally rural locations. 

Generally, the visual character in Monterey County is associated with non-
urban features such as agriculture, ocean views, and rugged natural areas.  
Additional urban growth in the Community Areas, Rural Centers, AHOs, and 
lots of record would alter the visual ambiance towards a more urban 
character.  Accordingly, future development contemplated by the 2007 
General Plan would be a significant impact. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address adverse 
impacts on the county’s visual character from the 2007 General Plan 
development. 

Land Use Element 

Land Use Element Policies LU-1.1 through LU-1.10 and LU-2.2 
establish general land use concepts that emphasize city-centered 
growth, compatibility between adjacent land uses, and the 
conservation of natural areas.  These policies are summarized in 
detail under Impact AES-1.  Collectively, these policies promote 
compact-urban growth in existing developed areas and therefore 
discourage growth in natural areas where urban development would 
have the most deleterious impact on visual character. 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

Open Space and Conservation Element Policies OS-1.1 through OS-
1.12 set forth measures designed to preserve and protect the county’s 
scenic resources.  These policies are also summarized in detail under 
Impact AES-1.  These measures help to reduce impacts on 
Monterey’s visual character by including requirements that prohibit 
ridgeline development, encourage the preservation of significant 
natural areas through the use of economic tools such as development 
credits and conservation easements, and require that the disruption of 
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views from designated scenic routes be mitigated through use of 
appropriate materials, scale, lighting, and siting of development. 

Area Plan Policies 

The Area Plan contains a number of policies designed to protect scenic 
resources, including views from scenic highways and therefore help to 
reduce impacts on Monterey’s visual character.  These scenic resource 
policies are summarized under Impact AES-1 and Impact AES-2. 

Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan 

The AWCP would allow the development of a maximum of 40 
artisan wineries, 10 full-scale wineries, and 10 stand-alone tasting 
rooms along the three corridors specified in the plan.  In addition, the 
AWCP identifies the maximum number of each type of facility that 
can be developed on each corridor to balance development and avoid 
over concentration of facilities in one area.  These limitations would 
largely maintain the existing visual character along the three 
corridors and prevent a substantial degradation of the agricultural 
character of the AWCP area.  Moreover, all facilities developed in 
accordance with the AWCP would be agricultural-supporting and 
would complement the agricultural character of the area. 

The AWCP recognized that “important visual elements such as 
native trees, ridgelines, frontal slopes, and scenic road corridors are 
especially critical to give the Corridor its identity.”  The AWCP has 
established design criteria have been established with the intent to 
design the wineries to achieve continuity and establish a larger visual 
context that creates a sense of place and seeks to encourage creativity 
while creating an overall vision for the AWCP that is in keeping with 
the existing rural character. 

The AWCP is a component of the 2007 General Plan and is 
consistent with its proposed goals and policies including those that 
pertain to visual character.  These policies are summarized under 
Impact AES-3.  Furthermore, all wineries and tasting rooms that 
would be developed in accordance with the AWCP would be 
required to comply with the County’s applicable design policies and 
ordinances, including those contained in the AWCP. 

Precise locations of future AWCP facilities are unknown at the time 
of this writing, and therefore, it is speculative to engage in further 
analysis of visual character impacts.  Further analysis of potential 
visual character impacts will be done at the project level. 
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CEQA Review 

In addition, future discretionary development activities contemplated by 
the 2007 General Plan would be required to undergo environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA.  This review would include assessment of 
potential impacts on visual character. 

Significance Determination  

Development and land use activities contemplated by the proposed 2007 
General Plan would result in substantial changes to the county’s visual 
character in the Community Areas, Rural Centers, AHOs and lots of record 
in the county.  These areas would experience more intense urban 
development that would fundamentally change their visual appearance.  
Depending on the particular projects pursued in the county, new development 
allowed by the 2007 General Plan would vary and is not knowable at this 
time, although changes to valleys, vegetation, and watercourses could occur.  
While urban uses would primarily be sited in locations that already support 
urban development, the introduction of additional urban development in 
these areas would irreversibly alter the localized visual character of these 
portions of the unincorporated county. 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan polices set forth comprehensive 
measures and land use concepts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
visual character to the maximum extent practicable.  The General Plan and 
Area Plan policy discussion on the previous pages explains how impacts 
would be reduced.  These policies emphasize aesthetic compatibility through 
approaches such as city-centered growth and preservation of natural areas 
that would direct future growth away from scenic areas that would be most 
deleteriously impacted by urban development.  The 2007 General Plan is a 
programmatic document intended to provide a framework for development in 
the county.  It is speculative to analyze specific impacts to visual character in 
the Community Areas, Rural Centers, AHOs and lots of record as those 
impacts will depend on the development pursued in the county in the coming 
years.  The plans and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 General 
Plan would protect the visual character of the county, but further 
environmental analysis as required by CEQA would occur on a project 
specific basis and appropriate mitigation for each development site would be 
identified at that time in order to ensure that the policies set forth in the 2007 
General Plan are followed and that scenic resources avoided the greatest 
extent practicable.  Furthermore, future development would be required to 
comply with all applicable zoning restrictions including those that pertain to 
setbacks, height restrictions, landscaping, and other aesthetic considerations. 

Nonetheless, the 2007 General Plan would substantially and irreversibly 
degrade the existing visual character and quality of Monterey County in 
Community Areas, Rural Centers, AHOs and lots of record.  State planning 
law, housing element provisions requires the County to provive sufficient 
development sites to meet its regional housing share.  The growth centers 
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demonstrate that the County is meeting this state requirement.  The County 
cannot prohibit new development, which would be the only way to reduce 
impacts to visual character to less than significant.  Therefore, no mitigation 
is available to reduce the significance of this impact to a level of less than 
significant.  Therefore, this is a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is available. 

Significance Conclusion 

In summary, the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan polices set forth 
comprehensive measures and land use concepts to avoid and minimize 
adverse impacts on visual character to the maximum extent practicable.  
However, the alteration of Monterey County’s localized visual character in 
designated growth areas would be an irreversible consequence of 2007 
General Plan development up to the planning horizon of 2030.  No mitigation 
is available to reduce the significance of this impact to a level of less than 
significant.  Therefore, this is a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

New urban development under the proposed 2007 General Plan would result 
in the permanent conversion of undeveloped land to urban uses and alter the 
visual character of the 2007 General Plan growth areas beyond 2030 levels.  
After 2030, it is expected that the remaining land to be developed in the 
county would be the generally rurally located lots of record.  Impacts to 
specific visual characteristics would be determined during the CEQA review 
process for each project proposed within the county and are not identifiable 
at this time because proposed future development cannot be projected.  
However, in a general sense it is possible to say that implementation of the 
2007 General Plan would alter the visual character of the county. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address adverse 
impacts on the county’s visual character from buildout of the 2007 
General Plan and are discussed above. 

Significance Determination 

Buildout of the General Plan to 2092 would result in substantial changes to 
the county’s visual character in the lots of record by substantially increasing 
the amount development in the county and the alteration of land use 
activities, primarily from agricultural to residential and commercial.  These 
areas would experience more intense urban development that would 
fundamentally change their visual appearance.  Depending on the particular 
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projects pursued in the county, new development allowed by the 2007 
General Plan would vary and is not knowable at this time, although changes 
to valleys, ridgelines, vegetation and watercourses could occur.  While urban 
uses would primarily be sited in locations that already support urban 
development, the introduction of additional urban development in these areas 
would irreversibly alter the localized visual character of these portions of the 
unincorporated county. 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan polices set forth comprehensive 
measures and land use concepts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
visual character to the maximum extent practicable.  The General Plan and 
Area Plan policy discussion on the previous pages explains how impacts 
would be reduced.  These policies emphasize aesthetic compatibility through 
approaches such as city-centered growth and preservation of natural areas 
that would direct future growth away from scenic areas that would be most 
deleteriously impacted by urban development.  At the time of buildout, it is 
estimated that most of the remaining land to be developed in the county 
would be contained in lots of record, which are generally located in what are 
currently less developed areas of the county.  However, development of the 
lots of record would still be required to follow the 2007 General Plan policies 
which protect scenic areas in the county. 

The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document intented to provide a 
framework for development in the county.  It is speculative to analyze 
specific impacts to visual character in the lots of record as those impacts will 
depend on the development pursued in the county in the coming years.  The 
plans and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 General Plan would 
protect the visual character of the county, but further environmental analysis 
as required by CEQA would occur on a project specific basis and appropriate 
mitigation for each development site would be identified at that time in order 
to ensure that the policies set forth in the 2007 General Plan are followed and 
that scenic resources are avoided the greatest extent practicable.  
Furthermore, future development would be required to comply with all 
applicable zoning restrictions including those that pertain to setbacks, height 
restrictions, landscaping, and other aesthetic considerations. 

Nonetheless, the 2007 General Plan would substantially and irreversibly 
degrade the existing visual character and quality of Monterey County in lots 
of record.  State planning law, housing element provisions requires the 
County to provide sufficient development sites to meet its regional housing 
share.  The growth centers demonstrate that the County is meeting this state 
requirement.  The County cannot prohibit new development, which would be 
the only way to reduce impacts to visual character to less than significant.  
Therefore, no mitigation is available to reduce the significance of this impact 
to a level of less than significant.  Therefore, this is a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is available. 
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Significance Conclusion 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan polices set forth comprehensive 
measures and land use concepts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
visual character to the maximum extent practicable.  However, the alteration 
of Monterey County’s localized visual character in lots of record would be an 
irreversible consequence of 2007 General Plan buildout through 2092.  No 
mitigation is available to reduce the significance of this impact to a level of 
less than significant.  Therefore, this is a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Light and Glare 

Impact AES-4:   Implementation of the 2007 General Plan could 
create substantial new sources of light and glare that would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area.  (Significant Unavoidable 
Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon  

Impact of Development with Policies 

New urban development in the proposed 2007 General Plan growth areas 
during the planning horizon would result in the permanent conversion of 
undeveloped land to urban uses.  See Exhibit 3.1 for an illustration of the 
types of land use that would be allowed in accordance with the 2007 General 
Plan.  Development actually occurring with the county would depend on the 
particular projects pursued in the county and cannot be determined at this 
time, but may include roads, utilities, structures, earthworks, and the results 
of other human activities.  New sources of night time lighting resulting from 
new urban development in designated growth areas allowed by the 
implementation of the 2007 General Plan could result in light trespass, light 
pollution, and glare.  Light trespass is unwanted light from a neighboring 
property or roadway and can be both a nuisance and a health and safety risk 
if it adversely affects visibility for tasks like driving.  Light pollution has a 
broader and more cumulative impact than light trespass to county residents.  
Excessive nighttime lighting could result in sky glow, the haze of light that 
surrounds highly populated areas and reduces the ability to see the stars.  
This could change the appearance of the nighttime sky over the long term.  
New sources of light and glare in Community Areas and Rural Centers 
adjacent to agricultural areas would alter the visual appearance of these 
landscapes.  Specific impacts to surrounding land uses from future 
development cannot be determined at this time due to the dependence of the 
impacts on the developments’ design characteristics, orientation, location, 
and other project specific information.  However, it is possible to say that 
collectively, these new sources of light and glare could degrade and diminish 
daytime and nighttime views of visual resources such as valleys, ridgelines, 
vegetation, watercourses, and coastlines.  This would be a significant impact. 
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2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that help reduce light 
and glare impacts.   

Land Use Element  

Land Use Element Policies LU-1.1 through LU-1.10 and LU-2.2 
establish general land use concepts that emphasize city-centered 
growth, compatibility between adjacent land uses, and the 
conservation of natural areas.  These policies are summarized in 
detail under Impact AES-1.  Collectively, these policies promote 
compact-urban growth in existing developed areas and therefore 
discourage growth in natural areas where light and glare impacts 
would be most deleterious to nighttime views.   

Land Use Element Policy LU-1.13 specifically addresses light and 
glare impacts.  The policy requires that all exterior lighting shall be 
unobtrusive and constructed or located so that only the intended area 
is illuminated, long-range visibility is reduced, and offsite glare is 
fully controlled.  The policy also stipulates that new criteria to guide 
the review and approval of exterior lighting be developed. 

Open Space and Conservation Element  

Open Space and Conservation Element Policies OS-1.1 through OS-
1.12 set forth measures designed to preserve and protect the county’s 
scenic resources.  These policies are also summarized in detail under 
Impact AES-1.  These measures help reduce light and glare impacts 
by prohibiting ridgeline development, encouraging the preservation 
of significant natural areas through the use of economic tools such as 
development credits and conservation easements, and a requirement 
that the disruption of views from designated scenic routes be 
mitigated through use of appropriate materials, scale, lighting, and 
siting of development. 

Area Plan Policies 

Area Plans contain a number of policies designed to protect scenic 
resources from light and glare.  In addition to the Area Plan policies 
summarized under Impact AES-1, the following area plans include 
additional policies that specifically pertain to light and glare. 

Central Salinas Valley Area Plan  

There are no additional policies related to light and glare in the area 
plan. 
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Carmel Valley Master Plan 

Policy CV-3.16 (outdoor sports) prohibits lighting for outdoor sports 
where it would be visible from offsite locations.  Policy CV-3.17 
(street lighting) stipulates that street lighting be unobtrusive and 
harmonious with the local character, constructed and located to 
illuminate only the intended area, and prevent offsite glare. 

Toro Area Plan 

Policy T-3.5 (minimize light sources) requires that exterior and 
outdoor lighting be located, designed, and enforced to minimize light 
sources and preserve the quality of darkness.  The policy also 
requires that street lighting be as unobtrusive as practicable. 

Cachagua Area Plan 

Policy CACH-1.6 (night sky) reduces light and glare by not allowing 
exterior lighting to exceed the minimum required to assure safety. 

Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan 

New wine making and tasting facilities contemplated by the AWCP 
would emit new sources of light and glare from outdoor lighting and 
reflective building materials.  However, as noted above, the AWCP 
prescribes a maximum number of wine-related facilities on each 
corridor to avoid over concentrating these facilities in one area.  This 
would disperse new sources of light and glare in a manner that would 
substantially reduce adverse impacts to a level of less than 
significant. 

The AWCP requires that parking areas that are generally visible 
from a public road landscaping shall be integrated to soften the 
appearance and to buffer headlights from shining onto the roadway.  
Lighting poles and fixtures will be designed, located and operated in 
a manner to focus light on the subject property and limit off-site 
glare.  Also, entry signs will have no internal illumination or neon 
tubing and limited back lighting for visibility in fog and dim lighting. 

The AWCP is a component of the 2007 General Plan and is 
consistent with its proposed goals and policies including those that 
pertain to light and glare.  These policies are summarized under 
Impact AES-4.  Furthermore, all wineries and tasting rooms that 
would be developed in accordance with the AWCP would be 
required to comply with the county’s applicable light and glare 
policies and ordinances, including those contained in the AWCP. 

Precise locations of future AWCP facilities are unknown at the time 
of this writing, and therefore, it is speculative to engage in further 
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analysis of light and glare impacts.  Further analysis of potential light 
and glare impacts will be done at the project level. 

Community Area Policies 

Fort Ord Master Plan 

Program A-4.3 (direction of lighting) reduces light and glare impacts 
by requiring that the County shall direct all lighting in the 
Community Park and in the residential areas west of the RV parcel 
away from the natural lands in the habitat corridor.  Biological 
Resources Policy C-3 (lighting and wildlife) reduces light and glare 
impacts by requiring that lighting of outdoor areas shall be 
minimized and carefully controlled to maintain habitat quality for 
wildlife in undeveloped natural lands.  Street lighting shall be as 
unobtrusive as practicable and shall be consistent in intensity 
throughout development areas adjacent to undeveloped natural lands.  
Program C-3.1 (development review) helps to reduce impacts by 
requiring that the County review lighting and landscape plans for all 
development applications to ensure consistency with Policy C-3. 

CEQA Review 

In addition, future discretionary development activities contemplated by 
the 2007 General Plan would be required to undergo environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA.  This review would include assessment of 
potential impacts on light and glare. 

Significance Determination 

New urban development permitted by the 2007 General Plan would result in 
localized adverse light and glare impacts on nighttime views in designated 
growth areas.  The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan polices set forth 
comprehensive measures and land use concepts to avoid and minimize 
adverse impacts from light and glare to the maximum extent practicable.  The 
General Plan and Area Plan policy discussion on the previous pages explains 
how impacts would be reduced.  These policies emphasize aesthetic 
compatibility through approaches such as city-centered growth and 
preservation of natural areas that would direct future growth away from 
scenic areas that would be most deleteriously impacted by urban 
development. 

The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document intended to provide a 
framework for development in the county.  It is speculative to analyze 
specific impacts to particular scenic resources along scenic highways as 
those impacts will depend on the development pursued in the county in the 
coming years.  The plans and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 
General Plan would reduce impacts from light and glare, but further 
environmental analysis as required by CEQA would occur on a project 
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specific basis and appropriate mitigation for each development site would be 
identified at that time in order to ensure that the policies set forth in the 2007 
General Plan are followed and that impacts from light and glare are avoided 
the greatest extent practicable.  These mitigation measures are best 
implemented on a project specific basis as they will then be tailored to the 
specifics needs of the site, development, and surrounding land uses. 

While the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts from light and glare to the 
maximum extent practicable (see General Plan and Area Plan policies 
discussion on the previous pages explains how impacts would be reduced), it 
would still create a new source of substantial light and glare that would 
adversely affect day and nighttime public views.  As this is a programmatic 
document, it is not feasible to develop mitigation that would apply 
effectively to all future development in the county due to the differences of 
each development in their location, orientation, design, and proposed land 
uses.  No mitigation is available to reduce the significance of this impact to a 
level of less than significant.  Therefore, this is a Significant Unavoidable 
Impact of the 2007 General Plan. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is available. 

Significance Conclusion 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts from light and glare to the 
maximum extent practicable.  No mitigation is available to reduce the 
significance of this impact to a level of less than significant.  Therefore, this 
is a Significant Unavoidable Impact of the 2007 General Plan.  

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Buildout of the 2007 General Plan in 2092 would result in localized adverse 
light and glare impacts on nighttime views in lots of record from new urban 
development permitted by the General Plan.  See Exhibit 3.1 for an 
illustration of the types of land use that would be allowed in accordance with 
the 2007 General Plan.  Development actually occurring within the county 
would depend on the particular projects pursued in the county and cannot be 
determined at this time, but may include roads, utilities, structures, 
earthworks, and the results of other human activities.  New sources of night 
time lighting resulting from new urban development in and around lots of 
development allowed by the implementation of the 2007 General Plan could 
result in light trespass, light pollution, and glare.  Light trespass is unwanted 
light from a neighboring property or roadway and can be both a nuisance and 
a health and safety risk if it adversely affects visibility for tasks like driving.  
Light pollution has a broader and more cumulative impact than light trespass 
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to county residents.  Excessive nighttime lighting could result in sky glow, 
the haze of light that surrounds highly populated areas and reduces the ability 
to see the stars.  This could change the appearance of the nighttime sky over 
the long term.  New sources of light and glare in and around lots of record 
adjacent to agricultural areas would alter the visual appearance of these 
landscapes.  Specific impacts to surrounding land uses from future 
development cannot be determined at this time due to the dependence of the 
impacts on the developments’ design characteristics, orientation, location, 
and other project specific information.  However, it is possible to say that 
collectively, these new sources of light and glare could degrade and diminish 
daytime and nighttime views of visual resources such as valleys, ridgelines, 
vegetation, watercourses, and coastlines.  This would be a significant impact. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan contains goals and policies that address light and 
glare impacts from buildout of the 2007 General Plan are discussed 
above. 

Significance Determination 

Buildout of the 2007 General Plan to 2092 would result in localized adverse 
light and glare impacts on nighttime views in designated growth areas.  The 
2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive measures 
and land use concepts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts from light and 
glare to the maximum extent practicable.  The General Plan and Area Plan 
policy discussion on the previous pages explains how impacts would be 
reduced.  These policies emphasize aesthetic compatibility through 
approaches such as city-centered growth and preservation of natural areas 
that would direct future growth away from scenic areas that would be most 
deleteriously impacted by urban development.  At the time of buildout, it is 
estimated that most of the remaining land to be developed in the county 
would be contained in lots of record, which are generally located in what are 
currently less developed areas of the county.  However, development of the 
lots of record would still be required to follow the 2007 General Plan policies 
which reduce impacts from light and glare. 

The 2007 General Plan is a programmatic document intended to provide a 
framework for development in the county.  It is speculative to analyze 
specific impacts to particular scenic resources along scenic highways as 
those impacts will depend on the development pursued in the county in the 
coming years.  The plans and policies set into place as a result of the 2007 
General Plan would reduce impacts from light and glare, but further 
environmental analysis as required by CEQA would occur on a project 
specific basis and appropriate mitigation for each development site would be 
identified at that time in order to ensure that the policies set forth in the 2007 
General Plan are followed and that impacts from light and glare are avoided 
the greatest extent practicable.  These mitigation measures are best 
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implemented on a project specific basis as they will then be tailored to the 
specifics needs of the site, development, and surrounding land uses.  

While the 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts from light and glare to the 
maximum extent practicable (see General Plan and Area Plan policies 
discussion on the previous pages explains how impacts would be reduced), it 
would still create a new source of substantial light and glare that would 
adversely affect day and nighttime public views.  As this is a programmatic 
document, it is not feasible to develop mitigation that would apply 
effectively to all future development in the county due to the differences of 
each development in their location, orientation, design, and proposed land 
uses.  No mitigation is available to reduce the significance of this impact to a 
level of less than significant.  Therefore, this is a Significant Unavoidable 
Impact of the 2007 General Plan. 

Mitigation Measures 
No additional mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies are 
available. 

Significance Conclusion 

Buildout of the General Plan in the year 2092 would create new sources of 
substantial light and glare that would adversely affect day and nighttime 
public views from urban development in lots of record.  While the 2007 
General Plan and Area Plan policies set forth comprehensive measures to 
avoid and minimize adverse impacts from light and glare to the maximum 
extent practicable, this would still remain an irreversible consequence of 
buildout of the General Plan in the year 2092.  No mitigation is available to 
reduce the significance of this impact to a level of less than significant.  
Therefore, this is a Significant Unavoidable Impact of the 2007 General Plan. 

4.14.7 Level of Significance after Mitigation 
Alteration of the localized visual character (Impact AES-3) and the introduction 
of new sources of light and glare in designated growth areas (Impact AES-4) 
would be Significant and Unavoidable Impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the 2007 General Plan at the planning horizon in the year 
2030 and at buildout in the year 2092.  The Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors will be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
for these impacts if the proposed project is adopted.  All other impacts would be 
less than significant and would not require mitigation. 
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4.15 Population and Housing 

4.15.1 Abstract 
Like most of California, Monterey County has increased in population over the 
past several decades.  The 2000 U.S. Census reported that there were 401,762 
persons in the County as of January 1, 2000.  In its 2004 regional forecast, the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) estimates the 
County’s overall population to be 432,600 as of 2005.  (Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments 2004.)  The unincorporated areas of the County account 
for approximately a quarter of that figure, while the cities account for the 
remaining three quarters.  For the last several decades, the percentage of 
population residing in the unincorporated areas of the County has decreased in 
comparison to the population of the total County.  Population projections for the 
Monterey Bay Area region forecast the unincorporated area of Monterey County 
sustaining the same historical level of growth.  The County’s five largest 
unincorporated communities are Prunedale, Castroville, Carmel Valley, Del 
Monte Forest, and Pajaro. 

The 2007 General Plan is, by statutory requirement, growth inducing.  It will 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on growth during both the 2030 
planning horizon and 2092 full buildout.  All potential population and housing 
impacts related to the displacement of housing units or people from development 
and land use activities contemplated by the 2007 General Plan would be less than 
significant and therefore would not require mitigation. 

4.15.2 Existing Conditions 

4.15.2.1 Population 

Over the past several decades, Monterey County has seen a steady, if sometimes 
uneven, increase in population.  Changes in the economy such as the closure of 
Fort Ord, the housing cost run-up and subsequent lending collapse, and the 
growing reuse of the former Fort Ord contribute to the ups and downs that mark 
the progress of Monterey County’s growth.  In the three decades between 1970 
and 2000, the County’s total population increased from 247,450 to 401,762 
persons, a change of just over 62%.  The decade with the largest percentage 
population growth was 1980–1990, when the population increased by 22%.  
Table 4.15-1 provides a graphical representation of population growth in 
Monterey County between 1970 and 2000. 

Estimates of the County’s existing population and future growth vary as 
statisticians attempt to correct for current downward trends in the economy.  For 
example:  AMBAG’s 2004 regional forecast estimated the County’s total 2005 
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population to be 432,600.  (Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
2004.)  In December 2007, the California Department of Finance provisionally 
estimated the County’s population to be 425,356 (7,244 residents less than the 
2004 AMBAG estimate for 2005), as of July 1, 2007.  (California Department of 
Finance 2007); and the AMBAG 2008 regional forecast estimated the County’s 
population to be 422,632 (9.968 residents less than the 2004 AMBAG estimate) 
(Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2008b).  The actual population 
is somewhere between these numbers. 

As just noted, AMBAG has adopted a new regional forecast for growth to 2035, 
including projected growth for Monterey County.  The 2008 regional forecast 
estimates the County’s total 2005 population to have been 422,632 persons, 
106,117 of whom lived in the unincorporated area.  The 2008 forecast forecasts 
the County’s 2030 population to be 515,549 persons; 113,628 of whom would 
live in the unincorporated area.  (Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments 2008b) 

For the purposes of this EIR, we will utilize AMBAG’s 2004 population 
projections.  There are several good reasons for doing so.  First, AMBAG’s 2004 
projection forms the basis for the regionally approved traffic model.  Using these 
projections provides consistency between population and traffic assumptions.  
Second, the adopted Housing Element of the Monterey County General Plan is 
based on the 2004 population projections.  Using the same projections retains 
internal consistency between the elements of the General Plan.  Third, the 2004 
AMBAG projections are somewhat higher than those of both the California 
Department of Finance and AMBAG’s 2008 projections.  Using the higher 
projections for purposes of CEQA analysis leads to more conservative results.  In 
other words, it may lead to overestimating the potential impacts.  That is 
preferable to underestimating impacts.  Last, the 2008 Air Quality Management 
Plan is based on the 2004 AMBAG projections.  Using the same projections 
provides consistency between population and air quality assumptions.  

Utilizing the 2004 AMBAG projections does not commit the County to that level 
of growth.  Projections do not limit or expand the policies established in the 
General Plan.  As the differing projections illustrate, growth is the result of a 
variety of factors acting on the policy landscape created by the General Plan. 

The 2004 AMBAG projections have been adjusted to provide an estimate for 
county population in 2006.  This adjusted estimate of 2006 population, housing, 
and employment accounts for city annexations expected to occur between 2000 
and 2030.  In other words, areas expected to be annexed to the cities are shifted 
to the city’s populations.  A similar shift is made in the traffic model to ensure 
that the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) reflect the correct jurisdiction.   

Population estimates for the unincorporated county and incorporated cities for the 
past 25 years are summarized in Table 4.15-2.  Overall, the County’s total 
population increased by about 46% between 1980 and 2005, with most of that 
growth occurring in incorporated cities.  In real numbers, the unincorporated 
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population increased by about 24,183 persons while the incorporated population 
grew by about 111,917 persons. 

Table 4.15-1.  County of Monterey Population 1970–2000 

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000. 

 

Table 4.15-2.  Population Summary (1980–2005) 

Jurisdiction 1980 1990 2000 2005 
% Change 

(1980–2007) 

Unincorporated Monterey County 85,900 100,461 105,673 110,083 28% 

Incorporated Cities 210,600 255,199 293,631 322,517 53% 

County Total 296,500 355,660 399,304 432,600 46% 

Source:  California Department of Finance 2005; Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2004. 
 

For the last several decades, the percentage of population residing in the 
unincorporated areas of the County has decreased in comparison to the 
population of the County as a whole.  In 1980, population in the unincorporated 
areas represented about 29% of the total countywide population.  By 2000, that 
percentage had decreased to 25% of total countywide population.  This indicates 
that the incorporated areas of the County are growing at a somewhat faster rate 
than the unincorporated areas.  Table 4.15-3 shows the change in Monterey 
County’s unincorporated population between 1980 and 2007. 
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Table 4.15-3.  County of Monterey:  Unincorporated Population as a Percentage of Total Population 

 Total County Population 
(Incorporated and Unincorporated Areas) 

Unincorporated 
Area Population 

Unincorporated Population as a 
Percentage of Total County Population 

1980 290,444 84,497 29% 

1990  355,660 100,479 28% 

2000 401,762 100,258 25% 

2005 432,600 110,083 25% 

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau 1980, 1990 and 2000; Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2004. 
 

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the most recently available count, 
approximately 49% (49,528 persons) of the County’s unincorporated population 
resided in an unincorporated community, such as those listed in the table below.  
The largest of these communities is Prunedale, which had 16,432 residents in 
2000.  Table 4.15-4 lists the unincorporated communities by population in 2000. 

Table 4.15-4.  Population Distribution in Unincorporated Areas (2000) 

Community Population Community Population 

Prunedale 16,432 Chualar 1,444 

Castroville 6,742 Boronda 1,325 

Carmel Valley Village 4,700 San Ardo 501 

Del Monte Forrest 4,531 Spreckels 485 

Pajaro 3,384 San Lucas 419 

Las Lomas 3,078 Moss Landing 300 

Aromas 2,797 Bradley 120 

Toro Canyon 1,697 Remaining Unincorporated 50,730 

Elkhorn 1,591 Total 100,258 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2000. 
 

Between 1970 and 2000, the County experienced a 62.3% increase in population.  
Annual growth averaged 1.7% during the 1970s; 2.2% during the 1980s; and 
1.7% during the 1990s.  Based on population growth forecasts issued by 
AMBAG, population growth in the total County and the unincorporated areas of 
the County is expected to sustain the same level of growth.  (Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments 2004.) 
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Forecasted Population Growth 

AMBAG is the designated Metropolitan Planning Agency for Monterey, Santa 
Cruz, and San Benito Counties.  As such, it is responsible for establishing 
housing needs projections for these counties, as well as preparing the regional 
transportation plans.  In conjunction with this work, AMBAG’s 2004 Population, 
Housing Unit and Employment Forecasts projects growth for the cities and the 
unincorporated area within each county.  AMBAG has projected growth in 
Monterey County through 2030 in five-year increments, considering housing 
permits, the availability of water, and other factors, and allocated its growth 
projections accordingly.  Thus, the Monterey Peninsula, which has significant 
water constraints, is projected to accommodate much lower levels of growth than 
the Salinas Valley, which is less constrained in terms of water supply. 

For the reasons discussed above, this EIR will rely upon the 2004 AMBAG 
projections.  Between 2000 and 2030, AMBAG projects that Monterey County 
will grow to a population of approximately 602,731, which translates to an 
average annual growth rate of 1.36%.  AMBAG anticipates that the proportion of 
Monterey County residents living in the unincorporated areas of Monterey 
County will decrease between 2005 and 2010 because of future annexations to 
the cities.  AMBAG projections are summarized below. 

Table 4.15-5.  AMBAG Growth Projections 

Year 
Monterey County 

Population 
Change From 

Previous 
Unincorporated 

County Population 
Change From 

Previous 

2000 401,312 – 100,252 – 

2005 432,600 7.8% 110,803 9.8% 

2010 464,847 7.5% 105,485 -4.2% 

2015 495,961 6.7% 114,776 8.8% 

2020 527,069 6.3% 124,067 8.1% 

2025 564,903 7.2% 129,721 4.6% 

2030 602,731 6.7% 135,375 4.4% 

Source:  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2004. 
 

Housing 

Housing unit estimates for the unincorporated county and incorporated cities 
from 1990 to 2006 are summarized in Table 4.15-6.  The 1990 and 2000 numbers 
reflect U.S. Census returns for those years; the 2006 number is the AMBAG 
estimate for the year 2005, with an additional year of development extrapolated.  
The County’s housing stock increased by approximately 12.5% between 1990 
and 2006.  The estimated number of dwellings in the unincorporated area of the 
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County increased by about 4,313 units during that period.  The number of 
dwellings in the incorporated cities increased by about 14,638 units during that 
period.  

Table 4.15-6.  Housing Summary (1990–2006) 

Jurisdiction 1990 2000 2006 % Change (1990–2006) 

Unincorporated Monterey County 34,342 37,139 38,655 12.5% 

Incorporated Cities 86,882 94,569 101,520 16.8% 

County Total 121,224 131,708 140,175 15.6% 

Source:   U.S. Census Bureau 1990, 2000; Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2004. 
 

Annual Housing Report 

The Monterey County Redevelopment and Housing Office annually prepares a 
report on housing demand, availability, and recommended strategies for meeting 
housing needs.  The Annual Housing Report 2008 found that in 2007 Monterey 
County as a whole was the second least affordable county in California (County 
of Monterey 2008).  Current market conditions have depressed prices, and there 
are approved projects that are being delayed due to these conditions.  
Nonetheless, the relatively high prices and low supply, combined with the current 
credit crisis, mean that families and first-time buyers are having trouble entering 
the housing market. 

In addition, the report found that Monterey County has a severe lack of multi-
family rental housing (the 2007 vacancy rate was about 3%), and the need for 
affordable rental housing continues to increase.  Very little rental housing has 
been built in the county, with only 37 units constructed in the unincorporated 
area in 2007.  There is a lack of land in the unincorporated area that is zoned for 
higher density housing, so the cities have provided most of this supply. 

Further, the increasing demand for special needs housing is outpacing the ability 
of non-profits to build new units.  Farm workers, many of which are 
undocumented, often live in crowded, sub-standard housing conditions.  The 
2000 survey of agricultural workers reported in the 2001 Farmworker Housing 
and Health Assessment Study of the Salinas and Pajaro Valleys prepared for 
Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties (Applied Survey Research 2001) found that 
at that time, the median worker was spending at least 40% of their income on 
housing (30% is considered acceptable) that could not meet Housing and Urban 
Development Department quality standards.  In addition, the average of 
5.4 persons per household was about 50% higher than the average in the general 
population in the Salinas and Pajaro Valleys (Applied Survey Research 2001).  
The tight market, particularly in rental housing, only exacerbates the problems 
found in 2000. 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Environmental Impacts
Population and Housing

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
4.15-7 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

In response, the county’s housing strategy for 2008 will shift from simply 
encouraging housing programs and planning for additional housing, to producing 
actual housing units of the right type in the right place to serve identified needs.  
Ongoing planning activities include the East Garrison I project on the former Fort 
Ord, where the first phase of 414 residential units has been initiated.  30% of the 
residences in this phase will be affordable to households in the very low, low, 
moderate, and workforce income categories.  Monterey County will continue 
work on the Castroville Community Plan by completing the process of amending 
the Local Coastal Program (LCP) for those areas within the Coastal Zone and 
programs to encourage planned development (the proposed LCP amendment is 
currently undergoing consideration by the Coastal Commission).  The County 
will also continue the process of drafting the Boronda Community Plan. 

New strategies for 2008 will include working with local employers to increase 
the supply of farmworker housing; working with housing developers, housing 
advocacy groups, and service providers to create affordable housing for special 
needs groups, including the disabled and mentally ill; and exploring the use of 
“green” building practices that would benefit low- and moderate-income 
households (County of Monterey 2008). 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation 

Pursuant to California planning law, each city and county’s general plan must 
contain a housing element.  The purpose of the housing element is to identify the 
potential need for housing among all segments of the population and to make 
provisions to accommodate that housing need over a five-year planning period.  
Each jurisdiction’s housing need is determined through an allocation process 
undertaken by the regional Council of Governments, based on population and 
housing projections provided by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) from Department of Finance data.  The city or 
county is required to amend its housing element in response to the new housing 
need allocations.  The amended housing element must be submitted to HCD for 
review and certification. 

In Monterey County, AMBAG prepares the Regional Housing Need Allocation 
(RHNA) for the local jurisdictions within Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties.  
This allocation is based on population growth forecasts, economic characteristics, 
and ability to accommodate growth.  Each of these factors is considered and each 
jurisdiction is ultimately assigned a “fair share” allocation of the region’s 
projected growth:  a target number of new dwelling units to be provided by for 
all income levels (very-low, low, moderate, and above-moderate). 

During 2001–2002, AMBAG developed the 2000–2007 RHNA and, in the fall of 
2002, the AMBAG Board of Directors certified the final numbers.  The estimated 
number of housing units needed as determined and certified by AMBAG reflect 
the planning period from January 1, 2000 to June 30, 2007.  State legislation was 
adopted in 2003 extending the planning period for AMBAG communities to June 
30, 2008.  Therefore, the planning period used in the adopted Housing Element is 
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from January 1, 2000 through June 30, 2008, consistent with the AMBAG 
estimates. 

After review by the County and cities, AMBAG adopted the 2007–2014 RHNA, 
with revisions, on April 12, 2008.  On January 4, 2008, HCD had provided 
AMBAG with a revised Regional Housing Need Determination letter based on 
the enactment of Assembly Bill 1259.  This legislation extended the regional 
planning period by one year.  Accordingly, the new determination letter 
established 2007 to 2014 as the effective RHNA planning period.  The new 
determination from HCD also reduced the regional housing need by 
approximately 40%, reflecting the Department of Finance’s lowered population 
forecasts for Monterey County.  AMBAG’s 2007–2014 RHNA reflects both the 
Department of Finance’s lowered population forecasts for Monterey County and 
a proportional allocation of an additional year of housing needs.  Pursuant to 
Housing Element Law, the County will have until June 30, 2009 to update their 
housing element. 

The 2007–2014 RHNA allocates 1,554 total dwelling units to unincorporated 
Monterey County.  The number of dwelling units by income level is summarized 
in Table 4.15-7. 

Table 4.15-7.  Monterey County (Unincorporated) Dwelling Unit Allocation 

Household Income Level Dwelling Units 

Very Low (< $88,440 year) 342 

Low ($88,441 - $123,817) 264 

Moderate ($123,818 - $227,000) 295 

Above-Moderate (> $227,000) 653 

Total 1,554 

Source:  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2008. 
 

Between October 1, 2004 and October 1, 2005 a total of 354 new housing units 
were constructed or were under construction in the unincorporated areas of the 
County.  Of this figure, 250 were building permits for single-family residential 
units, 26 permits were for mobile home units on permanent foundations, and 78 
were permits for multi-family residential units.  All of the 78 multi-family units 
are within projects developed by non-profits with County assistance.  As this data 
indicates, most of the housing being constructed in the County, particularly 
housing constructed by the private market, continues to be single-family units, 
most of which is on large lots, typically affordable to only to a small percentage 
of the existing population. 

At the same time, the County has been making a concerted effort to provide 
smaller lots and multiple-family residences in newer development approvals.  For 
example, the East Garrison Specific Plan described above includes small lot and 
multi-family components.  “The Commons at Rogge Road” project (designated 
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as a pilot project for the Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program) 
located east of Salinas includes 171 units on 12.5 acres.  The revised Rancho San 
Juan project approved in 2008 will include 367 high-density residential units on 
approximately 20 acres.  The Castroville Community Plan similarly includes 
approximately 265 units within areas designated as high- or high mixed-density. 

The 2007–2014 RHNA allocates 11,913 total dwelling units to Monterey County 
and its cities.  The number of dwelling units by income level is summarized in 
Table 4.15-8. 

Table 4.15-8.  Monterey County Dwelling Unit Allocations 

Jurisdiction 

Income Category 

Revised 
Allocation Very Low Low Moderate 

Above 
Moderate 

Carmel 32 7 5 6 14 

Del Rey Oaks 150 33 26 29 63 

Gonzales 689 151 117 131 289 

Greenfield 538 118 91 102 226 

King City  571 126 97 108 240 

Marina  1,913 421 325 363 803 

Monterey 657 145 112 125 276 

Pacific Grove  120 26 20 23 50 

Salinas  4,077 897 693 775 1,712 

Sand City  120 26 20 23 50 

Seaside  598 131 102 114 251 

Soledad 897 197 152 170 377 

Unincorporated County  1,554 342 264 295 653 

Total 11,913 2,621 2,025 2,264 5,004 

Source:  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 2008. 
 

Monterey County General Plan Housing Element (2003) 

Monterey County adopted its current 2002–2008 Housing Element on November 
4, 2003, in accordance with the State requirement that each local jurisdiction 
update its housing element every five years.  The next edition of the County 
Housing Element is due to HCD by June 30, 2009 for review.  It will reflect the 
allocations set out in the 2007–2014 RHNA for that seven-year time frame.  The 
2007 General Plan does not include revisions to the County’s current Housing 
Element.  Those will be drafted and adopted separately. 
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The 2003 Housing Element establishes the County’s housing strategy for 
providing a range of housing types, as identified by AMBAG’s 2000–2007 
RHNA Plan.  As of January 1, 2003, the County needed to produce 2,630 new 
dwelling units in the unincorporated area.  The Housing Element shows an 
adjusted number of 2,511 units to account for units approved between the 
adoption of the 2000–2007 RHNA and the Housing Element.  The 2003 Housing 
Element used the existing 1982 General Plan land use map as the basis for 
identifying potential housing opportunities.  The Housing Element focuses on 
compact development within existing areas of development or adjoining existing 
development.  These areas will be within community area plans that will provide 
the policy basis for compact development and the delivery of needed services.  
The most recent Annual Implementation Report for the Housing Element 
prepared by the Monterey County Resource Management Agency Office of 
Housing and Redevelopment (approved February 6, 2007) indicates that the 
County has made progress toward meeting the dwelling unit allocation targets. 

The 2007–2014 RHNA numbers anticipate a need to produce substantially less 
housing within the unincorporated area of the county in the period between 2007 
and 2014 than was allocated for the 2000–2007 period.  This reflects the lowered 
population estimates and growth rates projected by both the California 
Department of Finance and AMBAG.  The 2007 General Plan will provide for 
concentrations of growth in the Community Areas and Rural Centers.  These are 
anticipated to meet the needs allocated by the 2007–2014 RHNA.   

4.15.3 Regulatory Framework 

4.15.3.1 California Housing Element Requirements 

The Housing Element is one of seven elements required to be included in the 
County’s General Plan.  State law specifies that the Housing Element must assess 
housing needs and evaluate the current housing market in the County and then 
identify programs that will meet housing needs during a five-year planning 
period.  The housing market evaluation includes a review of housing stock 
characteristics as well as housing cost, household incomes, special need 
households, availability of land and infrastructure, governmental constraints to 
housing production, and various other factors.  In addition to this information, the 
Housing Element must evaluate and review its past housing programs and 
consider this review in planning future housing strategies.  (Government Code 
Section 65580 et seq.)  In addition, the housing element will have to demonstrate 
that sufficient areas in the county are zoned at high enough densities to 
accommodate very low- and low-income housing (20 units per acre) and as part 
of that inventory, demonstrate what can actually be achieved given site 
constraints such as the availability of infrastructure.  (Government Code Section 
65583.2)  State law provides that housing elements are subject to review by HCD 
and must be updated every five years.  However, in practice the planning period 
has been routinely extended by state law each time there is insufficient money in 
the State budget to cover the costs of the regional agencies’ housing needs 
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allocation process.  As a result, the housing element is currently based on a 
seven-year period. 

As described above, the housing need to be addressed by the Housing Element 
comes from the adopted RHNA.  Housing Element law does not obligate the 
County itself to provide the housing identified in the housing need.  It does 
obligate the County to provide opportunities for the private sector to build that 
housing during the seven-year period. 

4.15.3.2 California Relocation Law 

California Relocation Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33410 et seq.) 
requires redevelopment agencies to provide replacement housing at comparable 
costs to any displaced residents.  Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 
33411.1:  “no persons or families of low and moderate income shall be displaced 
unless and until there is a suitable housing unit available and ready for occupancy 
by such displaced person or family at rents comparable to those at the time of 
their displacement.  Such housing units shall be suitable to the needs of such 
displaced persons or families and must be decent, safe, sanitary, and otherwise 
standard dwelling.  The [redevelopment] agency shall not displace such person or 
family until such housing units are available and ready for occupancy.” 

4.15.3.3 Monterey County Housing Element 

The Goals and Policies of the adopted Housing Element include policies that 
address population and housing growth in the unincorporated areas of the County 
and provide guidance for the balanced growth of population and housing so that 
it integrates into the existing housing stock and community neighborhoods.  As 
discussed above, the Housing Element accommodates new and rehabilitated 
housing to meet the County’s current RHNA. 

4.15.3.4 Monterey County Inclusionary Housing 
Program 

Monterey County has enacted a program requiring that at least 20% of new 
homes be price-restricted so that they will be sold or rented at below market rates 
to qualified households.  Qualified households cannot make more than 120% of 
the median county income (defined as low- or moderate-income) in order to take 
part in the program. 
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4.15.4 Project Impacts 

4.15.4.1 Methodology 

This analysis is based on development pursuant to the 2007 General Plan within 
the 2030 planning horizon and, separately, on full buildout in the year 2092.  The 
buildout analysis is qualitative. 

