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1 Introduction 

This Augmentation to the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Augmentation to the 
Final SEIR) has been prepared by the County of Monterey Housing and Community Development 
Department (County) for the proposed River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility 
Project (“proposed project” or “project”).  

1.1 Project Background  

Proposed Project  
The project, as originally proposed and analyzed under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), would consist of an approximately 120,000 square-foot senior assisted living facility with 
multiple structures and site improvements on an approximately 15.64-acre project site in 
unincorporated Monterey County. The project site is located south of River Road, approximately 0.5 
mile east of State Route (SR) 68 and immediately north of existing residential development along 
Woodridge Court and Country Park Road. The proposed project would provide assisted living 
facilities for seniors requiring varying levels of assistance, and would include a 27,000-square foot, 
two-story assisted living facility; a 21,600-square foot, three-story memory care facility; and 13 
“Casitas”, single-story  residential structures providing 26 separate housing units. The proposed 
project would also include construction of internal roadways and parking, utility connections, 
landscaping, and other site improvements. The proposed project would have a total site coverage of 
approximately 190,000 square feet (27.6 percent of the project site).  

Previous Project CEQA Review  
The County issued a Notice of Preparation of a EIR in March 2017 for the proposed project, and an 
EIR was prepared for the project on behalf of the applicant. The County assumed control of the 
processing and content of this EIR, and the Draft Subsequent EIR (Draft SEIR) was released for public 
review in March 2018.1 The County received 118 comment letters on the Draft SEIR; responses to 
comments were prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, and a Final SEIR 
was prepared in late 2019. The Monterey County Planning Commission recommended certification 
of the Final SEIR on February 12, 2020; however, the Final SEIR was not certified by the Board of 
Supervisors when it was considered at the August 31, 2021 or October 12, 2021 hearings. The 
September 2019 Final SEIR is herein incorporated by reference,2 and would require certification by 
the Board of Supervisors alongside consideration of this Augmentation to the Final SEIR. 

Alternative to the Proposed Project  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the applicant has prepared an alternative proposal to 
the project. As directed by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors on October 12, 2021, the 
project alternative includes development of a residential subdivision with up to 30 lots instead of 
the originally proposed senior assisted living facility (30-Lot Subdivision Alternative). This alternative 

 
1 The Draft Subsequent EIR is a supplement to the Final EIR for the River Road Area of Development Concentration Incorporating the Las 
Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR, certified in December 1982. 
2 https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/housing-community-development/planning-services/library-current-
major-projects/river-view-at-las-palmas-assisted-living-senior-facility  

https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/housing-community-development/planning-services/library-current-major-projects/river-view-at-las-palmas-assisted-living-senior-facility
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/housing-community-development/planning-services/library-current-major-projects/river-view-at-las-palmas-assisted-living-senior-facility
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to the proposed project is similar to an alternative analyzed in the Draft SEIR, which considered a 
40-lot residential subdivision alternative (Alternative 3 of the Draft SEIR).  

1.2 Augmentation to the Final Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report  

Purpose of this Augmentation to the Final SEIR 
To fully evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the new alternative to the proposed 
project, the County has prepared this Augmentation to the Final SEIR which incorporates the 30-Lot 
Subdivision Alternative into the alternatives analysis of the Draft SEIR. The 30-Lot Subdivision 
Alternative is included as Alternative 3b in the following revised alternatives analysis. In addition to 
incorporating this alternative into the analysis of the Draft SEIR, this Augmentation to the Final SEIR 
also includes minor clarifications and revisions to the analysis of the other alternatives to the 
proposed project. These clarifications and revisions incorporate quantitative modeling outputs that 
estimate air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with each alternative to better 
compare the potential impacts associated with each alternative. These clarifications and revisions 
clarify and amplify analysis presented in the Draft SEIR and do not represent significant new 
information.  

Contents of this Augmentation to the Final SEIR 
This Augmentation to the Final SEIR includes the following contents: 

 Section 1: Introduction 
 Section 2: Additional Amendments to the Draft SEIR  
 Appendices 

Draft SEIR Recirculation Not Required  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires recirculation when comments on a Draft EIR or responses 
thereto identify “significant new information.” Significant new information is defined as including:  

 A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented.  