The baseline for analyzing the impacts that may result from adopting an updated 
general plan is the existing condition, not the existing general plan.  
(Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado 
(1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 354)  Therefore, the analysis will examine land use 
changes resulting from development under the 2007 General Plan over the 
periods from 2006–2030 and 2006–2092. 

4.15.4.2 Thresholds of Significance 

The 2007 General Plan would result in a significant impact on population and 
housing if it would: 

 Induce substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly; 

 Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or 

 Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

2092 Impact Discussion 

Population Growth 

Impact POP-1:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would 
induce population growth in unincorporated Monterey County.  
(Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development With Policies 

Compared to the baseline of existing conditions, implementation of the 2007 
General Plan would create new opportunities for the development of 
residential, commercial, and industrial land uses.  Future growth would be 
located primarily in the cities and the county’s Community Areas, Rural 
Centers, and Affordable Housing Overlays (AHO).  The Community Areas 
and Rural Centers provide opportunities for residential, commercial, and 
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industrial development.  The AWCP would create new job opportunities at 
full-scale and artisan wineries and their related activities.  These additional 
growth opportunities would induce growth directly (i.e., through the 
construction of new dwelling units) or indirectly (i.e., through the creation of 
new jobs).  This is a significant impact. 

The 2007 General Plan has a 2030 buildout potential of approximately 
10,015 additional dwelling units within the unincorporated area between 
2006 and 2030 county.  According to AMBAG’s projections, this number of 
units would house an estimated 25,292 residents. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The General Plan provisions for development describe the potential for 
accommodating and managing growth.  The 2007 General Plan has 
numerous policies that are intended to ensure that development occurs 
with consideration of natural resources limits such as water supply, 
groundwater, important farmland, and habitat; the availability of 
services; hazards such as slopes, floodplains, and wildfire; and the 
concurrent provision of infrastructure to serve development, particularly 
in the Community Areas and Rural Centers.  These policies are described 
in the impact sections in Chapter 4 of this EIR.  The policies act to 
encourage development in the Community Areas, Rural Centers, and 
AHOs by providing infrastructure, and discourage development in 
natural resource areas, hazardous areas, and steep slopes.  These policies 
would reduce potential impacts from growth inducement by setting 
guidelines for allowable growth within the county’s natural thresholds.  

The AWCP would allow for the development of 40 artisan wineries, 10 
full-scale wineries, and 10 stand-alone tasting rooms on three corridors 
in the Salinas Valley.  No substantial numbers of residences are planned 
to be built in conjunction with these wineries.  However, the AWCP 
designation would allow a single-family residence, a guest house, and up 
to three employee residences at each winery, which would reduce the 
potential impacts from growth inducement in the AWCP area.  In 
comparison, the County’s zoning ordinance allows up to three 
residences, one guesthouse, and, with an administrative permit, farm 
labor housing for up to five families or 12 persons in its “Farmlands” 
zoning district. 

Monterey County’s HCD-certified Housing Element would 
accommodate up to 2,511 new dwelling units in the unincorporated area 
at various income levels over the 2003–2008 planning cycle.  Section 3 
of the Housing Element identifies a specific need for 821 units for very 
low income (0–50% of median income), 608 for low income (51–80% of 
median income), 937 for moderate income (81–120% of median 
income), and 145 for above moderate income households.  The County’s 
2007–2014 RHNA totals 1,554 dwellings for all income categories.  The 
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2007 General Plan will not hinder the County’s next Housing Element 
revision from meeting this housing need.  

Area Plan Policies 

The North County Area Plan  

Policy NC-1.5 (development on properties with residential land use 
designations located within the North County Area will be limited to 
a single new residence on any legal lot of record) would reduce 
impacts from growth inducement by limiting new development. 

Greater Salinas Area Plan Policy GS-1.1 (Butterfly Village Special 
Treatment Area would permit up to 1,147 residential units for 
various income levels, with at least 38% of these available at 
affordable/workforce levels) would reduce impacts from growth 
inducement by limiting new residential units to be developed in the 
Butterfly Village Special Treatment Area. 

Policy GS-1.13 (development on properties with residential land use 
designations located within the Greater Salinas Area Plan north of 
the City generally between Williams Road and Highway 101 will be 
limited to a single new residence on any legal lot of record) would 
reduce impacts from growth inducement by limiting new residential 
development in the area between Williams Road and Highway 101. 

Toro Area Plan  

Policy T-1.7 (development on properties with residential land use 
designations located within the Toro Area along the Highway 68 
corridor will be limited to a single new residence on any legal lot of 
record) would reduce impacts from growth inducement by limiting 
new development. 

Significance Determination 

The population growth that would occur as a result of development during 
the 2030 planning horizon would represent a substantial increase over the 
current population.  Since one of the statutory purposes of a general plan is to 
identify areas of future growth in order to accommodate projected housing 
needs, this is to be expected.   

The 2007 General Plan provides sufficient flexibility in terms of its ability to 
accommodate growth to allow for the 2003 Housing Element to be 
implemented without obstruction.  In order to provide a reasonable 
opportunity to obtain the RHNA housing goal, adequate potential area for 
development of various housing types has been provided in the Community 
Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs.  The 2007 General Plan maintains the 
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potential area for development as considered in the 2003 Housing Element, 
and therefore, would not conflict with its housing objectives.   

The 2007 General Plan has a buildout potential of approximately 10,015 
additional dwelling units within the unincorporated area of the County 
between 2006 and the planning horizon.  The 2007 General Plan has 
identified five Community Areas and seven Rural Centers where future 
growth can be accommodated, with varying levels of development intensity 
in each place.  The 2007 General Plan buildout potential and range of 
locations that can accommodate growth would ensure that implementation of 
the 2003 Housing Element would not be jeopardized.  In addition, because 
the 2007 General Plan largely retains the land use designations of the 1982 
General Plan (which are the basis of the 2003 Housing Element), there would 
be no conflicts between the two plans.  Potential for residential development 
in the Community Areas between 2006 and 2030 would include 
approximately 3,295 dwelling units in Fort Ord, 574 dwellings in Chualar, 
259 dwellings in Pajaro, 278 dwellings in Boronda, and 625 dwellings in 
Castroville.  The Rural Centers of Pine Canyon (652 units), Bradley (306 
units), San Ardo (184 units), and River Road (149) would provide the 
greatest numbers of residential units among the Rural Centers. 

The AHO designations would authorize increased densities, up to 
30 dwelling units per acre where services are available, for qualifying 
projects.  If developed at full potential (30 units per acre), the Mid-Valley 
AHO would accommodate 149 residential units on approximately 13 acres; 
the Highway 69/ Reservation Road AHO would accommodate 356 
residential units on approximately 31 acres; and the Highway 68/Airport 
AHO would accommodate 976 residential units on approximately 85 acres.  
An AHO project would generally be required to provide affordable units as 
follows:  10% very low; 15% low; 15% moderate; 20% workforce I; and 
40% workforce II housing.  Therefore, the 1,481 high-density residential 
units authorized within three AHOs under ideal circumstances would result 
in approximately 148 new very low-income units, 222 low-income units, 222 
moderate-income units, 296 workforce I units, and 592 workforce II 
residential units.  Depending upon property owners’ desires, AHO 
designations would also apply in Community Areas prior to adoption of a 
Community Plan and in Rural Centers prior to adoption of an Infrastructure 
and Financing Study. 

AWCP-related development would not result in substantial population 
growth.  A full scale winery can be expected, on average, to employ 25 
people full time and approximately 25 people part-time during peak 
operations during September/October.  An artisan winery would employ 12 
people full-time and another 4 people part-time during peak operations.  
(County of Monterey 2004.)  ACWP winery employment would be 
approximately 730 full-time employees, with a peak seasonal employment of 
approximately 1,140 (730 full-time and 410 seasonal) employees.  Assuming 
three or four wineries are built and opened each year over the planning 
period, about 12 to 16 full-time residential units would be added to the 
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county housing stock annually.  By the 2030 planning horizon, this would 
result in a total of 50 full-time residences, 50 part-time guest residences, and 
up to 150 employee residences spread across the AWCP area.  The employee 
residences would help to meet the county’s need for workforce housing. 

Assuming that each job reflects a housing unit, this would be a total housing 
demand for 1,140 dwellings over the planning period.  Given that the typical 
family is supported by more than one worker (some of the full time and 
seasonal workers may share the same residence), and that a substantial 
proportion of the winery workers can be expected to be hired from existing 
residents (who presumably occupy existing residences), the new housing 
demand from winery build-out can be expected to be substantially less than 
1,140 units.  Although this reflects the growth of the wine industry, it does 
not create a growth inducing impact beyond that embodied in the 2007 
General Plan as a whole. 

The AWCP workforce housing would be accommodated within the cities, 
Community Areas, and Rural Communities.  As illustrated by the 2007–2014 
RHNA numbers, the Salinas Valley cities are expected to accommodate 
sufficient affordable housing opportunities for approximately 2,639 total 
residential units in the very low-, low-income categories and 1,286 
residential units in the moderate-income category by 2014 (Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments 2008b).  This covers only a portion of the 
2007 General Plan planning period, and more housing is expected to be 
brought on in the period from 2014 to 2030.  Therefore, sufficient housing 
would be available to satisfy the needs of the ACWP workers. 

Mitigation Measures 
California Planning Law requires a general plan to provide housing 
opportunities to meet the projected demand of all income levels.  
Therefore, a general plan must be growth-inducing in order to comply 
with California statutes.  As discussed in detail in this EIR, the 2007 
General Plan has numerous policies that will channel most new growth 
into the Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs, as well as the 
incorporated cities.  These will not, however, stop growth.  The County 
has no authority to prohibit in-migration, prohibit development on legal 
lots, or to limit natural population increases.  As a result, there is no 
mitigation that would avoid growth.   

Significance Conclusion 

The 2007 General Plan will result in substantial growth during the 2030 
planning horizon.  This will be a significant and unavoidable impact. 
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Buildout 

Impact of Development With Policies 

Ultimately, the 2007 General Plan would accommodate up to 74,573 
dwelling units by 2092 if all available parcels were developed as currently 
designated.  Whether buildout would actually reach this level and when 
depends upon the availability of urban services within the Community Areas 
and Rural Centers, as well as economic factors such as the cost of 
development, viability of the housing market, availability of financing, and 
others.  Given the limitations of water supply (including extending domestic 
supply to scattered residences), access, and sewer service, this level of 
buildout is unlikely.  Because buildout would occur about 85 years from 
now, at the current growth rate and assuming that sufficient services were 
made available, its impacts are too remote and speculative to discuss further.  
85 years is beyond the planning horizon and no reasonable assumptions can 
be made with regard to future impacts. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The policies of the 2007 General Plan would have a similar effect on the 
buildout as on the 2030 planning horizon.  Assuming that policies are the 
same or more restrictive over time, the policies in effect by 2092 will 
reflect the same concerns as the 2007 General Plan policies. 

Significance Determination 

The number of dwellings in unincorporated Monterey County at buildout 
(estimated at 74,573) would be nearly double the number existing in 2005 
(estimated at 38,665 units).  The 2007 General Plan would encourage 
substantial growth over existing levels.  Of course, this growth would occur 
over a long period of time and there may be occurrences of unknown severity 
that act to limit it (i.e., water supply availability, sea water intrusion into 
aquifers, sea level rise flooding existing development along the coast, etc.).  
But, what can be foreseen is that growth will continue. 

Mitigation Measures 
Assuming that land use law and Constitutional requirements are similar 
to those in effect today, there would be no feasible means of avoiding 
growth. 

Significance Conclusion 

Buildout would result in significant, unavoidable impacts. 
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Housing Displacement 

Impact POP-2:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan would result in the 
displacement of existing housing units, necessitating the construction 
of new housing elsewhere.  (Less Than Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development with Policies 

The 2007 General Plan Land Use Element emphasizes compact city-centered 
growth and discourages the encroachment of urban uses into undeveloped 
areas.  Approximately 31.4% of the population growth in the unincorporated 
county contemplated by the 2007 General Plan would occur in the five 
Community Areas, all of which contain existing dwelling units.  The 
Boronda, Castroville, Fort Ord, and Pajaro Community Areas are located in 
county redevelopment areas.  Future growth in these Community Areas is 
anticipated to include redevelopment of underutilized properties within the 
redevelopment area as well as urbanization of existing, vacant, agricultural 
land adjoining the existing urbanized communities.  Future growth in the 
Chualar Community Area would primary occur on agricultural land, thereby 
limiting the possibility that existing dwelling units would be displaced by 
2007 General Plan buildout activities.  Finally, future growth in the Rural 
Centers at higher densities would result in some level of displacement of 
low-density dwelling units, depending upon the market.   

2007 General Plan Policies 

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized below set 
forth comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on 
existing housing to the maximum extent practicable.   

Housing Element 

Several policies in the adopted Housing Element provide guidelines 
for the preservation, rehabilitation and conversion of the existing 
housing stock. 

Policies H-1.1(intensification of already developed areas), H-1.2 
(rehabilitation assistance with unincorporated areas) and H-1.3 
(replacement of housing) of the adopted Housing Element help 
maintain the existing number of affordable units through 
preservation, rehabilitation, or replacement.  These policies would 
reduce impacts from displacement of existing housing by making 
more effective use of already developed areas through 
redevelopment and intensification of residential areas, conversion of 
commercial and other land uses to mixed-use development, and 
rehabilitation of existing housing stock. As discussed above, the 
Housing Element is required to identify sites for housing all 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Environmental Impacts
Population and Housing

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
4.15-19 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

segments of the population.  Beyond that, it must also provide a 
regulatory process that allows the construction of very low-, low-, 
and moderate-income housing to meet the County’s assigned RHNA.  
The County Redevelopment and Housing Office has numerous 
programs that assist very low-, low-, and moderate-income 
households in obtaining quality housing.  (County of Monterey 
2008.) 

Land Use Element 

Policy LU-2.12 (AHO program) describes the AHO designations that 
would result in substantial new affordable dwelling units being 
available during the 2030 planning horizon. 

Policy LU-2.13 (County must establish a program for retaining 
affordable housing units within redevelopment project areas 
(Boronda, Castroville, Fort Ord, and Pajaro are specifically listed), as 
well as Community Areas and Rural Centers prior to adoption of 
their plans and AHOs) sets out specific requirements for long-term 
affordability of rental and owner-occupied units that would be made 
available under the program.  The policy would reduce potential 
impacts from existing housing displacement by encouraging the 
retention of existing affordable housing units. 

Policy LU-2.14 (Affordable Housing Ordinance make 25% of all 
new housing units affordable to very low-, low-, moderate-, and 
workforce-income households) establishes the specific percentages 
to be provided for each type of affordable unit. This policy would 
effectively ensure that a portion of low- or moderate-income housing 
that would be lost if its site was developed for above-moderate 
income housing would be replaced and would reduce potential 
displacement impacts for persons or families who must be relocated. 

California Relocation Law 

Any redevelopment activities undertaken by the County of Monterey 
that result in the displacement of housing, such as might occur in the 
Boronda, Castroville, and Pajaro Community Areas, would be 
subject to the California Relocation Law.  This would require 
replacement housing to be made available at comparable costs to any 
displaced residents.  The redevelopment agency is not allowed to 
displace a person or family until the replacement housing units are 
available and ready for occupancy.  This law reduces displacement 
impacts for persons or families who must be relocated due to new 
development.  
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Inclusionary Housing Program 

Monterey County’s existing inclusionary housing program requires 
that at least 20% of new homes be price-restricted so that they will 
be sold or rented at below market rates to qualified households.  The 
inclusionary housing program would effectively replace a portion of 
low- or moderate-income housing that would be lost if its site was 
developed for above-moderate income housing and would reduce 
potential displacement impacts for persons or families who must be 
relocated. 

Significance Determination 

The potential for buildout of the 2007 General Plan displacing substantial 
numbers of dwelling units is extremely low.  While County-directed 
redevelopment activities would displace existing housing in some situations, 
they would be required to comply with 2007 General Plan policies LU-2.13 
and LU-2.14, as well as California Relocation Law requirements, that would 
mitigate those impacts by retaining affordable units where possible and 
requiring comparably-priced replacement units for any dwelling units that are 
removed.  Under these policies, displacement of existing dwelling units 
would be offset to some extent by the creation of new dwelling units by 
redevelopment activities. 

In areas that are not subject to redevelopment, the Housing Element policies 
and Policy LU-2.12 discussed above would promote the preservation of 
existing housing whenever practicable, as well as the provision of substantial 
amounts of high-density housing in the AHOs, Community Areas, and Rural 
Centers.  High-density housing tends to be more affordable than single-
family residences on large lots.  In addition, the County’s existing 
Inclusionary Housing Program and the assistance programs of the 
Redevelopment and Housing Office facilitate the construction and 
rehabilitation of housing stock to be made available to very low-, low-, and 
moderate-income households.   

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

The 2007 General Plan’s policies, in concert with existing state and county 
laws would ensure that displacement of existing housing as a result of new 
development will be minimized.  In turn, this will minimize the need to build 
replacement housing.  Displacement of housing as a result of 2007 General 
Plan buildout would be a less than significant impact. 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Environmental Impacts
Population and Housing

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
4.15-21 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

Buildout 

Impact of Development with Policies 

Ultimately, the 2007 General Plan would result in the buildout of all the 
AHOs (at least to the extent that landowners choose to take advantage of the 
opportunities for increased density), Community Areas, and Rural Centers.  
Assuming that the California Relocation Law and the 2007 General Plan 
policies described above remain in effect, replacement housing available at 
comparable prices will be constructed as part of the buildout. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The policies of the 2007 General Plan and requirements of state law 
would have a similar effect on the buildout as on the 2030 planning 
horizon.  Assuming that policies remain the same or become more 
restrictive over time, the policies in effect by 2092 will offer at least the 
same level of protection from displacement as the 2007 General Plan 
policies. 

Significance Determination Existing and proposed policies and 
regulations would avoid significant effects resulting from housing 
displacement by minimizing such displacement and providing 
comparable replacement housing when displacement does occur. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Buildout would result in less than significant impacts. 

Population Displacement  

Impact POP-3:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan would result in the 
displacement of persons, necessitating the construction of new housing 
elsewhere.  (Less Than Significant Impact.) 

2030 Planning Horizon 

Impact of Development With Policies 

As discussed under Impact POP-2, buildout of the 2007 General Plan would 
result in the displacement of existing dwelling units, particularly in those 
Community Areas where redevelopment activities would facilitate growth.   
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2007 General Plan Policies 

The policies described under Impact POP-2 apply equally to Impact 
POP-3. 

Significance Determination 

Displacement of residents by development and redevelopment activities 
contemplated by the 2007 General Plan would be mitigated by the 
availability of vacant dwelling units in Monterey County and the goals and 
policies of the Housing Element.  Policy LU-2.13 requires the County to 
establish a program for retaining affordable housing units within 
redevelopment project areas (Boronda, Castroville, Fort Ord, and Pajaro are 
specifically listed), as well as Community Areas and Rural Centers prior to 
adoption of their plans and AHOs.  Moreover, any development or 
redevelopment activity that would result in the displacement of persons 
would be required to comply with California Relocation Law requirements. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Potentially significant impacts pertaining to the displacement of residents 
would be reduced to a level of less than significant through the action of 
California Relocation Law, and policies of the 2007 General Plan intended to 
retain affordable dwelling units. 

Buildout 

Impact of Development With Policies 

Ultimately, the 2007 General Plan would result in the buildout of all the 
AHOs (at least to the extent that landowners choose to take advantage of the 
opportunities for increased density), Community Areas, and Rural Centers.  
Assuming that the California Relocation Law and the 2007 General Plan 
policies described above remain in effect, replacement housing available at 
comparable prices will be constructed as part of the buildout. 

2007 General Plan Policies 

The policies of the 2007 General Plan and requirements of state law 
would have a similar effect on the buildout as on the 2030 planning 
horizon.  Assuming that policies remain the same or become more 
restrictive over time, the policies in effect by 2092 will offer at least the 
same level of protection from displacement as the 2007 General Plan 
policies. 
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Significance Determination 

Existing and proposed policies and regulations would avoid significant 
effects resulting from housing displacement by minimizing such 
displacement and providing comparable replacement housing when 
displacement does occur. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Significance Conclusion 

Buildout would result in less than significant impacts. 
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4.16 Climate Change 

4.16.1 Abstract 
This section describes how development and other activities associated with 2007 
General Plan would contribute to global climate change and the effect of climate 
change on the County. 

Many of the policies identified in the 2007 General Plan for land use, circulation, 
and open space and conservation will help reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, in particular, Policy OS-10.11, which requires development of a 
detailed GHG inventory and adoption of a GHG Reduction Plan.  Additional 
mitigation measures are described in this section to further inform the GHG 
Reduction Plan and to begin to implement reduction strategies.  By 2012 the 
state’s regulations will be fully enacted and the 2007 General Plan requires 
completion of the County’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan prior to that time 
(assuming General Plan adoption at the latest in 2009).  At that time, the 
framework will be in place to achieve substantial GHG emission reductions by 
2020 that will be consistent with the overall state goals for reductions called for 
in AB 32.  As the state and the County’s efforts proceed to reduce emissions, the 
County’s contribution would be less than considerable in 2020.  Mitigation 
identified in this chapter requires extension of the GHG Reduction Plan to 2030 
along with a 2030 reduction goal, which, when enacted will make the County’s 
contribution less than cumulatively considerable for the 2030 planning horizon as 
well. 

For buildout within the County beyond the 2030 planning horizon, not all of the 
technology has been developed to implement reductions to meet the goals of 
Executive Order S-3-05, which requires reduction of GHG emissions to levels 80 
percent below 1990 levels.  Mitigation identified in this chapter requires 
continuation of the GHG Reduction Plan beyond 2030 as well as adoption of a 
new General Plan by 2030 that would examine options to focus growth for the 
period after 2030.  These measures would identify feasible means along with 
state and federal actions that might be able to reduce emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels, but given that the means to effect such emissions are not 
known at present, buildout within the County beyond 2030 is determined to make 
a considerably contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and global climate 
change. 

A certain amount of environmental change is inevitable in Monterey County due 
to current and unavoidable future increases in GHG emissions worldwide.  The 
extent of such change on a local basis to Monterey County agriculture, water 
supplies, flooding, natural ecosystems, and environmental health, and other areas 
is not fully understood at present.  Mitigation identified in this section calls for 
the development and implementation of a Climate Change Preparedness Plan for 
the County starting within 5 years of adoption of this General Plan.  As 
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adaptation to climate change is more fully integrated into County planning over 
time, new development will be more resilient to these inevitable changes and 
would avoid subjecting persons or property to otherwise avoidable additional 
physical harm. 

4.16.2 Introduction 
In this chapter, the potential impacts associated with GHG emissions from 
development under the 2007 General Plan are described at a program level and 
the impacts of climate change on Monterey County are described at a program 
level. The impact analysis is quantitative (where data are reasonably available) 
and qualitative (otherwise) and is not site-specific because of the wide 
geographical area covered. 

4.16.3 Environmental Setting 
This environmental setting provides a background on GHG emissions, climate 
change, and global, California, and County GHG emissions.   

4.16.3.1 Greenhouse Gases 

Activities such as fossil fuel combustion, deforestation, and other changes in land 
use result in the accumulation of GHGs such as carbon dioxide (CO2) in our 
atmosphere.  An increase in GHG emissions results in an increase in the Earth’s 
average surface temperature, which is commonly referred to as global warming.  
Global warming is expected, in turn, to affect weather patterns, average sea level, 
ocean acidification, chemical reaction rates, precipitation rates, etc., in a manner 
commonly referred to as climate change.  

Since the industrial revolution, concentrations of GHGs in the Earth’s 
atmosphere have been gradually increasing.  Recently recorded increases in the 
Earth’s average temperature are the result of increased concentrations of GHG in 
the atmosphere.  (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007)  

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has been established by 
the World Meteorological Organization and United Nations Environment 
Programme to assess scientific, technical, and socioeconomic information 
relevant to the understanding of climate change, its potential impacts, and options 
for adaptation and mitigation.  The IPCC’s best estimates are that the average 
global temperature rise between years 2000 and 2100 could range from 0.6°C 
(with no increase in GHG emissions above year 2000 levels) to 4.0°C (with 
substantial increase in GHG emissions) (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change 2007).  Large increases in global temperatures could have massive 
deleterious impacts on the natural and human environments. 
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According to the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), a GHG is any 
gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere.  This absorption traps heat 
within the atmosphere creating a “greenhouse” effect that is slowly raising global 
temperatures.  GHGs include water vapor, CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 
(N2O), halogenated chlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), ozone (O3), perfluorinated 
carbons (PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs).  Naturally occurring GHGs 
include water vapor, CO2, CH4, N2O, and O3.  Many human activities add to the 
levels of most of these naturally occurring gases.  CO2 is released to the 
atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), and wood 
and wood products are burned.  N2O is emitted during agricultural and industrial 
activities, as well as during combustion of solid waste and fossil fuels. CO2 and 
N2O are the two GHGs released in greatest quantities from mobile sources 
burning gasoline and diesel fuel. Methane, a highly potent GHG, results from 
off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills, among other 
sources.   

Sinks of CO2
1 (which absorb, rather than produce, CO2), include uptake by 

vegetation and dissolution into the ocean.  Worldwide GHG production greatly 
exceeds the absorption capacity of natural sinks.  As a result, concentrations of 
GHG in the atmosphere are on the increase.  (California Energy Commission 
2006) 

Climate change is a global problem, and GHGs are global pollutants, unlike 
criteria air pollutants (such as ozone precursors) and toxic air contaminants 
(TACs), which are pollutants of regional and local concern.   

4.16.3.2 Climate Change Impacts in California 

Climate change could impact the natural environment in California in the 
following ways, among others: 

 Rising sea levels along the California coastline, particularly in San Francisco 
and the San Joaquin Delta due to ocean expansion; 

 Extreme-heat conditions, such as heat waves and very high temperatures, 
which could last longer and become more frequent; 

 An increase in heat-related human deaths, infection diseases and a higher risk 
of respiratory problems caused by deteriorating air quality; 

 Reduced snow pack and stream flow in the Sierra Nevada mountains, 
affecting winter recreation and water supplies; 

 Potential increase in the severity of winter storms, affecting peak stream 
flows and flooding; 

 Changes in growing season conditions that could affect California 
agriculture, causing variations in crop quality and yield;   

                                                      
1 A carbon dioxide sink is a resource that absorbs carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.  The classic example of a 
sink is a forest in which vegetation absorbs carbon dioxide and produces oxygen through photosynthesis. 
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 Changes in distribution of plant and wildlife species due to changes in 
temperature, competition from colonizing species, changes in hydrologic 
cycles, changes in sea levels, and other climate-related effects. 

These changes in California’s climate and ecosystems are occurring at a time 
when California’s population is expected to increase from 34 million to 59 
million by the year 2040 (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2005).  As such, 
the number of people potentially affected by climate change, as well as the 
amount of anthropogenic GHG emissions is expected to significantly increase.  
Similar changes as those noted above for California also would occur in other 
parts of the world, with regional variations in resources affected and vulnerability 
to adverse effects. 

4.16.3.3 Emissions Summary 

California Emissions 

Worldwide, California is estimated to be the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 
(California Energy Commission 2006) and is responsible for approximately 2 
percent of the world’s CO2 emissions (California Energy Commission 2006).  

The California Energy Commission’s Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004 estimates that California is the second largest 
emitter of GHG emissions of the United States (only Texas emits more GHG).  
The CEC estimates that in 2004, California’s gross GHG emissions were 492 
million metric tons (MMT) of CO2 equivalent (CO2E)2.  The transportation 
sector produced approximately 41 percent of California’s GHG emissions in 
2004.   Electric power production accounted for approximately 22 percent of 
emissions (including estimated emissions from out-of-state coal-fired power 
plants), the industrial sector contributed 21 percent of the total; agriculture and 
forestry contributed 8 percent, and other sectors contributed 8 percent (California 
Energy Commission 2006).   

Transportation is responsible for 41 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, 
followed by the industrial sector (23%), electricity generation (20%), agriculture 
and forestry (8%) and other sources (8%).  California GHG emissions in 2004 
(exclusive of land use changes and forestry) totaled approximately 484 MMT of 
CO2E (CARB 2007). 

                                                      
2 Greenhouse gas emissions other than carbon dioxide are commonly converted into carbon dioxide equivalents 
which take into account the differing global warming potential (310) of different gases.  For example, the IPCC 
finds that nitrous oxide has a GWP of 310 and methane has a GWP of 21.  Thus emission of one ton of nitrous oxide 
and one ton of methane is represented as the emission of 310 tons of CO2e and 21 tons of CO2e respectively.  This 
allows for the summation of different greenhouse gas emissions into a single total. 
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Monterey County 

Existing direct emissions from vehicles and stationary sources in Monterey 
County are related to various residential, commercial, industrial, institutional and 
agricultural uses. Indirect emissions result from electricity consumption and 
landfill activity.  

An inventory of current Monterey County GHG emissions was prepared 
estimated on the basis of estimated vehicle miles traveled, natural gas 
consumption, electricity use, industrial process activity, landfill activity, and 
agricultural equipment use and is presented in Table 4.16-1.  The methodology 
for preparation of the current GHG inventory is presented in Appendix B. The 
inventory methodology for the local government operations is consistent with the 
California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Protocol (CCAR 2008) and 
The Climate Registry General Protocol (The Climate Registry 2008). 

The geographic scope of the inventory was limited to emissions that occur within 
Monterey County with the exception of indirect emissions related to electricity.  
Per CCAR protocol, indirect electricity GHG emissions were estimated based on 
the mix of energy emissions related to PG&E generation sources on a regional 
basis.    

Table 4.16-1.  Monterey County Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimate, 2006 

Source GHG Emissions % of Total Notes 

Vehicle Emissions 647,175 46% Includes miles on County roads and 25% 
of state highway miles. 

Natural Gas Consumption  190,848 14% Residential, commercial, and industrial 
consumption from PG&E. 

Electricity Consumption 209,103 15% Residential, commercial, and industrial 
consumption from PG&E. 

Industrial Processes 201,290 14% Based on MBUAPCD inventory data. 

Landfill Emissions 32,829 2% Based on CIWMB data. 

Agricultural Equipment Fuel Use 113,159 8% Based on farm acreage and state averages. 

Total 1,394,404 100%  

Source:  See Appendix B 
 

The inventory does not include estimates of GHG emissions related to 
transportation outside the County, such as the transportation of goods to and from 
the County or tourist traffic when it occurs outside of the County.  GHG 
“lifecycle” emissions are also not included in the inventory, such as the 
extraction and refining of fuel and the manufacture of vehicles, or the 
manufacture of construction building materials when they occur outside the 
county, which are also significant sources of domestic and international GHG 
emissions. 
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Comparing Monterey County to California, the 2006 emissions related to 
unincorporated Monterey County represent approximately 0.3 % of 2004 
California emissions (CARB has not yet released a 2006 emissions estimate). 

4.16.4 Regulatory Framework  
The current regulatory setting related to climate change and GHG emissions is 
summarized below. 

4.16.4.1 Federal Regulations 

Twelve U.S. states and cities (including California), in conjunction with several 
environmental organizations, sued to force the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to regulate GHGs as a pollutant pursuant to the Clean Air Act 
(Massachusetts vs. Environmental Protection Agency et al. 549 U.S. 497 (2007).  
The court ruled that the plaintiffs had standing to sue, that GHGs fit within the 
CAA’s definition of a pollutant, and that the EPA’s reasons for not regulating 
GHGs were insufficiently grounded in the CAA.  

In November 2007 and August 2008, the Ninth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals 
ruled that a NEPA document must contain a detailed GHG analysis.  (Center for 
Biological Diversity v. National Highway Safety Administration 508 F. 3d 508 
(2007) was vacated and replaced by Center for Biological Diversity v. National 
Highway Safety Administration 2008 DJDAR 12954 (August 18, 2008)). Despite 
the Supreme Court and circuit court rulings, there are no promulgated federal 
regulations to date limiting GHG emissions. 

4.16.4.2 State Regulations 

SB 1078/SB 107—Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 

Established in 2002 under Senate Bill 1078 and accelerated in 2006 under Senate 
Bill 107, California’s RPS obligates investor-owned utilities (IOUs), energy 
service providers (ESPs) and community choice aggregators (CCAs) to procure 
an additional 1% of retail sales per year from eligible renewable sources until 
20% is reached, no later than 2010.  The California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) and California Energy Commission (CEC) are jointly responsible for 
implementing the program. 
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AB 1493—Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards for 
Automobiles 

California Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 in 2002 required the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emission 
standards for automobiles.  The legislature declared in AB 1493 that global 
warming was a matter of increasing concern for public health and environment in 
the state.  It cited several risks that California faces from climate change, 
including reduction in the state’s water supply, increased air pollution creation by 
higher temperatures, harm to agriculture, and increase in wildfires, damage to the 
coastline, and economic losses caused by higher food, water energy, and 
insurance prices.  Further the legislature stated that technological solutions to 
reduce GHG emissions would stimulate California economy and provide jobs. 

The State of California in 2004 submitted a request for a waiver from federal 
clean air regulations (as the State is authorized to do under the Clean Air Act) to 
allow the State to require reduced tailpipe emissions of CO2.  In late 2007, the 
EPA denied California’s waiver request and declined to promulgate adequate 
federal regulations limiting GHG emissions.  In early 2008, the State brought suit 
against EPA related to this denial. 

A recent CARB study (CARB 2008a) showed that in calendar year 2016, AB 
1493 (also referred to as the Pavley standard or the Pavley rules) would reduce 
California’s GHG annual emissions by 16.4 million metric tons (MMT) of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2E). This is almost 50% more than the 11.1 
MMT reduction produced by currently proposed federal fleet average standards 
for model years 2011 – 2015. 

Further, by 2020, California is committed to implement revised, more stringent 
GHG emission limits, the Pavley Phase 2 rules (See discussion of scoping plan 
below). California’s requirements would reduce California GHG emissions by 
31.7 MMTCO2E in calendar year 2020, 45 percent more than the 21.9 MMTs 
reductions under the proposed federal rules in that year. Since the California 
rules are significantly more effective at reducing GHGs than the federal CAFE 
(fuel economy) program, they also result in better fuel efficiency – roughly 43 
miles per gallon (mpg) in 2020 for the California vehicle fleet as compared to the 
new CAFE standard of 35 mpg. 

Executive Order S-3-05—Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Targets 
In 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger issued California Executive Order S-3-05 
establishing the following GHG emission reduction targets for California: 

 reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010; 

 reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; and 

 reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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Executive Orders are binding only on State agencies.  Accordingly, S-3-05 will 
guide state agencies’ efforts to control and regulate GHG emissions, but have no 
direct binding effect on local efforts.   

AB 32—The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

California AB 32, the “Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” codifies the 
State’s GHG emissions target by directing the CARB to reduce the State’s global 
warming emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  CARB regulations are required to 
begin phasing in by 2012.  AB 32 was signed and passed into law by Governor 
Arnold Schwarzenegger on September 27, 2006.  Since that time, CARB, CEC, 
the Public Utilities Commission, and the Building Standards Commission have 
all been at work on regulations that will help meet the goals of AB 32 and S-3-
05.  

Key AB 32 milestones are as follows: 

 June 30, 2007—Identification of “discrete early action GHG emissions 
reduction measures. This has been completed and is discussed below 

 January 1, 2008—Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions level 
and approval of a statewide limit equivalent to that level. Adoption of 
reporting and verification requirements concerning GHG emissions.  This 
has been completed.  In December of 2007, CARB approved the 2020 
emission limit of 427 million metric tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalents 
(MMTCO2E) of GHGs. 

 January 1, 2009—Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission 
reductions.  A draft scoping plan was released in June 2008 and is 
summarized below. 

 January 1, 2010—Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the 
“discrete” actions. 

 January 1 1011—Adoption of GHG emission limits and reduction measures 
by regulation. 

 January 1, 2012—GHG emission limits and reduction measures adopted in 
2011 become enforceable. 

AB 32 Early Actions Adopted in 2007 

CARB adopted the following early actions on June 21, 2007: 

 Group 1—Three new GHG-only regulations are proposed to meet the narrow 
legal definition of “discrete early action greenhouse gas reduction measures” 
in Section 38560.5 of the Health and Safety Code. These include the 
Governor’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard, reduction of refrigerant losses from 
motor vehicle air conditioning maintenance, and increased methane capture 
from landfills. These actions are estimated to reduce GHG emissions 
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between 13 and 26 MMT of CO2E) annually by 2020 relative to projected 
levels. If approved for listing by the Governing Board, these measures will 
be brought to hearing in the next 12 to 18 months and take legal effect by 
January 1, 2010.   

 Group 2—CARB is initiating work on another 23 GHG emission reduction 
measures in the 2007-2009 time period, with rulemaking to occur as soon as 
possible where applicable. These GHG measures relate to the following 
sectors: agriculture, commercial, education, energy efficiency, fire 
suppression, forestry, oil and gas, and transportation. 

 Group 3—CARB staff has identified 10 conventional air pollution control 
measures that are scheduled for rulemaking in the 2007-2009 period. These 
control measures are aimed at criteria and toxic air pollutants, but will have 
concurrent climate co-benefits through reductions in CO2 or non-Kyoto 
pollutants (i.e., diesel particulate matter, other light-absorbing compounds 
and/or ozone precursors) that contribute to global warming.  

In October 2007, CARB expanded the early actions to include the following 
measures. 

 Group 1 Discrete Early Actions—SF6 reductions from non-electricity sector; 
reduction of emissions from consumer products; Smartway Truck Efficiency 
(require existing trucks and trailers to be retrofitted with devices that reduce 
aerodynamic drag);  tire inflation (require tune-up and oil change technicians 
to ensure proper tire inflation as part of overall service);  reduction of PFCs 
from semiconductor industry; and Green ports (allow docked ships to shut 
off their auxiliary engines by plugging into shoreside electrical outlets or 
other technologies). 

 Group 2: Other Early Actions—refrigerant tracking, reporting and recovery 
program; energy efficiency of California cement facilities; blended cements; 
anti-idling enforcement; and research regarding nitrogen land application 
efficiency. 

AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan 

In June 2008, CARB released its Draft Scoping Plan which outlines an approach 
to meet AB 32’s goal and is summarized in Table 4.16-2.  The plan identified 
measures to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels which is approximately 30 
percent from business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, or about 10 
percent from today’s (2008) levels. On a per-capita basis, that means reducing 
annual emissions of 14 tons of carbon dioxide for person in California down to 
about 10 tons per person by 2020.  Below is a summary of the recommended 
reduction strategies.  

The Proposed Scoping Plan, which will be released in October, 2008, will be 
based on additional staff modeling and analysis, consideration of public comment 
on the Draft Plan, recommendations from the advisory committees and other 
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experts. The Proposed Plan will have a 45-day comment period before CARB 
considers adoption at its November 2008 meeting. The Scoping Plan, even after 
Board approval, will remain a plan. The measures in the Scoping Plan must be 
adopted through the normal rulemaking process, with the necessary public input. 
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Table 4.16-2.  Summary of AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan Recommendations 

Recommended Reduction Strategies  Sector  
2020 Reductions 
(MMTCO2E)  

The Role of State Government Reduce carbon footprint Set an 
example 

Various 1–2 (under evaluation) 

California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to WCI: Emissions cap of 365 MMTCO2E covering electricity, 
transportation, residential/commercial and industrial sources by 2020. Shaded reductions below contribute to 
achieving the cap. 

California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards · Implement 
Pavley standards Develop Pavley II light-duty vehicle 
standards 

Transportation  31.7 

Energy Efficiency Building and appliance energy efficiency 
and conservation 32,000 GWh reduced electricity demand · 
800 million therms reduced gas use Increase Combined Heat 
and Power (CHP) electricity production by 30,000 GWh Solar 
Water Heating (AB 1470 goal) 

Electricity & 
Commercial and 
Residential  

26.4 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by 2020) Electricity 21.2 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard Transportation 16.5 

High Global Warming Potential Gas Measures High GWP 16.2 

Sustainable Forests Forests 5 

Water Sector Measures Water 4.8 

Vehicle Efficiency Measures Transportation 4.8 

Goods Movement Ship Electrification at Ports System-Wide 
Efficiency Improvements 

Transportation 3.7 

Heavy/Medium Duty Vehicles Heavy-Duty Vehicle GHG 
Emission Reduction (Aerodynamic Efficiency) Medium-and 
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization Heavy-Duty Engine 
Efficiency 

Transportation 2.5 

Million Solar Roofs (Existing Program Target) Electricity 2.1 

Local Government Actions and Regional GHG Targets Land Use and Local 
Government 

2 

High Speed Rail Transportation 1 

Landfill Methane Control Recycling & Waste 1 

Methane Capture at Large Dairies Agriculture 1 

Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits for Large Industrial 
Sources 

Industrial TBD 

Additional Emissions Reduction from Capped Sectors  35.2 

Total Reductions  169 

Source:  California Air Resources Board 2008b.  
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Senate Bill 97 Chapter 185, Statutes of 2007 

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) requires that Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 
prepare guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency regarding 
feasible mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of GHG emissions 
as required by CEQA.  The California Resources Agency is required to certify 
and adopt these revisions to the State CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010.  The 
Guidelines will apply retroactively to any incomplete environmental impact 
report, negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or other related 
document. 

Executive Order S-01-07 

Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted by Governor Schwarzenegger on January 
18, 2007.  The order mandates the following: 1) that a statewide goal be 
established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by 
at least 10 percent by 2020; and 2) that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for 
transportation fuels be established in California. 

Draft Local Government Operations Protocol 

In June, 2008, the California Air Resources Board, California Climate Action 
Registry, ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability, and the Climate 
Registry released a draft protocol for the preparation of GHG emissions 
inventories for local government municipal operations. The draft protocol does 
not contain recommendations for GHG reductions by local governments (CARB 
2008c).   

4.16.4.3 Local Regulations 

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution District presently has no guidance 
concerning CEQA evaluation of GHG emissions and no regulatory requirements. 

4.16.4.4 Monterey County Programs 

Monterey County is currently implementing the following programs and 
initiatives that will, in part, help to reduce GHG emissions from municipal 
operations and other sources: 

 Municipal Energy Audit—The County has initiated an energy audit of its 
existing building, beginning with the oldest structures to evaluate feasible 
energy and water retrofits.   
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 Lighting Retrofit—The County recently completed a lighting retrofit at the 
Adult Rehab Facility which reduced electricity consumption by 
approximately 686,000 kwh.   

 Energy and Water Efficiency Standards for New Municipal Building 
Construction—The County will be including energy and water efficiency 
criteria in all of its Requests for Proposals for new construction and 
remodeling of County buildings.   

 Carpools—The County is running two vanpools  5 days per week, twice a 
day (to and from the office) 

 Fleet Vehicles—The County currently has 49 vehicles that are fuel efficient 
or hybrids. 

 Goods Movement Planning—The County has entered into a partnership with 
AMBAG and the City of Salinas to evaluate the viability of converting up to 
25% of its agricultural goods movement from truck to rail.  

 Blueprint for Growth—The County is a partner with AMBAG in the 
Blueprint for Growth Plan development that was initiated in July 2008.  The 
focus of the effort will be to further enhance regional plans for alternative 
transportation and inter-city route planning. 

4.16.5 Project Impacts 

4.16.5.1 Methodology 

An inventory of GHG emissions was prepared for development allowed within 
unincorporated Monterey County for the planning horizon of 2030 and for 
buildout.  The scope of the inventory was to include emissions due to new 
development in unincorporated areas when they occur within Monterey County, 
except for indirect emissions associated with electricity generation which are 
included based on PG&E generation sources on a regional basis. 

GHG emissions were estimated for increases in vehicle traffic, electricity and 
natural gas consumption related to new residential, commercial, and industrial 
development, and landfill emissions due to increased waste disposal.  The 
methodology is described in Appendix B. 

4.16.5.2 Thresholds of Significance 

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines require the disclosure of the significant 
cumulative environmental effects, whether the project will make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to any such effects, and, if so, mitigation measures 
intended to reduce the project’s contribution (Section 15130 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines).  A cumulative effect is one that results from past, present, and 
probable future projects.  A project that has a less-than-significant direct effect 
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on the environment may nonetheless make a considerable contribution to a 
cumulative effect.  The decision in Communities for a Better Environment, et al 
v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98 put the approach to 
evaluating a project’s contribution to a cumulative impact succinctly:  “In the 
end, the greater the existing environmental problems are, the lower the threshold 
should be for treating a project's contribution to cumulative impacts as 
significant.”  

There are two fundamental questions regarding climate change under CEQA: 

 Does development allowed by the 2007 GP result in cumulative considerable 
GHG emissions and related climate change effects? 

 Is development allowed by the 2007 GP prepared for the reasonably 
foreseeable changes in climate that will occur regardless of local, state, and 
global GHG reduction efforts? 

These are each addressed below separately. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

AB 32 states, in part, that “Global warming poses a serious threat to the 
economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the environment of 
California.”  Because global warming is the result of GHG emissions, and GHGs 
are emitted by innumerable sources worldwide, global climate change is clearly a 
significant cumulative impact.  However, the global increase in GHG emissions 
that has occurred and will occur in the future are the result of the actions and 
choices of individuals, businesses, local governments, states, and nations.  Thus, 
the analysis below should be understood as an analysis of cumulative 
contributions to a significant global impact.  

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is developing, and the 
California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) will certify and adopt 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines on or before January 1, 2010, pursuant to 
Senate Bill 97 (Dutton, 2007). These new CEQA Guidelines will provide 
regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA 
documents. 

In the interim, OPR has released a technical advisory (CEQA and Climate 
Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Review, Office of Planning and Research, June 19, 2008).  OPR 
offers informal guidance regarding the steps lead agencies should take to address 
climate change in their CEQA documents. This guidance was developed in 
cooperation with the Resources Agency, the California Environmental Protection 
Agency (Cal/EPA), and the CARB.  The technical advisory provides the 
following guidance regarding significance determination: 

 “When assessing a project’s GHG emissions, lead agencies must describe 
the existing environmental conditions or setting, without the project, which 
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normally constitutes the baseline physical conditions for determining 
whether a project’s impacts are significant. 

 As with any environmental impact, lead agencies must determine what 
constitutes a significant impact. In the absence of regulatory standards for 
GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define what constitutes a 
“significant impact”, individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-
project analysis, consistent with available guidance and current CEQA 
practice. 

 The potential effects of a project may be individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable. Lead agencies should not dismiss a proposed project’s direct 
and/or indirect climate change impacts without careful consideration, 
supported by substantial evidence. Documentation of available information 
and analysis should be provided for any project that may significantly 
contribute new GHG emissions, either individually or cumulatively, directly 
or indirectly (e.g., transportation impacts). 

 Although climate change is ultimately a cumulative impact, not every 
individual project that emits GHGs must necessarily be found to contribute 
to a significant cumulative impact on the environment. CEQA authorizes 
reliance on previously approved plans and mitigation programs that have 
adequately analyzed and mitigated GHG emissions to a less than significant 
level as a means to avoid or substantially reduce the cumulative impact of a 
project.” 

CEQA currently has no thresholds for GHG emissions.  As described by the OPR 
technical advisory, in absence of regulatory guidance or standards, lead agencies 
must undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with available guidance 
and current CEQA practice.  What follows is Monterey County’s significance 
criteria framework for this EIR on the 2007 General Plan 

Scientific studies (as best represented by the IPCC’s periodic reports) 
demonstrate that climate change is already occurring due to past GHG emissions.  
Forecasting of future growth and related GHG emissions under “business as 
usual (BAU)3 conditions indicates large increases in those GHG emissions 
accompanied by an increasing severity of changes in global climate.  Thus, the 
best scientific evidence concludes that global emissions must be reduced below 
current levels.   

                                                      
3 “Business as usual” (BAU) conditions are defined as population and economic growth in the future using current 
(2008) building practices and current (2008) regulatory standards. For this EIR, reference to BAU conditions are 
specifically defined as including current mandatory requirements such as Title 24 (Energy Efficiency Standards), 
current federal vehicle mileage standards (but not California AB1493 vehicle emission standards which are not 
currently in force due to lack of issuance of a federal waiver), current renewable portfolio standards (RPS, SB 
1078/SB107) for California regulated utilities, current County water efficiency requirements, and other existing 
local and state requirements.  BAU conditions presume no improvements in energy efficiency, water efficiency, fuel 
efficiency beyond that existing today or as required by existing (2008) statute.  Specifically, BAU conditions do not 
include the GHG reduction measures included in the CARB Draft Scoping Plan (June 2008) which are not yet 
enacted in statute. 
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On a state level, AB 32 identified that an acceptable level of GHG emissions in 
California 2020 is 427 million metric tons of CO2e, which is the same as 1990 
GHG emissions level, is about 11% less than current (480 million metric tons 
CO2e in 2004) GHG emissions, and is about 28% less than projected 2020 BAU 
conditions (596 million metric tons CO2e).  

Thus, on a state level, if California can achieve these reductions, California as a 
whole will not contribute considerably to global GHG emissions.  California’s 
emissions in 2020 will still make a cumulative contribution to global GHG 
emissions, but relative to current baseline emissions will be substantively 
reduced. 

In order to achieve these GHG reductions, there will have to be widespread 
reductions of GHG emissions from sources in many various sectors across the 
California economy including in Monterey County.  Some of those reductions 
will need to come from the existing sources of emissions in the form of changes 
in vehicle emissions and mileage, changes in the sources of electricity, and 
increases in energy efficiency by existing residential, commercial, industrial, and 
agricultural development as well as other measures. While County action can 
help to promote GHG reductions from the existing economy, existing 
development is not under the discretionary land use authority of the County, and 
thus most of these reductions will come as the result of state and federal 
mandates.  The remainder of the necessary GHG reductions will need to come 
from requiring new development to have a lower carbon intensity than BAU 
conditions. County land use discretion can substantially influence the GHG 
emissions from new development. 

In terms of determining whether GHG emissions in Monterey County will be 
cumulatively considerable, one has to evaluate whether Monterey County, is 
doing its part to ensure that California, as a whole, meets the AB 32 target.  
While there can and likely will be variation in how much reductions each city or 
county or region can realistically achieve by 2020, on the average, they must all 
be approximately 30 percent compared to BAU conditions.   

Thus, the simplest measure of whether Monterey County emissions will 
contribute considerably to GHG emissions in 2020 is whether they are 28 % less 
than BAU conditions. If they are, Monterey County would not contribute 
considerably to state or global GHG emissions and related climate change 
effects.  Put another way, if Monterey County emissions are greater than 72% 
percent of BAU GHG emissions, then the emissions of new development allowed 
by the 2007 GP (along with the ongoing emissions of existing development) 
would contribute considerably to state and global GHG emissions and related 
climate change effects.   

Thus, for this EIR, the 2007 GP would result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact if: 

 GHG emissions associated with unincorporated Monterey County (including 
the GHG emissions of Monterey County government and the GHG emissions 
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in unincorporated part of the County) are greater than 72 percent of 
forecasted BAU GHG emissions. 

The 2007 GP requires preparation of a detailed current GHG inventory and GHG 
forecast for the County for 2020 within 24 months of GP adoption.  As discussed 
below, the recommended goal for the GHG reduction plan required by Policy OS 
10.11 is to reduce County GHG emissions by 28% relative to BAU emissions in 
2020. 

For the interim, this EIR will rely on the estimate of GHG emissions prepared for 
this EIR for 2030, adjusted to the year 2020.  As discussed below, based on 
estimated BAU emissions, the 2007 GP will result in GHG emissions that exceed 
the significance criteria. Mitigation measures are included accordingly.  As 
discussed above, in the next years the State will be adopting comprehensive 
regulations to reduce the GHG emissions from vehicles, industry, building, and 
other sources.  These regulations are expected to play a major part in reaching the 
goal of reducing currently projected 2020 emissions levels by twenty-eight 
percent. 

Climate Change Adaptation 

A certain amount of environmental change is inevitable in Monterey County due 
to current GHG emissions and unavoidable future increases in GHG emissions 
worldwide.  Change on a local basis to Monterey County agriculture, water 
supplies, flooding, wildfire potential, environmental health, and other areas is 
reasonably foreseeable, although not quantifiable in many aspects as present.  
New development allowed by the 2007 GP could place persons and property at 
higher levels of risk to climate change effects if it does not anticipate reasonably 
foreseeable changes in environmental conditions.   Thus, for this EIR, the 2007 
GP would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact if:   

 Development allowed by the 2007 GP is unprepared for reasonably 
foreseeable environmental changes that will occur due to climate change and 
thus subjects property and persons to additional risk of physical harm related 
to flooding, public health, wildfire risk and other impacts.  
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4.16.5.3 Impact Analysis 

Contribution to Global Climate Change  

Impact CC-1:  Development of the 2007 General Plan would 
contribute considerably to cumulative GHG emissions and global 
climate change as the County in 2020 would have GHG emissions 
greater than 72 percent of BAU conditions (Mitigated to Less Than 
Considerable for 2030 Planning Horizon, but Cumulatively 
Considerable with Mitigation for Buildout)  

2030 Planning Horizon  

Impact of Development with Policies 

New GHG Emissions from transportation and direct and indirect energy 
consumption from residential, commercial, and industrial growth were 
estimated for the 2030 Planning Horizon for development allowed by the 
2007 General Plan and are shown in Table 4.16-3.  Emissions associated 
with land use change were not estimated for the reasons discussed below.  

Transportation Emissions 

New vehicle carbon dioxide emissions will result from new residential, 
commercial, industrial and public service development.  The results of 
the EMFAC2007 modeling indicate that as of 2030, vehicular traffic 
within the Monterey County planning area with implementation of the 
2007 General Plan (without consideration of City or adjacent County 
growth) would increase CO2e emissions by 136,000 metric tons in 2030. 

Taking into account the adopted AB 1493 standards for GHG emissions, 
there could be a reduction of 11% in the carbon dioxide emissions of 
light duty vehicles and therefore the increased emissions for 2030 would 
be 126,000 metric tons instead of 136,000 tons.    

The AB-32 Draft Scoping Plan calls for implementation of AB 1493 
standards (commonly called Pavley I) for GHG emissions and a more 
stringent enhancement named Pavley II, which would result in a 
reduction in GHG emissions from passenger vehicles of 20% by 2020. In 
addition, the Scoping Plan includes the implementation of a Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard that will reduce GHG emissions from passenger vehicles 
by 10%. The Pavley I and II efforts and Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
would result in an increase in GHG emissions of 109,000 metric tons in 
2030 instead of 136,000 tons. 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Environmental Impacts
Climate Change

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
4.16-19 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

Table 4.16-3.  Monterey County Greenhouse Gas Increase in Emissions, 2020 and 2030 

Source GHG Emissions % of Total Notes 

Business as Usual Conditions 

Vehicle Emissions 136,476 55% Based on growth in VMT 

Natural Gas Consumption  26,000 10% Residential, commercial, and industrial consumption. 

Electricity Consumption 24,935 10% Residential, commercial, and industrial consumption. 

Industrial processes 51,230 21% Based on growth in industrial employment 

Landfill Emissions 8,987 1% Based on growth in population. 

Agricultural Emissions No change NA Assumed no overall change in agricultural acreage. 

Total from New Development 2030 247,628 100%   

Total from New Development 2020 144,450   Scaled based on years (+14 years to 2020/+24 years to 2030)  

Total from Existing Development 1,394,404   Assumed no change since 2006. 

Total for 2020 1,538,853     

Percent Change relative to 2006   10%   

With AB 1493 vehicle emissions standards and SB 1078, SB 107 RPS requirement of 20% renewable energy 

Vehicle Emissions 126,477 54% Adjusted for Pavely 1 

Natural Gas Consumption  26,000 11% Not adjusted 

Electricity Consumption 22,940 10% Adjusted for SB 1078/SB 107 

Industrial processes 51,230 22% Not adjusted for potential improvements in process efficiency. 

Landfill Emissions 8,987 4% Not adjusted for potential improvements in landfill capture. 

Agricultural Emissions No change NA Assumed no overall change in agricultural acreage. 

Total from New Development 2030 235,634 100%   

Total from New Development 2020 137,453   Scaled based on years (+14 years to 2020/+24 years to 2030)  
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Total from Existing Development 1,306,486 
 

Assumes similar percentage reduction for existing development 
relative to BAU as estimated for new development (due to Pavely 1 
and SB 1078/SB 107). 

Total for 2020 1,443,939     

Percent Change relative to 2006   -4%   

Percent  of 2020 BAU   94%   

With Pavley II vehicle emissions standards, Governor's Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Draft Scoping Plan RPS goal of 33% renewable energy 

Vehicle Miles Emissions 109,206 51% Adjusted for Pavely 1, 2 and low-carbon fuel standard 

Natural Gas Consumption  26,000 12% Not adjusted 

Electricity Consumption 19,699 9% Adjusted for Scoping Plan RPS goal of 33% 

Industrial processes 51,230 24% Not adjusted for potential improvements in process efficiency. 

Landfill Emissions 8,987 4% Not adjusted for potential improvements in landfill capture. 

Agricultural Emissions No change NA Assumed no overall change in agricultural acreage. 

Total from New Development 2030 215,122 100%   

Total from New Development 2020 125,488   Scaled based on years (+14 years to 2020/+24 years to 2030)  

Total from Existing Development 1,156,340   
Assumes similar percentage reduction for existing development  
relative to BAU as estimated for new development due to Paveley 2, 
LCFS and RPS goal of 33% 

Total for 2020 1,281,828     

Percent Change relative to 2006   -8%   

Percent  of 2020 BAU   83%   
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Direct Energy Consumption Emissions 

New buildings allowed by the 2007 General Plan would consume natural 
gas for heating, cooking, and other processes and other area sources.  By 
2030, residential, commercial and industrial development allowed by the 
2007 General Plan would result in estimated new annual carbon dioxide 
emissions of 26,000 metric tons.  

Indirect Electricity GHG Emissions 

New buildings allowed by the 2007 General Plan would also consume 
electricity.  By 2030, residential and commercial development allowed 
by the 2007 General Plan would result in estimated increase in annual 
indirect GHG emissions of 25,000 metric tons related to electricity under 
BAU conditions 

Taking into account the adopted SB0178/SB107 RPS standards, there 
could be a reduction of 8% in the GHG emissions related to electricity 
production by PG&E and thus the increase in indirect GHG emissions 
would be reduced to 23,000 metric tons.  

The Scoping Plan calls for an increase in RPS standards to 33%, which 
would result in a reduction of 21% in the GHG emissions related to 
electricity production by PG&E and thus the increase in indirect GHG 
emissions would be reduced to 20,000 metric tons. 

Industrial Emissions 

New industries would also consume fossil fuels and other GHGs for 
industrial processes.  The nature of new industrial development is 
unknown, and thus no specific estimate was made of 2030 industrial 
process GHG emissions.  However, an estimate was made based on 
scaling the current industrial GHG emissions based on the projected 
increase in industrial employment.  Based on employment data, there 
would be an increase of industrial employment by 25% by 2030. 
Industrial process emissions in 2006 were estimated as 201,000 metric 
tons of CO2e.  Thus increased GHG emissions in 2030 due to new 
growth are estimated to be 51,000 metric tons of CO2e.  

Emissions Associated With Landfills 

Development allowed by the 2007 General Plan would result in 
increased generation of waste which would require disposal in a landfill, 
which would increase methane emissions.   

Based on population data, there would be an increase of population in the 
unincorporated County by 27% by 2030 and by 95% at buildout. Landfill 
emissions in 2006 were estimated as 33,000 metric tons of CO2e.  Thus 
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increased GHG emissions by 2030 due to new growth are estimated to be 
9,000 metric tons of CO2e. 

Given the current and planned implementation of landfill gas capture and 
use of waste to energy technology in the future, future waste disposal 
may not contribute substantial amounts of methane.  However, until full 
capture and reuse of landfill gas is achieved, there will be increased 
emissions associated with additional waste disposal. 

Agricultural Emissions 

Based on trends in agricultural employment (AMBAG 2004; AMBAG 
2008), no net expansion in agricultural development is projected for 
2030 or buildout as virtually no increase in agricultural employment is 
forecast by AMBAG to 2030 for the Monterey County in the most recent 
(2008) and the immediately prior (2004) economic forecasts.  Thus, no 
estimate of additional agricultural emissions was made.  

Traffic, electricity demand, and direct energy use for agricultural sector, 
including the new wineries is taking into account broadly in the 
calculation of vehicle emissions and of growth in electricity and direct 
energy use related emissions.  Specific process emissions associated with 
new wineries were not estimated.  Although emissions associated with 
wineries may rise compare to baseline, on a broad scale, with no increase 
in agricultural employment overall, it is expected that overall, there will 
not be substantial changes on overall agricultural emissions. 

Emissions Associated With Land Use Changes 

Development allowed by the 2007 General Plan would result in the 
conversion of natural vegetation and agricultural lands that would result 
in the loss of carbon sinks.  Given the uncertainties associated with 
estimated GHG fluxes associated with natural vegetation and agricultural 
lands, the potential loss of carbon sinks was not quantified, but would 
nevertheless contribute GHG emissions along with other sources.  As 
discussed below a number of 2007 General Plan policies seek to limit the 
amount of natural land conversion due to urban growth.    

2007 General Plan Policies  

The policies in the 2007 General Plan that relate to reduction of GHGs 
(compared to BAU) are referenced below by element and concern six 
different subjects: land use, transportation, water efficiency, energy, open 
space/conservation, and waste reduction.  These policies address 
focusing growth in a limited number of communities that can provide 
services, jobs and housing. This is intended to result in a reduction in 
vehicle miles traveled.  These policies also would result in a limitation 
on the conversation of agricultural land to residential and commercial 
development.  
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Land Use Element 

The General Plan land use policies related to reduction of GHGs 
support higher density in the urban areas, transfer of development 
rights and credits, affordable housing, jobs/housing balance, and 
mixed use and transit oriented development.  Land use related GP 
policies include:  

LU-1.1 requires management of the type, location, timing, and 
intensity of growth in the unincorporated area shall be managed. LU-
1.2 discourages premature and scattered development. LU-1.7 
encourages clustering of residential development. LU-1.8 promoted 
voluntary reduction or limitation of development potential in the 
rural and agricultural areas through dedication of scenic or 
conservation easements, Transfer of Development Rights (TDR). 
LU-1.9 establishes a priority of infill of vacant non-agricultural lands 
in existing developed areas and new development within designated 
urban service areas. LU-1.19 establishes a priority of development 
within the focused growth areas (Community Areas, Rural Centers 
and Affordable Housing Overlay districts) and includes a 
Development Evaluation System for other areas that includes criteria 
that consider proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural Center 
mixture of uses, proximity to multiple modes of transportation and 
jobs-housing balance within the community and between the 
community and surrounding areas. 

LU-2.3 directs that high density residential areas shall be designated 
closest to urban areas. LU-2.4 directs that areas designated for 
residential use shall be located with convenient access to 
employment, shopping, recreation, and transportation and that higher 
density residential areas should be located with convenient access to 
public transit. LU-2.12 encourages and directs the development of 
affordable and workforce housing projects through the establishment 
of an Affordable Housing Overlay Program. LU-2.13 establishes a 
program for retaining affordable housing units.  LU-2.15 directs the 
county to work with AMBAG and cities to direct the majority of 
urban growth including higher density housing development into 
cities and their spheres of influence with an emphasis on 
redevelopment and infill. LU-2.17 directs that, in coordination with 
the cities, sufficient land shall be designated to locate new housing as 
close to employment centers as feasible.  LU-2.21 and LU 2.23 
promote mixes use, transit, and jobs-housing balances in Community 
Areas.   

LU-4.5 encourages a mix of residential and commercial uses in 
commercial areas.  
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Circulation Element 

The General Plan transportation  policies related to reduction of 
GHGs support public transportation and alternative transportation 
modes, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and promote transit oriented 
developments.  

C-2.2 requires protection of existing and proposed public 
transportation facilities.  C-2.4 encourages a reduction of the number 
of vehicle miles traveled per person. C-2.5 encourages overall land 
use patterns that reduce the need to travel by automobile.  C-2.6 
encourages bicycle and automobile storage facilities in conjunction 
with public transportation facilities.  C-2.7 directs that new 
development shall be located and designed with convenient access 
and efficient transportation for all intended users, and where possible 
consider alternative transportation modes.  

C-3.1 requires that the transportation modes be planned and 
strategies developed to, among other requirements, reduce the 
consumption of fossil fuels.  C-3.4 supports strategies to encourage 
travel in non-peak hours.  C-3.5 encourages transportation 
alternatives such as bicycles, car pools, public transit, and compact 
vehicles to be accommodated within and outside the public right-of-
way and may be included as part of an Area Plan. 

 C-4.3 requires that the needs of bicyclists, and pedestrians, where 
appropriate, be provided in all public rights-of-way.  C-4.5 directs 
that new public local and collector roads among, other requirements 
provide for bicycle and pedestrian traffic within the right-of-way.  C-
4.7 requires, where appropriate, that  bicycle paths shall be separated 
from major roads and highways and be provided between adjacent 
communities.  

C-6.1 endorses the efforts of transit operators to improve their 
services and equipment, including aggressive marketing and 
education campaigns. C-6.2 requires that major traffic generating 
events  encourage the use of mass transit options.  C-6.3 supports 
concentration of new development along major transportation 
corridors and near cities to make transit services to these areas more 
feasible.  C-6.4 requires coordinated transit services. C-6.5 
encourages use of public transit and alternative modes of 
transportation through land use designations and zoning which 
cluster employment centers with a mix of other uses, and project 
design that incorporates car pool areas, “park and ride” facilities and 
similar incentives.  C-6.6 requires transit and bus parking facilities at 
major hotels, motels, convention centers, other tourist-serving areas 
and events.  
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C-8.1 requires protection of the potential for future rail 
transportation.  C-8.3 encourages passenger rail, light rail, or bus 
rapid transit service to urban centers. C-8.4 encourages transit-
oriented development around existing and future rail, light rail, or 
bus rapid transit stations. 

C-10.1 requires an integrated system of suggested bicycle routes for 
Monterey County.  C-10.2 requires coordination of a comprehensive 
bicycle plan. C-10.3 requires consideration of improved bike routes 
during construction or expansion of roadways within major 
transportation corridors. C-10.4 requires the integration of bicycle 
systems with other public transportation modes. C-10.5  
encourages bicycling as a viable transportation mode for visitor-
serving areas. C-10.6 encourages  visitor-serving facilities to 
provide adequate and secure bicycle parking facilities.  C-10.7 
requires that new and improved multi-modal transfer facilities, such 
as transit centers and park-and-ride lots, include adequate and secure 
bicycle parking facilities.  

Open Space and Conservation Element 

The General Plan open space and conservation related policies 
related to GHG emissions reductions support open space networks, 
require tree conservation, promote alternative energy and energy 
efficiency and reduction of travel through concentrated development.  

OS-5.11 promotes conservation of large, continuous expanses of 
native trees and vegetation.   

OS-9.1 encourages the use of solar, wind and other renewable 
resources for agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial, and 
public buildings .  OS-9.2 directs development toward cities, 
Community Areas, and Rural Centers where energy expended for 
transportation can be minimized.  OS-9.3 requires that areas of urban 
concentration provide convenient access for employment, 
commercial, and other activities.  OS-9.4 requires lots to be oriented 
to maximize the energy gains from solar and/or wind resources in 
order to minimize energy losses where possible.  OS-9.5 promotes 
clustered development where such development will conserve 
energy. OS-9.6 requires development to incorporate features that 
reduce energy used for transportation, including pedestrian and 
bicycle pathways, access to transit, and roadway design as 
appropriate. OS-9.7 encourages weatherization of existing buildings. 
OS-9.8 requires solar heating as the primary source for heat in all 
new swimming pools where it is proven most cost-effective.  

OS-10.2 encourages mass transit, bicycles and pedestrian modes of 
transportation and other transportation alternatives to automobiles. 
OS-10.3 supports conservation of naturally vegetated and forested 
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areas.OS-10.4 supports industrial and commercial development to be 
concentrated in areas that are more easily served by public transit.  
OS-10.5 encourages mixed land uses that reduce the need for 
vehicular travel.   

OS-10.10 requires consideration of sustainable land use strategies for 
the design of future development within Community Areas and Rural 
Centers, to reduce energy consumption, minimize GHG emissions, 
and foster healthier environments for people including: design 
development to take advantage of solar-orientation; employ 
systematic water conservation measures including high efficiency 
appliances; Promote Transit Oriented Development (TOD) to 
increase mobility and reduce auto dependency.  The policy supports 
design of future development to maximize energy efficiency and 
accommodate energy infrastructure (i.e., transmission lines, power 
plants and pipelines, and fueling stations), including the potential for 
distributed renewable generation.  

OS-10.11 required that within 24 months of the adoption of the 
General Plan, Monterey County will develop a Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan to reduce emissions by 2020 to the 1990 level.  At a 
minimum, said Plan will establish an inventory of current emissions 
in the County of Monterey and include an inventory of emissions as 
of 1990. 

Public Services Element 

The Public Services Element includes policies that promote water 
conservation and efficiency (which saves pumping energy), waste 
reduction/recycling (which reduces landfill –related GHG emissions 
and emissions associated with goods fabrication), and compact 
development.   

Water conservation and efficiency policies include the following: 

PS-2.8 requires all projects be designed to maintain or increase the 
site’s pre-development absorption of rainfall (minimize runoff), and 
to recharge groundwater where appropriate. PS-3.3 requires specific 
criteria for proof of a long term sustainable water supply for new 
residential or commercial. PS-3.12 requires the County to establish 
an ordinance identifying conservation measures that reduce 
agricultural water demand.  PS-3.13 requires the County to establish 
an ordinance identifying conservation measures that reduce potable 
water demand. PS-3.14 promotes the maximization of recycled water 
use as a potable water offset  by increasing the use of treated water, 
working with the agricultural community to develop new uses for 
tertiary recycled water and increase the use of tertiary recycled water 
for irrigation of lands currently being irrigated by groundwater 
pumping;  working with urban water providers to emphasize use of 
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tertiary recycled water for irrigation of parks, playfields, schools, 
golf courses, and other landscape areas to reduce potable water 
demand; working  with urban water providers to convert existing 
potable water customers to tertiary recycled water as infrastructure 
and water supply become available. PS-4.4 encourages groundwater 
recharge through the use of reclaimed wastewater.   

Waste reduction related policies include the following 

PS-5.1 supports programs to reduce the amount of waste generated in 
the County to the maximum extent feasible including increased 
recycling, establishment of yard waste collection services, and 
encouraging the participation of residents and businesses in other 
waste diversion programs. PS-5.2 supports the designation, 
development and maintenance of efficient disposal sites.  PS-5.3 
requires the implementation of programs to facilitate 
recycling/diversion of waste materials at new construction sites, 
demolition projects, and remodeling projects. PS-5.4 promotes the 
maximum use of solid waste source reduction, reuse, recycling, 
composting, and environmentally-safe transformation of wastes, 
consistent with the protection of the public’s health and safety. PS-
6.1 requires that future waste disposal County contracts require 
efficient, cost-effective solid waste disposal sites and diversion 
programs. PS-6.5 requires that site development plans shall include 
adequate solid waste recycling collections areas.  

Policies that support reduction of vehicle miles travelled (by motor 
vehicle) include: 

PS-7.2 requires that school sites should be located so that they are 
served by adequate infrastructure including vehicle, pedestrian and 
bicycle access.  PS-8.7 promotes compact, mixed use development 
utilizing the concepts of the walkable community, which are 
designed to encourage physical activity and fitness by permitting 
walking and bicycle riding to shopping, work and entertainment 
venues as an alternative to the use of motor vehicles. 

Area Plan Policies 

Cachagua Area Plan 

CACH-3.4 discourages the removal of native trees. CACH-3.8 
supports dedication of trail easements as a condition of development 
approval.  

Carmel Valley Master Plan 

CV-1.6 limits new residential subdivision in Carmel Valley to 
creation of 266 new lots with preference to projects including at least 
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50% affordable housing units.  Given the location of much of Carmel 
Valley far from centers of commerce and employment, the limitation 
overall of development in remote areas supports development in 
areas with shorter travels for services and work.   

CV-2.1 requires exploration of public transit and new development 
to include a road system adequate for bus (both transit and school), 
pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as well as vehicles. CV-2.3 requires all 
new road work or major work on existing roads within the 
commercial core areas to provide room for use of bicycles and 
separate pedestrian walkways and the provision of bicycle routes on 
the shoulders between development areas throughout the Carmel 
Valley.  CV-2.4 requires that all new bridge construction or 
remodeling include provision for pedestrians and bicyclists.  CV-
2.15 requires that new major developments with access adjacent to 
Carmel Valley Road provide space for the transit buses to stop, the 
parking of cars and facilities for the safe storage of bicycles. 

CV-3.11 discourages removal of native trees. CV-3.14 encourages a 
network of shortcut trails and bike paths to interconnect 
neighborhoods, developments and roads.  CV-3.19 supports potential 
dedication of trail easements as a condition of development approval.  

CV-5.3 requires development to incorporate designs with water 
reclamation and conservation. CV-5.4 supports the use of reclaimed 
water to replace potable water in landscape irrigation. 

Central Salinas Valley Plan 

CSV-3.2 encourages the development and utilization of renewable 
energy sources such as solar, wind generation, and biomass 
technologies in the Central Salinas Valley. CSV-6.1 encourages 
energy-efficient business and agricultural practices.  

Greater Monterey Peninsula Plan 

GMP-2.7 encourages new sites for office employment, services, and 
local conveniences to be located to allow use of alternate modes of 
transportation such as public transit buses, bicycles and walking.  
GMP-2.9 encourages provision of separate bike paths during 
construction and expansion of all highways and major arterials. 
GMP-3.13 supports potential dedication of trail easements as a 
condition of development approval.  

North County Area Plan 

NC-3.4 discourages removal of healthy trees.  NC-3.7 requires 
development of a Trails Plan consistent with General Plan Policy 
OS-1.10.  
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South County Area Plan 

SC-1.2 encourages clustered development in all areas where 
development is permitted in order to make the most efficient use of 
land and to preserve agricultural land and open space.  SC-3.1 notes 
that co-generation facilities may be allowed in conjunction with 
other industrial uses and oil and gas removal as a means of energy 
conservation on lands designated for industrial use, subject to a use 
permit in each case.   

Toro Area Plan 

T-2.4 supports improvement of public transit roadway 
improvements, and improved bicycle safety measures at the earliest 
time that funding becomes available. T-2.6 requires improvements to 
Corral de Tierra, River and San Benancio Roads to accommodate 
bicycles, horses, and people where possible.  T-2.10 requires 
increasing accessibility of Toro residents to mass transit, either 
through maintenance of existing park and ride lots or new bus 
service, particularly in the Corral de Tierra, San Benancio, and River 
Road areas. T-3.7 discourages the removal of oak trees.  

Significance Determination 

Many of the policies identified in the 2007 General Plan for land use, 
circulation, and open space and conservation, and public services will help 
reduce GHG emissions.  In particular, Policy OS -0.11 requires development 
of a detailed GHG inventory and adoption of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Plan. 

As shown above in Table 4.16-3, GHG emissions in Monterey County under 
BAU conditions would result in 2020 emissions that are 10% higher than 
current (2006) GHG emissions without consideration of currently adopted 
programs (AB 1493 and SB 1078/SB 107).  With consideration of currently 
adopted programs, County GHG emissions would be 4% less than current 
(2006) GHG emissions and would be an estimated 94% of BAU GHG 
emissions.  This amount exceeds the significance threshold of 72% of BAU 
GHG emissions. 

Implementation of the GHG Reduction Plan by the County would reduce 
emissions to the significance threshold.   However, preparation of the plan is 
at least 24 months in the future, and current policies do not provide a 
comprehensive framework for reducing GHG emissions in the County for 
discretionary development, and thus without the articulation of specific 
requirements for GHG reductions, the 2007 General Plan would result in a 
considerable contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and global climate 
change. 
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The following mitigation measures are recommended for implementation by 
the County. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure CC-1a:  Modify Policy OS-10.11 regarding the 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan 

Revise Policy OS-10.11 as follows: 

OS-10.11 - Within 24 months of the adoption of the General Plan, 
Monterey County will develop a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan with a 
target to reduce emissions by 2020 by 28 percent relative to estimated 
“business as usual” 2020 emissions.   

At a minimum, the Plan shall:  

a. establish an inventory of current (2006) GHG emissions in the 
County of Monterey including but not limited to residential, 
commercial, industrial and agricultural emissions;  

b. forecast GHG emissions for 2020 for County operations; 

c. forecast GHG emissions for areas within the jurisdictional control of 
the County for “business as usual” conditions; 

d. identify methods to reduce GHG emissions; 

e. quantify the reductions in GHG emissions from the identified 
methods; 

f. requirements for monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions; 

g. establish a schedule of actions for implementation; 

h. identify funding sources for implementation; and 

i. identify a reduction goal for the 2030 Planning Horizon. 

During preparation of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan, the County 
shall also evaluate potential options for changes in County policies 
regarding land use and circulation as necessary to further achieve the 
2020 and 2030 reduction goals and measures to promote urban forestry 
and public awareness concerning climate change. 

Mitigation Measure CC-2:  Add Policy OS-10.12:  Adoption of a 
Green Building Ordinance  

OS-10.12 - Within 24 months of the adoption of the General Plan, the 
County shall adopt a Green Building Ordinance to require green building 
practices and materials for new civic buildings and new private 
residential, commercial, and industrial buildings that will include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 
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 All new County government projects and major renovations shall 
meet, at a minimum, LEED-Silver standards or an equivalent rating 
system   

 All new commercial buildings shall be certified under the LEED 
rating system for commercial buildings or an equivalent rating 
system.  

 All new residential projects of 6 units or more shall meet the 
GreenPoint Rating System for residential buildings, or an equivalent 
alternate rating system.  

 The County shall require consideration of solar building orientation, 
solar roofs, cool pavements, and planting of shade trees in 
development review of new commercial and industrial projects and 
new residential projects of 6 units or more.   

 Prioritized parking within new commercial and retail areas for 
electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles shall 
be provided for new commercial and institutional developments.  

 New commercial and industrial projects greater than 25,000 square 
feet shall be required to provide on-site renewable energy generation 
as part of their development proposal.  This requirement can be met 
through a solar roof or other means.  

Mitigation Measure CC-3:  New Policy OS-10.13 - Promote 
Alternative Energy Development 

OS-10.13:  The County shall use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
to map and assess local renewable resources, the electric and gas 
transmission and distribution system, community growth areas 
anticipated to require new energy services, and other data useful to 
deployment of renewable technologies. 

The County shall adopt an Alternative Energy Promotion ordinance that 
will: 

  identify possible sites for production of energy using local 
renewable resources such as solar, wind, small hydro, and, biogas;  

 consider the potential need for exemption from other General Plan 
policies concerning visual resources, ridgeline protection, biological 
resources;  

 evaluate potential land use, environmental, economic, and other 
constraints affecting renewable energy development; and 

 adopt measures to protect both renewable energy resources, such as 
utility easement, right-of-way, and land set-asides as well as visual 
and biological resources.   

The County shall also complete the following: 
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 Evaluate the feasibility of Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) 
for the County. CCA allows cities and counties, or groups of them, to 
aggregate the electric loads of customers within their jurisdictions for 
purposes of procuring electrical services. CCA allows the 
community to choose what resources will serve their loads and can 
significantly increase renewable energy.  

 If CCA is ultimately not pursued, the County shall evaluate the 
feasibility of purchasing renewable energy certificates to reduce the 
County’s contribution to GHG emissions related to County 
electricity use.  

 The County shall develop a ministerial permit process for approval 
of small-scale wind and solar energy systems for on-site home, small 
commercial, and farm use. 

Mitigation Measure CC-4:  New Policy PS-5.5 - Promote Recycling 
and Waste Reduction  

PS-5.5:  The County shall promote waste diversion and recycling and 
waste energy recovery as follows: 

 The County shall adopt a 75% waste diversion goal. 

 The County shall support the extension of the types of recycling 
services offered (e.g., to include food and green waste recycling).  

 The County shall support waste conversion and methane recovery in 
local landfills to generate electricity.  

 The County shall support and require the installation of anaerobic 
digesters for winery facilities and wastewater treatment facilities 
under County jurisdiction. 

Mitigation Measure CC-5:  Adopt GHG Reduction Plan for County 
Operations 

Within 12 months of adoption of the General Plan, the County shall 
quantify the current and projected (2020) GHG emissions associated 
with County operations and adopt a GHG Reduction Plan for County 
Operations.  The goal of the plan shall be to reduce GHG emissions 
associated with County Operations by at least 28% relative to BAU 2020 
conditions. 

Potential elements of the County Operations GHG Reduction Plan shall 
include, but are not limited to, the following measures:  an energy 
tracking and management system; energy-efficient  lighting; lights-out-
at-night policy; occupancy sensors; heating, cooling and ventilation 
system retrofits;  ENERGY STAR appliances; green or reflective 
roofing; improved water pumping energy efficiency; central irrigation 
control system; energy-efficient vending machines; preference for 
recycled materials in purchasing; use of low or zero-emission vehicles 
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and equipment and recycling of construction materials in new county 
construction; conversion of fleets (as feasible) to electric and hybrid 
vehicles; and solar roofs. 

Environmental Impacts Associated with Mitigation Measures 

Many of the measures described above, for example, improved energy-
efficiency for residential and commercial developments, will have little 
to no secondary environmental impacts.  However, some of the measures 
described above, such as new renewable energy facilities could have 
significant secondary environmental impacts.  New utility-scale wind 
power could have significant impacts related to noise and biology.  New 
utility-scale wind and solar installations could have impacts related to 
aesthetics and ridgeline development.  New recycling facilities could 
have impacts related to land use compatibility and odor.  Environmental 
impacts would be reviewed in accordance with General Plan policies and 
under CEQA (for discretionary projects).  For the proposed ministerial 
permit program for small-scale wind and solar installations, CEQA 
review would be completed for the program as a whole and 
environmental conditions incorporated into the program to avoid, 
minimize, and compensate for any identified significant environmental 
impacts.    

Significance Conclusion 

Many of the policies identified in the 2007 General Plan for land use, 
circulation, and open space and conservation, and public services will help 
reduce GHG emissions, in particular Policy OS-10.11 which requires 
development of a detailed GHG inventory and adoption of a Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan.   New Policies OS-10.12, OS-10.13, and PS-5.5 are 
proposed above as mitigation along with a GHG Reduction Plan for 
Municipal Operations. 

As shown above in Table 4.16-3, with consideration of currently adopted 
programs, County GHG emissions would be 2% higher than current (2006) 
GHG emissions and would be an estimated 93% of BAU GHG emissions.  
This amount exceeds the significance threshold of 72% of BAU GHG 
emissions.  The GHG reductions associated with full  implementation of 
2007 General Plan policies and the proposed mitigation have not been 
quantified but will be quantified during the GHG reduction planning required 
by Policy OS-10.11 and recommended mitigation, 

By 2012 the state’s regulations will be fully enacted and the 2007 General 
Plan requires completion of the County’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan 
prior to that time (assuming General Plan adoption at the latest in 2009).  At 
that time, the framework will be in place to achieve substantial GHG 
emission reductions by 2020 that will be consistent with AB 32.  As the state 
and County’s efforts proceed to reduce emissions, the County’s contribution 
would less than considerable at 2020.  Mitigation identified in this chapter 
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requires extension of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan to 2030 along with 
a 2030 reduction goal, which, when enacted will make the County’s 
contribution less than cumulatively considerable for the 2030 planning 
horizon as well.  

Buildout  

Impact of Development with Policies 

Beyond 2020 and 2030, substantial further reductions in GHG emissions will 
be necessary to stabilize atmospheric GHG concentrations to eventually halt 
anthropogenic-induced climate change.  A number of researchers have 
proposed reduction of GHG emissions in the developed world by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050.  California Executive Order S-3-05, signed by 
the current governor, adopts this reduction level as the goal for the state; 
however as an Executive Order it only applies to state agencies – not to the 
actions of local governments.  Nevertheless, for this analysis, substantive 
reductions in emissions are assumed necessary after 2020 and 2030 in order 
to address cumulative GHG emissions and associated climate change effects. 

While emissions were estimated for buildout as shown below in Table .16-4, 
these estimates are considered highly speculative as the likelihood of 100 
percent buildout is very low and the character of residential, commercial, and 
industrial development and transportation technology more than 80 years in 
the future is unknown. 

Transportation Emissions 

The results of the modeling indicate that at buildout (assumed to be 
2092), under BAU conditions, vehicular traffic in the Monterey County 
planning area would result in increased CO2e  emissions related to 
increased VMT would be 400,000  metric tons at buildout. 

Taking into account the proposed Pavley II standards and the Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard, there could be a reduction of 30% in the carbon 
dioxide emissions of passenger vehicles compared to BAU.  If Pavley II 
and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard are implemented as part of the ARB 
Draft Scoping Plan, the increased emissions would be 320,000 metric 
tons compared to 400,000 metric tons under BAU conditions. 

Direct Energy Consumption Emissions 

New buildings would consume natural gas for heating, cooking, and 
other processes and other area sources.  At buildout, residential, 
commercial and industrial development allowed by the 2007 General 
Plan would result in estimated new annual carbon dioxide emissions of 
92,000 metric tons. 
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Table 4.16-4.  Monterey County Greenhouse Gas Increase in Emissions, Buildout 

Source GHG Emissions % of Total Notes 
Business as Usual Conditions 
Vehicle Emissions 399,713 50% Based on growth in VMT 
Natural Gas Consumption  92,251 11% Residential, commercial, and industrial consumption. 
Electricity Consumption 89,282 11% Residential, commercial, and industrial consumption. 
Industrial processes 194,226 24% Based on growth in industrial employment 
Landfill Emissions 31,243 4% Based on growth in population. 
Agricultural Emissions No change NA Assumed no overall change in agricultural acreage. 
Total from New Development 806,715 100%   
Total from Existing Development 1,394,404   Assumed no change since 2006. 
Total 2,201,119     
Percent Change relative to 2006   58%   
With Pavley II vehicle emissions standards, Governor's Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Draft Scoping Plan RPS goal of 33% renewable energy 
Vehicle Emissions 319,739 45% Adjusted for Pavely 1, 2 and low-carbon fuel standard 
Natural Gas Consumption  92,251 13% Not adjusted 
Electricity Consumption 70,533 10% Adjusted for Scoping Plan RPS goal of 33% 
Industrial processes 194,226 27% Not adjusted for potential improvements in process efficiency. 
Landfill Emissions 31,243 4% Not adjusted for potential improvements in landfill capture. 
Agricultural Emissions No change NA Assumed no overall change in agricultural acreage. 
Total from New Development 707,992 100%   

Total from Existing Development 1,156,340   
Assumes similar percentage reduction for existing development 
relative to BAU as estimated for new development for Pavely 2, 
LCFS and RPS goal of 33%. 

Total 1,864,332     
Percent Change relative to 2006   34%   
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Although the efficiency of natural gas consumption and other areas will 
likely improve dramatically by buildout, there are no current programs 
included in the AB 32 draft scoping plan or early action items concerning 
direct natural gas consumption. 

Indirect Electricity GHG Emissions 

New buildings would also consume electricity.  At buildout, residential, 
commercial and industrial development allowed by the 2007 General 
Plan would result in estimated increase in annual indirect GHG 
emissions of 89,000 metric tons related to electricity under BAU 
conditions 

Taking into account the proposed 33% RPS standard in the AB 32 Draft 
Scoping Plan, there could be a reduction of 21 % in the GHG emissions 
related to electricity production by PG&E and thus the indirect GHG 
emissions would be further reduced to 71,000 metric tons.  It is likely 
that the carbon intensity of electricity generation 80 years in the future 
will be far lower than that resultant from full implementation of the 33% 
RPS standard. 

Industrial Emissions 

Based on employment data, there would be an increase of industrial 
employment by 96% at buildout. Industrial process emissions in 2006 
were estimated as 201,000 metric tons of CO2e.  Thus increased GHG 
emissions at buildout due to new growth are estimated to be 194,000 
metric tons of CO2e. A number of the proposed measures in the AB 32 
Draft Scoping Plan would help to reduce industrial GHG emissions but 
the potential amount of reduction has not been estimated. 

Agricultural Emissions 

While economic forecasting of agricultural employment was available 
for the 2030 planning horizon, the amount of expansion or contraction of 
the agricultural economy over 80 years in the future is unknown.  
Further, there are substantive uncertainties in estimating GHG emissions 
associated with diverse agricultural practices and crops.  Thus, no 
estimate of GHG emissions associated with potential agricultural 
expansion at buildout was prepared.   

Emissions Associated With Land Use Changes 

Development allowed by the 2007 General Plan through buildout would 
result in the conversion of natural vegetation and agricultural lands that 
would result in the loss of carbon sinks.  Given the uncertainties 
associated with estimated GHG fluxes associated with natural vegetation 
and agricultural lands, the potential loss of carbon sinks was not 
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quantified, but would nevertheless contribute GHG emissions along with 
other sources.  As discussed below a number of 2007 General Plan 
policies seek to limit the amount of natural land conversion due to urban 
growth. 

Emissions Associated With Waste Processing 

Development allowed by the 2007 General Plan would result in 
increased generation of waste which would require disposal in a landfill, 
which would increase methane emissions.   

Based on population data, there would be an increase of population in the 
unincorporated County by 95% at buildout. Landfill emissions in 2006 
were estimated as 33,000 metric tons of CO2e.  Thus increased GHG 
emissions by buildout due to new growth are estimated to be 31,000 
metric tons of CO2e. 

Given the current and planned implementation of landfill gas capture and 
use of waste to energy technology in the future, future waste disposal 
may not contribute substantial amounts of methane.  However, until full 
capture and reuse of landfill gas is achieved, there will be increased 
emissions associated with additional waste disposal. 

2007 General Plan and Area Policies  

The 2007 General Plan and Area Plan policies summarized above would 
apply to buildout after 2030.   

Significance Determination 

There are substantial uncertainties as to the technical means to implement 
substantial reductions to meet future post-2020 goals, which could be a 
reduction of GHG emissions to levels 80 percent below 1990 levels.  The 
2007 General Plan focuses growth in Community Areas, Rural Centers, and 
Affordable Housing Areas, but growth in these areas will occur early in the 
life of the General Plan and later growth would be dispersed across the 
County primarily on lots of record, thus resulting in greater travel distances 
and greater energy uses.  Policy OS-10.11 only has a goal of GHG reductions 
up to 2020 (matching the AB 32 horizon), but further substantive reductions 
in GHGs will be required beyond 2030 in order to avoid even worse 
consequences of climate change.  Thus, for the period after 2030, 
development under the 2007 General Plan would result in a considerable 
contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and global climate change. 

The following mitigation measures are recommended for implementation by 
the County. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure CC-11 (Same as BIO-1.9):  By 2030, prepare an 
Update to the General Plan to identify expansion of existing focused 
growth areas and/or to identify new focused growth areas to reduce 
loss of natural habitat in Monterey County and vehicle miles 
traveled. 

The County shall update the County General Plan by no later than 
January 1, 2030 and shall consider the potential to expand focused 
growth areas established by the 2007 General Plan and/or the designation 
of new focused growth areas.  The purpose of such expanded/new 
focused growth areas would be to reduce the loss of natural habitat due 
to continued urban growth after 2030.  The new/expanded growth areas 
shall be designed to accommodate at least 80% of the projected 
residential and commercial growth in the unincorporated County from 
2030 to buildout.  

Mitigation Measure CC-12:  Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan 
Requirements Beyond 2030 

In parallel with the development and adoption of the 2030 General Plan, 
Monterey County will develop and adopt a Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Plan with a target to reduce 2050 GHG emissions by 80 percent relative 
to 1990 emissions. 

At a minimum, the Plan shall establish an inventory of current (2030) 
GHG emissions in the County of Monterey; forecast GHG emissions for 
2050 for County operations and areas within the jurisdictional control of 
the County; identify methods to reduce GHG emissions; quantify the 
reductions in GHG emissions from the identified methods; identify 
requirements for monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions; establish a 
schedule of actions for implementation; and identify funding sources for 
implementation. 

Significance Conclusion 

For buildout within the County beyond the 2030 planning horizon, there are 
substantial uncertainties as to the technical means to implement reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions to levels 80 percent below 1990 levels.  Mitigation 
identified in this chapter requires continuation of the Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan beyond 2030 as well as adoption of a new General Plan by 
2030 that would examine options to focus growth for the period after 2030.  
These measures would identify feasible means along with state and federal 
actions that might be able to reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 
levels, but given that the means to effect such emissions are not known at 
present, buildout within the County beyond 2030 is determined to make a 
considerable and unavoidable contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and 
global climate change  
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Adverse Effects of Climate Change on Monterey County  

Impact CC-2:  Development Allowed by the 2007 General Plan May 
Subject Property and Persons to Otherwise Avoidable Physical Harm 
in Light of Inevitable Climate Change.  (Mitigated to Less Than 
Considerable) 

2030 Planning Horizon and Buildout  

Impact of Development with Policies 

Existing and new development and the natural environment in Monterey 
County will be subject to climate change impacts resultant from past, present, 
and future GHG emissions regardless of the success of local, state, national, 
or international in reducing future GHG emissions due to the existing 
concentrations of GHG emissions in the atmosphere and the inevitable 
additional emissions before GHG reductions plans provide reductions.  

Without further planning, current requirements may provide inadequate 
protection against adverse physical impacts and may not anticipate changed 
conditions resultant from climate change. 

“Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An Overview” (Climate 
Scenarios report), was published in February 2006 (California Climate 
Change Center 2006). The Climate Scenarios report uses a range of 
emissions scenarios developed by the IPCC to project a series of potential 
warming ranges with temperature increases from 3.0 to 10.5 degrees 
Fahrenheit. The Climate Scenarios report then presents analysis of future 
climate in California under each warming range. Substantial temperature 
increases would result in a variety of impacts to the people, economy, and 
environment of California. The description of potential impacts for 
California from this report were used to generally characterize potential 
impacts to Monterey County, that would include but are not limited to the 
following:  

Sea Level Rise 

Rising sea levels, more intense coastal storms, and warmer water 
temperatures will increasingly threaten the County’s coastal regions. 
Under the higher warming scenario, sea level is anticipated to rise 22 to 
35 inches by 2100. Elevations of this magnitude could inundate coastal 
areas with salt water, accelerate coastal erosion, potentially harm coastal 
aquifers, and disrupt coastal wetlands and natural habitats.  
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Agriculture 

Agriculture, along with forestry, is the sector of the California economy 
that may be most be affected by a change in climate. Regional analyses 
of climate trends over agricultural regions of California suggest that 
climate change is already in motion. Over the period 1951 to 2000, the 
growing season has lengthened by about a day per decade, and warming 
temperatures have resulted in an increase of 30 to 70 growing degree 
days per decade, with much of the increase occurring in the spring. 
Climate change affects agriculture directly through increasing 
temperatures and rising CO2 concentrations, and indirectly through 
changes in water availability and pests (California Climate Change 
Center 2006).  

Crop growth models show that a warming from a low to a higher 
temperature generally raises yield at first, but then becomes harmful. 
Possible effects of excessively high temperature include: decreased fruit 
size and quality for stone fruits, premature ripening and possible quality 
reduction for grapes, reduced fruit yield for tomatoes, increased 
incidence of tipburn for lettuce, and similar forms of burn for other 
crops. From a variety of studies in the literature, photosynthesis increases 
when a plant is exposed to a doubling of CO2. However, whether this 
translates into increased yield of economically valuable plant product is 
uncertain and highly variable. Also, elevated CO2 levels are associated 
with decreased concentrations of mineral nutrients in plant tissues, 
especially a decrease in plant nitrogen, which plays a central role in plant 
metabolism. Some crops may benefit in quality from an increase in CO2 
while some crops are harmed by an increase in CO2. Growth rates of 
weeds, insect pests, and pathogens are also likely to increase with 
elevated temperatures, and their ranges may expand (California Climate 
Change Center 2006).  

Over time, new seed varieties could be developed that are better adapted 
to the changed climate and pest conditions, and entirely new crops may 
be found to meet pharmaceutical or energy supply needs. However, some 
of these adaptations may require publicly supported research and 
development if they are to materialize (California Climate Change 
Center 2006). 

Public Health and Safety 

Climate change could affect the health of County residents by increasing 
the frequency, duration, and intensity of conditions conducive to air 
pollution formation, heat, and wildfires. The primary concern is not the 
change in average climate, but rather the projected increase in extreme 
conditions that are responsible for the most serious health consequences. 
In addition, climate change has the potential to influence asthma 
symptoms and the incidence of infectious disease (California Climate 
Change Center 2006).   
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Wildland Fire Risk 

With climate change, the potential for wildland fires may change due to 
changes in fuel conditions (transitioning forests to chaparral/grasslands 
for example), precipation (longer dry seasons, higher extreme 
temperatures), and wind  (affecting potential spread), among other 
variables. 

Westerling and Bryant (2006) estimated future statewide wildfire risk 
from a statistical model based on temperature, precipitation, and 
simulated hydrologic variables. These are conservative estimates because 
they do not include effects of extreme fire weather, but implications are 
nonetheless quite alarming. Projections made for the probabilities of 
“large fires”—defined as fires that exceed an arbitrary threshold of 200 
hectares (approximately 500 acres)—indicate that the risk of large 
wildfires statewide would rise almost 35% by mid-century and 55% by 
the end of the century under a medium-high emissions scenario, almost 
twice that expected under lower emissions scenarios. Estimates of 
increased damage costs from the increases in fire season severity 
(Westerling and Bryant 2006) are on the order of 30% above current 
average annual damage costs. 

A second study explored, through a case study in Amador and El Dorado 
Counties, the effects of projected climate change on fire behavior, fire 
suppression effort, and wildfire outcomes (Fried et al. 2006). Climate 
and site-specific data were used in California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection (CDF) standard models to predict wildfire behavior 
attributes such as rate of spread and burning intensity. The study found 
an increase in the projected area burned (10%–20%) and number of 
escaped fires (10%–40%) by the end of century, under the drier climate 
scenarios. However, the less dry model showed little change. 

Hydrology/Flooding 

At present, it is uncertain whether coastal areas like Monterey County 
will experience increases, decreases, or no change in precipitation due to 
climate change.  Regional (as in on the scale of Northern California as a 
whole) climate change modeling shows mild (5 to 10%) increases and 
decreases in precipitation depending on the climate change scenarios 
studied (Anderson 2006). 

Localized studies of potential changes in storm intensity have not been 
done for Monterey County.  On a broad (California level), there is a 
potential increase in the severity of winter storms due to climate change 
(Dettinger 2007).  If this were to occur, peak stream flows and flooding 
may increase the risk of flooding beyond the risk levels currently 
anticipated in the County. 
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Water Supplies 

While much of California is dependent on the Sierra Nevada snowpack 
for its water supply (and the snowpack could be heavily altered by 
climate change), Monterey County is not.  Nevertheless, the County’s 
water resources could be altered due to warming which may affect 
evaporation levels for existing reservoirs (such as Nacimiento and San 
Antonio reservoirs) and may affect sea levels, resulting in salination of 
coastal aquifers (although no study of the potential effects have been 
conducted).  As noted above, it is unknown at present whether there may 
be changes in precipitation within the County due to climate change and 
thus water supplies could increase, decrease, or stay the same depending 
on the net effect of climate change.  

Natural Ecosystems 

Climate changes and increased CO2 concentrations are expected to alter 
the extent and character of natural ecosystems.  The distribution of 
species is expected to shift; the risk of climate-related disturbance such 
as wildfires, disease, and drought is expected to rise; and forest 
productivity is projected to increase or decrease—depending on species 
and region. In Monterey County, these ecological changes could have 
significant implications for fire suppression, public health, and the 
sustainability of the County’s natural ecosystems.   

2007 General Plan and Area Policies  

Although the 2007 General Plan and Area Plans have numerous policies 
about flooding, water supplies, habitat protection, and environmental 
health, there are no specific policies integrating climate change 
considerations into planning for these subject areas.  

Significance Determination 

Without further mitigation, development allowed under the 2007 General 
Plan, as well as existing development, could subject to people and property 
to otherwise avoidable physical harm related to sea level rise, flooding, 
agriculture, public health, and natural ecosystems. 

The following mitigation measure is recommended for implementation by 
the County to promote adaptation planning as integral part of advance 
planning. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure CC-13:  Develop and Integrate Climate Change 
Preparedness Planning for Monterey County 
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Monterey County shall prepare and implement a Climate Change 
Preparedness Plan to prepare proactively for the impacts of climate 
change to the County’s economy and natural ecosystems and to promote 
a climate resilient community. 

A useful guide to climate resiliency planning is Preparing for Climate 
Change: A Guidebook for Local, Regional, and State Governments.  
(The Climate Impacts Group, King County, Washington, and ICLEI – 
Local Governments for Sustainability 2007), which outlines the 
following steps: 

 Scope the climate change impacts to major County sectors and 
building and maintain support among stakeholders to prepare for 
climate change. 

 Establish a climate change preparedness team. 

 Identify planning areas relevant to climate change impacts. 

 Conduct a vulnerability assessment based on climate change  
projections for the region, the sensitivity of planning areas to climate 
change impacts, and the ability of  communities to adapt to climate 
change impacts 

 Conduct a risk assessment based on the consequences, magnitude, 
and probability of climate change impacts, as well as on an 
evaluation of risk tolerance and community values. 

 Establish a vision and guiding principles for climate resilient 
communities and set preparedness goals in priority planning areas 
based on these guiding principles. 

 Develop, select, and prioritize possible preparedness actions. 

 Identify a list of important implementation tools 

 Develop an understanding of how to manage risk and uncertainty in 
the planning effort. 

 Develop measures of resilience, and use these to track the results of 
actions over time  

 Review assumptions and other essential information to ensure that 
planning remains relevant to the most salient climate change 
impacts. 

 Update plans regularly. 

Potential areas of emphasis for preparedness planning may include risk 
of wildfires, agricultural impacts, flooding and sea level rise, salt water 
intrusion; and health effects of increased heat and ozone, through 
appropriate policies and programs.  

Potential implementation steps could include adopting land use 
designations that restrict or prohibit development in areas that may be 
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more severely impacted by climate change, e.g., areas that are at high 
risk of wildfire, sea level rise, or flooding; adoption of programs for the 
purchase or transfer of development rights in high risk areas to receiving 
areas of equal or greater value; and support for agricultural research on 
locally changing climate conditions.  

To be effective, preparedness planning needs to be an ongoing 
commitment of the County.  The first plan shall be completed no later 
than 5 years after the adoption of the General Plan and shall be updated 
at least every 5 years thereafter. 

Significance Conclusion 

A certain amount of environmental change is inevitable due to current and 
unavoidable future increases in GHG emissions worldwide.  The extent of 
such change on a local basis to Monterey County agriculture, water supplies, 
flooding, natural ecosystems, and environmental health, and other areas is 
not fully understood at present.  With implementation of the policies in the 
Climate Change Preparedness Plan over time, new development will be 
resilient to these inevitable changes and would avoid additional physical 
harm to persons and property resultant from climate change effects. Thus, 
with mitigation, the 2007 General Plan would not make a considerable 
contribution to a cumulative impact related to adaptation to climate change 
effects. 
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Chapter 5 
Alternatives to the 2007 General Plan 

5.1 Introduction 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this EIR contains a 
comparative impact assessment of alternatives to the proposed project.  The 
primary purpose for this section is to provide decision makers and the public with 
a reasonable degree of feasible project alternatives that could attain most of the 
basic project objectives, while avoiding or reducing any of the project’s 
significant adverse environmental effects.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 
sets forth the following parameters for the analysis of project alternatives: 

 an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project; 

 an EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, 
but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process; 

 reasons for rejecting an alternative include: 

 failure to meet most of the basic project objectives; 

 infeasibility; and/or 

 inability to avoid or reduce any of the project’s significant environmental 
effects. 

The CEQA Guidelines state that the discussion of alternatives shall focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location, which are capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 
objectives, or would be more costly.  The feasibility of an alternative may be 
determined based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to:  site 
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and 
site accessibility and control.  This section also identifies the environmentally 
superior alternative.  As required by CEQA, if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the No Project Alternative, this chapter identifies an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

As stated in Section 3.0, Project Description, the objectives of the 2007 General 
Plan are to: 
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 provide direction for growth that supports continued viability of agricultural 
production and preserves as much of the County’s scenic and environmental 
resources as possible;  

 provide decision makers, County staff, and the public with an updated 
General Plan that accurately reflects the existing physical conditions and 
constraints in the County and provides a range of comprehensive policies to 
guide future development based upon those conditions and constraints; 

 modify existing land use designations to patterns that accommodate the 
most-recent population growth, housing, and employment projections in an 
orderly manner that minimizes environmental impacts as feasible while 
meeting the County’s obligations under California Planning Law to provide 
housing for all income levels 

 direct new development to Community Areas and Rural Centers to facilitate 
the efficient provision of infrastructure and services while reducing the 
impacts of population growth, additional housing and employment 
opportunities on agriculture, water supplies, and environmental resources. 

 establish policies that will conserve limited water supplies for current and 
projected future uses, incljuding urban, rural and agricultural uses 

 establish new comprehensive policies and modify existing policies in the 
existing 1982 General Plan that reflect the latest legal, statutory, scientific, 
and technical changes and advances; and 

 consider advice, concerns, and suggestions regarding future growth and 
development from all segments of the County population and, to the extent 
feasible, address these issues through new or modified goals, policies, or land 
use concepts. 

 Support the continued viability of the agricultural industry by allowing 
routine and ongoing agricultural uses to proceed subject to standard 
regulations 

 Establish the AWCP to facilitate the development of wineries along a 
corridor in the central and southern Salinas Valley to achieve a balance 
between the wine-grape production and wine processing capacity within the 
County.  

This Section provides a qualitative analysis of five alternatives to the 2007 
General Plan that is intended to provide a relative comparison between the 
potential impacts of the 2007 General Plan and each alternative.  In some cases, 
the significance conclusion of an impact may be the same under each scenario 
when compared to the Thresholds of Significance.  However, the actual degree of 
impact may be slightly different. 

The discussion provides a numeric comparison of development under each 
alternative based upon implementation to the Year 2030. The qualitative 
comparative analysis will focus on the differences between each alternative and 
GP2007 based upon development to the 2030 planning horizon.  This EIR has 
provided a methodology for determining the date of potential full buildout, and 
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assumes that could occur by 2092.  However, to determine with any precision 
when full buildout might occur for the other alternatives would be very difficult 
and entirely speculative. For example, because the GPI alternative requires voter 
approval of future amendments the County would not be able to predict whether 
voters would approve future amendments allowing additional growth to 
accommodate affordable housing.  For another example, the EIR certified for the 
1982 General Plan assumed that full buildout could have added about 30,000 
additional residential units in the County and assumed that would occur at a 
relatively early date. Yet 25 years later, actual growth has been closer to 6,000 
additional units.  Basing a comparison on 30,000 would not provide a meaningful 
analysis to the public or decision-makers.  A comparison of full buildout would 
likely result in a comparison of the dates into the next century when hypothetical 
buildout would occur, rather than a realistic comparison of the impacts of those 
alternatives.   

The estimates of new residential development to 2030 under the various 
alternatives are based on two sources.  The 1982 General Plan, GPI, and GPU 4 
alternatives’ estimates reflect the February 2007 report prepared by Bay Area 
Economics comparing the effects of those three alternatives in anticipation of 
placing the GPI on the countywide ballot.  The GPU3 estimate is derived from 
applying the historic residential growth rate (based on AMBAG forecasts) to the 
available land under that alternative.  The TOD estimate is, by the nature of the 
alternative, the same as the 2007 General Plan.      

5.2 Description of Alternatives 
The principal criteria for selecting the alternatives studied in the EIR are to 
comply with CEQA, to describe a reasonable range of alternatives that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic project objectives and avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project, and to 
ensure that the impact analysis provides sufficient information to the public and 
public officials to make informed decisions about the 2007 General Plan.  An 
EIR conceivably could analyze an infinite number of alternatives or variations on 
alternatives.  However, CEQA directs EIR preparers to analyze a “reasonable 
range” of alternatives to the project or project location, including the No-Project 
alternative. 

Monterey County started the process of a comprehensive general plan update in 
1999.  Since then, there have been multiple versions of a general plan prepared, 
including a community-based plan prepared as a ballot initiative.  This 
Supplemental EIR examines five alternatives to the 2007 General Plan as 
presently proposed. 

In order to offer decision-makers and the public a comparison of the most recent 
prior versions of the General Plan update, this EIR examines two alternatives—
GPU 3 and GPU 4—that would not otherwise meet all three criteria for being 
among the range of alternatives.  While these two alternatives are potentially 
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feasible and meet the project objectives, they do not substantially reduce the 
potential significant effects of the 2007 General Plan. 

The five alternatives are listed below with a summary description following the 
list: 

 No Project Alternative (Existing 1982 General Plan) 

 21st Century Monterey County General Plan, February 2004 Alternative 
(GPU3) 

 General Plan Initiative Alternative (GPI) 

 2007 General Plan Alternative (GPU4) 

 TOD (Transit-Oriented Development) 

The No Project Alternative considers an option to not accept any updates and 
retain the existing 1982 General Plan.  This alternative consists of the 1982 
General Plan with an amended Housing Element adopted in 2003.  It also 
includes the existing four Local Coastal Programs (North County Land Use Plan, 
Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, Carmel Land Use Plan, and the Big Sur Coast 
Land Use Plan) and eight Area Plans that are considered subsets of the 1982 
General Plan.   

The projected level of development under the 1982 General Plan is somewhat 
uncertain.  The 1982 General Plan’s EIR estimated that it would accommodate 
up to 63,735 new dwelling units.  More recently, the 2007 report prepared for the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors comparing the GPI to the 1982 General 
Plan estimated that future development would total 13,570 new residential units. 
(Bay Area Economics 2007)  

The focus of growth under the 1982 General Plan is in urban areas (cities).  New 
residential growth is to be concentrated in areas already committed to a degree of 
residential development and provide for an adequate level of services.  Much of 
this would occur at low or rural density.  The Plan also designates four “Area of 
Development Concentration Study Areas” and establishes an urban reserve 
overlay area, which would be developed through annexation to an incorporated 
city. There are ten Special Treatment Areas (STAs) identified in the 1982 
General Plan.  

GPU3 is the third version of a comprehensive General Plan Update.  This version  
was considered, but not adopted, by the Board of Supervisors in 2004.  A Draft 
EIR was prepared and circulated for this document but not certified.  GPU3 
consolidates the four Local Coastal Programs into a single new Coast Area Plan.  
The county’s eight Area Plans are incorporated into GPU3, but are amended with 
their own sets of vision statements, policies, and goals.  Estimated new 
residential development under GPU3 to the 2030 horizon year is 13,675 
residential units.    

GPU3 establishes eight Community Areas as targets for urban growth.  These are 
unincorporated communities that have already begun to develop at urban 
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densities, or have been planned for urban development for many years.  These 
include Boronda, Castroville, Pajaro, a portion of Fort Ord, Rancho San Juan, 
Pine Canyon, San Lucas, and an expanded area of Rancho San Juan.  Pine 
Canyon and the expanded area of Rancho San Juan would be developed in a 
second phase of Community Plan development.  There are also 18 Rural Centers 
identified in this alternative that could ultimately be converted to Community 
Areas in the future, based upon a tiered system of phased growth.  Policies 
establishing an agricultural wine corridor are proposed as part of this alternative.  
GPU3 included 16 Special Treatment Areas or”STAs” ( including the 10 existing 
STAs from the 1982 General Plan).  

GPI is a proposed General Plan Initiative that was placed on the June 2007 
countywide ballot, but did not pass.  It amends part of the existing 1982 General 
Plan (primarily Chapter IV Area development, and the 2003–2007 Housing 
Element as well as the North County Coastal Land Use Plan and sections of each 
of the inland area plans).  The remaining coastal plans would not be amended.  
Estimated new development under the GPI to the 2030 horizon year is 
13,973 residential units. (Bay Area Economics 2007) 

The GPI limits all new growth in the unincorporated area to five Community 
Areas:  Boronda, Castroville, Pajaro, East Garrison portion of Fort Ord, and 
Chualar.  Growth in Chualar is limited to 100 acres.  No Rural Centers would be 
created.  Subdivisions outside Community Areas are significantly constrained.  A 
net increase in lots would require voter approval of a separate countywide 
initiative.  Property owners are permitted to construct single-family residences on 
legal lots of record. 

GPU4 is the 2006 General Plan update adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 
January 2007.  It makes no changes to any of the Local Coastal Programs.  GPU4 
establishes 6 Community Areas and 11 Rural Centers in locations where 
populations have developed over the past 20 or more years.  GPU4 also proposes 
17 Special Treatment Areas ( including the 10 existing STAs in the 1982 General 
Plan ) totaling 7,832 acres,  plus three Study Areas to be.  evaluated for possible 
future designation as STAs.  A separate agricultural wine corridor plan (ACWP) 
would be enacted in conjunction with GPU4. 

The estimated development of new residential units under GPU4 to the 2030 
planning horizon year is 16,900 dwelling units. (Bay Area Economics 2007)  

TOD is an alternative that focuses new development along existing and future 
transportation corridors. These corridors would be served by high-capacity and 
high-frequency public transportation. Public transportation in this alternative 
includes fixed-route bus service, rail, express bus service and Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT). Development in these corridors would be concentrated at “nodes” 
adjoining public transportation stations.   

Under the TOD Alternative, new development outside the Community Areas, 
Rural Centers, and AHOs would be restricted to the first single-family home on 
existing legal lots of record in the North County, Greater Monterey Peninsula 
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(along the Route 68 corridor only) Greater Salinas, and Toro (along the Route 68 
corridor) Area Plans.  The Bradley and Lockwood Rural Centers would be 
considered third tier development priority areas.  They would not be developed 
until the transit system is funded and built to King City.  Otherwise, this 
alternative would share the same policies as the 2007 General Plan.  Areas 
subject to subdivision restrictions would be designated as “sending” sites under a 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program, with cities, Community Areas, 
Rural Centers, and AHOs identified as “receiving” areas.  In effect, development 
credits could be transferred from the sending areas to the receiving areas, 
resulting in more intense development at the latter.   

Table 5-6, Summary of 2007 General Plan Alternatives, in the discussion of the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative that follows compares the relative impacts 
of the alternatives to the impacts of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.2.1 Growth Projections under the Alternatives 
The residential growth projections to 2030 for most of the alternatives are taken 
from the 2007 Bay Area Economics report Analysis of Monterey County General 
Plans and Quality of Life Initiative prepared for the County Board of 
Supervisors.  The two exceptions are the GPU3 and TOD alternatives.  

Growth to 2030 under GPU3 is estimated on the basis of the 10,567 dwelling 
units described as potential development in the draft of GPU3 before the Board 
of Supervisors added more Community Areas, with an additional increment 
added to conservatively estimate the residential units that might be allowed in the 
additional Community Areas and un-built lots.  This additional 28 percent 
increment is based on the ratio of development potential for the 2007 General 
Plan under full buildout to the development potential in 2030.   

The Alternatives impacts are not individually analyzed at buildout in 2092.  The 
method of estimating 2092 growth for the 2007 General Plan has been to apply 
the historic growth rate (expressed in housing units per year) within the 
unincorporated area of the county.  Using this approach, each of the alternatives 
would add 25,903 residences by 2092.  As a result, the relative degree of impact 
when the alternatives are compared to one another would remain essentially the 
same as during the 2030 planning horizon.  
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5.3 No Project Alternative—Existing 1982 
General Plan 

5.3.1 Description 
Under this alternative, the existing 1982 General Plan would be retained as the 
County’s blueprint for growth.  No land use designations would change, and it is 
assumed that existing undeveloped lots of record ultimately would be built out to 
their highest use, as envisioned by the 1982 General Plan land use map.  The 
1982 General Plan is designed to encourage growth in the 12 incorporated cities.  
The 1982 General Plan includes the STA overlay that allows for unique land use 
concepts that reflect site-specific constraints or features. Ten  STAs are included 
in the 1982 General Plan and the Rancho San Juan Area of Development 
Concentration Study Area.  In comparison, the 2007 General Plan would 
establish five Community Areas and seven Rural Centers where populations have 
developed over the past 20 or more years, while also encouraging growth in the 
cities.   

The 1982 General Plan does not include an Agricultural Winery Corridor, and 
the development of wine-related facilities would continue in accordance with 
current practices. 

5.3.1.1 Development Comparison-  

A comparison of potential new residential development between the existing 
1982 General Plan (as amended) and the 2007 General Plan over the planning 
horizon of 2030 is provided in Table 5-1.  Implementation of the 1982 General 
Plan would result in about 130 more dwelling units than development of the 2007 
General Plan to the 2030 planning horizon.  For all intents, implementation of the 
two plans would be approximately the same. 

Table 5-1.  Comparison:  No Project Alternative and Proposed Project to 2030 

Category Existing 1982 General Plan 2007 General Plan 
Difference* 
(No Project vs. 2007 General Plan) 

Residential 13,570 dwelling units 13,420 dwelling units 130more dwelling units 

*  Difference in projected new dwelling units is based on the difference between the estimated housing units within 
the unincorporated County from 2005 to 2030 for the No Project Alternative and from 2006 to 2030 for the 2007 
General Plan.   
Source:  Bay Area Economics.  2007.  Analysis of Monterey County General Plans and Quality of Life Initiative.  
February; Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (2004).  
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The difference in development potential between the two plans, as well as the 
difference in goals and policies, will serve as the basis for the analysis of the 
1982 General Plan (No Project) alternative.  The analysis below is based in part 
upon the Analysis of the Monterey County General Plans and Quality of Life 
Initiative prepared by Bay Area Economics and dated February 2007. 

5.3.2 Environmental Effects 

5.3.2.1 Land Use 

The existing land use pattern provided in the 1982 General Plan and subsequent 
amendments would remain in effect.  Although not designated as Community 
Areas per se, the communities of Pajaro, Boronda, and Castroville are designated 
for high-density residential, commercial, and industrial uses and could proceed 
consistent with 1982 General Plan policies.  Also, the Specific Plans adopted for 
Fort Ord and Rancho San Juan (Butterfly Village) could proceed in accordance 
with those plans.  As required under State Planning Law (Government Code 
Section 65300 et seq.), the 1982 General Plan provides for future development to 
meet anticipated growth.  Overall, impacts under the No Project Alternative 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

The 2007 General Plan provides more specific and extensive development 
policies than the 1982 General Plan.  The 1982 General Plan does not include a 
designation for Rural Centers; however, these areas would remain subject to the 
policies of the plan with respect to maintaining low densities and provision of 
services.  In contrast, the 2007 General Plan would allow development at a 
density of 1 to 5 residential units per acre, or up to 10 to 15 units per acre if 
processed as part of an Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program.  The 
2007 General Plan would also establish  Affordable Housing Overlays(AHOs) 
allowing higher densities in selected areas.  Both plans require that adequate 
water and wastewater facilities be provided concurrently with development.  The 
2007 General Plan also states that Rural Centers should have a commercial focal 
point, and expansion of Rural Centers may be considered only after preparation 
of a Capital Improvement and Financing Plan. 

Accordingly, because, the 2007 General Plan establishes more detailed policies 
specifying where new growth would be directed and has more specific policies 
guiding activities for Commercial, Industrial, Agricultural, and Open Space land 
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use, there is greater assurance that land use conflicts can be avoided or reduced 
under the 2007 General Plan. 

As such, the more detailed policies contained in the 2007 General Plan would 
better prevent adverse land use impacts such as division of established 
communities or conflicts with adopted land use plans than would the 1982 
General Plan.  Therefore, the 1982 General Plan would have  greater impacts on 
land use than the 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.2 Agriculture Resources 

The 1982 General Plan is generally protective of agricultural uses, discouraging 
“premature and scattered development” and providing that growth areas will be 
designated only where adequate levels of urban services and infrastructure can be 
provided.  In addition, it includes policies calling for the prevention of non-
agricultural uses that could interfere with normal agricultural operations and the 
establishment of permanent, well-defined buffer areas as part of new non-
agricultural development proposals located next to agricultural uses.  The buffer 
areas are to be dedicated in perpetuity and sufficiently large to protect 
agricultural operations from incompatible development.  The 1982 General Plan 
limits the subdivision of viable, important farm land to divisions necessary to 
agricultural purposes or when demonstrated to not be detrimental to the 
agricultural viability of adjoining parcels.  The 1982 General Plan also provides 
that the County is to make every effort to preserve, enhance, and expand viable 
agricultural uses on important farmland.  Nonetheless, the growth projected 
under the No Project Alternative would convert substantial amounts of farmland 
to urban uses.  This is a significant and unavoidable impact. 

The 2007 General Plan contains more specific policies intended to channel 
development into existing cities, Community Areas, and Rural Centers, in that 
order.  The policies of the 2007 General Plan would focus growth into higher 
density Community Areas as the first tier for new development, with subsequent 
growth in Rural Centers (second tier for new development).  The 2007 General 
Plan also provides for agricultural buffers and identifies specific criteria by 
which to establish those buffers, but does not require that all buffers by 
permanent or dedicated in perpetuity.  Other policies state that agriculture is to be 
the “the top land use priority for guiding future economic development on 
agricultural lands” and require the County to establish a program that requires 
mitigation for the conversion of important farmland that is to be annexed to 
cities, with specified exceptions.  The 2007 General Plan also establishes policies 
intended to avoid regulatory constraints on “routine and ongoing agricultural 
activities.”  This is meant to encourage continued agricultural activities.  Along 
this line, the ACWP would authorize wineries within its boundaries that would 
enhance tourism and provide additional income to wine grape growers. 

The existing 1982 General Plan, because of its more generalized policy approach 
would have slightly greater impacts on agriculture resources than the 2007 
General Plan, which directs future development to cities or specifically identified 
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growth areas and requires a mitigation program for annexing important 
farmlands.  Although the 1982 General Plan has a stronger buffer policy 
(requiring permanent buffers), the policy in the 2007 General Plan is more 
detailed with regard to the requirements for buffer areas, compensation for loss 
of agricultural lands and a stronger provision with respect to preventing the 
subdivision of agricultural lands for non-agricultural purposes.   Furthermore , 
the 2007 General Plan has incentives for the continuation of agricultural uses 
including numerous policies in the Agricultural Element. Accordingly, the 1982 
General Plan would have greater impacts on agricultural lands than the GP2007.  

5.3.2.3 Water Resources 

The existing 1982 General Plan contains general policies intended to protect 
water quality and avoid groundwater overdraft.  This includes a policy 
prohibiting “water consuming development in areas which do not have proven 
adequate water supplies.”  The 1982 General Plan lacks goals and policies that 
stipulate additional erosion control requirements, water conservation measures, 
or the preparation of a drainage design manual, all of which are found in the 2007 
General Plan.  The impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

The potential effects of the 1982 General Plan on groundwater overdraft would 
appear to be greater than 2007 General Plan.  Although the 1982 General Plan 
contemplates about the same level of new development during the planning 
period as the 2007 General Plan, the 1982 General Plan does not include 
provisions for requiring a sustainable water supply prior to development.  

The effects of implementation of the 1982 General Plan would be greater than 
those of the 2007 General Plan with regard to soil erosion and sedimentation 
from construction and agricultural land use activities, wastewater disposal (i.e., 
septic tanks), groundwater overdraft, seawater intrusion, well competition and 
interference, and levee and dam failure.  All of these are existing significant 
problems that are not addressed in the 1982 General Plan at the level of policy 
detail found in the 2007 General Plan. In addition, the 2007 General Plan 
includes several sections in the Public Services Element and Open Space 
Element that specifically address water quality protection, water consumption, 
long term water supply, and erosion protection that are not in the 1982 General 
Plan.  Therefore, the 1982 General Plan would have more impacts on water 
resources than the 2007 General Plan.  

5.3.2.4 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

The existing 1982 General Plan moderates the exposure of persons and property 
to geologic, soil, and seismic hazards through policies requiring geologic and 
soils reports prior to subdivision of land and in areas of potential instability.  The 
2007 General Plan contains more specific and extensive policies that would 
avoid substantial adverse effects, such as the establishment of a Geologic 
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Constraints and Hazards Database to identify hazardous areas.  Therefore, 
potential adverse impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity from the 1982 
General Plan would be greater than those of the proposed 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.5 Mineral Resources 

Oil production in the southern Salinas Valley and South County is the only 
mineral resource extraction activity that may be affected by development and 
land use activities.  Economic conditions and legal constraints make it highly 
unlikely that either the existing 1982 General Plan or the proposed 2007 General 
Plan would result in the premature termination of oil extraction operations in 
these areas.  Therefore, the 1982 General Plan Alternative would have a less-
than-significant effect on mineral resources, as would the 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.6 Transportation 

The existing 1982 General Plan includes general policies encouraging land use 
patterns that would reduce the need for driving and requiring proposed 
development to remain “within an acceptable level of service.”  The 1982 
General Plan does not include any mechanism to require that new development 
activities fund transportation improvements necessitated by the traffic generated 
by those activities.  As a result, the traffic impacts resulting from the No Project 
Alternative would be significant. 

The 2007 General Plan would establish, with specific exceptions, LOS D as the 
standard for maximum allowable congestion within the County.  The proposed 
policies would include a commitment to prepare Capital Improvement and 
Facilities Plans, by benefit area, to finance road improvements.  The proposed 
policies include a prohibition on projects that would result in congestion 
exceeding LOS D unless improvements are being installed concurrently.  
Nonetheless, there will be significant impacts on road congestion. 

All of the roadways contemplated as AWCP corridors currently operate at 
acceptable levels of service.  The AWCP would accelerate the current pace of 
development of wine-related facilities, which would result in a corresponding 
increase in traffic.  Absent new wineries, grape production would continue to be 
exported out of the County creating regional truck traffic during certain times of 
the year.  The AWCP would not eliminate this traffic, but would contain it 
locally, thus reducing trip lengths.  The AWCP would also generate new visitor 
traffic along the corridor, but that traffic would occur outside the wine industry’s 
peak periods.  Such local traffic would not be expected to be substantial enough 
to cause roadway performance to operate at deficient levels. 

The No Project scenario represents buildout of the County to the year 2092 under 
the 1982 General Plan currently in effect. Table 4.6-24 earlier compared the 
housing, population and employment forecasts between the 1982 and 2007 
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General Plans.  The comparison indicated that buildout of the 2007 General Plan 
would result in a net increase in daily trips greater than what would be generated 
at buildout of the 1982 General Plan.  Therefore the LOS impacts of buildout of 
the 2007 General Plan would be greater than those of the 1982 General Plan. 

The absence of a fee or mechanism from the 1982 General Plan is expected to 
result in deficient roadway performance conditions that will worsen with future 
development activities. The absence of the regional and local fee mitigation 
measures as well as the increased development and sprawl potential of the 1982 
General Plan would lead to the conclusion that the  potential adverse impacts on 
transportation from the 1982 General Plan would be greater than those of the 
2007 General Plan.  

5.3.2.7 Air Quality 

The North Central Coast Air Basin, which includes Monterey County, is not in 
attainment for the state ozone (O3) standard.  The existing 1982 General Plan 
includes general policies that encourage development to meet air quality 
standards.  However, these policies are not sufficient to avoid a significant effect 
on air quality from implementation of the No Project Alternative. 

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan contains policies that are consistent with 
the air quality objectives of the North Central Coast Air Basin 2004 Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP).  Moreover, the 2007 General Plan’s policies 
requiring a Traffic Impact Fee and linking occupancy of new development to 
related roadway improvements would significantly reduce idling on roadways, 
which would result in a corresponding reduction in adverse air quality impacts.  
Additionally, future wineries under the ACWP would introduce new sources of 
air emissions.  These would be subject to permitting by the Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District. 

The combination of a lack of transportation improvement mechanisms, and 
absence of more specific air quality protection policies in the 1982 General Plan 
would result in potential adverse impacts on air quality  greater than those of the 
proposed 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.8 Noise 

The existing 1982 General Plan includes general policies requiring new 
construction to meet noise standards established in the General Plan and to be 
enforced through a future noise ordinance.  This includes conformity between 
new development and noise limits established in the 1982 General Plan.  The 
increase in development that would be allowed under the No Project Alternative 
would result in a significant and unavoidable noise impact, particularly along 
major roads.  
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The proposed 2007 General Plan similarly establishes policies and would be 
implemented through a future noise ordinance.  The 2007 General Plan contains 
policies establishing the contents of the noise ordinance.  Its policies also set out 
standards for requiring acoustical and vibration analyses as part of the 
environmental review process for projects. 

Both the 1982 General Plan and the proposed 2007 General Plan would increase 
exposure of residents to noise by virtue of allowing additional growth within the 
County.  The 2007 General Plan’s policies address noise impacts more 
comprehensively than do the policies in the 1982 General Plan.  Accordingly, 
potential adverse noise impacts from implementation of the 1982 General Plan 
would be somewhat greater than those of the 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.9 Biological Resources 

Implementation of the existing 1982 General Plan would result in development 
with significant impacts on sensitive habitats, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife 
movement, and tree preservation.  The current trend of conversion of grazing 
lands, which provide wildlife habitat, to intensive agricultural cultivation, which 
provides little habitat value, would continue.  The policies of the 1982 General 
Plan encourage the conservation and maintenance of native plant communities 
near new development and promote the conservation of large contiguous areas of 
native vegetation to provide wildlife habitat.  The policies also call for careful 
planning of areas that are of value to wildlife to maintain that habitat.  
Nonetheless, the No Project Alternative would result in extensive new 
development that would have a significant and unavoidable impact on biological 
resources.   

In comparison, the proposed 2007 General Plan would not substantially increase 
the rate of conversion of grazing land to more intensive agricultural uses, 
however, the 1982 General Plan Area Plans have more restrictive policies 
regarding the conversion of land on steep slopes. Additional policies are 
proposed in the 2007 General Plan to inventory natural habitats, avoid state and 
federally listed wildlife species, including designated federal critical habitat, and 
evaluate and mitigate impacts on special status species or their critical habitat 
that are not included in the 1982 General Plan.  The 2007 General Plan also 
contains a policy committing the County to develop and implement a future 
program for mitigating the loss of critical habitat as a result of new projects.  
Mitigation of losses would also be required under state and federal law.  The 
1982 General Plan and 2007 General Plan would be somewhat comparable on 
balance with respect to impacts on biological resources; however, with the 
imposition of the mitigation measures proposed in this EIR with respect to 
special status species, kit fox habitat mitigation, stream setbacks, oak woodland 
protection and raptor protection, the 1982 General Plan would have greater 
impacts to biological resources than the 2007 General Plan.  
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5.3.2.10 Cultural Resources 

The existing 1982 General Plan includes policies that encourage the conservation 
of historical resources, including the preparation of a historic inventory.  There 
are no policies for the protection of archaeological or paleontological resources.  
However, state law is protective of archaeological resources to the extent that it 
requires consultation with appropriate Native American representatives and 
proper reburial in the event of the discovery of Native American human remains.  
Under the current General Plan, protection relies primarily on CEQA 
compliance.  Absent a comprehensive approach, the 1982 General Plan would 
result in significant effects on archaeological and paleontological resources.   

In comparison, the proposed 2007 General Plan includes specific policies to 
inventory resources, survey in sensitive areas, and protect important 
representative and unique archaeological sites and features.  Similar policies are 
included in the 2007 General Plan relative to paleontological resources.  In 
addition, the 2007 General Plan contains policies to encourage the conservation 
of Native American cultural sites, sacred places, and burial sites, including 
provisions for consultation with tribal representatives.  The 2007 General Plan 
would be more protective of these resources; therefore, the 1982 General Plan 
would have a greater impact on cultural resources.  

5.3.2.11 Public Services and Utilities 

Implementation of the existing 1982 General Plan would result in adverse 
impacts from new or expanded fire protection, sheriff’s protection, schools, 
libraries, medical facilities, wastewater, and solid waste facilities.  The 1982 
General Plan does not provide for concentrating new development within the 
unincorporated County within Community Areas and Rural Centers.  If desired 
levels of services were to be maintained, more facilities, albeit smaller, might be 
required than under the proposed 2007 General Plan.  Domestic water supplies 
are limited in several areas of the County, including the Monterey Peninsula and 
Pajaro area.  The 1982 General Plan includes policies encouraging coordination 
among water service providers to assure that groundwater is not overdrafted, 
prohibiting water-consuming development in areas that do not have proven 
adequate water supplies, and requiring new development to connect to existing 
water suppliers, where feasible.  The 1982 General Plan has not been effective in 
avoiding this significant effect.  

The 2007 General Plan, in comparison, would result in the same impacts from 
new or expanded services and infrastructure.   

With respect to potable water supply, the 2007 General Plan includes policies for 
the development of a Hydrologic Resources Constraints and Hazards Database to 
assist in managing conservation and water quality improvement.  Additional 
2007 General Plan policies will require that all projects be designed to increase 
the site’s predevelopment absorption of rainfall and to recharge groundwater 
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where appropriate, and to require the management of construction of impervious 
surfaces in important groundwater recharge areas through discretionary permits.  
Therefore, potential adverse impacts on potable water supply from the 1982 
General Plan would be greater than those of the proposed 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.12 Parks and Recreation 

The existing 1982 General Plan contains policies that encourage park planning, 
the equitable distribution of County parks, the formation of a self-supporting park 
system, and facilitating the acquisition and operation of community parks by 
other agencies.  The development of future parks will result in impacts such as 
traffic, noise, and lighting, depending upon the location and recreational 
opportunities provided.  Parks tend to be built in urbanized areas, so their impacts 
are not expected to be significant.  However, the No Project Alternative would 
not provide adequate levels of new parks.  This would have a significant effect 
through overuse of existing facilities.  

By comparison, the 2007 General Plan includes additional policies, including the 
establishment of Adequate Public Facilities and Service standards, that will be 
used to obtain park and recreation facilities along with residential subdivisions 
and require that Community Area Plans identify adequate park and recreation 
facility sites.  These standards do not, however, establish a specific level of 
service for parks and recreation facilities, which weakens their effectiveness.  
The potential adverse impacts on parks and recreation from the 1982 General 
Plan would be the same as those of the 2007 General Plan.  However, Mitigation 
Measure PAR-1 in this EIR would require the County to enact a general policy 
establishing a ratio for acreage to population.  This would make the impacts of 
the 1982 General Plan greater than those of the project.   

5.3.2.13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The existing 1982 General Plan does not contain policies that avoid potential 
impacts from hazardous materials, emergency response, and wildland fire 
protection.  As a result, the No Project Alternative would have a significant effect 
in these areas of concern.  

The 2007 General Plan contains new goals and policies to address these areas, 
including extensive policies concerning fire hazards and emergency 
preparedness.  Therefore, the 1982 General Plan has greater adverse impacts on 
hazards and hazardous materials relative to the proposed 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.14 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

The existing 1982 General Plan does not contain explicit policies that would 
reduce aesthetic impacts from implementation.  Visual character and light and 
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glare would experience significant adverse impacts as a result of development 
under the 1982 General Plan.   

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan includes general policies intended to 
reduce the impacts of development within designated visually sensitive areas.  
Additional policies restrict ridgeline development, encourage transfer of 
development rights to direct development away from areas with unique visual 
features, encourage new development to direct lighting away from sensitive 
neighbors, and commit to mapping of visually sensitive resources to assist in 
reducing impacts.  New wine-related facilities would alter the visual character of 
agricultural areas and would introduce new sources of light and glare in those 
rural areas.   

In either case, new development will result in a significant effect from increased 
light and glare.  Because it would not provide protective policies, the aesthetic, 
light, and glare impacts of the 1982 General Plan would be greater than those of 
the 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.2.15 Population and Housing  

The existing 1982 General Plan is a local land use plan that prescribes where and 
at what intensity future growth will occur.  Pursuant to state law, it must provide 
opportunities for future residential growth to meet anticipated residential 
demand.  As such, the No Project Alternative would induce future growth and 
result in a significant effect.  To the extent that development would displace 
existing residents, the requirements of state law (Government Code Section 7260, 
et seq.) would apply to limit the adverse effects.  

Neither the No-Project Alternative nor the 2007 General Plan is expected to 
result in the displacement of substantial numbers of dwelling units or persons.  
Therefore, the 1982 General Plan’s impacts on population and housing would be 
essentially the same as those of the proposed 2007 General Plan. 

5.3.3 Conclusion 
The No Project Alternative (Existing 1982 General Plan) would preserve the 
existing land use patterns, continue existing policies, and maintain the current 
development potential for the unincorporated areas of the County.  This would 
result in greater environmental impacts as compared to the 2007 General Plan on 
land use, agricultural resources, water resources, geology and soils, 
transportation, air quality, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, public 
services, parks and recreation, hazardous materials, and light and glare.   Impacts 
of the two plans with respect to mineral resources and population and housing are 
largely the same.  With adoption of the proposed mitigation measure for parks 
and biological resources, the 2007  General Plan would have less impact on parks 
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and recreation and biological resources than the 1982 General Plan ( No-Project 
Alternative).  

The No Project Alternative does not meet any of the objectives of the 2007 
General Plan because it maintains the existing 1982 General Plan and does not 
update its policies or land use map to account for changing economic conditions, 
land use patterns, socioeconomic changes, or technological advancements.   

5.4 21st Century Monterey County General Plan, 
February 2004 Alternative (GPU3) 

5.4.1 Description 
The 21st Century Monterey County General Plan February 2004 Alternative 
(GPU3) is a version of Monterey County’s effort to update the existing 1982 
General Plan; it was considered but ultimately not adopted by the Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors.   

GPU3 employs the Community Area concept that is incorporated into the 2007 
GPU with a few differences.  GPU3 establishes eight Community Areas: 
Boronda, Castroville, Fort Ord (Specific Plan area), Pajaro, Pine Canyon (King 
City), 4,000 acre Rancho San Juan, Rancho San Juan Expansion, and San Lucas.  
Growth in Boronda, Castroville, and Pajaro would be facilitated by 
redevelopment activities, while entirely new communities would be established 
at Ford Ord and Rancho San Juan.  These five areas would be where most of the 
initial Community Area growth would be concentrated.  The Pine Canyon (King 
City), San Lucas, and Rancho San Juan Expansion Community Areas would be 
developed later in the life of GPU3 (second phase).   

In GPU3, future growth, though on a limited basis, would also occur in areas 
designated as Rural Centers.  Under GPU3, 18 Rural Centers would be 
designated under a three-tier system.  Tier I areas are Rural Centers that could 
ultimately be converted to Community Areas.  There are two Tier I Rural 
Centers:  Bradley and San Ardo.  Tier II areas are Rural Centers that could 
potentially support infill and limited subdivision within their boundaries once 
infrastructure improvements are completed.  The nine Tier II Rural Centers are 
Aromas, Chualar, Del Monte Forest, Las Lomas, Lockwood, Moss Landing, 
Mouth of Carmel Valley, Pleyto, and Prunedale.  Tier III Rural Centers are areas 
that are built out and areas where there is no local interest for new subdivisions 
or intensification of existing land uses.  The seven Tier III Rural Centers are 
Carmel Highlands, Carmel Valley Village, Corral de Tierra/San Benancio, Mid-
Carmel Valley, River Road, Spreckles, and Toro Park.   

GPU3 includes an Affordable Housing Overlay designation to promote the 
development of affordable housing.  The overlay designation in GPU3 allows for 
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higher densities (10 to 30 dwelling units per acre) than would otherwise be 
allowed by the land use designation and zoning requirements.  To take advantage 
of the overlay designation, 100% of a proposed residential development must 
meet affordability requirements to facilitate the co-location of jobs and housing.  
The overlay has a potential to apply to 27,891 acres and would be implemented 
in two phases.  Phase I consists of a total overlay potential of 12,285 acres in the 
following areas:  Greater Monterey Peninsula along Highway 68, Lower Carmel 
Valley, Fort Ord, Rancho San Juan, and Boronda.  Phase II consists of a total 
overlay potential of 6,876 acres in the following areas:  Castroville, Pajaro, Pine 
Canyon (King City), San Lucas, Aromas, Pleyto, Moss Landing, River Road, San 
Ardo, San Benancio/Corral de Tierra, Spreckles, and Toro Park.   

In addition, GPU3 includes a STA overlay to allow for unique land use concepts 
that reflect site-specific constraints or features.  Ten STAs were originally 
included in the existing 1982 General Plan, and six more (for a total of sixteen) 
are proposed in GPU3.  

GPU3 includes Winery Corridor policies that are similar to the AWCP proposed 
as part of the 2007 General Plan.  Both plans divide the corridor into three 
segments.  The number of wine-related facilities permitted within the corridor 
was established in the GPU3 Draft EIR.  As a result, differences between the two 
plans are relatively minor and pertain primarily to implementation.  Differences 
include the following:  GPU 3 would authorize up to 8 bed and breakfasts 
associated with wineries, while the 2007 General Plan would instead authorize up 
to 8 inns.  GPU 3 would allow up to 40 single-family homes and an additional 40 
guest houses among the wineries; the 2007 General Plan would allow up to 50 
single-family homes, 50 guest houses, and 150 workers’ residences.  Regarding 
residences, the Monterey County zoning ordinance (Chapter 21.30) actually has a 
more liberal policy for other farmland properties, authorizing up to three single-
family residences, one guest house, and five residences for farmworker families 
(or housing for up to 12 workers in a group residence) on any parcel.   

Finally, GPU3 amends the four Land Use Plans that are part of the four Local 
Coastal Programs in effect in Monterey County (North County Land Use Plan 
[includes Moss Landing Community Plan], the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, 
the Carmel Land Use Plan, and the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan) and 
consolidates them under a new Coast Area Plan.  Amendments to the Local 
Coastal Programs would be subject to review and final approval by the California 
Coastal Commission. 

5.4.1.1 Development Comparison 

A comparison of development potential between GPU3 and the 2007 General 
Plan during the 2030 planning horizon is provided in Table 5-2.  In comparison 
to projected growth under the 2007 General Plan during the planning horizon, 
implementation of GPU3 would result in 3,650 fewer new dwelling units.   
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Table 5-2.  Comparison:  GPU3 and Proposed Project (2030) 

Category GPU3 2007 General Plan Difference* (GPU3 vs. 2007 General Plan) 

Residential 13,675 dwelling units 10,015 dwelling units 3,650 more dwelling units 

*Difference in projected dwelling units is based on the difference between the estimated housing units within the 
unincorporated County from 2005 to 2030 for GPU3 and from 2006 to 2030 for the 2007 General Plan.   
Source:  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (2004). 

The difference in development potential between the two plans, as well as the 
difference in goals and policies, will serve as the basis for the analysis of the 
GPU3 alternative.   

5.4.2 Environmental Effects 

5.4.2.1 Land Use 

GPU3 provides for substantial growth during its planning horizon.  It would 
provide for growth beyond existing development levels in the Rancho San Juan 
area and 18 designated Rural Centers that would result in conflicts with nearby 
land uses.  In addition, the Affordable Housing Overlay would allow higher 
density development in low-density residential and agricultural areas covering up 
to 27,891 acres, creating the potential for land use conflicts.  As a result, GPU3 
would have a significant effect on land use.   

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan limits development in Rancho San Juan to 
the approved Butterfly Village and provides for seven Rural Centers.  The 2007 
General Plan would designate Chualar as a Community Area, allowing 
urbanization, but otherwise does not have as expansive an urban development 
pattern as proposed under GPU3.  The proposed 2007 General Plan would 
require an Infrastructure and Financing Study to ensure that growth is properly 
served with utilities and public services.  Growth outside of Community Areas 
and rural centers would be subject to a residential Development Evaluation 
System that will be provide a “pass-fail” system of ensuring the development has 
sufficient services.  As a result, although the potential for significant land use 
impacts is not eliminated by the policies of the 2007 General Plan, it is less than 
under GPU3.   

GPU3 also contains policies designed to limit the unmitigated expansion of 
cities.  GPU3 sets forth a policy that the County will oppose City annexation 
requests if housing development outpaces job growth and roadway impacts are 
not properly mitigated.  This set of policies may reduce many potential land use 
impacts from city growth on unincorporated county lands. 

Overall, GPU3 envisions substantially more growth than the 2007 General Plan 
and proposes to accommodate it through a variety of approaches.  In terms of 
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development potential, GPU3 would accommodate 3,650 more new dwelling 
units than the 2007 General Plan.  While GPU3 does contain a rigorous 
annexation policy that would address city-county land use conflicts, this would 
not fully address the land use conflicts created in the unincorporated county 
because of the number of Rural Communities established.  In addition, GPU3-
proposed amendments to the coastal zone land use plans have the potential to 
create land use conflicts with the Local Coastal Program.  Therefore, GPU3 
would have greater impacts on land use than would the 2007 General Plan.  

5.4.2.2 Agriculture Resources  

Development and land use activities contemplated by GPU3 would result in the 
conversion of approximately 32,900 acres of Important Farmland.  Most of this 
loss of farmland would occur as a result of the Affordable Housing Overlay, 
which would affect as much as 27,900 acres.  Additional losses would be 
incurred with development of the 18 Rural Centers and the 4,000-acre Rancho 
San Juan.  GPU3’s policy regarding city annexation could indirectly limit the 
loss of Important Farmland by slowing city growth; however, this policy would 
only partially offset the conversion within unincorporated areas.  Overall, GPU 3 
would have a significant effect on agricultural resources.  

In comparison, urban development proposed as part of the 2007 General Plan 
would result in a loss of approximately 5,500 acres of Important Farmland.  
Therefore, GPU3 would have greater impacts on agriculture resources than 
would the 2007 General Plan.  

5.4.2.3 Water Resources 

GPU3 would have significant impacts on soil erosion and sedimentation from 
construction and agricultural land use activities, wastewater disposal (i.e., septic 
tanks), groundwater overdraft, seawater intrusion, well competition and 
interference, and levee and dam failure.  GPU3 would prohibit development in 
100-year flood plains, establish a Comprehensive Integrated Water Management 
Plan, require long-term water supplies for new development, and expand the 
Watershed Permit Coordination Program.  GPU3 also has strong policies 
protecting water resources in the Coastal Areas.  GPU3 shares with the 2007 
General Plan an increased demand on groundwater resources and potential for 
exacerbating overdraft conditions.  It is unlikely that these policies would be 
sufficient to solve the water supply and overdraft problems identified in this EIR 
and therefore, GPU 3 would have a significant and unavoidable impact.  

The 2007 General Plan policies, with the exception of the long-term sustainable 
water requirement, are less stringent.  However, the proposed 2007 General Plan 
would restrict development in floodplains, limits development where there is no 
long-term sustainable water supply, and would establish groundwater overdraft 
monitoring systems.  It is therefore likely that, on balance given the greater 
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development potential under GPU3, the significance level of potential GPU3 
overall impacts on water resources would be similar to those of the 2007 General 
Plan.  

5.4.2.4 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

GPU3 includes specific policies that reduce geologic risk by limiting 
development near fault zones, requiring geologic reports in areas identified as 
having geologic hazards or constraints, and requiring geotechnical reports for 
subdivisions in areas of risk.  These policies, in concert with building codes and 
the County Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapter 16.12 of the Monterey County 
Code), would avoid a significant effect on the environment.   

The 2007 General Plan has similar policies to minimize geologic risk and would 
also work with existing County building codes and ordinances to minimize soil 
erosion.  Based on its greater development area (eight Community Areas and 18 
Rural Centers), GPU3 has the potential to expose more persons and property to 
geologic, soil, and seismic hazards than does the proposed 2007 General Plan.  
Therefore, potential GPU3 impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity would be 
greater than those of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.4.2.5 Mineral Resources 

Oil production in the southern Salinas Valley and South County is the only 
mineral resource extraction activity that may be affected by development and 
land use activities contemplated by GPU3.  Economic conditions and legal 
constraints make it highly unlikely that GPU3 would result in the premature 
termination of oil extraction operations in these areas.  Therefore, GPU3 would 
have the same impacts on mineral resources as those of the proposed 2007 
General Plan.  

5.4.2.6 Transportation 

GPU3 establishes a standard of LOS C for County roads outside Community 
Areas.  If successfully implemented, this would result in less congestion than the 
proposed 2007 General Plan, which would adopt LOS D as the standard.  
However, in order to maintain traffic flow at LOS C, extensive road widening 
would be needed.  The widening would likely result in significant indirect effects 
on noise, biology, agricultural land conversion, and land use.  GPU3 would allow 
more new development during the planning horizon than would the proposed 
2007 General Plan and sets a lower congestion threshold (LOS C).  It is 
reasonable to conclude that potential adverse indirect impacts from GPU3 would 
be greater to those of the 2007 General Plan because the former would allow 
more residential development in more places.  GPU3 would, however, have less 
traffic congestion than the proposed 2007 General Plan, assuming that financing 
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would be available for the road improvements needed in order to meet the LOS C 
standard.  

5.4.2.7 Air Quality 

The North Central Air Basin is not in attainment for the State O3 standard.  
Ozone is the product of NOX and SOX emissions mixing in the presence of 
sunlight.  Implementation of GPU3 would allow for 13,675 new dwelling units, 
as well as other development that will, in turn, result in additional emissions of 
ozone precursors from vehicle exhaust.  This would be a significant effect.  

GPU3 would allow an estimated 3,650 more new dwelling units by 2030 than are 
proposed under the 2007 General Plan.  As a result, there would be less traffic 
congestion once roadways attained LOS C, but potential air quality impacts 
related to vehicular sources of emission would likely be greater than what would 
occur under implementation of the 2007 General Plan as a result of more 
automobiles and presumably more vehicle miles travelled under GPU3. The 
potential adverse impacts on air quality from GPU3 would be greater than those 
of the 2007 General Plan. 

5.4.2.8 Noise 

GPU3 includes strong policies intended to ensure that new development of 
sensitive receptors will not be exposed to excessive noise (i.e., noise levels 
exceeding County standards), including noise from roadway improvement 
projects.  However, the policies also prohibit the use of masonry sound walls in 
rural areas.  This prohibition may act to make roadway improvement noise 
attenuation infeasible where existing rural residences adjoin those roads.  As a 
result, GPU3 would be expected to have a significant effect on noise in rural 
areas where roads are widened to meet the LOS C congestion standard.  

The proposed 2007 General Plan has similar noise policies, with additional 
policies intended to limit noise and vibration from construction activities.  The 
2007 General Plan would also discourage the use of masonry walls for noise 
attenuation in rural areas.  Although the 2007 General Plan would probably not 
require the road widening associated with GPU3, it would allow greater 
congestion on County roads, and therefore would result in higher noise levels 
along roads that become more congested.  

Implementation of GPU3 would allow for 3,650 more dwelling units than the 
2007 General Plan.  As a result, the potential for noise impacts would be greater 
than the 2007 General Plan.  Because GPU3 lacks policies limiting construction 
noise, short-term construction-related noise and vibration impacts would also be 
expected to be correspondingly less.  Accordingly, potential adverse noise 
impacts from implementation of GPU3 would be less than those of the 2007 
General Plan. 
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5.4.2.9 Biological Resources 

Overall, the 8 Community Areas and 18 Rural Centers established under GPU3 
would result in new urban development within those areas.  In some cases, this 
development will occur on or near natural habitats inhabited by special status 
wildlife and plant species, or affect open lands currently used by special status 
species as foraging habitat or movement corridors.  In addition, the road 
widening needed to maintain LOS C into the future may also affect habitats such 
as wetlands and riparian areas.  At the same time, GPU3 contains strong policies 
for the protection of biological resources.  These include requiring analysis and 
mitigation of impacts in conjunction with development in Community Areas, 
limiting development in rural areas to “building envelopes” that minimize effects 
on critical habitats, and designing new development to avoid sensitive resources 
where possible.  Development on rural lands or in Rural Centers would also be 
required to comply with setbacks from habitat areas to minimize development 
impacts.  These policies would reduce the potential effects of new development 
but may not be sufficient to reduce all effects below a level of significance.   

In comparison, the biological resources policies of the 2007 General Plan would 
require inventorying sensitive habitats and avoiding impacts on state and 
federally listed species and designated critical habitat.  The CEQA process would 
be used to mitigate impacts from individual development projects, as such 
projects are proposed.  The 2007 General Plan also would require preparation 
and implementation of a program to comprehensively mitigate the loss of critical 
habitat.   

The 2007 General Plan contains less restrictive standards for protection of 
biological resources than GPU3.  With the addition of the proposed mitigation 
measures to the 2007 General Plan, the two alternatives become more 
comparable with respect to protecting biological resources.  Accordingly, 
balancing differences in growth with stringency of protection policies, the 
impacts of GPU3 on biological resources would be similar to that of GPU2007. 

5.4.2.10 Cultural Resources 

GPU3 includes strong policies for the identification and evaluation of cultural 
resources, including historical resources and archaeological sites.  However, its 
policies for protecting those resources are vague and largely dependent upon the 
CEQA process.  Previously undiscovered burials would be managed under the 
state law for the treatment of buried remains.  Taken as a whole, the policies in 
GPU3, CEQA, and state law would avoid a significant effect on cultural 
resources.  

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan has a similar set of policies for 
archaeological and paleontological resources, with additional policies governing 
the protection of burial sites.  The proposed 2007 General Plan does not have 
specific policies for the protection of historic resources, but the County’s adopted 
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Historic Preservation Plan and Historic Preservation Ordinance reduce the need 
for such policies.   

Therefore, the 2007 General Plan would have a less-than-significant effect on 
cultural resources.  GPU3 and the 2007 General Plan would have basically the 
same potential impacts on cultural resources. 

5.4.2.11 Public Services and Utilities 

GPU3 contains a rigorous requirement for the concurrent provision of public 
services and utilities.  This would avoid significant effects.  In comparison, the 
proposed 2007 General Plan has similar policies.  Because the design and 
location of future services and utilities are largely unknown, the impacts of the 
construction and operation of new facilities cannot be reasonably ascertained at 
this time.  These facilities will probably be built within the cities, Community 
Areas, and Rural Centers that they would serve.  As a result, their impacts would 
be part of the overall impact of urbanization. Both GPU3 and GP2007 includes 
provisions for mitigation the impacts of construction of new facilities. Therefore, 
GPU3 impacts on public services and utilities are similar to those of the 2007 
General Plan.  

5.4.2.12 Parks and Recreation 

GPU3 would require the adoption of park development guidelines, a parks 
inventory, and park acquisition priorities (by area) in conjunction with new park 
development, thereby ensuring the provision of park and recreational facilities 
concurrent with new development.  These provisions would avoid a significant 
effect as a result of insufficient parks and the overuse of existing facilities.  The 
2007 General Plan has practically the same requirements, by comparison, lacking 
only the specificity of the park acquisition priorities.  However, Mitigation 
Measure PS-1 would revise the 2007 General Plan’s policies to clearly establish 
dedication standards for on-site park facilities to ensure that future subdivision 
approvals exact parks and recreation facilities or in-lieu fees.  Therefore, GPU3’s 
impacts to parks and recreational resources are relatively similar to those that 
would result from implementation of GP2007, with mitigation.  

5.4.2.13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

GPU3 contains policies addressing potential impacts on hazardous materials that 
reflect state law for inventory, avoidance, and clean-up of hazardous materials.  
The policies also require a site contamination study where contamination is 
suspected.  GPU3 also includes policies concerning emergency response and 
wildland fire protection, including fire service standards, design requirements, 
and defensible space requirements for new development.  However, absent 
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stronger policy restrictions on development in high hazard fire areas, GPU3 
would have a significant effect.  

The 2007 General Plan contains similar policies.  In addition, it includes detailed 
policies requiring annexation to fire districts, and addressing emergency 
evacuation routes, coordination between emergency response agencies, fire 
flows, fire vehicle access, and fuel modification zones in areas of high and very 
high fire hazard.  These policies would avoid significant effects.  Thus, GPU3 
with its larger developed area and greater potential for residential development 
would have greater adverse impacts on hazards and hazardous materials than the 
2007 General Plan. 

5.4.2.14 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

Implementation of GPU3 would have significant impacts on scenic vistas, scenic 
highways, visual character, and light and glare because of the more intense land 
uses envisioned under this alternative compared to the existing setting.  By 
comparison, the 2007 General Plan would have similarly significant impacts, 
albeit over a smaller developable area with fewer Rural Centers.  Accordingly, 
potential impacts on aesthetics, light, and glare would be greater under GPU3 
than under the 2007 General Plan. 

5.4.2.15 Population and Housing  

Both GPU3 and the proposed 2007 General Plan are local land use plans that 
prescribe where and at what intensity future growth will occur.  Pursuant to state 
law, a general plan must provide for sufficient new development to accommodate 
projected housing demand.  As such, both plans would induce future growth by 
accommodating future development.  Neither plan is expected to result in the 
displacement of substantial numbers of dwelling units or persons.  Given its 
greater potential for development, GPU3’s impacts on population and housing 
would be greater than those of the 2007 General Plan. 

5.4.3 Conclusion 
The GPU3 Alternative would be the most growth accommodating option of the 
alternatives, with eight Community Areas and 18 Rural Centers; more so than the 
2007 General Plan.  GPU3 has greater impacts on land use, agricultural 
resources, geology and soils, transportation, air quality, noise, hazardous 
materials, aesthetics, and population and housing than the 2007 General Plan.  It 
has similar impacts on water resources, minerals, biological resources, cultural 
resources, public services, and parks and recreation. This alternative would not 
reduce any of the impacts identified for the 2007 General Plan.  
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As required by CEQA, this alternative meets all of the objectives of the 2007 
General Plan.  It would update the existing 1982 General Plan policies and land 
use map to account for changing economic conditions, land use patterns, socio-
economic changes, or technological advancements. With respect to providing for 
the continued viability of the agricultural industry, it includes provides a wine 
corridor plan, but does not include an Agricultural Element with as many specific 
policies targeting the enhancement and protection of the agricultural industry.  

5.5 General Plan Initiative Alternative (GPI) 

5.5.1 Description 
The General Plan Initiative Alternative (GPI) would amend parts of the existing 
1982 General Plan, the 2003–2007 Housing Element, and the North County Land 
Use Plan.  The GPI would restrict growth in the unincorporated areas of the 
County by requiring existing infrastructure deficiencies to be addressed before 
allowing new development and prohibiting any intensification of land use (e.g., 
subdivision) outside cities or Community Areas with an adopted Community 
Plan unless approved by initiative countywide vote.  In addition, the GPI is 
designed to limit maximum potential development to the minimum number of 
housing units identified in the Regional Housing Needs Assessment.  The GPI 
would create five types of land use categories:  Cities, Community Areas, Rural 
Lands, Agricultural Lands, and Public Lands.  With the exception of the 
Community Area designation, the GPI does not contemplate intensifying the 
level of land use in the four other land use categories and would not establish any 
Rural Centers.  

The Community Area concept in the GPI is similar to that contained in GPU3 
and the 2007 General Plan.  However, instead of the eight Community Areas 
included in GPU3, the GPI proposes the same five identified in the proposed 
2007 General Plan:  Boronda, Castroville, Chualar, Fort Ord, and Pajaro.  Future 
growth in the unincorporated areas of the County would be limited to 
Community Areas, and any intensification of use or changes to the boundaries of 
these identified areas would require prior approval of a majority of County 
voters.  Growth in Boronda, Castroville, Fort Ord, and Pajaro would be 
facilitated by redevelopment and reuse activities; growth in Chualar would occur 
on existing agricultural lands, which would be limited to no more than 100 acres 
at a later timeframe in the life of the General Plan.  In addition, the GPI 
emphasizes that future growth in Community Areas must be phased to first occur 
where infrastructure currently exists.  Outside of Community Areas, only existing 
lots of record could be developed.   

The GPI also contains land use restrictions requiring that any future General Plan 
amendments be approved by a majority of the County electorate, and a directive 
that the County work with the Monterey County Local Agency Formation 
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Commission to promote compact, urban development patterns within the existing 
boundaries of incorporated cities.   

The GPI would also amend the existing Housing Element (last updated in 2003) 
to include more expansive inclusionary affordable housing requirements.  The 
existing 20% affordable housing requirement would be increased to 30% of units 
by adding two tiers of workforce housing: Workforce I (5%) and Workforce II 
(5%).  In certain situations, the GPI would require that as much as 40% 
affordable housing be included in proposed residential developments.  In 
addition, the Housing Element would be amended to include a new right-of-first-
refusal program for persons living or working in Monterey County who wish to 
rent or purchase new housing units.  

The GPI includes policies concerning farmworker housing on Agricultural and 
Rural Lands.  Housing for farmworkers would be permitted under the GPI’s 
policies on an existing legal lot of record, if housing will support agricultural 
uses on site; housing is located to minimize interference with agricultural uses 
and to minimize impacts; housing complies with all health and safety codes; 
housing is permanently restricted to farmworker housing; a deed restriction has 
been recorded defining all units as accessory to the agricultural use on site; and 
all necessary services can be provided to support the farmworker housing.  

In addition, the GPI amends the North County Coastal Plan but exempts the Del 
Monte Forest Land Use Plan, the Carmel Land Use Plan, and the Big Sur Coast 
Land Use Plan from the major policy changes in the Initiative with respect to 
land use classifications, growth and housing policies, and the requirement for 
voter approval to any Plan changes.  

5.5.1.1 Development Comparison 

A comparison of development potential between GPI and the 2007 General Plan 
over the 2030 planning horizon is provided in Table 5-3.  Development under the 
GPI would result in approximately 5,901 more dwelling units than the proposed 
2007 General Plan.   

Table 5-3.  Comparison:  GPI and Proposed Project to 2030 

Category GPI 2007 General Plan Difference (GPI vs. 2007 General Plan) 

Residential 13,973 dwelling units 10,015 dwelling units* 5,901 dwelling units 

*Difference in projected dwelling units is based on the difference between the estimated housing units within the 
unincorporated County from 2005 to 2030 for GPU3 and from 2006 to 2030 for the 2007 General Plan.   
Source:  Bay Area Economics.  2007.  Analysis of Monterey County General Plans and Quality of Life Initiative.  
February 
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The difference in development potential between the two plans, as well as the 
difference in goals and policies, will serve as the basis for the analysis of the GPI 
alternative.  The analysis below is based in part upon the Analysis of the 
Monterey County General Plans & Quality of Life Initiative prepared by Bay 
Area Economics and dated February 2007. 

5.5.1.2 Land Use  

The GPI policies encourage most new development to occur within the County’s 
cities.  The GPI would effectively preclude new urban development in Rancho 
San Juan and San Lucas, and instead concentrate denser development in the five 
remaining Community Areas.  The GPI does not include the land use concept of 
Rural Centers found in some of the other alternatives.  It would require that 
future General Plan amendments be approved by a majority of the County 
electorate, which would likely result in fewer amendments and the possibility 
that future amendments necessary to update the Housing Element would be 
problematic.   

The GPI will result in urbanization within the cities and the Community Areas.  
As discussed earlier, by law a general plan must include sufficient provisions for 
growth to accommodate projected housing demand.  As a result, the GPI will be 
growth-inducing.  In this regard, it would have a similar significant impact as the 
proposed 2007 General Plan.  

However, the GPI places greater restrictions on land use than the 2007 General 
Plan, limiting growth in the unincorporated County area to a smaller geographic 
area than is proposed under the 2007 General Plan.  By concentrating growth in 
cities and existing urbanized areas, there is less likelihood to create conflicts with 
existing land uses.  However, by amending the North County Coastal Plan, there 
is some potential for inconsistency between the GPI and existing County 
ordinances, and the potential for the Coastal Commission to determine that this 
element is inconsistent with the Coastal Act.  Nonetheless, the GPI would have 
less potential to result in conflicts between land uses than the 2007 General Plan.  

5.5.1.3 Agriculture Resources 

The GPI’s development potential is limited to the existing cities, the five 
Community Areas, and legal lots of record.  As a result, it is reasonable to expect 
that a smaller overall amount of agricultural lands would be converted to non-
agricultural uses under the GPI than under the proposed 2007 General Plan.  
Furthermore, the GPI’s voter approval requirement for future General Plan 
Amendments is likely to make it much more difficult to convert agricultural 
lands under the jurisdiction of the County to non-agricultural uses. GPI does not 
have the specific policies addressing mitigation of impacts from the conversion 
of agricultural land either within the unincorporated County or as a result of 
annexation of agricultural land to cities as are included in the 2007 General Plan.  
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However, these county restrictions would not stop future growth in the cities.  
AMBAG projections indicate that Monterey County’s total population will 
continue to grow in the future.  The cities currently hold approximately 75% of 
the County’s population.  The GPI would likely direct an even greater proportion 
of this population growth to the existing cities than has occurred in the past.  
Future expansions of the boundaries of the Salinas Valley cities, which are 
surrounded by Prime Agricultural land, will result in the conversion of a 
significant amount of those lands to urban uses.   

For example, according to the Final EIR certified in 2002 for the Salinas General 
Plan, the City of Salinas has an existing residential density of approximately 9 
dwelling units per acre.  In order to accommodate the housing growth currently 
projected by the 2004 AMBAG Population, Housing Unit and Employment 
Forecasts to occur between 2005 and 2030 (approximately 17, 644 new units), 
the City will need to develop approximately 1,960 acres of land.  This does not 
include the amount of land needed for roads, commercial development, parks, 
and other related urban development, nor does it include the development that 
might otherwise have occurred in the County absent the GPI.  Therefore, the GPI 
will have a significant indirect effect on annexation and the conversion of 
agricultural lands that adjoin cities.  This effect will occur primarily in the 
Salinas Valley where there is sufficient water supply to serve projected growth to 
2030, but it is on the most productive agricultural lands. 

By comparison, the 2007 General Plan would authorize more extensive 
urbanization within the County than does the GPI, particularly in areas 
designated as Rural Centers.  However, the Community Areas and Rural Centers 
designated in the 2007 General Plan are generally less productive lands and 
grazing lands.  Therefore, development under the GPI and under the 2007 
General Plan would result in similar levels of conversion and significant effects 
on agricultural land. GPI would have greater indirect effects on productive 
agricultural lands based upon the potential growth that would result in cities.   

5.5.1.4 Water Resources 

The GPI would direct most new development to the existing cities.  Additional 
development would be accommodated within five Community Areas under the 
regulatory control of the County.  The GPI retains the policies of the existing 
1982 General Plan with respect to soil erosion and sedimentation from 
construction and agricultural land use activities, wastewater disposal (i.e., septic 
tanks), groundwater overdraft, seawater intrusion, well competition and 
interference, and levee and dam failure.  The Erosion Control Ordinance 
(Chapter 16.12 of the Monterey County Code) would remain in place.   

All of these are significant problems that would also result from development 
under the 2007 General Plan.  While the potential effects of the GPI would be 
less than those of the 2007 General Plan by virtue of the greater compactness of 
the urban development contemplated, the GPI lacks many of the comprehensive 
water resource goals and policies contained in the 2007 General Plan. Moreover, 
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there is greater total development under GPI to the year 2030 than for GP 2007 
with significant reliance of providing housing on lots of record throughout the 
unincorporated area.  This would result in greater impacts to water resources 
overall although it could be offset by the greater intensity of growth in the few 
community areas and cities.  Taking these factors into consideration, 
development to the 2030 planning horizon under the GPI would have a slightly 
greater impact on water resources than would the 2007 General Plan.   

5.5.1.5 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

The GPI would center urban development in and adjacent to the existing cities 
and five Community Areas.  Development would be subject to the policies of the 
1982 General Plan, plus existing regulations such as the County Erosion Control 
Ordinance, state Alquist-Priolo Seismic Zone Act, and California Building Code 
development standards.  Additionally, the GPI would prohibit all development on 
slopes over 25%, and no new agricultural cultivation on slopes over 15%.  These 
would avoid significant effects from implementation of the GPI.   

Compared to the 2007 General Plan, the GPI would reduce the exposure of 
persons and property to geologic, soil, and seismic hazards by virtue of its more 
compact development pattern.  This is exemplified by elimination of the Rural 
Centers as development nodes.  Further, its restrictions on hillside development 
reduce the potential for soil erosion to occur and for slope instability to adversely 
affect development.  Therefore, potential adverse impacts on geology, soils, and 
seismicity from the GPI would be less than those of the 2007 General Plan. 

5.5.1.6 Mineral Resources 

Oil production in the southern Salinas Valley and South County is the only 
mineral resource extraction activity that may be affected by development and 
land use activities contemplated by the GPI.  Economic conditions and legal 
constraints make it highly unlikely that either the GPI or the 2007 General Plan 
would result in the premature termination of oil extraction operations in these 
areas.  Therefore, the GPI would have the same impacts on mineral resources as 
the 2007 General Plan. 

5.5.1.7 Transportation 

The GPI retains all of the policies of the existing 1982 General Plan with respect 
to circulation.  The GPI would require that new development within the urban 
development boundaries of the Community Areas be phased so that all public 
infrastructure is completed prior to or concurrent with new development.  
However, because development would continue within Monterey County under 
the GPI, albeit primarily within the cities and Community Areas, traffic levels 
would increase over existing conditions.  This will be a significant effect.  
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The GPI has a stricter concurrency policy than the 2007 General Plan.  As a 
result, development in the Community Areas will be supported by necessary 
local road improvements as it occurs.  However, this will not reduce the impacts 
on regional roads that are expected to occur as a result of new development, nor 
will it reduce the indirect impacts on the cities as a greater proportion of the 
County’s growth is directed to incorporated areas.  The 2007 General Plan 
commits the County to developing, in cooperation with the Transportation 
Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) and other agencies, a regional mitigation 
ee with the goal of achieving LOS D on the regional roadway system. That fee 
program has been adopted and is currently in effect. 

The GPI does not include an AWCP that would encourage future wineries to 
locate along the AWCP’s three road corridors.  Assuming that wineries will 
continue to be built to process the grapes being produced in the County, the GPI 
would encourage a more dispersed pattern of winery locations than would the 
2007 General Plan.  To the extent that clustering wineries along three road 
corridors would result in greater congestion than would dispersed wineries, the 
GPI would have less impact than the 2007 General Plan.    

The GPI would result in a more compact pattern of urbanization than is proposed 
under the 2007 General Plan although there would be potential traffic from the 
sprawl of development on lots of record. Concentration of growth would tend to 
reduce vehicle miles travelled by reducing the number of traffic generators and 
destinations. Traffic is likely to be more concentrated in the cities which would 
increase local congestion, but taken as whole,    the potential adverse impacts on 
transportation on regional and county roads from the GPI would be less than 
those of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.5.1.8 Air Quality 

The GPI retains air quality policies from the existing 1982 General Plan and does 
not set a specific LOS standard for County roads.  By virtue of its direct and 
indirect impacts on traffic and urban development, the GPI can be expected to 
have a significant effect on air quality.   

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan contains policies that are consistent with 
the air quality objectives of the 2004 AQMP.  Moreover, the 2007 General Plan’s 
local traffic impact fee and prohibition on occupancy of new development until 
all roadways operate at LOS D or better would significantly reduce idling on 
local roadways, which would result in a corresponding reduction in adverse air 
quality impacts.  However, the extent of new traffic expected to be generated by 
the 2007 General Plan, combined with other sources of emissions resulting from 
urban development and the ACWP, will result in a significant effect on air 
quality.  

The GPI would result in a more compact pattern of development than the 2007 
General Plan.  Compact development patterns tend to result in fewer vehicle trips 
than in less compact settings although air quality in urban areas may deteriorate.  
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Compact development patterns allow pedestrian, bicycle, and transit trips to 
substitute for short automobile trips (Urban Land Institute 2008).  Accordingly, 
the GPI may be expected to have less of an impact on air quality than the 2007 
General Plan.   

5.5.1.9 Noise 

The GPI would result in a compact pattern of development and would carry 
forward the noise policies of the 1982 General Plan.  These are intended to be 
protective of sensitive receptors, but do not include standards for reducing 
construction noise.  Under implementation of the GPI, noise would be generated 
primarily by new construction, the operation of new urban development in the 
Community Areas and cities, and additional traffic on roads (particularly in the 
rural areas where noise levels are generally low).  In general, noise impacts 
would be significant in locations where new construction in the Community 
Areas adjoins sensitive receptors, and on the urban/rural interface where new 
urban development and new or widened roads carrying substantial amounts of 
traffic abut existing residences.   

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan would result in the same types and levels 
of noise impacts but in more areas of concentrated growth. Noise in urban areas 
in greater than in less intensely developed areas. On balance,  weighing 
difference in the number of growth centers,  against the intensity of growth of the 
more compact areas, GPI impacts with respect to noise would be similar to that 
of the 2007 General Plan.   

5.5.1.10 Biological Resources.  

The GPI retains the vegetation and wildlife policies contained in the existing 
1982 General Plan.  Compliance with these policies would result in development 
with significant impacts on sensitive habitats, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife 
movement, and tree preservation.  Conversion of grazing lands, which provide 
wildlife habitat, to intensive agricultural cultivation, which provides little habitat 
value, would continue in the flatter portions of the County.  However, the GPI 
would prohibit new agricultural cultivation on slopes over 15%.  This would also 
act to limit the conversion of hilly grazing land to agricultural use, thereby 
reducing impacts on wildlife in those areas.  Additionally, the GPI policies 
concentrate new development in the cities and the Community Areas, thereby 
minimizing the conversion of habitat by urban uses. Conversion on lots of record 
would potentially be greater, however.   

In comparison, the 2007 General Plan would allow development over a more 
extensive area and would likely result in a greater level of conversion of grazing 
lands to cultivated agricultural land on steeper lots. There would likely be less 
development on lots of record that contain potential special status species up to 
the 2030 timeframe under GP 2007, however. With the addition of the mitigation 
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measures proposed in this EIR for protection of biological resources that are 
more protective than the policies in GPI ( existing 1982 General Plan policies)  
the GPI would have more adverse impacts on biological resources than the 2007 
General Plan.  

5.5.1.11 Cultural Resources 

The GPI would retain the 1982 General Plan policies for cultural resources.  In 
addition to these policies, development would be required to comply with the 
County’s adopted Historic Preservation Plan and Historic Preservation 
Ordinance.  The GPI does not contain goals and policies addressing 
paleontological resources and Native American burial sites.  To a certain extent, 
impacts on burials are reduced by California law regulating the treatment of 
burials found during construction activities.  However, the lack of policies 
concerning paleontological resources and burial sites creates the potential for 
these resources to be damaged or destroyed and for a significant impact to occur.   

The proposed policies of the 2007 General Plan, by comparison, are more 
protective of these resources than are the provisions of the GPI. In addition,  GPI 
results in the  development of more housing units the year 2030.  Therefore, the 
GPI would have greater impacts on cultural resources as the 2007 General Plan. 

5.5.1.12 Public Services and Utilities 

Development under the GPI would result in a greater demand for public services 
and utilities than currently exists.  In the future, the GPI’s policies would result in 
a compact development pattern focusing on the five Community Areas and 
expansion of the existing cities.  New demand for services and utilities would be 
concentrated in those areas.  The GPI’s requirements that new development in 
Community Areas be phased to occur first in areas with adequate public services 
and utilities would further lessen potential development impacts.   

Because the GPI would direct a substantial amount of future development to the 
cities, it would avoid the need for the levels of County services that would be 
necessary to serve the 2007 General Plan implementation.  Accordingly, this is 
expected to result in fewer adverse impacts from new or expanded fire 
protection, sheriff’s protection, schools, libraries, medical facilities, potable 
water, wastewater, and solid waste facilities.  Therefore, potential adverse 
impacts on public services and utilities under the GPI would be less than the 
2007 General Plan. Both GPI and 2007 General Plan have less restrictive policies 
for development on lots of record, although projected growth on lots of record 
under GPI is anticipated to be greater under GPI to the year 2030. Accordingly, 
on balance, one would conclude that the impacts that would result from the 
construction of new public facilities would be less for GPI than for the 2007 
General Plan.  
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5.5.1.13 Parks and Recreation 

As with public services and utilities, development under the policies of the GPI 
would push most new development into the cities and the five Community Areas.  
The development in the cities would increase the need for parks and recreation 
facilities in those jurisdictions.  Typically, that demand would be met by the 
affected cities through impact fees or other financing mechanisms applied in the 
course of approving development projects.  The same would be true for the 
County in the Community Areas.  As a result, the GPI would not result in a 
significant effect.  

The area of future concentrated development in the unincorporated area is 
smaller under the GPI than under the 2007 General Plan.  Less development in 
the unincorporated areas would translate to less demand for new parks and 
recreation facilities.  Because future growth and the associated residential 
development will instead be channeled into the cities, there will be an increase in 
demand for new city parks and recreation facilities, as well as increased demand 
on existing facilities.  The level of increased demand in the cities would depend 
upon the amount of growth that would be transferred and is not reasonably 
predictable. The 2007 General Plan, with mitigation requiring adoption of 
recreational facilities standards for new subdivision, would somewhat balance 
this impact.   

Accordingly, the potential adverse impacts on parks and recreation from the GPI 
would be somewhat less than the 2007 General Plan in the unincorporated areas 
of the County but have greater indirect impact in the cities.  

5.5.1.14 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The GPI does not contain policies that adequately address potential impacts on 
hazardous materials, emergency response, and wildland fire protection.  
Although the GPI would effectively limit growth in rural areas to existing lots of 
record, that restriction would not offset the lack of comprehensive wildland fire 
protection goals and policies.  The GPI would have a significant effect in these 
areas.   

The 2007 General Plan contains new goals and policies to address these areas 
including extensive policies concerning fire hazards and emergency 
preparedness.  Therefore, the GPI would result in potentially greater adverse 
impacts from hazards and hazardous materials in rural areas than the 2007 
General Plan.   

5.5.1.15 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

The GPI would limit future urban growth in a manner that would preserve 
significant visual resource areas (agricultural fields, ridgelines, natural areas, 
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etc.) and minimize adverse impacts from new sources of light and glare.  
Nonetheless, the GPI would result in major new sources of light and glare being 
built within the cities and the Community Areas.  These would adversely affect 
nearby rural and agricultural areas.   

The more compact development pattern, in comparison to development under the 
2007 General Plan, would result in fewer adverse impacts on scenic vistas, scenic 
highways, visual character, and light and glare.  Impacts on visual character and 
light and glare would be significant and unavoidable as result of implementation 
of the 2007 General Plan.  Because it would result in a more compact 
development pattern, aesthetics, light, and glare impacts of the GPI would be less 
than those of the 2007 General Plan. 

5.5.1.16 Population and Housing  

The GPI and the proposed 2007 General Plan are local land use plans that 
prescribe where and at what intensity future growth will occur.  Pursuant to state 
law, a general plan must provide for sufficient new development to accommodate 
projected housing demand.  As such, both plans would induce future growth by 
accommodating future development.  Neither plan is expected to result in the 
displacement of substantial numbers of dwelling units or persons.  In the near 
term, the GPI would have similar impacts on population and housing to those of 
the 2007 General Plan.  However, if the voter approval requirement of the GPI 
resulted in the county being unable to amend its Housing Element to comply with 
the requirements for housing availability under State Housing Element Law, the 
County would be placed under legal threat for being out of compliance with 
that law.  

5.5.2 Conclusion 
The GPI Alternative would amend the policies of the existing 1982 General Plan 
to limit growth outside of Community Areas.  While this alternative would allow 
only slightly more growth than the 1982 General Plan which it amends, its 
stringent land use and transportation infrastructure requirements would 
effectively curtail future urban expansion in the unincorporated County.  The GPI 
would have a greater impact on cultural resources, hazardous materials and water 
resources, biological resources and agricultural resources. than the proposed 
2007 General Plan.  It would have similar impacts with respect to  mineral 
resources, noise, public services and and population and housing.  It would have 
lesser impacts on land use, geology and soils, transportation, air quality,  parks 
and recreation, and aesthetics, light, and glare than the proposed 2007 
General Plan. 

The GPI Alternative meets three of the five objectives of the 2007 General Plan.  
It would provide an updated General Plan that reflects the existing physical 
conditions and constraints in the County and provides a range of comprehensive 
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policies to guide future residential development based on those conditions and 
constraints.  It does not  establish new comprehensive policies and modify 
existing policies in the existing 1982 General Plan that reflect the latest legal, 
statutory, scientific, and technical changes and advances. It contains minimal 
policies with respect to address future employment growth and economic growth 
in the County in general or more specifically with respect to the agricultural 
industry. The GPI Alternative would also accommodate forecasted growth, albeit 
in a different manner than the 2007 General Plan.  The GPI Alternative does 
contain strict limitations on growth outside of designated areas that would limit 
the County’s flexibility in accommodating growth to the planning horizon by 
requiring that amendment to the General Plan be approved by a majority of the 
voters.  

5.6 2006 General Plan (GPU4)  

5.6.1 Description  
GPU4 was the basis for the proposed 2007 General Plan that is the subject of this 
EIR.  Accordingly, it shares many of the 2007 General Plan’s proposed goals and 
policies.  A discussion of the key differences between GPU4 and the 2007 
General Plan follows at the end of this subsection.  

GPU4 includes amendments to the seven Area Plans; including them as sections 
in the General Plan and deleting any Area Plan policies that are otherwise 
addressed on a County-wide level in the General Plan.  This focuses the policies 
on provisions that are unique to each Area Plan.  GPU4 does not propose to 
amend the County’s certified Local Coastal Program or any of its local coastal 
plans.  The 2007 General Plan shares this approach.  

GPU4 provides for a range of land uses and densities for the unincorporated 
areas of Monterey County that are not in federal or state ownership.  GPU4 
policies encourage most future development to take place within the incorporated 
cities, with an “urban reserve” designated around each city identifying 
unincorporated lands that may be available for annexation.  Growth areas within 
the County would be designated where an adequate level of public services is 
available or “can be assured concurrent with growth and development.”  The 
2007 General Plan shares this approach.  

GPU4 provides for limited urban development to occur in selected areas of the 
unincorporated area of the County.  In addition to the previously adopted Carmel 
Valley and Fort Ord Master Plans, GPU4 establishes six Community Areas 
where future urban development will be focused.  In addition, nine Rural Centers 
are identified in areas that already contain a concentration of higher intensity uses 
than are typically found in rural areas.  These Rural Centers would evolve into 
Community Areas over the life of GPU4 should infrastructure and services 
become available.  Urbanization of Rural Centers is intended to be secondary in 
priority to development in the Community Areas and would be contingent upon 
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the prior preparation of a Capital Improvement and Financing Plan (CIFP) to 
ensure that adequate urban services can be provided. There are 17 Special 
Treatment Areas in GPU4 (including the existing 10 STAs in the 1982 General 
Plan)  and 4 Study Areas.  Implementation of GPU4 would result in 
approximately 8,336 more dwelling units than the proposed 2007 General Plan.  

Under GPU4, the CIFP would address benefit areas, the cost of improvements 
over the life of the general plan, financing/funding sources to accommodate those 
costs (including a traffic impact fee), a schedule for completion of improvements, 
and coordination with the TAMC’s regional traffic impact fee program, when 
adopted.  GPU4 policy commits the County to reviewing the CIFP every five 
years after adoption of the General Plan.  

GPU4 commits the County to preparing a Residential Development Evaluation 
System (DES) “to provide a systematic, consistent, predictable, and quantitative 
method for decision-makers to evaluate residential developments of five or more 
lots or units in areas of the unincorporated County outside of Community Areas 
and Rural Centers, and in Rural Centers prior to the preparation of the required 
Infrastructure and Financing Study.”  The DES would regulate these 
developments on the basis of site suitability; infrastructure availability; resource 
management; proximity to a city, Community Area, or Rural Center; affordable 
housing; environmental impacts; jobs-housing balance; and other factors.  The 
DES would not be a “pass-fail” system under GPU4.  Projects of five or more 
units in a Rural Center prior to adoption of an Infrastructure and Financing Study 
would be required to include 35% affordable/workforce housing.  Such projects 
outside of a Community Area or Rural Center would be required to provide at 
least 50% affordable/workforce housing.  

Other goals and policies address such subjects as biological resource 
conservation; cultural resources preservation; reduction of seismic, geological, 
and wildland fire hazards; provision of public utilities; and transportation needs.  
The titles of the elements of GPU4 reflect its comprehensive scope:  land use, 
circulation, conservation/open space, safety, public service, agriculture, and 
economic development.  This is shared with the 2007 General Plan.  

In addition to discouraging urban uses outside of cities and Community Areas, 
GPU4 contains an agricultural element with goals and policies that are intended 
to be protective of agriculture.  These include policies limiting the regulation of 
“routine and ongoing agricultural activities,” authorizing agricultural support 
uses in agricultural areas, limiting the subdivision of agricultural land, 
establishing agricultural buffers to separate agricultural uses from urbanization, 
and committing to adopt a program for mitigating the loss of farmland to 
urbanization or city incorporation.   

GPU4 would require the establishment of a permit process for development on 
slopes exceeding 25%, or that contain mapped geologic hazards or constraints.  A 
grading permit would be required for the conversion of slopes in excess of 25% 
to agricultural use.  A ministerial permit process would be established for 
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proposed development on slopes between 15 and 24%, and 10 to 15% on highly 
erodible soils.  

A separate Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan (ACWP) that implements General 
Plan policies is also included in GPU4.  The ACWP designates three segments of 
a winery corridor in the Central Salinas Valley, South County, and Toro areas 
along River Road, Metz Road, and Jolon Road.  GPU4 establishes land use 
policies to guide the establishment of a defined number of wineries and tasting 
rooms.  Land use policies to guide the development of the Agricultural Winery 
Corridor include standards that regulate the size and location of wineries.  The 
policies are intended to allow for the development of an Agricultural Winery 
Corridor that is consistent with the existing agricultural land uses as well as the 
provisions of the Williamson Act.  Under the full development of the AWCP, up 
to 40 “artisan” wineries, and 10 tasting rooms would be developed, along with 3 
restaurants, 5 delicatessens, 8 bed-and-breakfasts, a business cluster, and up to 2 
visitor centers.  GPU4 specifies the number of each wine-related facility that 
would be allowed on each of the three segments in order to avoid overcrowding.  
However, it does not identify specific locations for any facilities within a 
segment. 

5.6.1.1 Differences between GPU4 and the 2007 
General Plan 

While GPU4 contains many of the same policies as the project, it differs from the 
2007 General Plan in the following key areas: 

 The 2007 General Plan would commit the County to adopting a Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Plan within 24 months of adopting the General Plan.  The 
purpose of the plan would be to quantify County greenhouse gas emissions 
and establish a set of policies and implementation measures that would 
reduce projected greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels.  No such plan is 
proposed under GPU4.  

 The 2007 General Plan would establish five Community Areas rather than 
the six proposed under GPU4 (San Lucas would be designated a Rural 
Community under the 2007 General Plan).  

  The 2007 General Plan would establish seven Rural Centers rather than the 
nine proposed under GPU4 (Prunedale, Mouth of the Carmel Valley, San 
Benancio/Corral de Tierra, and Toro Park Estates/Serra Village would be 
deleted).  In addition, the River Road Rural Center would be reduced in area.  

 The 2007 General Plan would limit additional residential subdivision in 
Carmel Valley to 266 new lots.  It would also prohibit the conversion of 
previously uncultivated land on slopes in excess of 25%.  

 The 2007 General Plan includes revisions to the Greater Salinas, North 
County, and Toro Area Plans that would limit development on properties 
with residential land use designations to the first single-family residence on 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Alternatives to the 2007 General Plan

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
5-39 

September  2008

ICF J&S 00982.07

 

each legal lot of record.  In contrast, GPU 4 would allow subdivision of these 
legal lots when consistent with the plan.  

 Under the 2007 General Plan, the DES would be a pass-fail system for sites 
outside of Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs.  The 2007 General 
Plan would further specify that these developments (as well as development 
within Rural Centers before adoption of the required Infrastructure and 
Financing Study) would be required to include at least 35% 
affordable/workforce housing, or 30% affordable/workforce housing if at 
least 15% of the housing is for farmworkers. 

 The 2007 General Plan proposes specific criteria for development that uses 
the voluntary TDR program, which GPU4 does not have.  These include site 
suitability; infrastructure availability; resource management; proximity to a 
city, Community Area, or Rural Center; environmental impacts; proximity to 
transportation; and avoidance of impacts on productive farmland.   

 The 2007 General Plan establishes a voluntary AHO program not found in 
GPU4 to create an incentive for higher density, affordable housing at 
particular locations in the County.  Three specific AHO districts are 
identified (Mid-Carmel Valley, Highway 68/Monterey Peninsula Airport, 
and Reservation Road/Highway 68), and the Community Areas and Rural 
Centers would be considered AHOs until adoption of their community plans 
and Infrastructure and Financing Studies.  Within an AHO, the residential 
density would be from 5 to 30 units per acre, with a minimum average of at 
least 10 units per acre.  The 2007 General Plan would require the 
infrastructure necessary to serve the AHOs to be installed concurrent with 
development of the affordable housing project.  

 The 2007 General Plan would require the Capital Improvement and 
Financing Plan to be adopted within 18 months of approval of the General 
Plan.   

 Both the 2007 General Plan and GPU4 require the construction of road 
improvements on impacted roads concurrently with development.  The 2007 
General Plan would exempt the first single-family residence, non-habitable 
accessory structure, second unit, and non-discretionary commercial uses 
from this requirement.   

 The 2007 General Plan would prohibit development on slopes greater than 
30%, with limited exceptions.  Rather than a grading permit for agricultural 
conversion on slopes exceeding 25%, as in GPU4, the 2007 General Plan 
would require the County to develop an Agricultural Permit process.  The 
2007 General Plan sets out a list of criteria (i.e., water quality and supply, 
biological resources, cultural resources, erosion control, drainage, and flood 
hazards) that would be weighed to establish whether the agricultural permit 
might be ministerial.  

 The 2007 General Plan would specify that well-defined buffer areas must be 
provided as partial mitigation for new non-agricultural development located 
adjacent to important farmland.  The criteria for establishing buffers are 
essentially the same as proposed under GPU4.  However, where GPU4 
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presumes that buffers are not meant to be permanent, the 2007 General Plan 
would allow permanent buffers as well.   

 The 2007 General Plan expands upon GPU4’s provisions for adopting a 
program to mitigate the loss of important farmland to development or 
annexation.  It further provides that mitigation mechanisms will be based on 
a graduated value of farmland, with the greatest mitigation for prime 
farmland.  It also includes encouragement for non-profit land trusts to assist 
in implementing the program through voluntary acquisition of development 
rights.   

 The 2007 General Plan would integrate the AWCP, rather than adopting it 
separately.  The 2007 General Plan would allow up to 10 full-scale wineries 
within the agricultural wine corridors, in addition to the uses identified in 
GPU4.  These would be limited to up to five wineries on the River Road 
segment, two on the Metz Road segment, and three on the Jolon Road 
segment.  Each full-scale winery would be allowed to include a tasting room 
and to hold events without a separate permit.  

5.6.1.2 Development Comparison  
Table 5-4.  Comparison:  GPU4 and Proposed Project (2030) 

Category GPU 4 2007 General Plan 
Difference 
(GPU4 vs. 2007 General Plan) 

Residential 16,900 dwelling units 10,015 dwelling units* 8,828 more dwelling units 

*Difference in projected dwelling units is based on the difference between the estimated housing units within the 
unincorporated County from 2005 to 2030 for GPU3 and from 2006 to 2030 for the 2007 General Plan.   
**  Employment is based on the same time periods.  
Sources:  Bay Area Economics.  2007  Analysis of Monterey County General Plans and Quality of Life Initiative.  
February;  AMBAG 2004.   

5.6.2 Environmental Effects 

5.6.2.1 Land Use  

GPU4 would pursue a general policy of encouraging most new development to 
occur within the cities, including within areas of future annexation.  Community 
Areas and Rural Centers would provide first and second preference for urban 
density growth within the unincorporated County.  GPU4 includes policies 
intended to avoid land use conflicts between incorporated and unincorporated 
areas through coordination with the cities and the Local Agency Formation 
Commission.  The Urban Reserve land use designation is one way in which 
unincorporated areas near the cities will be prepared for future annexation and 
urbanization.  Another way is to authorize buffers between agriculture and 
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incompatible uses, and to encourage mitigation for the loss of important farmland 
through annexation or conversion.  

GPU4 provides for substantial new development over the existing conditions.  
This is consistent with state law requiring general plans to contain sufficient 
growth potential to accommodate future housing needs.  This growth would be a 
significant effect.   

GPU4’s policies regarding city-centered growth, providing for buffers between 
agricultural and future urban uses, and encouraging compact form through the 
Community Areas and Rural Centers, will reduce the potential for conflicts 
between land uses.  The potential for land use conflicts is less than significant.  

GPU4 contemplates more extensive urbanization than does the proposed 2007 
General Plan.  By way of comparison, the 2007 General Plan would not 
designate Community Areas at Rancho San Juan or San Lucas.  San Lucas is 
instead designated as a Rural Center. Rancho San Juan is a Special Treatment 
Area.  The 2007 General Plan also eliminates GPU4’s Rural Center designations 
for Prunedale, San Benancio/Corral de Tierra, and Toro Park Estates/Serra 
Village.  These changes would reduce the area otherwise designated as either a 
Community Area or Rural Center under GPU4 by approximately 1,831 acres.  

Further, GPU4 would allow more extensive development to occur outside of the 
urbanizing nodes than the 2007 General Plan.  GPU4 would allow the further 
subdivision of existing lots of record within the Greater Salinas, North County, 
and Toro Area Plans.  The 2007 General Plan would limit development on 
properties with residential land use designations to the first single-family 
residence on each legal lot of record.  Similarly, by creating a pass-fail DES, the 
2007 General Plan would restrict development of five units or more on sites 
outside of the identified Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs.  
Therefore, GPU4 has a greater latent residential development potential in these 
areas than does the 2007 General Plan.   

In comparison, the proposed 2007 General Plan would specify that AHO districts 
are also preferred areas for future development.  The 2007 General Plan 
identifies sites in Mid-Carmel Valley (approximately 13 acres), Highway 
68/Monterey Peninsula Airport (approximately 85 acres), and Reservation 
Road/Highway 68 (approximately 31 acres) as voluntary AHO districts, as well 
as Community Areas prior to adoption of a community plan and Rural Centers 
prior to adoption of an Infrastructure and Financing Study.  The 2007 General 
Plan sets out detailed policies for considering the acceptability of AHO projects.  
By virtue of their increased density, the three AHO districts may conflict with the 
land use expectations of existing residents of lower-density developments.  They 
may result in localized significant effects from land use conflicts.  GPU4 would 
also propose fewer total wineries than the 2007 General Plan.   

GPU4 would have a greater effect on growth than the 2007 General Plan by 
virtue of allowing more expansive residential growth to occur, particularly on 
lands outside of the Community Areas and Rural Centers.  While development 
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under GPU4 would result in localized land use conflicts, these would be reduced 
by the policies discussed above.  The more expansive growth under GPU4 would 
be offset by the additional potential for land use conflict under the 2007 General 
Plan at the full-scale winery sites and the AHOs.  As a result, GPU-4 would have 
essentially the same effect on land use conflicts as the proposed 2007 
General Plan.  

5.6.2.2 Agriculture Resources 

Under GPU4, a net loss of approximately 5,497 acres of Important Farmland and 
6,785 acres of Williamson Act lands would occur.  The policies of GPU4 would 
focus growth into higher density Community Areas as the first tier for new 
development, along with policies that manage subsequent growth in Rural 
Centers (second tier for new development).  Several of the Community Areas 
encompass agricultural land, including Boronda, Castroville, Chualar, and 
Rancho San Juan.  For the most part, the Rural Community areas avoid high 
quality agricultural lands.  GPU4 would be accompanied by the ACWP, 
encouraging wineries and related activities along three corridors.  The ACWP 
would lead to the conversion of Important Farmland depending upon the location 
of future wineries and other facilities.   

GPU4 contains numerous policies in its Agricultural Element intended to 
minimize the potential impacts of incompatible development on agricultural 
lands.  These include criteria for establishing non-permanent buffers, creating tax 
incentives for agricultural uses, limiting subdivisions, and a commitment to 
establish an agricultural land mitigation program.  A set of policies limiting 
County regulation of “routine and on-going” agricultural uses is intended to 
encourage the continuation and economic viability of agricultural operations.  
Nonetheless, due to the expected conversion of Important Farmlands and lands 
currently under Williamson Act contract, GPU4 would have a significant effect 
on agricultural resources.  

In comparison, the proposed 2007 General Plan contains similar policies with 
regard to agriculture.  Notable differences include a stronger buffer policy, a 
more restrictive policy governing the subdivision of agricultural lands  and a 
more detailed program for mitigating the loss of Important Farmland.  The 2007 
General Plan would also limit residential development within the Greater Salinas, 
North County, and Toro Area Plans to the first single-family residence on each 
legal lot of record.  Similarly, by creating a pass-fail DES, the 2007 General Plan 
would restrict development of five units or more on sites outside of the identified 
Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs.  These policies and development 
criteria would reduce the 2007 General Plan’s potential to convert important 
agricultural lands in comparison to GPU4.  In addition, by eliminating Rancho 
San Juan as a Community Area, the 2007 General Plan result in less conversion 
of agricultural lands to urban uses..   

At the same time, the 2007 General Plan would authorize up to 10 full-scale 
wineries along the AWCP road segments.  This would result in a greater potential 
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for the conversion of Important Farmland than GPU4, depending upon the 
location of future wineries and other facilities.  

Overall, GPU4 would have a somewhat greater impact on agricultural resources 
than would the proposed 2007 General Plan.  

5.6.2.3 Water Resources 

GPU4 would direct most new development in the County to its existing cities.  
Additional development would be accommodated within the Community Areas 
and Rural Centers.  GPU4 includes policies that would require establishment of a 
permit process for development on slopes in excess of 25% or that have known 
geologic hazards/constraints (with less restrictive provisions for conversion of 
previously uncultivated lands to agricultural use) in order to reduce erosion 
hazards.  The County’s existing Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapter 16.12 of the 
Monterey County Code) would remain in place.  As a result, impacts on water 
quality are expected to be less than significant.  

With regard to water supply, GPU4 policies require new development to 
demonstrate the concurrent availability of adequate public facilities and service 
(including water supply) before approval can be granted.  GPU4 would require 
the County to develop a Hydrologic Resources Constraints and Hazards Database 
to identify important groundwater recharge areas, areas with limited 
groundwater, and areas unsuitable for septic tanks.  GPU4 policy would prohibit 
approval of new development (except for the first single-family residence on an 
existing lot of record) without proof of availability of a “long-term, sustainable 
water supply, both in quality and quantity” to serve the development.  GPU4 
establishes criteria that may show proof of a long-term water supply.   

In addition, GPU4 requires the County to develop a program as part of the 
Capital Implementation and Financing Plan that would eliminate overdraft of 
water basins.  Other GPU4 policies would require that all projects be designed to 
maintain or increase the site’s predevelopment absorption of rainfall and to 
recharge groundwater where appropriate, that the County use its discretionary 
permit authority to manage the construction of impervious surfaces in important 
groundwater recharge areas in order to maintain recharge capacity, and that the 
County encourage the use of recycled water where possible.   

Outside of Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHO districts, GPU4 commits 
the County to establish a Development Evaluation System to ensure that 
development of five or more lots or units considers infrastructure availability, 
among other things.  No such provision is made for the first house built on 
existing vacant lots of record.  

Despite its protective policies, development under GPU4 would have a 
significant impact on water resources, primarily from its contribution to the 
existing severe cumulative effect on limited groundwater supplies and overdraft 
conditions.   
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In comparison, the water resources-related policies of the proposed 2007 General 
Plan are similar to, but in some cases more restrictive than, those in GPU4.  For 
example, the 2007 General Plan further specifies that the DES is to be a pass-fail 
system, thereby requiring disapproval of residential developments that cannot 
show sufficient infrastructure availability.  In addition, based on the smaller 
number of Community Areas and Rural Centers, the 2007 General Plan would 
authorize future urban development over a smaller area than GPU4, thereby 
reducing the number of individual wells and making water conservation 
programs easier to administer.  Further, the 2007 General Plan would limit 
development to the first residence on existing vacant lots of record within the 
Greater Salinas, North County, and Toro Area Plans.  This would reduce the 
overall development up to the 2030 planning horizon in comparison to GPU4.   

At the same time, while reducing water demand in those areas, the 2007 General 
Plan would increase potential water demand over GPU4 in the following ways.  
It would establish three AHOs that would offer participating landowners the 
opportunity to increase residential densities.  This potential increase would be 
tempered by the fact that such projects at the Mid-Carmel Valley and Highway 
68/Monterey Peninsula Airport AHOs would be restricted by the restricted water 
availability within the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District.  The 
2007 General Plan would authorize up to 10 full-scale wineries within the 
Agricultural Winery Corridor.  These would result in an incremental increase in f 
water use for their operations over what would be allowed in GPU4 in the 
AWCP.  This will be tempered by policies requiring evaluation and approval of 
the adequacy of all new wells (PS-3.4 and PS-3.5).  

Overall, potential implementation of the 2007 General Plan to the 2030 planning 
horizon would have less impact on water resources than of GPU4 to 2030.   

5.6.2.4 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

GPU4 includes policies that would require establishment of a permit process for 
development on slopes in excess of 25% or that have known geologic 
hazards/constraints (with less restrictive provisions for conversion of previously 
uncultivated lands to agricultural use),   The County’s existing Erosion Control 
Ordinance (Chapter 16.12 of the Monterey County Code) would remain in place.  
Development would also be subject to other existing regulations such as the state 
Alquist-Priolo Seismic Zone Act, and California Building Code development 
standards.  These would avoid significant effects from implementation of GPU4.   

Compared to the 2007 General Plan, GPU4 would have greater exposure of 
persons and property to geologic, soil, and seismic hazards by virtue of its more 
extensive development.  This includes the additional Community Area and four 
Rural Centers not included in the 2007 General Plan.  Additionally, the 2007 
General Plan includes restrictions on residential development within the Greater 
Salinas, North County, and Toro Area Plans that would reduce the potential for 
additional subdivisions in those areas.   
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Additionally, GPU4 would allow more development on steeper slopes without 
permits than would the 2007 General Plan, since GPU2007 includes a provision 
governing restricting development on slopes over 30% unless there are no other 
feasible alternatives.  Also, the DES under GPU4 would allow approval of 
projects with environmental impacts whereas the “pass-fail” aspect of the DES 
under the 2007 General Plan would encourage denial of such projects.  
Therefore, potential adverse impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity from 
GPU4 would be greater than those of the 2007 General Plan, but would still be 
less than significant.  

5.6.2.5 Mineral Resources 

Oil production in the southern Salinas Valley and South County is the only 
mineral resource extraction activity that may be affected by development and 
land use activities contemplated by GPU4.  Concentration of development in the 
San Ardo and Bradley Rural Communities would meet housing needs without 
encroaching into mineral production areas.  Economic conditions and legal 
constraints make it highly unlikely that either GPU4 or the 2007 General Plan 
would result in the premature termination of oil extraction operations in these 
areas.  GPU4 and the 2007 General Plan do not have policy differences that 
would differentiate their impacts on mineral resources.  Therefore, GPU4 would 
have the same impacts on mineral resources as the 2007 General Plan. 

5.6.2.6 Transportation 

GPU4 provides that, with the exceptions for Community Areas and Carmel 
Valley,, LOS D will be the standard level of acceptable congestion within the 
County.  GPU4 commits the County to preparing a CIFP that will address the 
local road improvements needed to maintain acceptable levels of service, and to 
adopting a County traffic impact fee addressing development in cities and the 
unincorporated areas.  In addition, GPU4 provides that projects that would 
reduce traffic flow below the acceptable standard would be required to 
implement a phasing plan that would allow road improvements to be built 
concurrently with the development.  This is intended to avoid a lag between new 
traffic generation and the installation of road improvements.  The concurrency 
policy would not apply to the first single-family residence on a lot of record, 
accessory units, or non-discretionary commercial development.  GPU4 commits 
the County to developing, in cooperation with TAMC and other agencies, a 
regional mitigation fee with the goal of achieving LOS D on the regional 
roadway system.  Localized traffic congestion will be a significant effect of 
GPU4.  

The proposed 2007 General Plan contains nearly the same transportation policies 
as GPU4.  The following are the exceptions.  The 2007 General Plan would 
mandate adoption of the CIFP within 18 months of the general plan’s adoption 
and require a review of the degree to which development is approaching buildout 
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as governed by the individual traffic fee programs.   This would reduce the 
potential for projects to be built without concurrent improvements.  The 2007 
General Plan would exempt the following types of projects from the phased 
concurrency requirement of GPU4:  first single-family dwelling, accessory 
dwellings allowed under state law, and ministerial commercial development.  As 
a practical matter, these are largely exempt under GPU4 as well because the 
County has limited or no discretionary permitting authority over these uses that 
would allow it to impose the concurrency policy.   

GPU4 would propose a more extensive development pattern than the proposed 
2007 General Plan.  As a result, the potential adverse impacts on transportation 
from GPU4 would be greater than those of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.6.2.7 Air Quality 

GPU4 promulgates air quality policies that are consistent with the air quality 
objectives of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution District’s 2004 AQMP.  
Moreover, GPU4’s local traffic impact fee and prohibition on occupancy of new 
development until all roadways operate at LOS D or better would significantly 
reduce idling on local roadways.  This would result in a corresponding reduction 
in adverse air quality impacts.  However, the extent of new traffic expected to be 
generated by the project, combined with other sources of emissions resulting 
from urban development and the ACWP, will result in a significant effect on air 
quality.  

In comparison, the proposed 2007 General Plan includes the same air quality 
policies as GPU4.  In addition to the air quality policies, however, the 2007 
General Plan would require the County to prepare and adopt a Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan within two years of adoption of the 2007 General Plan.  While 
directing Monterey County to reduce its emissions of greenhouse gases to 1990 
levels by 2020, the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan will likely include measures 
that will coincidentally reduce impacts on local air quality.  These would 
probably include programs to reduce motor vehicle use (which would reduce the 
amount of tailpipe emissions) and to improve the efficiency of water use (which 
reduces the need to burn natural gas in water heaters).  Accordingly, GPU4 may 
be expected to have a greater impact on air quality than the 2007 General Plan.   

5.6.2.8 Noise 

GPU4 includes strong policies intended to ensure that new development of 
sensitive receptors will not be exposed to excessive noise (i.e., noise levels 
exceeding County standards), including noise from roadway improvement 
projects.  GPU4 also includes policies intended to limit noise and vibration from 
construction activities.  However, the policies prohibit the use of masonry sound 
walls in rural areas.  This prohibition may act to make roadway improvement 
noise attenuation infeasible where existing rural residences adjoin those roads.  
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As a result, GPU4 would be expected to have a significant effect on noise in rural 
areas where roads are widened to meet the LOS C congestion standard.  

The proposed 2007 General Plan contains the same noise policies as GPU4.  
Because GPU4 provides for a more extensive development pattern, particularly 
with four additional Rural Centers, potential adverse noise impacts from 
implementation of GPU4 would be greater than those of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.6.2.9 Biological Resources 

The biological resources policies of GPU4 would require inventorying sensitive 
habitats and avoiding impacts to state and federally listed species and designated 
critical habitat.  The CEQA process would be used to mitigate impacts from 
individual development projects, as such projects are proposed.  GPU4 also 
would require preparation and implementation of a program to comprehensively 
mitigate the loss of critical habitat.  These policies would be coordinated with the 
preparation of Area Plans.  The current trend of conversion of grazing lands, 
which provide wildlife habitat, to intensive agricultural cultivation, which 
provides little habitat value, would continue under GPU4.  All together, GPU4 
would have a significant effect on biological resources.  

The 2007 General Plan contains many of the  the same policies as GPU4, 
although it would allow development over a less extensive area than GPU4. The 
proposed mitigation measures identified in this EIR with respect to special status 
species, stream set-back, kit fox mitigation, protection of woodlands and raptors 
would provide significantly more protection of biological resources than GPU4.   
Therefore, based upon the additional conversion of habitat and weaker policies 
protecting biological resources, GPU4 would have greater adverse impacts on 
biological resources than the 2007 General Plan.  

5.6.2.10 Cultural Resources 

GPU4 includes specific policies to inventory archaeological resources, survey in 
sensitive areas, and protect important representative and unique archaeological 
sites and features.  GPU4 commits the County to adopting a uniform set of 
guidelines for archaeological assessment and recovery programs and 
consultations with Native Americans.  Similar inventory, survey, and recovery 
policies are included to protect paleontological resources.  GPU4 also contains 
policies to encourage the conservation of Native American cultural sites, sacred 
places, and burial sites, including provisions for consultation with tribal 
representatives.  Historic resources are protected by the County’s adopted 
Historic Preservation Plan and Historic Preservation Ordinance.  As a result, 
impacts would be less than significant.   

The proposed policies of the 2007 General Plan are identical to those in GPU4.  
The only differentiating impact factor is that GPU4 would allow more extensive 
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development.  However, the policies would be sufficient to avoid significant 
impacts.  Therefore, GPU4 would have the same potential impacts on cultural 
resources as the 2007 General Plan. 

5.6.2.11 Public Services and Utilities 

GPU4 contains a rigorous requirement for the concurrent provision of adequate 
public services and facilities as development occurs.  This would avoid 
significant effects, except as noted under the water resources discussion.  Outside 
of Community Areas and Rural Centers, GPU4 commits the County to establish 
a Development Evaluation System to ensure that development of five or more 
lots or units considers infrastructure availability, among other things.  No such 
provision is made for the first house built on existing vacant lots of record.  

The proposed 2007 General Plan has similar policies, although it further specifies 
that the DES is to be a pass-fail system.  This will prohibit new projects that 
cannot meet the DES criteria, reducing the impact in comparison to GPU4.  In 
addition, the 2007 General Plan would limit development within the Greater 
Salinas, North County, and Toro Area Plans to a single residence on lots of 
record.  This would reduce the potential for additional subdivisions in those areas 
in comparison to GPU4 and the necessity of constructing new public facilities to 
serve those subdivisions. Therefore, GPU4 impacts on public services and 
utilities are greater to those of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.6.2.12 Parks and Recreation 

As with public services and utilities, development under the policies of GPU4 
would place most new development in the cities and the Community Areas and 
Rural Centers.  Development in the cities would increase the need for parks and 
recreation facilities in those jurisdictions.  That demand would be met by the 
affected cities through impact fees or other financing mechanisms applied in the 
course of approving development projects.  The same would be true for the 
County in the Community Areas and Rural Centers under GPU4’s Adequate 
Public Facilities and Services standards.   

GPU4 does not contain specific standards for the provision of park and recreation 
facilities for new development, although there is an existing ordinance requiring 
compliance under the Quimby Act.   This may result in the overuse of other parks 
and a significant effect on parks and recreation.  

The proposed 2007 General Plan contains the same policies as GPU4.  Mitigation 
Measure PAR-1, which would require the County to adopt a general plan policy 
requiring a specific ratio of park acreage to population, would enable the County 
to require parks and recreation facilities as conditions of subdivision approval.  
Therefore, potential adverse impacts on parks and recreation from GPU4 would 
be slightly greater than those under the 2007 General Plan, as mitigated.  
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5.6.2.13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

GPU4 contains policies that address public safety relative to seismic and 
geologic hazards (including inventorying and requiring geotechnical reports prior 
to development in areas of risk), flood hazards, hazardous materials, emergency 
response, and wildland fire protection (including standards for development to 
achieve an acceptable level of risk).  GPU4 also establishes minimum service 
levels for emergency responders and identifies evacuation routes in case of a 
disaster.  As a result of these policies, GPU4 would not have a significant effect 
in this area.   

The 2007 General Plan contains the same goals and policies as GPU4.  Although 
GPU4 has more extensive development, the additional Community Area and 
Rural Centers are not in areas that are particularly hazardous.  Therefore, GPU4 
would result in the same impacts as the 2007 General Plan.   

5.6.2.14 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

GPU4 would limit future urban growth in a manner that would preserve 
significant visual resource areas (agricultural fields, ridgelines, natural areas, 
etc.) and minimize adverse impacts from new sources of light and glare.  
Effective policies include restrictions on ridgeline development, encouragement 
of “clustered” development in rural areas, and the voluntary transfer of 
development rights away from areas with unique visual features.  Nonetheless, 
GPU4 would result in major new sources of light and glare being built within the 
cities and the County’s Community Areas, Rural Centers, and artisan wineries.  
These would adversely affect nearby rural and agricultural areas.  GPU4 would 
have a significant effect on aesthetics, light, and glare.  

The proposed 2007 General Plan contains the same policies as GPU4 on this 
impact issue.  By reducing the number of Community Areas and Rural Centers, 
the 2007 General Plan reduces the development potential proposed in GPU4.as, 
thereby somewhat reducing aesthetics, light, and glare impacts that would have 
otherwise occurred under GPU4.  The AHO areas identified in the 2007 General 
Plan are located near existing urban areas and would have minimal additions to 
existing levels of light and glare.   

At the same time, the 2007 General Plan would authorize up to 10 full-scale 
wineries (in addition to the 40 artisan wineries allowed under GPU4) along the 
River Road, Metz Road, and Jolon Road segments.  These would introduce new 
sources of light and glare to these rural areas.   

Based on the above discussion, the impacts of GPU4 would be somewhat greater 
with respect to light and glare than for the proposed 2007 General Plan.  
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5.6.2.15 Population and Housing  

GPU4 and the proposed 2007 General Plan are local land use plans that prescribe 
where and at what intensity future growth will occur.  Pursuant to state law, a 
general plan must provide for sufficient new development to accommodate 
projected housing demand.  As such, both plans would induce future growth by 
accommodating future development.  Neither plan is expected to result in the 
displacement of substantial numbers of dwelling units or persons.   

As a result of its additional Community Area, Rural Centers, and allowance of 
residential subdivisions within the Greater Salinas, North County, and Toro Area 
Plans, GPU4 would have a somewhat greater growth-inducing impact on 
population and housing to those would the 2007 General Plan. 

5.6.3 Conclusion 
The GPU4 Alternative is similar to the proposed 2007 General Plan.  GPU4 
would have a greater impact on agriculture resources; water resources, geology, 
soils, and seismicity; transportation; air quality; noise; biological resources; 
public services and utilities; parks and recreation; ; light and glare and population 
and housing.  GPU4 would have similar impacts to the proposed 2007 General 
Plan with respect to land use; water  mineral resources; hazardous material. and 
cultural resources.  It would have not any impacts that are less than those 
expected to result from the proposed 2007 General Plan. 

The GPU4 Alternative meets all of the objectives of the 2007 General Plan.     

5.7 Transit-Oriented Development Alternative 

5.7.1 Description 
The Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Alternative focuses new development 
along existing and future transportation corridors.  These corridors would be 
served by high-capacity and high-frequency public transportation.  Public 
transportation in this alternative combines fixed-route bus service with rail, 
express bus service and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).  Development in these 
corridors would be concentrated at “nodes” adjoining public transportation 
stations.  Under this alternative, new development outside the Community Areas, 
Rural Centers, and AHOs would be restricted to the first single-family home on 
existing legal lots of record in the North County, Greater Monterey Peninsula 
(along the Route 68 corridor only) Greater Salinas, and Toro (along the Route 68 
corridor) Area Plans.  The Bradley and Lockwood Rural Centers would be 
considered third tier development priority areas.  They would not be developed 
until the transit system is funded and built to King City.  Otherwise, this 
alternative would share the same policies as the 2007 General Plan. 
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For this alternative, the County would develop a Transfer of Development Rights 
(TDR) program, expanding on that described in Policy LU-1.8.  The TDR 
program would specifically provide for the transfer of development credits from , 
North County, Greater Monterey Peninsula (along the Route 68 corridor only) 
Greater Salinas, and Toro (Route 68 corridor) Area Plans to the TODs as 
receiving areas.  This would include TODs in any of the Community Areas and 
Rural Centers (with the aforementioned limitation on the Bradley and Lockwood 
Rural Centers).   

TOD is defined as “moderate to high-density development, located within an 
easy walk of a major transit stop (typically up to ½-mile), generally with a mix of 
residential, employment, and shopping opportunities designed for pedestrians 
without excluding the auto.  TOD can be new construction or the redevelopment 
of one or more buildings whose design and orientation facilitate transit use,” 
according to the Statewide Transit-Oriented Development Study – Factors for 
Success in California (California Department of Transportation, 2002).  Studies 
have demonstrated that TOD increases transit ridership and reduces Vehicle 
Miles of Travel (VMT) when compared to similar intensities of development in 
areas that are poorly served by transit. 

The public transportation serving the TODs would be a combination of fixed-
route bus systems, express bus, and BRT systems connecting major activity 
centers, and regional and intercity rail systems connecting major activity centers 
within the region and adjacent regions.  The TOD Alternative envisions a tiered 
public transportation system, as follows: 

 Tier 1 – local-serving public transportation comprised of fixed-route bus 
systems primarily serving intra-city and inter-city travel, and rural 
communities.  This tier forms the finest grained public transportation 
network and is similar to the existing Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) 
system.  This tier also includes demand responsive service (e.g., paratransit), 
and local shuttles operated by private or public employers.  

 Tier 2 – sub-regional and regional-serving public transportation comprised of 
express bus and BRT serving key corridors within cities that will connect 
cities, community areas, and rural communities to major activity and 
employment centers.  This tier of public transportation travels longer 
distances and relies on high frequency and high quality (e.g., newer 
comfortable coaches, stations with amenities) of service resulting in a system 
that is competitive with the automobile.  Express buses and BRT lines would 
operate within High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes or exclusive 
transitways within the public right-of-way.  Stops and stations are more 
widely spaced than in Tier 1 in order to minimize delay.  This tier would tie 
into a system of Park and Ride facilities throughout the County. 

 Tier 3 – inter-regional-serving public transportation comprised of express 
bus, BRT, regional commuter rail, and intercity light rail transit connecting 
major activity centers in Monterey County to centers in adjacent counties 
including Santa Cruz, San Benito and Santa Clara Counties.  Express bus and 
BRT lines would operate within High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes or 
exclusive transitways.  Rail service would include the following projects 
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currently being planned or studied by the Transit Agency of Monterey 
County (TAMC): 

 Extension of Caltrain service from Gilroy to Monterey County, including 
stops in Pajaro, Castroville, and Salinas.  

 The Monterey Branch line between Castroville and Monterey connecting 
the planned Caltrain service in Castroville to the Monterey Peninsula, 
with stations in Monterey, Seaside, Sand City, Marina/CSUMB, and 
Castroville. The right-of-way may accommodate express bus service, 
BRT, or light rail. 

 Passenger rail service on the Santa Cruz Branch line extending from 
Pajaro/Watsonville to Davenport (Santa Cruz County), which would 
connect to the Monterey County intercity rail service described above. 

The three tiers would be linked with inter-modal transit centers at key public 
transportation junctions.  The areas adjoining the inter-modal transit centers 
would be developed as nodes of transit-oriented development containing a mix of 
housing types, commercial uses providing everyday services, and jobs. 

Primary transit corridors include: 

 Route 101 from King City to Salinas (fixed-route and express bus service to 
the Salinas inter-modal transit center with connection to a series of Park and 
Ride transit centers along the Route 101 corridor) 

 Route 101 from Salinas to San Jose (express bus service with connection to a 
series of Park and Ride transit centers along the Route 101 corridor) 

 Route 68 from Salinas to Monterey (fixed-route, express bus, and BRT 
service between the Salinas inter-modal transit center and Monterey inter-
modal transit center) 

 Route 156 from Prunedale to Castroville and Monterey (fixed-route and 
express bus service with connections to CalTrain and inter-city rail in 
Castroville) 

  Route 1 from Marina to Monterey (express bus and BRT with connections to 
CalTrain and inter-city rail in Castroville, Marina, and Monterey) 

 Route 1 between Watsonville/Pajaro and Monterey (express bus and BRT 
with connections to Caltrain and inter-city rail along the Route 1 corridor)  

This alternative includes transit corridors on County and city roads and streets 
served by fixed-route bus service, express buses, and limited BRT. 

Nodes of TOD would be located along primary transit corridors and centered 
around inter-modal transit centers and other stops and stations.  A target of 30% 
of growth in unincorporated Monterey County would occur in these nodes 
(approximately ½-mile radii around transit stops).  This target would require 
higher densities and intensities of land use than currently allowed under the 2007 
General Plan.  Residential densities would range from a minimum of 15-30 
dwelling units per acre in urbanized areas, with at least 50 percent and not more 
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than 75 percent of the development within the TOD being residential.  
Commercial uses would require Floor Area Ratios (FARs) ranging from 1.0 to 
3.0.  Horizontal multi-use (e.g., multiple uses on a floor) and vertical mixed-use 
(e.g., different types of uses on different floors) development would be 
encouraged.  

Primary TOD nodes would be located in the following areas, but no specific sites 
have been identified:   

 Castroville 

 Pajaro  

 Former Fort Ord 

 Route 68 Corridor 

5.7.2 Development Comparison 
A comparison of development potential between the TOD Alternative and the 
2007 General Plan during the 2030 planning horizon is provided in Table 5-5.  
The table also identifies the target amount of residential and non-residential 
development that would occur within transit nodes and corridors.  
Implementation of the TOD Alternative is equal to the 2007 General Plan, with a 
shift of development intensity to transit nodes and corridors.   

Table 5-5.  Comparison:  TOD Alternative and Proposed Project (2030) 

Category TOD Alternative 2007 General Plan Difference (TOD vs. 2007 General Plan) 

Residential 
Target housing in 
Transit Nodes and 
Corridors (30%) 

21,666 dwelling units 
6,500 dwelling units 

21,666 dwelling units 0 dwelling units 
 

5.7.3 Environmental Effects 

5.7.3.1 Land Use 

The TOD Alternative would increase densities at the selected nodes.  This would 
decrease intensity elsewhere in the County.  While the development would be 
consistent with the proposed 2007 General Plan, it may conflict with the existing 
lower-intensity land uses surrounding the nodes.  The conflicts would result from 
increased activity, noise, and light and glare, as discussed below.  Unless the 
TODs are located in existing urbanized areas, this would be a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  Therefore, the TOD alternative would have greater potential 
impacts with respect to land use than the 2007 General Plan. 
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5.7.3.2 Agriculture Resources  

The TOD alternative would limit future subdivision of land and development to 
the first single-family resident on existing lots of record within the North County, 
Greater Monterey Peninsula (along the Route 68 corridor only) Greater Salinas, 
and Toro (Route 68 corridor) Area Plans.  The TDR component would focus 
development into the TODs.  This would reduce development pressures in the 
unincorporated area.  As a result, this alternative would have a lesser impact on 
agricultural resources than the 2007 General Plan.  

5.7.3.3 Water Resources 

The TOD Alternative would not reduce the number of potential water users since 
it would allow the same number of residences as the 2007 General Plan.  
However, it would substitute medium- to high-density development for low-
density development.  The higher densities would result in less area for 
landscaping and a corresponding reduction in water demand.   

The TOD Alternative would reduce the intensity of development on existing lots 
of record throughout the county.  That would result in a marginal reduction in 
water quality impacts from development, since those impacts are already well 
regulated by the County grading ordinance and the Central Coast RWQCB’s 
regulations.  

In sum, this alternative would have a lesser impact on water resources than the 
2007 General Plan.    

5.7.3.4 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

The TOD Alternative would reduce the intensity of development on existing lots 
of record throughout the county.  That would result in a marginal reduction in 
erosion impacts from development, in comparison to the 2007 General Plan, 
since those impacts are already well regulated by the County grading ordinance 
and the Central Coast RWQCB’s regulations.  The impacts of this alternative on 
geology and seismicity would be the same as the 2007 General Plan since it 
would result in the same level of development (although covering a smaller 
geographical area) and the same level of risk.  

5.7.3.5 Mineral Resources 

There are no differences with respect to development of mineral resources 
between the TOD and the 2007 General Plan, Therefore, the TOD Alternative 
would have the same level of impact as the 2007 General Plan.   
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5.7.3.6 Transportation 

A primary objective of the TOD Alternative is to shift people from single 
occupant vehicles to alternate modes of travel or, by creating walkable mixed-use 
nodes, to eliminate the need to travel long distances for some trip purposes.  
Research indicates that TOD can generate about 50 to 75% of the traffic 
generated by the same amount of land use in typical suburban development 
patterns poorly served by transit.  Conservatively using the lower end of the 
range, implementation of the TOD Alternative in 2030 could generate fewer 
daily trips than the 2007 General Plan, and an associated reduction of about 
110,000 vehicles miles of travel (VMT) per day.   

The TOD Alternative would result in level of service impacts to county 
roadways, regional roadways and the state highway system.  These impacts 
would be the result of two conditions: 

1. Traffic generated by development of allowed land uses in the TOD 
Alternative, including traffic generated by the TOD itself, would cause 
county and regional roadways to exceed the LOS D standard, but to a lesser 
extent than the 2007 General Plan.  In addition, although a TOD generates 
less traffic than the same amount of conventional development, the higher 
intensity and density of TOD within a relatively small area can create 
localized traffic impacts. 

2. The TOD Alternative calls for the designation of exclusive transitways and 
HOV lanes on county, city, and regional roadways in order to make public 
transportation an attractive and competitive option to the automobile.  
Exclusive transit facilities and HOV facilities on these roadways would 
utilize travel lanes normally used by automobiles, thereby, while increasing 
the person capacity of the facility, the transit facilities reduce their 
automobile capacity.  This reduction in capacity would cause some roadways 
to exceed the LOS D standard.     

The TOD Alternative would create impacts related to transportation 
infrastructure funding.  The public transportation system envisioned in this 
alternative requires a substantial capital investment in transit infrastructure and 
fleet vehicles, as well as ongoing operations and maintenance costs.  The initial 
capital costs may exceed the capital costs of adding conventional vehicle 
capacity (i.e., roadway widening), but the investments are more sustainable over 
a longer period of time than conventional capacity improvements.  This 
alternative, therefore, may create a transportation funding shortfall that is greater 
than the shortfall associated with conventional transportation funding. 

In conclusion,  however, the TOD alternative would reduce traffic generation by 
design and therefore have significantly less impacts with respect to transportation 
than the 2007 General Plan or any of the other alternatives.  
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5.7.3.7 Air Quality 

The TOD Alternative would reduce VMT throughout the county by reducing the 
need for short auto trips by locating residences in proximity to day to day 
services, and by substituting transit trips for auto trips.  Where congestion is 
increased locally, there may be additional emissions of carbon monoxide in 
comparison to the 2007 General Plan.  However, that impact is dependent upon 
levels of traffic and time at idle.  Because the locations and development 
intensities of the TODs are not known at this time, whether these localized 
emissions would exceed the air district standards cannot be determined.  Overall, 
by reducing VMT, the TOD Alternative would result in a reduction in the 
severity of air quality impacts from traffic in comparison to the 2007 General 
Plan.  

5.7.3.8 Noise 

This alternative would have a greater noise impact than the 2007 General Plan as 
a result of improved train service.  Sensitive land uses located along the train 
corridors would be subjected to higher levels of noise as the frequency of 
passenger trains increases.  Some mitigation of this type of transit noise is 
typically possible, but without information about the types of trains, their 
frequency, and routes, it is not possible to quantify or qualify the level of 
mitigation that might be possible.  Similarly, without specific information about 
these noise generators, it would be speculative to attempt to design effective 
mitigation at this time.   

More frequent bus service and BRT along transit corridors would produce noise 
impacts, particularly as buses accelerate and decelerate at stops.  But, increases in 
bus noise would be intermittent and limited to corridors that already generate 
vehicle noise.  Further, the TODs themselves would be high-density development 
nodes that would be expected to have urban levels of ambient noise.  The 
reduction in traffic along these roads would tend to reduce the level of noise 
being produced by individual passenger vehicles, but that change is unlikely to 
be noticeable.  Vehicle noise impacts would be essentially the same as those of 
the 2007 General Plan.   

However, the combination of increased noise in compact TOD areas, and noise 
from transit would result in potentially greater noise impacts than the 2007 
General Plan. 

5.7.3.9 Biological Resources 

The TOD Alternative would reduce the intensity of development on existing lots 
of record throughout the county.  That would result in a marginal reduction in 
impacts on biological resources from development in comparison to the 2007 
General Plan.  
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5.7.3.10 Cultural Resources 

The TOD Alternative would concentrate development within a smaller area than 
would the 2007 General Plan.  As a result, the potential to disturb cultural 
resources and result in a significant impact would be less under this alternative.  

5.7.3.11 Public Services and Utilities 

The TOD Alternative would concentrate most new development occurring 
outside of the Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs around transit 
stations.  This would make the provision of public services and utilities easier 
under the General Plan policies requiring services and utilities for new 
development, the preparation of financing plans for that development, and 
concurrent installation of services and utilities as development proceeds.  The 
Pajaro Community Area is subject to flood hazard, which would be increased if 
densities were increased to accommodate a TOD.  However, Safety Element 
Policy S-3.4 would require compliance with Federal Emergency Management 
Agency floodplain restrictions.  This would ensure that development would not 
increase flood hazards.   

The TOD Alternative would result in few impacts from the construction of public 
facilities. Potentially, there would also be less construction impacts from 
expansion of roads.  There would be impacts from construction of transit hub 
facilities, but on balance the impacts from the TOD Alternative with respect to 
public services and utilities would be less than for the 2007 General Plan.  

5.7.3.12 Parks and Recreation 

The TOD Alternative would result in the same growth in population, demand for 
parks recreation facilities, and pressure on existing parks and recreation facilities 
as the 2007 General Plan.  Assuming that the mitigation measure including a 
parks ratio is included in the TOD Alternative, its impacts would be the same as 
the 2007 General Plan.   

5.7.3.12 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The TOD Alternative would result in the same growth in population as the 2007 
General Plan.  The potential for exposure to hazards and hazardous materials, 
with the exception of wildfire hazard, would be essentially the same as the 2007 
General Plan, so its impacts would also be the same.   

By reducing the potential level of growth on existing rural lots of record within 
some areas of the county and transferring that potential to the TODs, this 
alternative would reduce the number of future residences that might be 
endangered by wildfire.  By placing more dwelling units in development nodes, 
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the alternative would simplify the delivery of fire protection services.  This 
would be a lesser impact than under the 2007 General Plan.  

5.7.3.13 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

The TOD Alternative would result in the same growth in population as the 2007 
General Plan, but would increase the number of development nodes beyond the 
Community Areas, Rural Centers, and AHOs identified in the proposed General 
Plan.  The higher density of development would result in a greater aesthetic 
impact where TODs are located near rural areas, and a similar increase in light 
and glare.  Policy LU-1.13 of the 2007 General Plan requiring lighting to be 
unobtrusive would be more effectively applied under the TOD Alternative 
because it would act to limit light from a limited number of discrete locations, 
rather than from more intensive development across existing lots of record under 
the 2007 General Plan.  The overall impact would be the same as the 2007 
General Plan.  

5.7.3.14 Population and Housing  

The TOD Alternative would result in the same net growth in population as the 
2007 General Plan, but would decrease the number of development nodes by 
delaying development in the most southern Rural Centers. .  Expanded bus and 
train service, as well as the introduction of BRT, would occur on existing road or 
rail rights of way and are not expected to result in the displacement of substantial 
numbers of existing residences.  The protections for displaced residents that are 
discussed above for the 2007 General Plan would similarly apply to the 
alternative.  Therefore, its impacts would be the same as the 2007 General Plan.  

5.7.4 Conclusion 
The TOD Alternative would further concentrate future development in the 
unincorporated area into discrete, higher density nodes.  While some TODs may 
overlap the Community Areas and Rural Centers;  others may be located in the 
cities  where transit centers would be logically located.  This alternative would 
refocus growth that might have occurred on lots of record by making TODs more 
attractive to future residents because of the transit improvements, further 
restricting subdivision in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area and delaying 
development of the southernmost Rural Centers in unincorporated County.  

The TOD Alternative would reduce impacts on,  agricultural resources, water 
resources, biological resources, air quality, cultural resources, public services and 
utilities  and wildfire hazard relative to the levels described for the 2007 General 
Plan. It would significantly reduce impacts with respect to traffic as compared to 
the 2007 General Plan and all of the other alternatives.   The impacts on geology, 
soils and seismicity; mineral resources, parks and recreation; aesthetics, light, 
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and glare; and population and housing would be essentially the same as the 2007 
General Plan.  The TOD Alternative would result in greater impacts than the 
2007 General Plan in the areas of potential land use conflicts and noise.  

The TOD alternative meets all of the objectives of the 2007 General Plan.  

5.8 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
The qualitative environmental effects of each alternative in relation to the 2007 
General Plan are summarized in Table 5-6.  The TOD alternative would be the 
environmentally superior based on the number of reductions to 2007 General 
Plan impacts.  

Table 5-6.  Summary of 2007 General Plan Alternatives. . 

Topical Area 2007 General Plan  No Project  GPU3  GPI  GPU4 
TOD 
Alternative 

Land Use Significant Greater Greater Less Same Greater  

Agriculture 
Resources 

Significant Greater Greater Greater Greater Less 

Water Resources Significant Greater Same Greater Same Less 

Geology, Soils, and 
Seismicity 

Less Than Significant Greater Greater Less Greater Same 

Mineral Resources Less Than Significant Same Same Same Same Same 

Transportation Significant Greater Greater Less Greater Less 

Air Quality Significant Greater Greater Less Greater Less 

Noise Significant Greater Greater Same Greater Greater  

Biological 
Resources 

Significant Greater Same Greater Greater Less 

Cultural Resources Less Than Significant Greater Same Greater Same Less 

Public Services and 
Utilities 

Less Than Significant Greater Same Same Greater Less 

Parks and 
Recreation 

Significant Greater Same Less Greater Same 

Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials 

Less Than Significant Greater Greater Greater Same Less  

Aesthetics, Light, 
and Glare 

Significant Greater Greater Less Greater Same 

Population and 
Housing 

Significant Same Greater Same Greater Same 
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Section 6 
Other CEQA Required Sections 

6.1 Significant Environmental Effects That 
Cannot Be Avoided 

According to Section 15126.2(a) (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall 
identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed 
project, including effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project were 
implemented.  Each of the preceding impact sections has identified those 
significant impacts that cannot be reduced below a level of significance.  The 
significant, unavoidable impacts are summarized in Table 6-2 at the end of this 
chapter.   

The reader is directed to the various impact sections of this EIR for a more 
detailed discussion of each of these significant, unavoidable impacts.   

6.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects 
The environmental effects of the 2007 General Plan are summarized in 
Section 1.0 (Executive Summary) and are analyzed in detail in Section 4.0 
(Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of this EIR.  

As mandated by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15127, an EIR for a general 
plan must address any significant irreversible environmental change that would 
result from implementation of that plan.  Specifically, per the Guidelines (Section 
15126.2[c]), such an impact would occur if: 

 the project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 

 irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project; and 

 The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project 
results in the wasteful use of energy.) 

Approval and implementation of actions related to the 2007 General Plan would 
result in an irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable resources such as energy 
supplies and construction-related materials.  The energy resource demands would 
be used for construction, heating and cooling of buildings, transportation of 
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people and goods, heating and refrigeration, lighting, and other associated energy 
needs. 

Environmental changes with implementation of the 2007 General Plan would 
occur as the physical environment is altered through continued commitments of 
land and construction materials to urban and rural development.  There would be 
an irretrievable commitment of labor, capital, and materials used in construction 
and a permanent loss of open space.  Nonrenewable resources would be 
committed primarily in the form of fossil fuels and would include oil, natural gas, 
and gasoline used to support the additional development associated with 
implementation of the 2007 General Plan. 

The consumption of other nonrenewable or slowly renewable resources would 
result from the development of the 2007 General Plan.  These resources would 
include, but not be limited to, lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, 
asphalt, steel, copper, lead, and water.  Because alternative energy sources such 
as solar, geothermal, or wind energy are not currently in widespread local use, it 
is unlikely that real savings in nonrenewable energy supplies (e.g., oil and gas) 
could be realized in the immediate future. 

Development in unincorporated Monterey County as envisioned by the 2007 
General Plan would result in the construction of structures, facilities, or 
infrastructure on lands that are currently undeveloped.  Development of lands 
generally would result in their future and permanent commitment to urban uses. 

6.3 Growth Inducement 
CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the 2007 General Plan could be 
growth-inducing.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) identifies a project 
as growth-inducing if it fosters economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment.  New employees from commercial and industrial 
development and new population from residential development represent direct 
forms of growth.  These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of 
expanding the size of local markets and inducing additional economic activity in 
the area.  Examples of development that would indirectly facilitate growth are the 
installation of new roadways and the construction or expansion of water delivery 
or treatment facilities. 

A project could indirectly induce growth by removing barriers to growth, by 
creating a condition that attracts additional population or new economic activity, 
or by providing a catalyst for future unrelated growth in the area.  While a project 
may have a potential to induce growth, it does not automatically result in growth.  
Growth can happen only through capital investment in new economic 
opportunities by the public or private sectors. 

Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project is considered significant if it 
fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess of the existing setting or 



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Other CEQA Required Sections

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
6-3 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

baseline.  Growth may be induced through the provision of infrastructure or 
service capacity that would accommodate new development.   

By law, Monterey County is required to adopt “a comprehensive, long-term 
general plan for the physical development of the county” (Government Code 
Section 65300).  The general plan’s housing element is required to include  

An identification and analysis of existing and projected housing needs and a 
statement of goals, policies, quantified objectives, financial resources, and 
scheduled programs for the preservation, improvement, and development of 
housing.  The housing element shall identify adequate sites for housing, 
including rental housing, factory-built housing, mobile homes, and emergency 
shelters, and shall make adequate provision for the existing and projected needs 
of all economic segments of the community.  (Government Code Section 65583)   

On a regular basis (generally every 5 to 7 years), the Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) is responsible for adopting the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment or RHNA that establishes the share of projected 
future housing growth that the County must accommodate in its general plan.  
Unincorporated Monterey County’s current RHNA housing share is 1,554 
dwelling units for the current 2007 - 2014 housing element cycle.  The current 
housing element is based on the prior 2000-2007 share and will be amended as 
necessary to account for the new allocations.  A county that does not amend its 
housing element to reflect the RHNA share is subject to litigation (Government 
Code Section 65587).  

6.3.1 Conclusion 
In order to comply with state general plan law, in particular the housing element 
statute, the 2007 General Plan must provide sufficient opportunities for new 
residential growth to accommodate its RHNA share.  Based on the definition of 
growth inducement, a general plan is inherently growth-inducing because it must 
accommodate at least projected housing demand.  The 2007 General Plan and 
related comprehensive land use plans will provide the framework by which 
public officials will be guided in making decisions relative to development in 
Monterey County.  However, it is the implementation of land use policies that 
will incrementally increase demands for public services, utilities, and 
infrastructure.  

6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

6.4.1 In General  
Cumulative impacts result from individually minor, but collectively significant, 
impacts occurring over a period of time.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 
requires that an EIR include a discussion of the potential cumulative impacts of a 
proposed project.  Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual 
effects that, when considered together, are significant.  The cumulative impact 
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from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the 
incremental impact of the development when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future developments. 

As defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15355,  

…a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the 
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects 
causing related impacts.  An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to 
a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively 
considerable and thus is not significant.  A project’s contribution is less than 
cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair 
share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative 
impact. 

The following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant 
cumulative impacts: 

Either: 

1. A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the 
control of the agency, or 

2. A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document, which has been 
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide 
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.  Any such planning 
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location 
specified by the lead agency. 

The determination of a project’s cumulative effects involves the identification of 
the following: 

 direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and other projects causing 
related impacts; 

 which resources, ecosystems, and human communities are affected; and 

 Whether these effects are cumulatively significant. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(c) states that a mandatory finding of 
significance is required if the project will make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a cumulative impact.  The importance of a project’s contribution 
must be viewed in the context of the cumulative effect.  Case law has held that 
even a small contribution may be cumulatively considerable if the cumulative 
effect is particularly acute (Communities for a Better Environment v. California 
Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98) 

Because of the broad project objectives associated with the implementation of the 
2007 General Plan, the cumulative analysis presented in this EIR does not 
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evaluate the site-specific impacts of individual projects.  Project-level analyses 
will be prepared by implementing agencies on a project-by-project basis.   

6.4.2 Approach to this Analysis  
The cumulative impact analysis in this EIR relies upon the projections approach.  
Unless so stated, it considers the potential for cumulative contributions at both 
the horizon year of the general plan in 2030 and buildout of the 2007 General 
Plan estimated to be in 2092.  There are numerous uncertainties about the state of 
the environment in 2030 and 2092, as well as the protective laws and regulations 
that may be in effect at that time.  Accordingly, the following assessment of 
cumulative impacts is strictly qualitative because of the infeasibility of predicting 
the timing, design features, and density of future projects.  Many future projects 
will be the subject of separate environmental studies.  

For the most part, the area addressed in the cumulative impact analysis is 
Monterey County, including its incorporated cities.  There are a few notable 
exceptions to this general statement.  The air quality analysis is based on the 
Monterey Bay air basin.  The three-county AMBAG region is the area of analysis 
for transportation and population/housing since those issues have regional 
effects.  Because biological resources analysis in general assesses cumulative 
impacts that naturally occur over a larger area than a single county, it is also 
based on a larger geographic area.  

The cumulative impact analysis is based on population growth figures published 
by AMBAG in its 2004 regional forecast of population, housing, and 
employment (refer to Chapter 3, Project Description).  The 2004 forecast is 
somewhat higher than AMBAG’s recently released 2008 regional forecast.  
Using the 2004 forecast offers a more conservative view of growth potential.  
Therefore, using the 2004 AMBAG figures in this analysis would not result in 
understating the 2007 General Plan’s potential for cumulatively considerable 
contributions. 

Population growth and the development associated with it are the major factors 
contributing to direct impacts on land use, agriculture resources, water resources, 
transportation, air quality, noise, public services and utilities, and population and 
housing.  In addition, growth can cause secondary impacts on these and other 
areas, such as biological resources.  Therefore, using forecast population growth 
as a basis for analyzing cumulative impacts is the preferred approach when 
examining a large project area such as a county general plan.   

The interpretation of cumulative impacts is such that, in the presence of a severe 
cumulative impact, a project’s contribution may be considerable even if it is only 
more than one molecule (Communities for a Better Environment v. California 
Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98).  This analysis errs on the side 
of considerable contributions.  Where there is a severe cumulative impact, the 
conclusion is that the 2007 General Plan would make a considerable contribution 
if it contributes at all.  



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Other CEQA Required Sections

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
6-6 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

The magnitude of the 2007 General Plan’s contributions to cumulative impacts is 
different in 2030 than at buildout in 2092.  However, the 2007 General Plan 
would contribute to the same cumulative effects under the both the 2030 planning 
horizon and 2092 buildout.  The following discussion notes any situations where 
this general rule is not the case.     

6.4.2.1 Non-cumulative Impacts 

In each of the following instances the 2007 General Plan’s contribution does not 
rise to the level of being considerable.  

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

This is a site specific impact that affects individual development projects and that 
is adequately mitigated on an individual basis.  As discussed in Chapter 4.4, 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, there are numerous state and local regulations 
that act to reduce geologic and seismic risks to acceptable levels.  Project design 
and building standards avoid the aggregation of individual effects into a 
significant combined impact.  Therefore, there would be no cumulative impact.  
Soil erosion is the exception to this and is discussed under water quality.  

Mineral Resources  

By virtue of their location along rivers and in lightly settled portions of the 
county, the county’s mineral resources are not being impacted by overall 
development and will not have an impact on development.  

Cultural Resources  

These resources are site-specific and generally of individual value.  The 
exception is where the resource is part of a designated historic district or 
landscape.  In that situation, the cumulative loss of key or contributing resources 
would lead to eventual loss of the district’s or landscape’s defining 
characteristics.  There is only one historic districts or landscapes within the lands 
under county jurisdiction – the town of Spreckles.  Otherwise, where such 
districts exist within Monterey County, they are within cities.  City, not county, 
actions would be the driving force of any potential erosion of those districts.   

Spreckles is subject to the county’s HR (Historic Review) overlay zone 
(Monterey County Code Section 21.54.010).  This zoning ordinance requires a 
discretionary conditional use permit prior to structural alterations within the 
district.  The conditional use permit is subject to review by the County’s Historic 
Resources Review Board, as well as the approving authority, in order to ensure 
that historic integrity is preserved.  Therefore, implementation of the 2007 
General Plan would not contribute to the loss of those resources.  

In addition, the 2007 General Plan has a number of specific policies that will 
avoid the loss of individual cultural resources.  They include the following:   
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 Policy OS-6.1 provides that important representative and unique 
archaeological sites and features shall be identified and protected for all 
parcels with undisturbed natural conditions (i.e., ungraded properties) 
consistent with State Historic Preservation Office guidelines and definitions 
employed on a state-wide basis including Phase I, II, and III studies.  

 Policy OS-6.2 requires that information on the location and significance of 
the County’s archaeological resources shall be compiled and used in the 
environment and development review process.  The County shall rely on and 
participate in the state-wide inventory work of the Native American Heritage 
Commission and the State Office of Historic Preservation.  All Phase I, II, 
and III studies and records of Native Californian consultation shall be filed 
with appropriate state agencies and local tribes as well as local data source 
compilations maintained by the County.  The County shall work with local 
tribes to update County GIS maps showing high, moderate and low 
archaeological sensitivity areas.  

 Policy OS-6.3 provides that mew development proposed within moderate 
or high sensitivity zones, or within 150 feet of a known recorded 
archaeological and/or cultural site, shall complete a Phase I survey 
including use of the regional State Office of Historic Preservation 
Clearinghouse or the Native American Heritage Commission’s list of 
sacred and traditional sites.  

 Policy OS-6.5 requires the county to establish policies and procedures that 
encourage development to avoid impacts to sensitive archaeological sites 
including:  

 designing or clustering development to avoid archaeological site 
deposits, historic sites and resources, and Native Californian cultural 
sites;  

 dedicating permanent conservation easements shall be required where 
subdivisions and other developments can be planned to provide for such 
protective easements.  

 Policy OS-6.6 requires the county to adopt a uniform set of guidelines to 
define Phase I, II, and III significance assessment and data recovery 
programs.  Similar guidelines will be created to set standards for 
requirements for consultation with Native Californian descendents to 
determine procedures for determining the presence or absence of sacred or 
traditional sites.  These guidelines will address monitoring requirements and 
participation in cultural resource data recovery programs. 

In addition, Monterey County Code Section 21.66.050 establishes Standards for 
Archeological Resource Areas that require preparation of an archeological 
resource report prior to development, avoidance of known resources when 
feasible, and implementation of a mitigation plan when avoidance is not feasible.  
The mitigation plan must include preservation measures.  Further, the existing 
provisions of CEQA protect sites from adverse impacts.    
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Public Services and Utilities  

With the exception of solid waste capacity, these facilities serve particular areas 
and impacts to one are individual, not cumulative.  The provisions of the 2007 
General Plan requiring concurrent provision of services to new development 
(Policies PS-1.1 [Adequate Public Facility and Services (APFS) requirements] 
through PS-1.6 [Only those developments that have or can provide adequate 
concurrent public services and facilities shall be approved]) avoid the potential 
for cumulative impacts.  As discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, these facilities will have individual construction and operational 
impacts.  They are not, however, expected to be significant.  School impacts are 
not considered significant provided that school impact fees are paid in 
accordance with Government Code Section 65995.  Solid waste is discussed in 
the following section.  

Parks and Recreation  

As discussed in Chapter 4.12, Parks and Recreation, the county’s supply of parks 
and recreation facilities far exceeds its target ratio of 3 acres per 1,000 residents.  
Development under the 2007 General Plan would not exceed that ratio and 
therefore, would not result in a cumulative effect on parks and recreation.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

These impacts, with the exception of wildfire hazard, are project- and site-
specific and generally of individual concern.  The existing provisions of CEQA 
protect developments from adverse impacts.  In addition, as discussed in Chapter 
4.13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations protect against accidental exposure.  Where exposure occasionally 
occurs, it is individual, not cumulative.  Wildfire hazard is discussed in the 
following section,  

6.4.3 2007 General Plan Cumulative Impacts  

6.4.3.1 Land Use 

There is no cumulative impact on land use, based on the thresholds identified in 
Chapter 4.1, Land Use.  The 2007 General Plan is written to accommodate 
existing development trends and would not physically divide communities.  As 
discussed in Chapter 4.1, Land Use, instead the 2007 General Plan would center 
future urban development in existing cities and in Community Areas, Rural 
Centers, and AHOs where some level of urbanization already exists.  Nor would 
the 2007 General Plan conflict with land use plans.  The 2007 General Plan 
accommodates the existing HCPs in the county.  HCPs and NCCPs operate 
separately from the general plan and future resource conservation plans would be 
project specific and not conflict with the 2007 General Plan’s land uses.  Policies 
BIO-1.2 (Salinas Valley Conservation Plan for kit fox) and BIO-1.5 (Prepare 
Comprehensive County Natural Communities Conservation Plan by 2030) will 
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ensure that HCP and NCCP activities are coordinated with land use planning in 
the future.   

Therefore, the project would not make a considerable contribution to a 
cumulative land use impact.  

6.4.3.2 Agriculture Resources 

Impact CUM-1 Agricultural Resources.   
As discussed in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, the Department of 
Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program has documented a 
steady trend of loss of prime farmland to other uses statewide.  Therefore, loss of 
farmland is a significant cumulative impact in California.  In Monterey County, 
farmland will be converted to urban uses over time, particularly with the 
expansion of cities in the Salinas Valley.  County land use regulations will limit 
the loss of farmland on the coastal plain, with the exception of lands within the 
Castroville Community Area.  Development and land use activities under the 
2007 General Plan would contribute to the cumulative conversion of Important 
Farmland to nonagricultural uses illustrated by the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program’s data.   

Implementation of 2007 General Plan goals and policies would partially reduce 
the impacts resulting from conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses by 
fostering continued agricultural production through policies such as the AWCP, 
and through specific policies including the following:  

  Policy AG-1.1: prohibits activities that would conflict with on-going 
agricultural activities.   

 Policy AG-1.2: requires buffers adjoining new non-agricultural uses. 

 Policy AG-1.3: limits subdivisions in agricultural areas  to those that would 
not conflict with agricultural uses.  

 Policy AG-1.12: requires the county to develop a mitigation program with 
the cities.  

 Policies AG-3.1- 3.3: authorize the partial exemption of routine and ongoing 
agricultural use from county regulations.    

Further, the identified Community Areas and Rural Centers to which growth is 
channeled are mostly located on less productive lands.  As discussed under the 
GPI Alternative in Chapter 5, Alternatives, the housing element mandates under 
California Planning Law require cities and counties to accommodate future 
housing need based on growth projections and make infeasible any mitigation or 
alternative that would prohibit all farmland conversion.  

Past trends in Monterey County agriculture indicate that agricultural acreage will 
remain the same as current conditions or decrease slightly over time.  
Nonetheless, future conversion of Important Farmland, particularly in the Salinas 
Valley as its cities grow onto adjoining farmland, remains a significant 
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unavoidable cumulative impact.  While the policies of the 2007 General Plan 
reduce the potential for additional contributions to this impact from county 
actions, they will not eliminate losses.  Accordingly, the 2007 General Plan will 
make a considerable contribution to this impact. 

6.4.3.3 Water Resources 

Water Quality  

Impact CUM-2.  Surface Water Quality 
Activities within the county and cities can affect surface water quality by 
releasing contaminants through point sources or through stormwater runoff.  As 
discussed in the Project Description, AMBAG has projected continued growth 
throughout the region, including Monterey County, its cities, and those parts of 
Santa Cruz County that drain into the Pajaro River and its groundwater basin.  
The growth of the cities and those county areas identified for urbanization would 
increase the potential for new point sources, expanded point sources (such as 
wastewater treatment plants), and urban runoff.  Rural and agricultural activities 
can similarly contribute contaminants from runoff.  As discussed in Section 4.3, 
Water Resources, the SWRCB has listed numerous waterways within the county 
as “impaired waterways” under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  
Discharges to impaired waterways are regulated under the Central Coast 
RWQCB’s Basin Plan, which includes TMDLs for the impaired waterways.  
Over time, the Central Coast RWQCB will adopt TMDLs for all impaired 
waterways in the County.  In turn, county and city regulations will be required to 
limit discharges to the limits set by the TMDLs.   

The RWQCB’s conditional agricultural waiver program is preventing sediment-
laced runoff from agricultural lands.  These regulations are or will be in addition 
to the County’s existing grading, slope development, and erosion control 
ordinances.  Further, the 2007 General Plan will impose additional requirements 
on development that will reduce the release of contaminants to surface waters, 
including the following:  

 Policies OS-3.5 and -3.6: require slope development regulations to be 
adopted. 

 Policy S-3.8: requires the county to provide public education/outreach and 
technical assistance programs on erosion and sediment control.   

 Policy OS-3.9: will establish a program that will address the potential 
cumulative hydrologic impacts of the conversion of hillside rangeland areas 
to cultivated croplands.   

 Policy OS-5.7, as well as state and County regulation of timber harvesting 
will also limit potential discharges to streams from forestry activities.   

These state and local regulations will mitigate the 2007 General Plan’s impact to 
surface water quality and therefore, the 2007 General Plan’s contribution will not 
be cumulatively considerable.  
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Impact CUM-3.  Groundwater Quality 
Most groundwater supplies and demand originate and exist within the county.  
The major exception is the Pajaro groundwater basin, which Santa Cruz County 
and the city of Watsonville share with portions of northern Monterey County.  
The analysis in Chapter 4.3, Water Resources, considers groundwater supplies in 
each of the county’s groundwater basins (including the Pajaro basin, taking into 
account the influence of the Santa Cruz county jurisdictions) taking into account 
the demands of incorporated areas as well as the unincorporated county.  
Accordingly, this cumulative analysis reflects the entire groundwater basin.  

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Water Resources, a number of Monterey County’s 
groundwater basins have high levels of salt (from seawater intrusion into the 
aquifer) and other contaminants.  Chapter 4.3, Water Resources, describes the 
numerous projects currently underway or planned (i.e., SVWP, CSIP, 
Watsonville Water Recycling Project, etc.) that are addressing the issue of 
seawater intrusion.  In addition, the following 2007 General Plan policies would 
limit groundwater overdraft and minimize resultant seawater intrusion:  

 Policy PS-2.6: would establish a Hydrologic Resources Constraints and 
Hazards Database that would help the county track problem areas.   

 Policy PS-3.3: will require the county to develop and apply specific criteria 
for proof of a long term sustainable water supply for new residential or 
commercial subdivisions, including water quality, effects on wells in the 
immediate vicinity, existing groundwater conditions, cumulative impacts and 
planned growth in the area, and other factors.   

 Policy PS-3.6: would restrict the drilling or operation of any new wells in 
known areas of saltwater intrusion as identified by Monterey County Water 
Resource Agency until such time as a program has been approved and 
funded which will minimize or avoid expansion of salt water intrusion into 
useable groundwater supplies in that area.   

Nitrates and other groundwater contaminants enter the aquifers from septic 
systems, municipal wastewater treatment systems, urban runoff, and routine 
agricultural practices.  Regulations promulgated by the Central Coast RWQCB 
under the NPDES program limit contamination from the first three sources.  The 
RWQCB’s conditional agricultural waiver program limits agricultural runoff as a 
source.  Routine fertilizer use, however, remains a contributor.  As discussed 
earlier, agricultural use is expected to remain the same or decline slightly from 
existing conditions.  As a result, routine fertilizer use is not expected to increase 
with implementation of the 2007 General Plan.  The 2007 General Plan does not 
contain any explicit policies on the topic of groundwater contaminants other than 
those identified above for water quality.   

While existing regulations and the implementation of the 2007 General Plan 
policies would reduce impacts to groundwater quality, they would not completely 
eliminate contributions from new development under the Plan.  Therefore, 
implementation of the 2007 General Plan would result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the existing cumulative impact of groundwater 
quality.   
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The following proposed mitigation measures will also reduce impacts on 
groundwater quality:  

Mitigation Measure WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the 
Monterey Peninsula in addition to the Coastal Water Project.  This 
will require cooperation on a long-term, regional solution to 
groundwater overdraft and other issues.  That, in turn, will reduce 
seawater intrusion.   

Mitigation Measure WR-2:  Initiate Planning for additional Supplies 
to the Salinas Valley.  This will begin the task of bringing long-term 
water supplies to the Salinas Valley over the buildout 2092 time 
frame.  This would have reducing seawater intrusion and 
groundwater overdraft among its objectives.  

Mitigation Measures WR-1 and WR-2 hold promise for a long-term solution to 
the related problems of overdraft and seawater intrusion.  Their implementation 
would reduce, but not eliminate the contribution of 2007 General Plan 
implementation.   

Water Supply 

Impact CUM-4.  Water Supply 
This examines the impacts of the 2007 General Plan on water demand and 
supply, and the potential to adversely affect groundwater levels.  Chapter 4.3, 
Water Resources, describes the various agency plans that lay out the available 
water storage, ongoing and future water demand, and existing overdraft 
conditions within Monterey County, its cities, and the adjoining jurisdictions in 
the Pajaro Valley.  The discussion in Chapter 4.3 considers water supplies by 
groundwater basin and sub-basin, thereby including affected contributing cities 
and counties.  In the Pajaro basin, this includes Watsonville and a portion of 
Santa Cruz County.  

Cumulative impacts would occur through the existing and projected gaps 
between water supplies and demand.  As discussed in Chapter 4.3, a number of 
projects are underway or planned that would expand water supplies and reduce 
overdraft (i.e., Coastal Water Project, CSIP, Watsonville Water Recycling 
Project, SVWP, etc.). Nonetheless, there will be insufficient supply to support 
development to the 2030 planning horizon and beyond on the Monterey 
Peninsula and in the Pajaro Valley.  Long term supply in the Salinas Valley will 
depend upon a future phase of the SVWP to secure additional water from the 
Salinas River.  Mitigation measures WR-1 and WR-2 described above would 
bring the county together with other agencies to pursue long-term solutions to 
water supply and maintenance of groundwater levels.   

In addition, the 2007 General Plan contains the following policies that would 
help match water demand to supply and reduce overdraft.   
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 Policy OS-10.10 would require consideration of sustainable land use 
strategies (including water conservation and greywater reuse) in the design of 
future development within Community Areas and Rural Centers.     

 Policy PS-2.6 would establish a Hydrologic Resources Constraints and 
Hazards Database that would help the county to track problem areas.   

 Policies PS-3.1 to -3.3 would require proof of availability of a sustainable 
water supply before new development is allowed.  This would slow the 
growth of demand in the county.   

 Policy PS-3.9 would require a program to eliminate overdraft of water basins 
be developed as part of the Capital Implementation and Financing Plan 
(CIFP).   

 Policies PS-3.13 and -3.14 would establish an ordinance identifying 
conservation measures to reduce potable water demand and would maximize 
the use of recycled water as a potable water offset and in agricultural areas 
where allowed by state regulations.   

Nonetheless, future growth planned in the cities (including Watsonville in Santa 
Cruz County), Community Areas, Rural Centers, Affordable Housing Overlay 
zones, and wineries will exacerbate the existing water supply and overdraft 
problems.  By 2092 and full buildout, the constraints on the water supply will be 
even more acute.  These policies and mitigation measures WR-1 and WR-2 
described above will reduce, but cannot be certain of solving the long-term water 
supply shortage.  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan would make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to this cumulative impact.   

Impact CUM-5.  Indirect Impacts of Water Supply Projects  
There are a number of existing and planned projects that are intended to increase 
water supplies and/or reduce overdraft conditions.  These projects would 
reasonably be expected to have significant environmental impacts.  Reasonably 
foreseeable water supply projects include the desalination plants of the Coastal 
Water Project and Pajaro/Sunny Mesa Community Services District proposed at 
Moss Landing.  Both of these projects are in the planning stage and no draft EIR 
has been released for either of them.  The SVWP is partially in operation and its 
impacts are disclosed in and being mitigated under the EIR/EIS prepared for that 
project by the MCWRA.  The CSIP is in operation, as is the Watsonville Water 
Recycling Plant.  Water distribution systems are being installed for both the 
SVWP and the water from the Watsonville plant.  The water distribution 
pipelines will be installed in agricultural areas and are not expected to have 
significant effects.  

Project impacts would include construction-related air quality emissions, traffic 
increases, and sediment release; brine disposal during operation (desalination 
plants); biological impacts (desalination plants); and increased electrical demand 
(desalination plants).  A number of safeguards exist that will act to reduce most 
of these indirect impacts below the level of significance.  For example:  

 The Monterey Bay Unified APCD requires construction to follow BMPs to 
reduce dust.  If the construction would exceed the APCD’s threshold, 
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additional measures will be required to ensure that dust does not exceed the 
threshold.  This will avoid contributing to the cumulative impact.   

 The EIRs prepared for the desalination plants are expected to require that 
construction equipment use alternative fuels or other means to reduce their 
emissions of ozone precursors.  Although, depending upon the intensity of 
construction, there is the potential for a significant impact on air quality from 
ozone precursors.   

 County erosion control regulations and the requirements of the Central Coast 
RWQCB will prohibit the release of sediment beyond project boundaries.  
This would avoid contributing to surface water quality impacts.   

 Brine from the desalination process is expected to be diluted with cooling 
water from the Moss Landing power plant and discharged into Monterey 
Bay.  The Central Coast RWQCB will require that brine disposal meet 
regulatory limits to avoid conflict with the CWA.  Therefore, this is not 
expected to make a considerable contribution to water quality impacts.   

Biological impacts, particularly from the release of brine into the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary, are unknown at this point, but would potentially be 
cumulatively considerable.  The effectiveness of any future mitigation measures 
developed in the EIRs to be prepared for the desalination projects is unknown.   

Desalination plants typically are large consumers of electrical energy.  The power 
consumption of the proposed plants would potentially result in a significant 
effect on electrical supply.  This would be analyzed in the EIRs to be prepared 
for the plants.  

Taking a conservative view, the indirect impacts of the water supply projects to 
be built would potentially make considerable contributions to air quality, 
biological, and electrical energy use.   

6.4.3.4 Transportation 

Impact CUM-6.  Transportation  
Development anticipated by the 2007 General Plan and city growth cumulatively 
would generate additional traffic volumes that would worsen existing deficient 
performance conditions on Monterey County roadways.  The cumulative 
contribution of the 2007 General Plan to traffic conditions is analyzed and 
disclosed in Chapter 4.6, Transportation, and therefore is not repeated here.  

6.4.3.5 Air Quality 

Impact CUM-7.  Air Quality 
The Monterey Bay Unified APCD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 
establishes the projections of air quality that would result from development 
within this air basin.  The North Central Coast Air Basin is in attainment for all 
criteria pollutants except ozone (state standard).  The significance thresholds set 
out in the Monterey Bay Unified APCD’s CEQA guide are based on the AQMP 
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and what would be the limits of allowable emissions that would stay within state 
and federal attainment requirements.  The thresholds are essentially indicators of 
a project’s individual and cumulative impacts.   

The 2007 General Plan is generally consistent with the objectives of the North 
Central Coast Air Basin 2008 AQMP.  However, vehicle traffic associated with 
growth under the 2007 General Plan and winery development under the General 
Plan’s AWCP would exceed thresholds for ozone precursors.   Policy C-1.2 of 
the 2007 General Plan requires adoption of a comprehensive Capital 
Improvement and Facilities Plan that will identify road improvements needed to 
reduce congestion and supports use of County traffic impact fee to fund related 
transportation projects.  This ultimately would reduce idling and have a 
corresponding reduction in mobile-source air quality emissions.  However, this 
will not avoid contributions of ozone precursors along roads that will suffer 
increased congestion as a result of the 2007 General Plan and city growth, nor 
would it reduce vehicle miles travelled.  Further mitigation is infeasible, as 
discussed in Chapter 4.6, Transportation.   

The 50 wineries proposed under the AWCP component of the 2007 General Plan 
would together emit VOCs in excess of the individual daily limit of 137 pounds 
established by the AQMP.  As discussed in Chapter 4.7, Air Quality, there is no 
feasible mitigation for winery VOCs.   

Therefore, implementation to the 2030 horizon and buildout of the 2007 General 
Plan in 2092 would make a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact 
on air quality.  

There is also the reasonable possibility that, at the project level, there may be 
future individual developments whose construction emissions will exceed the 
APCD’s standards.  Such cases are rare in that large projects are practically 
always subject to discretionary permits that require CEQA review.  As part of the 
CEQA process, future mitigation measures would be developed in cooperation 
with the Monterey Bay Unified APCD to bring construction emissions below the 
APCD’s standards.  This is unlikely to contribute to the cumulative effect on 
air quality.   

Further, odiferous future projects such as composting yards or confined animal 
facilities that are not proposed as part of the 2007 General Plan, but that would be 
allowable under its provisions, could be installed.  If these are clustered in one or 
more areas of the county, they will have cumulative effects on local air quality.  
That these uses might occur under the General Plan establish the possibility of 
additional considerable contributions at buildout of the 2007 General Plan.  

6.4.3.6 Noise 

Impact CUM-8.  Noise  
The EIR does not identify any significant direct noise impacts that would result 
from implementation of the 2007 General Plan at either the 2030 planning 
horizon or 2092 buildout.  A cumulative noise impact exists when the applicable 
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noise standard is exceeded by 1 dbA or more.  Although a 1 dbA change is 
unnoticeable, it contributes measurably to a significant effect.  

Overall traffic volumes across the county are forecast to be about 45% greater 
than volumes under 2030 conditions.  This generally corresponds to a 1 to 2 dB 
increase in traffic noise.  Table 4.8-3 (Traffic Noise Modeling Results) in 
Chapter 4.8, Noise, illustrates that there will be cumulative significant noise 
impacts along a number of road segments.  The column entitled “2030 
Cumulative with Project minus No Project” and “Buildout minus 2030 
Cumulative with Project”reflect those places where the county noise standard is 
forecast to be exceeded by 1 dbA or more.  Keep in mind that because traffic is 
not limited to residents of the unincorporated county, not all of the cumulative 
impacts along these roads are attributable to the 2007 General Plan.  These 
results are summarized in Table 6-1 below.  
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Table 6-1.  Cumulative Noise Impacts  

Segment Existing Ldn

2030 
Cumulative 
(with Project) 
Ldn 

2030 
Cumulative 
with Project 
minus No 
Project 

Buildout minus 
2030 Cumulative 
with Project 

Espinosa Rd to E Boronda Rd 74 76 1 0 

Chualar Rd to Old Stage Rd 72 75 0 2 

SR-183 to SR-156 69 71 2 0 

Del Monte Blvd to Imjin Pkwy 75 75 0 2 

17 Mile Dr to Skyline Forest Dr 67 67 0 1 

Canyon del Rey Blvd to Bit Rd 63 64 0 1 

Spreckels Blvd to E Blanco Rd 67 68 -1 3 

County Road G-15 to Stonewall Canyon Rd 53 54 0 3 

Castroville Blvd to US-101 70 70 0 1 

Cooper Rd to S Davis Rd 67 70 0 1 

US-101 to Cattlemen Rd 45 48 -1 2 

Carlton Dr to SR-68 61 62 0 1 

Salinas Rd to San Miguel Canyon Rd 54 58 0 1 

Strawberry Rd to Castroville Blvd 63 67 2 0 

US-101 to San Lucas Rd 52 55 0 2 

Carmel Rancho Blvd to Rio Rd 64 65 0 1 

Robinson Canyon Rd to Miramonte Rd 61 62 0 2 

Las Palmas Rd to Las Palmas Pkwy 60 61 1 3 

Drake Ave to Lighthouse Ave 62 65 0 2 

Pacific Ave to Forest Ave 56 57 0 2 

Forest Ave to David Ave 56 54 0 1 

Washington St to Camino Aguajito 66 67 0 2 

Abrego St to Camino Aguajito 64 65 0 1 

Soledad Dr to Via Zaragoza 64 65 1 2 

Playa Ave to Fremont Blvd 61 62 -1 3 

N Del Monte Blvd to SR-1 59 59 -1 3 

Reindollar Ave to Reservation Rd 67 68 0 2 

Casa Verde Wy to SR-218 65 66 0 3 

US-101 to Abbott St 65 65 0 2 

San Juan Grade Rd to W Laurel Dr 65 66 0 2 
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Segment Existing Ldn

2030 
Cumulative 
(with Project) 
Ldn 

2030 
Cumulative 
with Project 
minus No 
Project 

Buildout minus 
2030 Cumulative 
with Project 

US-101 to N Main St 60 63 0 2 

Romie Ln to E Blanco Rd 62 62 0 2 

Abbott St to US-101 65 65 -1 2 

Davis Rd to N Main St 62 62 0 2 

W Laurel Dr to SR-183 62 62 0 1 

W Alisal St to SR-68 57 57 0 3 

SH 101 to Salinas City Line 67 68 0 2 

SR-183 to Commercial Pkwy E 60 61 0 0 

Reservation Rd to Cooper Rd 68 69 0 1 

Carmel Rancho Ln to Rio Rd 53 53 -1 2 

Serra Ave to SR-1 58 58 0 3 

Blanco Rd to Reservation Rd 65 68 -1 0 

Spreckels Blvd to Abbott St 61 63 0 2 

Carmel City Line to SR-1 57 57 0 2 

San Juan Rd to Santa Cruz County Line 65 67 0 1 

Carmel City Line to SR-1 57 58 0 2 

SR-1 to Fruitland Ave 60 63 1 1 

Salinas City Line to Russell Rd 57 62 0 3 

SR-68 to Harkins Rd 57 60 0 1 
 

As discussed in Chapter 4.8, Noise, there are a number of measures that can be 
taken to attenuate noise impacts to meet county standards.  These measures 
would be equally useful in attenuating cumulative impacts.  Noise attenuation is 
very specific to the circumstances of the area where noise levels are being 
exceeded, so identifying specific measures to avoid cumulative impacts is neither 
practical nor effective.  The 2007 General Plan includes a number of policies that 
will act to reduce these increases when applied to individual projects and avoid 
contribution to the impact.  They include, but are not limited to, the following:  

 Policy S-7.1:  New noise-sensitive land uses may only be allowed in areas 
where existing and projected noise levels (Figures 22 A-H and 23 A-E) are 
“acceptable” according to Table S-2 (“Land Use Compatibility for 
Community Noise”).  A Community Noise Ordinance shall be established 
that addresses, but is not limited to the following:  (1) capacity-related 
roadway improvement projects; (2) construction-related noise impacts on 
adjacent land uses; (3) new residential land uses exposed to aircraft 
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operations at any airport or air base; (4) site planning and project design 
techniques to achieve acceptable noise levels such as:  building orientation, 
setbacks, earthen berms, and building construction practices; (5) design 
elements necessary to mitigate significant adverse noise impacts on 
surrounding land uses; and (6) impulse noise.  The use of masonry sound 
walls for noise control in rural areas shall be discouraged. 

 S-7.2:  Proposed development shall incorporate design elements necessary to 
minimize noise impacts on surrounding land uses and to reduce noise in 
indoor spaces to an acceptable level.  

 S-7.4:  New noise generators may be allowed in areas where projected noise 
levels (Figures 22 and 23) are “conditionally acceptable” only after a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed 
noise mitigation features are included in project design.  

 S-7.5:  New noise generators should generally be discouraged in areas 
identified as “normally unacceptable.”  Where such new noise generators are 
permitted, mitigation to reduce both the indoor and outdoor noise levels will 
be required.  

 S-7.6:  Acoustical analysis shall be part of the environmental review process 
for projects when: (a) Noise sensitive receptors are proposed in areas 
exposed to existing or projected noise levels that are “normally 
unacceptable” or higher according to Table S-2 (“Land Use Compatibility for 
Community Noise”) or (b) Proposed noise generators are likely to produce 
noise levels exceeding the levels shown in the adopted Community Noise 
Ordinance when received at existing or planned noise-sensitive receptors.  

 S-7.7:  All discretionary projects which propose to use heavy 
construction equipment that has the potential to create vibrations that 
could cause structural damage to adjacent structures within 100 feet 
would be required to submit a pre-construction vibration study prior to 
the approval of a building permit.  Specified measures and monitoring 
identified to reduce impacts would be incorporated into construction 
contracts.  Pile driving or blasting are illustrative of the type of 
equipment that could be subject to this policy.  

With implementation of these policies at the project level, the 2007 General Plan 
will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative noise 
impacts.  

6.4.3.7 Biological Resources 

Impact CUM-9.  Biological Resources  
Development of natural lands, whether by urbanization, construction of single-
family residences in sensitive habitats, or conversion of woodlands or grazing 
land to intensive agricultural use results in the loss of natural habitats and 
associated biological resources.  Seawater intrusion may also affect special status 
species through change in habitat.  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan will 
be one of the factors affecting biological resources.  In addition, development of 
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the cities will impact these resources directly through loss of habitat, and 
indirectly through increased water demand and its relationship to seawater 
intrusion.  

The state and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESAs), as well as related listings 
of special status species by the Department of Fish and Game and its federal 
counterparts, provide a projection of those species that are adversely affected by 
loss of habitat and other impacts resulting from development throughout their 
local, state or federal range.  These species are identified in Chapter 4.9, 
Biological Resources.  Resources subject to cumulative impact are:  special status 
species; sensitive natural communities, riparian habitat and wetlands; wildlife 
movement corridors; and potential loss or disturbance of nesting migratory birds 
and raptors.  The 2007 General Plan provides a projection of the cumulative 
impact of future development on these species, habitats, and resources.  

There are a number of current laws and regulations that reduce the impacts of 
development on biological resources.  These include the state and federal ESAs, 
additional regulations such as streambed alteration agreements (DFG) and 
wetland permitting (Corps of Engineers, Central Coast RWQCB), the county tree 
protection ordinance, and CEQA as it applies to individual discretionary projects.  
The 2007 General Plan proposes a number of policies that would reduce the 
impact of its implementation.  These include the following:  

 Policy PS-3.6 provides that the County and all applicable water management 
agencies will not allow the drilling or operation of any new wells in known 
areas of saltwater intrusion as identified by Monterey County Water 
Resource Agency until such time as a program has been approved and 
funded which will minimize or avoid expansion of salt water intrusion into 
useable groundwater supplies in that area.   

 Policy OS-4.3 requires the protection of estuaries, salt and fresh water 
marshes, tide pools, wetlands, sloughs, river and stream mouth areas in 
accordance with state and federal laws.  This would avoid impacts to special 
status species dependent on those habitats.   

 Policy OS-5.1 promotes the conservation of critical habitat.  This would 
reduce impacts to special status species (as otherwise defined in Section 
15380 of the CEQA Guidelines) to the extent that they are covered under the 
Federal Endangered Species Act and critical habitat has been identified.   

 Policies OS-5.3 and 5.4 encourage careful design of new development and 
the avoidance of State and federally listed plant and animal species and 
designated critical habitat for federally listed species.  This would similarly 
reduce impacts to state and federally listed species, but not those special 
status species (as otherwise defined in Section 15380 of the CEQA 
Guidelines) that are not included on the state or federal endangered species 
lists.   

 Policy OS-5.16 requires biological surveys and mitigation as part of project 
consideration.  These would implement the above policies.   



County of Monterey Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

 Other CEQA Required Sections

 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 
Monterey County, California 

 
6-21 

September 2008

J&S 00982.07

 

 Policy OS-5.17 requires the county to mitigate los of critical habitat in 
consultation with state and federal agencies.  This would reduce impacts to 
special status species (as otherwise defined in Section 15380 of the CEQA 
Guidelines) to the extent that they are covered under the state and federal 
Endangered Species Acts and critical habitat has been identified. 

As discussed in Chapter 4.9, Biological Resources these policies would not avoid 
significant effects and, by implication, cumulatively considerable contributions.  

In addition, this EIR recommends the adoption of a number of mitigation 
measures to address the impacts of the 2007 General Plan.  These include:  

 BIO-1.1:  Baseline Inventory of Landcover, CEQA-Defined Special Status 
Species Habitat, Sensitive Natural Communities, Riparian Habitat, and 
Wetlands in Monterey County.  This would identify areas of concern so that 
they could be avoided in project design.  That would reduce the potential for 
significant effects.  

 BIO-1.2:  Salinas Valley Conservation Plan to preserve habitat for the San 
Joaquin kit fox in the Salinas Valley.  This would provide long-term 
protection for the species while authorizing development in particular areas.  
It would avoid cumulative contributions to impacts on this species before the 
2030 planning horizon.   

 BIO-1.3:  Project Level Biological Survey and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and Compensation for Impacts to CEQA-defined Special-Status Species and 
Sensitive Natural communities.  This would expand considerations of species 
beyond those formally listed under the state and federal Endangered Species 
Acts to approximate the list in Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines.  This 
would minimize impacts, including cumulative contributions, before the 
2030 planning horizon.  

 BIO-1.4:  By 2030, prepare an Update to the General Plan to identify 
expansion of existing focused growth areas and/or to identify new focused 
growth areas to reduce loss of natural habitat in Monterey County.  This 
would provide similar protections to those of mitigation measure BIO-1.4.  

 BIO-1.5:  By 2030, prepare a Comprehensive County Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan (NCCP).  This would provide similar protections to those 
of mitigation measure BIO-1.2, but for multiple species.  Depending on the 
species included in the NCCP, this has the potential to avoid cumulative 
contributions for all special status species (as otherwise defined in Section 
15380 of the CEQA Guidelines) in the county. 

 BIO-2.1:  Stream Setback Ordinance.  This will protect riparian habitats and 
the species that depend on them.   

 BIO-2.2 – Oak Woodlands Mitigation Program.  This will protect this habitat 
and the species that depend upon it.  

 BIO-2.3 – Add Considerations Regarding Riparian Habitat and Stream Flows 
to Criteria for Long-Term Water Supply and Well Assessment.  This would 
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expand the types of permits requiring consideration of habitat and stream 
flows.  This would benefit riparian-dependent and fish species.   

 BIO-3.1:  Project-Level Wildlife Movement Considerations.  This would 
expand protections to species that are not listed, such as deer, but that would 
otherwise be affected by development by loss of movement corridors.   

 BIO-3.2:  Remove Vegetation During the Nonbreeding Season and Avoid 
Disturbance of Nesting Migratory Birds, Including Raptors, as Appropriate 
(generally September 16 to January 31).  This would expand protections for 
non-listed, special status birds in keeping with the definition in Section 
15380 of the CEQA Guidelines.  That would avoid a cumulative 
contribution.   

Together, these would reduce the 2007 General Plan’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts, but in some cases these impacts would still remain considerable.  As 
development continues toward buildout, particularly development of existing lots 
of record, low-intensity development will cover larger expanses of the county’s 
jurisdiction (federal lands such as Fort Hunter Liggett and Los Padres National 
Forest and state parks, which provide substantial areas of habitat within the 
county would not be affected).  Similarly, expansion of the cities, which is 
outside the control of Monterey County, will impact habitats adjoining urban 
areas.  Non-discretionary activities, such as the conversion of grassland to 
intensive agriculture, will also continue to contribute to the larger impact on 
these resources.  Because the extent and species coverage of the future NCCP is 
unknown, there is a potential for cumulative impacts on special status species not 
covered by the NCCP.  As a result, there would be a considerable contribution to 
cumulatively significant biological impacts.  

6.4.3.8 Public Services and Utilities 

Impact Cum-10.  Solid Waste  
As discussed in Section 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, future growth 
anticipated with build out of the 2007 General Plan would exceed landfill 
capacity, as tracked by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, by 
buildout in 2092.  Landfills serve both city and county dwellers and businesses.     

The Integrated Waste Management Act will continue to require reduction, 
recycling, and reuse to reduce the amount of waste sent to landfills.  Future 
efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions are likely to include regulations 
requiring the further reduction and recycling of solid waste, including building 
materials.  This should reduce the wastestream requiring disposal in landfills.  
Nonetheless, existing landfill capacity will be exceeded by 2092.  To be 
conservative, the long-term contribution of 2007 General Plan buildout is 
expected to be considerable.  

Assuming that landfills will be constructed between 2008 and buildout, 
development of a new or expanded landfill typically results in numerous 
environmental impacts.  Construction impacts typically include air quality 
emissions from dust and machinery, temporary increases in traffic, and effect on 
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surrounding biological resources.  Landfills are typically located away from 
sensitive receptors, so noise impacts would be minimal during construction and 
operations.  Operational impacts can include air quality impacts resulting from 
odors and the release of landfill gases, biological impacts on the area of the 
expansion or location, traffic impacts from trucks going to and from the landfill, 
water quality impacts from storm runoff or leaching, and aesthetics impacts 
resulting from removal of existing vegetation and landfill cover.   

Existing air quality regulations and standard traffic control measures would 
reduce construction impacts.  However, depending upon the intensity of 
construction, there is the potential for significant effects.  Similarly, existing 
regulations of the Monterey Bay Unified APCD would regulate odors and the 
release of landfill gas such that air quality standards would not be exceeded.  
Similarly, the Central Coast RWQCB and the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board would regulate landfill operations so that no runoff escapes 
the site and landfill design and monitoring wells ensure that no leachate is 
released to either surface or groundwater.  These sets of regulations would 
reasonably be expected to avoid a contribution to cumulative air and water 
quality impacts.   

Biological impacts, although dependent upon the sensitivity of the area chosen 
for the expansion or new landfill would potentially be significant and would 
contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources.  Aesthetics impacts, 
again dependent upon the visibility of the landfill site, would potentially be 
significant and contributors to visual impacts.    

6.4.3.9 Wildfire Hazard  

Impact CUM-11.  Wildfire Hazard  
Portions of Monterey County, particularly west of the Salinas Valley, are highly 
susceptible to wildfire.  The risk of wildfires is acute in areas of high fuel 
loading; somewhat less so in moderate fuel loaded areas.  As described in 
Chapter 4.13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the 2007 General Plan and the 
Fort Ord Master Plan contain detailed requirements for and limitations on future 
development to avoid contributing to fire risk, limiting damage through provision 
of defensible space, and funding fire suppression services.  

In the recent past, the Basin Fire and Indian Fire devastated areas around Big Sur 
and inland southern portions of the Salinas Valley.  These are only the latest of 
many catastrophic wildfires originating in rugged terrain along the coast.  The 
state parks and National Forest have suffered the brunt of the damage from these 
fires, primarily because populations are low and communities in the area are 
small.  The 2007 General Plan would encourage development within several 
Rural Centers that would place additional residents in areas that have the 
potential for wildfires.  In addition, development to 2092 buildout would include 
existing rural lots of record, some in areas of high or moderate fire hazard; 
placing new residents in the literal line of fire.  
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Chapter 4.13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, describes the voluminous 
policies and requirements that will be applied to new development under the 
2007 General Plan.  In the interest of space, the reader is referred to that chapter.  
These policies, implemented well before 2030 and in place long before 2092, 
would greatly reduce the potential contribution of the 2007 General Plan to the 
risk of wildfires.  However, the 2007 General Plan cannot eliminate the risk of 
catastrophic wildfires originating on public lands sweeping across Rural 
Communities and, more particularly, individual lots of record, despite the best 
efforts of fire fighters to slow or halt their approach.  The 2007 General Plan 
would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to this risk.   

6.4.3.10 Aesthetics, Light and Glare  

Impact CUM-12.  Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 
Future growth in Monterey County and development in surrounding areas would 
result in the intensification of existing urban uses as well as conversion of open 
space into urban land uses and the introduction of new sources of light and glare.  
City growth also would have a cumulatively considerable contribution in this 
regard.  Aesthetics impacts occur as a result of substantial changes in pleasant 
views.  Light and glare are impacts where undeveloped or rural lands adjoin 
urbanized development or where new sources of light and glare are introduced 
into a dark environment.  The county General Plan and city general plans 
essentially describe the factors that will change the existing landscape and result 
in aesthetics, light, and glare impacts.  Individual projects under these county and 
city plans that result in the urbanization of open lands, development on 
ridgelines, and expansion of urban areas all contribute to the incremental loss of 
aesthetically pleasing views or the introduction of incompatible light and glare.   

Development under the 2007 General Plan would be primarily centered on the 
existing cities, and the county’s designated Community Areas, Rural Centers, 
and AHOs.  For the most part, these would minimize aesthetics impacts caused 
by the conversion of open lands to urban development by building adjacent to 
existing development.  Nonetheless, particularly in cities in the Salinas Valley 
where the surrounding land use is agricultural fields, there will be an incremental 
change in the visual character of the area.  Also, buildout of the county’s 
individual lots of record will result in a more expansive distribution of low-
intensity development than exists today.   

The 2007 General Plan has a number of policies to reduce its contribution to 
visual impacts.  They include the following:  

 Policy LU-1.10 will discourage new off-site advertising to enhance public 
safety and to avoid visual clutter and scenic intrusion.  Off site advertising 
may only be considered in heavy commercial and industrial zoning districts 
and not abutting residential districts. 

 Policy LU-1.13 provides that all exterior lighting is to be unobtrusive and 
constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated, long 
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range visibility is reduced of the lighting source, and off-site glare is fully 
controlled (based on design criteria to be developed by the county). 

 Policy OS-1.3 restricts new development on ridgelines. 

 Policy OS-1.7 will lead to a transfer of development rights program to direct 
development away from areas with unique visual or natural features. 

 Policies OS-1.9 and -1.11 require the establishment of an inventory of 
viewsheds and encourage project design that protects those views.   

Nonetheless, the slow transition of areas away from agriculture and open lands, 
and the expansion of the urban edge, where light and glare intrude on nearby 
less-developed lands; will result in a considerable contribution to the cumulative 
loss of landscape aesthetic quality.  Because of California Planning Law requires 
counties and cities to provide for projected housing needs and the associated 
urban growth, this contribution cannot be fully avoided.  

6.4.3.11 Population and Housing 

Impact CUM-13.  Population and Housing  
The cumulative contribution of population and housing growth in Monterey 
County will be examined to the year 2030 planning horizon since “buildout” 
numbers are not available for Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties, the other 
counties in the AMBAG region.  However, the type of contribution at buildout is 
not expected to differ greatly from the type of contribution in 2030 because these 
contributions are common to long-term growth, whether the term is 20 years or 
80 years.  

The AMBAG 2004 regional forecast estimates that by 2030 the total population 
of Monterey County (including the cities) will total 602,731 persons residing in 
187,001 dwelling units.  Of this, the unincorporated county would accommodate 
135,375 persons (about 22% of the total) and the cities would accommodate 
467,356 persons (about 78% of the total).  Region-wide (Santa Cruz, Monterey, 
and San Benito Counties), the population is expected to grow to 991,370 persons 
by 2030.  This would represent a 39% increase between 2000 and 2030, for an 
annual growth rate of 1.3 %,  By comparison, the California Department of 
Finance currently projects that the State’s annual growth rate between 2000 and 
2030 will be about 1.5% (State of California, Department of Finance 2007).  
Growth in Monterey County and its neighboring counties is cumulatively 
significant.  Although the 30-year annual rate of growth is projected to be less 
than the statewide average, the adverse changes inherent in growth here (e.g., 
aesthetics, water supply, traffic congestion) and the controversy over Monterey 
County growth indicate that it is a significant cumulative impact.   

As discussed previously in Chapter 4.15, Population and Housing, the 2007 
General Plan is growth-inducing by nature of its role in accommodating new 
housing opportunities under California Planning Law.  Because California 
Planning Law mandates that each city and county plan for its fair share of the 
regional housing need and that need is based on projections of population 
growth, there is no feasible mitigation for the resultant increase in population and 
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dwelling units.  Therefore, the 2007 General Plan would make a considerable 
contribution to this cumulative effect.   

There is no cumulative impact with regard to residential displacement or housing 
replacement.  As discussed in Chapter 4.15, Population and Housing, the 2007 
General Plan would not result in substantial displacement, nor would it require 
substantial replacement housing as a result of displacement.   

6.4.3.12 Climate Change  

Impact CUM-14.  Climate Change  
Climate change is a global phenomenon driven by myriad individual actions, 
large and small, in every country.  As explained in Chapter 4.16, Climate 
Change, no individual project within Monterey County is large enough in itself to 
trigger global climate change.  However, most individual projects contribute to 
the greenhouse gas emissions that fuel climate change.  Climate change is a 
cumulative impact.  Accordingly, the climate change analysis in Chapter 4.16 is 
an analysis of the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact.  The reader is 
directed to that chapter and no additional discussion is needed here.   
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Table 6-2.  Significant and Unavoidable Impact Table 

Issues/Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significant 
after Mitigation 

4.2 Agriculture Resources   

Impact AG-1:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would result 
in the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use. [Also 
cumulative impact] 

No feasible mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan goals and 
policies is available. 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout – 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would involve other changes 
in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
would result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.  [Also 
cumulative impact] 

No feasible mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan goals and 
policies is available.  

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout – 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.3 Water Resources   

Impact WR-4:  Land uses and development consistent with the 2007 
General Plan would exceed the capacity of existing water supplies and 
necessitate the acquisition of new supplies to meet expected demands.  
[Also cumulative impact] 

2030 Mitigation 
WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey 
Peninsula In Addition to the Coastal Water Project   
2092 Mitigation  
WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey 
Peninsula In Addition to the Coastal Water Project   
WR-2:  Initiate Planning for Additional Supplies to the Salinas 
Valley  
BIO-2.3:  Add Considerations Regarding Riparian Habitat and 
Stream Flows to Criteria for Long-Term Water Supply and 
Well Assessment.  (see Section 4.9 Biological Resources, 
below). 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 
(In some portions of 
the County). 
Buildout – 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 
(In some portions of 
the County). 

Impact WR-5: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007 
General Plan would increase the demand for water storage, treatment, 
and conveyance facilities that could have significant secondary impacts 
on the environment.   

The General Plan and Area Plan goals and policies will apply.  
Future projects will be subject to CEQA and have specific 
mitigation measures.  As the experience with existing large-
scale water supply projects shows, impacts cannot always be 
mitigated to a less than significant level. 

2030 –Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
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Issues/Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significant 
after Mitigation 

Impact WR-6:  Land uses and development consistent with the 2007 
General Plan would increase demand on groundwater supplies in some 
areas; the associated increased well pumping would result in the 
continued decline of groundwater levels and accelerated overdraft in 
portions of the county.  [Also cumulative impact] 

2030 Mitigation 
WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey 
Peninsula In Addition to the Coastal Water Project   
2092 Mitigation  
WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey 
Peninsula In Addition to the Coastal Water Project   
WR-2:  Initiate Planning for Additional Supplies to the Salinas 
Valley 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 
(In some portions of 
the County). 
Buildout – 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact WR-7:  Land uses and development consistent with the 2007 
General Plan would increase demand on groundwater supplies in areas 
currently experiencing or susceptible to saltwater intrusion.  Increased 
groundwater pumping in certain coastal areas would result in increased 
saltwater intrusion in some areas of the county.  [Also cumulative 
impact] 

2030 Mitigation 
WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey 
Peninsula In Addition to the Coastal Water Project   
2092 Mitigation  
WR-1:  Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey 
Peninsula In Addition to the Coastal Water Project   
WR-2:  Initiate Planning for Additional Supplies to the Salinas 
Valley 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 
(In some portions of 
the County). 
Buildout – 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 
(In all of the 
County). 

Impact WR-12:  Land uses and development consistent with the 2007 
General Plan would allow continued development in 100-year flood 
hazard areas.   

2092  
Extent and locations of future impact are unknown; no 
mitigation is feasible. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact WR-13:  The placement of land uses and structures within 
Special Flood Hazard Areas would impede or redirect flood flows, 
resulting in secondary downstream flood damage, including bank 
failure.   

2092  
Extent and locations of future impact are unknown; no 
mitigation is feasible. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact WR-14:  Potential failure of levees or dams would expose 
people and structures to inundation and result in the loss of property, 
increased risk, injury, or death.   

2092  
Extent and locations of future impact are unknown; no 
mitigation is feasible. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.6 Transportation   

Impact TRAN-1B:  Development of the land uses allowed under the 
2007 General Plan would create traffic increases on County and 
Regional roadways which would cause the LOS to exceed the LOS 

 Less Than 
Significant Impact. 
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Issues/Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significant 
after Mitigation 

standard, or contribute traffic to County and Regional roads that exceed 
the LOS standard without development. 

 TRAN-1B-a:  Circulation Element Policy C-1.2 shall be 
amended to state: 
C-1.2 The standard for the acceptable level of service 

(LOS) is to be achieved by 2026.  That LOS standard 
is to be achieved through the development and 
adoption of Capital Improvement and Financing 
Plans (CIFP) and implementing ordinances that: 
a. Define benefit areas to be included in the CIFP.  

Benefit areas could include Planning Areas, 
Community Areas, or the County as a whole. 

b. Identify and prioritize the improvements to be 
completed in the benefit areas over the life of the 
General Plan. 

c. Estimate the cost of the improvements over the 
life of the General Plan.  

d. Identify the funding sources and mechanisms for 
the CIFP to include, but not limited to, a Traffic 
Impact Fee (TIF). 

e. Provide an anticipated schedule for completion of 
the improvements. 

f. Coordinate with TAMC regional fee program. 
g. A TIF shall be implemented to ensure a funding 

mechanism for transportation improvements to 
county facilities.  The TIF shall be imposed on 
development in cities for the improvement of 
major County roads in accordance with the 
Monterey County 2007 General Plan. 

The CIFP shall be reviewed every five (5) years in order to 
evaluate the effectiveness of meeting the LOS standard for 
County roads.  Road segments or intersections identified to be 
approaching or below LOS D shall be a high priority for 

Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
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Issues/Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significant 
after Mitigation 

funding. 
TRAN-1B-b:  Circulation Element Policy C-1.8 shall be 
amended to state: 
C-1.8 “Development proposed in cities and surrounding 

jurisdictions shall be carefully reviewed to assess the 
proposed development’s impact on the County’s 
circulation system.  The County, in consultation with 
TAMC and Monterey County cities, shall develop a 
Traffic Impact Fee that addresses impacts of 
development in cities and unincorporated areas on 
major County roads.” 

Impact TRAN-1B:  Development of the land uses allowed under the 
2007 General Plan would create traffic increases on County and 
Regional roadways which would cause the LOS to exceed the LOS 
standard, or contribute traffic to County and Regional roads that exceed 
the LOS standard without development. 

No mitigation is feasible.  2030 -- Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact TRAN 1-E:  Growth in land uses allowed under the 2007 
General Plan would result in inadequate emergency access.   

TRAN-1E: Revise Safety Element S-4.27 on increasing 
roadway connectivity to enhance emergency access.   
S-4.27 The County shall continue to review the procedure for 
proposed development, including minor and major 
subdivisions, and provide for an optional pre-submittal meeting 
between the project applicant, planning staff, and fire officials.  
In addition, the County shall review Community Area and 
Rural Center Plans, and new development proposals for 
roadway connectivity that provides multiple routes for 
emergency response vehicles. At the time of their update, 
Community Area and Rural Center Plans shall identify primary 
and secondary response routes. Secondary response routes 
shall be required to accommodate through traffic and may be 
existing roads, or may be new roads required as part of 
development proposals. The emergency route and connectivity 
plans shall be coordinated with the appropriate Fire District.  

2030 – Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact TRAN-2B:  Development of the land uses allowed under the 
2007 General Plan cumulatively with development in incorporated 

No mitigation is feasible for County and Regional roadways 2030 – 
Cumulatively 
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Issues/Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significant 
after Mitigation 

cities and in adjacent counties would create traffic increases on 
County and Regional roadways which would cause the LOS to exceed 
the LOS D standard, or contribute traffic to County and Regional roads 
that exceed the LOS standard without development.  

outside of the CVMP.  
TRAN-2B: Revise policies in the Carmel Valley Master Plan 
as follows:  
Policy CV-2.10.  The following are policies regarding 
improvements to specific portions of Carmel Valley Road:   

a) Via Petra to Robinson Canyon Road. Every effort 
should be made to preserve its rural character by 
maintaining it as a 2-lane road with paved shoulders, 
passing lanes and left turn channelizations at 
intersections where warranted.   

b) Robinson Canyon Road to Laureles Grade.  Every 
effort should be made to preserve its rural character 
by maintaining it as a 2-lane road with paved 
shoulders, passing lanes and left turn channelizations 
at intersections where warranted.   

c) Carmel Valley Road/Laureles Grade. A grade 
separation should be constructed at this location 
instead of a traffic signal.  The grade separation needs 
to be constructed in a manner that minimizes impacts 
to the rural character of the road. An interim 
improvement of an all-way stop or stop signal is 
allowable during the period necessary to secure 
funding for the grade separation. 

d) Laureles Grade to Ford Road.  Shoulder 
improvements and widening should be undertaken 
here and extended to Pilot Road, and include left turn 
channelization at intersections as warranted.   

e) East of Esquiline Road. Shoulder improvements 
should be undertaken at the sharper curves.  Curves 
should be examined for spot realignment needs.   

f) Laureles Grade improvements. Improvements to 
Laureles Grade should consist of the construction of 
shoulder widening, spot realignments, passing lanes 
and/or paved turn-outs.  Heavy vehicles should be 

Considerable Impact 
(most of county).  
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discouraged from using this route.  
Policy CV-2.12: To accommodate existing and future traffic, 
the following road improvements are recommended:  

a) Add a northbound climbing lane between Rio Road 
and Carmel Valley Road; 

b) Laureles Grade - undertake shoulder improvements, 
widening and spot realignment; 

c) Carmel Valley Road, Robinson Canyon Road to Ford 
Road - add left turn channelization at all intersections. 
Shoulder improvements should be undertaken.   

Policy CV-2.18    : To implement traffic standards to provide 
adequate streets and highways in Carmel Valley, the County 
shall conduct and implement the following: 

a) Twice yearly monitoring by Public Works (in June 
and October) of peak hour traffic at the following 12 
locations: 

 Carmel Valley Road -  
 East of Holman Road 
 Holman Road to Esquiline Road 
 Esquiline Road to Ford Road 
 Ford Road to Laureles Grade 
 Laureles Grade to Robinson Canyon Road 
 Robinson Canyon Road to Schulte Road 
 Schulte Road to Rancho San Carlos Road 
 Rancho San Carlos Road to Rio Road 
 Rio Road to Carmel Rancho Boulevard 
 Carmel Rancho Boulevard to SR1 

 Other Locations - 
 Carmel Rancho Boulevard between Carmel Valley 
Road and Rio Road 
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Rio Road between its eastern terminus and SR1 
b) A yearly evaluation report (December) shall be 

prepared jointly by the Public Works and Planning 
Departments and shall evaluate the peak-hour level of 
service (LOS) for these 12 locations to indicate 
segments approaching a traffic volume which would 
lower levels of service below the LOS standards 
established below under CV 2-18(d).  

c) Public hearings shall be held in January immediately 
following a December report in (b) above in which 
only 100 or less peak hour trips remain before an 
unacceptable level of service (as defined by CV 2-
18(d)) would be reached for any of the 12 segments 
described above. 

d) The traffic LOS standards (measured for peak hour 
conditions) for the CVMP Area shall be as follows: 

 Signalized Intersections – LOS of “C” is the 
acceptable condition. 

 Unsignalized Intersections – LOS of “F” or 
meeting of any traffic signal warrant are defined as 
unacceptable conditions 

 Carmel Valley Road Segment Operations: 
 LOS of “C” for Segments 1, 2, 8, 9, and 10 is an 

acceptable condition;  
 LOS of “D” for Segments 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 is an 

acceptable condition. 
During review of development applications which require a 
discretionary permit, if traffic analysis of the proposed project 
indicates that the project would result in traffic conditions that 
would exceed the standards described above in CV 2-18(d) 
after the analysis takes into consideration the Carmel Valley 
Traffic Improvement Program to be funded by the Carmel 
Valley Road Traffic Mitigation Fee, then approval of the 
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project shall be conditioned on the prior (e.g. prior to project-
generated traffic) construction of additional roadway 
improvements OR an Environmental Impact Report shall be 
prepared for the project.  Such additional roadway 
improvements must be sufficient, when combined with the 
projects programmed in the Carmel Valley Traffic 
Improvement Program, to allow County to find that the 
affected roadway segments or intersections would meet the 
acceptable standard upon completion of the programmed plus 
additional improvements.  This policy does not apply to the 
first single-family residence on a legal lot of record. 
Policy CV-2.19: Carmel Valley Traffic Improvement Program 
(CVTIP)  

a) The CVTIP shall include the following projects 
(unless a subsequent traffic analysis identifies that 
different projects are necessary to maintain the LOS 
standards in Policy CV-2.18(d): 

 Left-turn channelization on Carmel Valley Road 
west of Ford Road; 

 Shoulder widening on Carmel Valley Road 
between Laureles Grade and Ford Road; 

 Paved turnouts, new signage, shoulder 
improvements, and spot realignments on Laureles 
Grade;  

 Grade separation at Laureles Grade and Carmel 
Valley Road (an interim improvement of an all-way 
stop or stop signal is allowable during the period 
necessary to secure funding for the grade 
separation); 

 Sight Distance Improvement at Dorris Road; 
 Passing lanes in front of the proposed September 
Ranch development; 

 Passing lanes opposite Garland Park; 
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Climbing Lane on Laureles Grade; 
 Upgrade all new road improvements within Carmel 
Valley Road Corridor to Class 2 bike lanes; 

 Passing lane (1/4 mile) between Schulte Road and 
Robinson Canyon Road; and  

 Passing lane (1/4 mile) between Rancho San Carlos 
Rd and Schulte Road. 

b) The County shall adopt an updated fee program to 
fund the CVTIP.  

c) All projects within the CVMP area and within the 
“Expanded Area” that contribute to traffic within the 
CVMP area shall contribute fair-share traffic impact 
fees to fund necessary improvements identified in the 
CVTIP, as updated at the time of building permit 
issuance.   

d) Where conditions are projected to approach 
unacceptable conditions (as defined by the monitoring 
and standards described above under CV 2-18(d)), the 
CVTIP shall be updated to plan for and fund adequate 
improvements to maintain acceptable conditions. 

Impact TRAN-2E:  Growth in land uses allowed under the 2007 
General Plan, cumulatively with development in incorporated cities 
and adjacent counties, would result in inadequate emergency access.   

No additional mitigation beyond 2007 General Plan policies 
and Mitigation Measure TRAN-1E (described above) is 
available. 

2030 – 
Cumulatively 
Considerable Impact 

Impact TRAN-3B:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan would increase 
traffic on County and Regional roadways which would cause the LOS 
to exceed the LOS D standard, or contribute traffic to County and 
Regional roads that exceed the LOS standard without development. 

No additional mitigation beyond 2007 General Plan policies 
and Mitigation Measure TRAN-2B (described above) is 
feasible. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact TRAN-3E:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan would result in 
inadequate emergency access.   

No additional mitigation beyond 2007 General Plan policies 
and Mitigation Measure TRAN-1E (described above) is 
available. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
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Impact TRAN-4B:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan cumulatively 
with development in incorporated cities and in adjacent counties would 
create traffic increases on County and Regional roadways which 
would cause the LOS to exceed the LOS D standard, or contribute 
traffic to County and Regional roads that exceed the LOS standard 
without development. 

No additional mitigation beyond 2007 General Plan policies 
and Mitigation Measure TRAN-2B (described above) is 
feasible. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact TRAN-4E:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan, cumulatively 
with development in incorporated cities and adjacent counties, would 
result in inadequate emergency access. 

No additional mitigation beyond 2007 General Plan policies 
and Mitigation Measure TRAN-1E (described above) is 
available. 

Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.7 Air Quality   

Impact AQ-1:  Buildout of the 2007 General Plan would conflict with 
applicable Air Quality Management Plans and Standards.   

  

Impact AQ-3:  Net Change in Ozone Precursor (ROG and NOx) and 
Particulate Matter. 

2030 and 2092 Mitigation  
CC-2 and CC-3.  See these measures under Climate Change, 
below.  
AQ-3:  Implement MBUAPCD Mitigation Measures for 
Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional Land Uses 
AQ-4:  Implement MBUAPCD Mitigation Measures for 
Residential Land Uses  
AQ-5:  Implement MBUAPCD Mitigation Measures for 
Alternative Fuels 

2030 –Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout –
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.8 Noise   

 N-1: A new policy shall be added to the Noise Hazards section 
of the Safety Element that states the following: 
S-7.x All proposed discretionary residential projects that 

are within roadway noise contours of 60 CNEL or 
greater shall include a finding of consistency with the 
provisions of the Noise Hazards section of the Safety 
Element and, where appropriate, a project-specific 
noise impact analysis conducted before final 
approval.  If impacts are identified, a “reasonable and 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 
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feasible” mitigation analysis shall be conducted using 
published Caltrans/Federal Highway Administration 
guidelines.  Any mitigation measures meeting these 
tests shall be concurrently funded and constructed as 
part of the roadway improvement. 

 N-2: A new policy shall be added to the Noise Hazards section 
of the Safety Element that states the following: 
S-7.x All discretionary projects which propose to use heavy 

construction equipment within 50 feet of a residence, 
or pile drivers or blasting within 100 feet of a 
residence (or similar sensitive use) shall be required 
to submit a pre-construction vibration study prior to 
project approval.  Any specified mitigation and 
monitoring shall be incorporated into construction 
contracts. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

 N-3A: A new policy shall be added to the Noise Hazards 
section of the Safety Element that states the following: 
S-7.x No construction activities 500 feet of a noise sensitive 

land use during the evening hours of Monday through 
Saturday, or anytime on Sunday or holidays shall be 
allowed prior to completion of a noise mitigation 
study.  Noise protection measures, in the event of any 
identified impact, may include: 
 Constructing temporary barriers, 
 Using quieter equipment than normal, or, 
 Temporarily relocating affected persons (hotel 
vouchers). 

N-3B: A new policy shall be added to the Noise Hazards 
section of the Safety Element that states the following: 
S-7.x Standard noise protection measures shall be 

incorporated into all construction contracts.  These 
measures shall include: 

Construction shall occur only during times allowed 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 
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by ordinance/code unless such limits are waived for 
public convenience; 

 All equipment shall have properly operating 
mufflers; and 

 Lay-down yards and semi-stationary equipment 
such as pumps or generators shall be located as far 
from noise-sensitive land uses as practical. 

 No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
required. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

4.9 Biological Resources   

Impact BIO-1:  Potential Adverse Impact on Special-Status Species.  
[Also Cumulative Impact] 

All Special Status Species – Program Level 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.1:  Baseline Inventory of 
Landcover, Special Status Species Habitat, Sensitive Natural 
Communities, Riparian Habitat, and Wetlands in Monterey 
County 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2:  Salinas Valley Conservation 
Plan to preserve habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox in the 
Salinas Valley  
All Special Status Species – Project Level  
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3:  Project Level Biological 
Survey and Avoidance, Minimization, and Compensation for 
Impacts to Non-Listed Special-Status Species and Sensitive 
Natural Communities.   
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.4:  By 2030, prepare an Update to 
the General Plan to identify expansion of existing focused 
growth areas and/or to identify new focused growth areas to 
reduce loss of natural habitat in Monterey County.  
Mitigation Measure BIO-1.5:  By 2030, prepare a 
Comprehensive County Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan.  

2092 -- Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact BIO-2:  Potential Adverse Effects on Sensitive Riparian 
Habitat, Other Sensitive Natural Communities and on Federal and State 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5 as 
described above under Impacts to Special Status Species. 

2092 - Significant 
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Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands [Also Cumulative Impact]  Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 as described 
above. 

Unavoidable Impact. 

4.11 Public Services and Utilities   

Impact PSU-8:  Development and land use activities contemplated in 
the 2007 General Plan may result in a need for new solid waste 
facilities or non-compliance with waste diversion requirements.  Future 
solid waste facilities would have a significant effect on the 
environment.   

2092 
The County will add the following policy to the 2007 General 
Plan: 
Policy PS-5.5 The County will review its Solid Waste 
Management Plan on a 5-year basis and institute policies and 
programs as necessary to exceed the wastestream reduction 
requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management 
Act.  The County will adopt requirements for wineries to 
undertake individual or joint composting programs to reduce 
the volume of their wastestream.  
Specific mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of future 
solid waste facilities are infeasible because the characteristics 
of those future facilities are unknown. 

Buildout - 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.12 Parks and Recreation   

 No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
necessary. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

 No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
necessary. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

4.13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials   

  No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
necessary. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

 No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
necessary. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

 No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
necessary. 

Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

. No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is Less Than 
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necessary. Significant Impact. 

4.14 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare   

Impact AES-1:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would result 
in a substantial adverse effects on scenic vistas.  [Significant 
Cumulative Impact] 

No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
available. 

Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact AES-2:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan could result 
in the degradation of scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway.  [Significant Cumulative Impact] 

No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
available. 

Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact AES-3:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
Monterey County.  [Also Cumulative Impact] 

No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
available. 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout - 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

Impact AES-4:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan could create 
substantial new sources of light and glare that would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area.   

No mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is 
available. 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout - 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.15 Population and Housing   

Impact POP-1:  Implementation of the 2007 General Plan would induce 
population growth in unincorporated Monterey County. 

No feasible mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan goals and 
policies is available. 

2030 - Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 
Buildout - 
Significant 
Unavoidable Impact. 

4.16 Climate Change    

Impact CC-1:  Development of the 2007 General Plan would contribute 
considerably to cumulative GHG emissions and global climate change 
as the County in 2020 would have GHG emissions greater than 72 
percent of business as usual conditions. (Cumulative Impact in 2092) 

CC-11 (Same as BIO-1.9):  By 2030, prepare an Update to the 
General Plan to identify expansion of existing focused growth 
areas and/or to identify new focused growth areas to reduce 
loss of natural habitat in Monterey County and vehicle miles 

Buildout - 
Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impact. 
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traveled  
The County shall update the County General Plan by no later 
than January 1, 2030 and shall consider the potential to expand 
focused growth areas established by the 2007 General Plan 
and/or the designation of new focused growth areas.  The 
purpose of such expanded/new focused growth areas would be 
to reduce the loss of natural habitat due to continued urban 
growth after 2030.  The new/expanded growth areas shall be 
designed to accommodate at least 80% of the projected 
residential and commercial growth in the unincorporated 
County from 2030 to buildout.  
CC-12:  Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan Requirements 
Beyond 2030 
In parallel with the development and adoption of the 2030 
General Plan, Monterey County will develop and adopt a 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan with a target to reduce 2050 
GHG emissions by 80 percent relative to 1990 emissions.   
At a minimum, the Plan shall establish an inventory of current 
(2030) GHG emissions in the County of Monterey; forecast 
GHG emissions for 2050 for County operations and areas 
within the jurisdictional control of the County; identify 
methods to reduce GHG emissions; quantify the reductions in 
GHG emissions from the identified methods; identify 
requirements for monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions; 
establish a schedule of actions for implementation; and identify 
funding sources for implementation.  
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Persons and Organizations Consulted 

7.1 Public Agencies 

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 

Randy Deshazol Senior Planner 

Dean Munn Modeling Consultant 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 

Jean Getchell Supervising Planner 

Monterey County Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Office 

Robert Roach Assistant Agricultural Commissioner 

Monterey County Environmental Health Department 

Richard LeWarne  Assistant Director 

Monterey County Resource Management Agency 

Alana Knaster, AICP Deputy Director 

Monterey County Planning Department 

Mike Novo, AICP Director 

Carl Holm, AICP Assistant Director 

William Hopkins IT Specialist 

Jim DiMaggio Planning Graphics Technician 
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Linda Rotharmel Executive Secretary 

Monterey County Public Works Department  

Chad Alinio Civil Engineer  

Enrique Saavedra Civil Engineer 

Monterey County Water Resources Agency 

Curtis Weeks Director 

Tom Moss Water Resource Engineer 

Transportation Agency of Monterey County 

Debbie Hale Executive Director 

7.2 Private Parties and Organizations 
Monterey County Vintners Association 

  

 