 A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

 A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, 
but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.  

 The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

The quanitative modeling outputs and amendments presented in this document do not constitute 
“significant new information.” The revisions primarily incorporate analysis of a new alternative, with 
a comparison of the alternative’s impacts to those of the proposed project. As such, these revisions 
do not result in a new significant environmental impact from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure, as the project analysis and mitigation measures have not changed [Section 15088.5(1)]. 
Similarly, the additional air quality and greenhouse gas modeling conducted in support of this 
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Augmentation to the Final SEIR provide additional information that is supportive of the conclusions 
in the original alternatives analysis. As described in Section 2, Additional Amendments to the Draft 
SEIR, this additional quantitative modeling does not result in a new significant environmental impact 
or new mitigation measures [Section 15088.5(1)]. For the same reasons, the revisions do not 
constitute a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact [Section 15088.5(2)]. 
Although a new alternative has been introduced, it is substantially similar to an existing alternative 
(Alternative 3a). In addition, the project’s proponent has not declined to adopt an alternative that 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project. As such, Section15088.5(3) 
does not apply. Lastly, the Draft and Final SEIR were neither inadequate nor conclusory in nature, 
and meaningful public review and comment have not been precluded. As noted previously, the 
County received 118 comment letters on the Draft SEIR, including 103 from members of the public. 
These reviewers had the opportunity to review Section 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, which 
included a 40-lot subvisision (Alternative 3, No Project/Existing Zoning [40-Unit subdivision]; 
referred to as Alternative 3a in this Augmentation to the Final SEIR). The new Alternative 3b is 
substantially similar to Alternative 3a, as it would result in an up to 30-lot subdivision on the same 
site. Therefore, this new alternative is not substantially different such that the public is being 
deprieved of a meaningful opportunity to comment by its addition. The addition of Alternative 3a 
and associated revisions to the alternatives analysis instead clarifies, amplifies and makes 
insignificant modifications to the Draft SEIR. 
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2 Additional Amendments to the Draft SEIR 

This chapter presents specific text changes made to the Draft SEIR since its publication and public 
review. These changes supplement and do not conflict with the Draft SEIR revisions provided in 
Section 4, Revisions to the Draft SEIR, included in the Final SEIR, which is incorporated by reference. 
Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and text additions are shown in underline. Please note 
that the entirety of Chapter 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR is provided below for ease of 
review, while only portions of other sections of the Draft SEIR are provided, where revisions are 
made. The information contained within this chapter clarifies and expands on information in the 
Draft SEIR and does not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation, as 
described above.  

4.0 Project Description 

4.1 Project Objectives  
The objectives of the proposed project, provided by the applicant, are: 

 To develop a state of the art facility to provide a Continuum of Care Residential Community 
designed to provide care to seniors over the age of 55 and to persons with diminishing mental 
capacity due to Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar causes. 

 To provide a range of housing and/or care options for seniors over the age of 55; persons with 
diminishing mental capacity; and persons who do not require 24-hour skilled nursing care but 
are in need of a range of personal assistance with the activities of daily living such as dressing, 
bathing, grooming, and medication management. 

 To provide a range of accommodations which will allow persons who only need some help to 
maintain a modicum of an independent lifestyle to move into smaller home-like suites and then 
transition to other on site facilities which can provide a greater level of daily personal assistance 
as needed. 

 To provide housing such a facility in a geographic location where the need for such a facility it is 
clearly needed and where adequate public facilities currently exist or can be readily provided. 

 To provide housing such a facility in and near an established community so that residents in the 
facility can feel a sense of connection with local residents and where in turn local residents as 
they age or their circumstances change can relocate to an assisted living facility without the 
need to move from their community or far away from their families. 

 To address the critical need for housing for residents of the community in need of suitable 
housing options. 

 To provide a range of job and volunteer opportunities for persons in the area and in the Las 
Palmas community. 

 Be licensed by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly (RCFE). 
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17.0 Alternatives 

17.1 CEQA Requirements 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) requires a description of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project. It also requires an evaluation of the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(b) further requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on 
those alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse environmental impacts or reducing 
them to a level of insignificance, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e) 
stipulates that a no project alternative be evaluated along with its impacts.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(d) requires the EIR to present enough information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the proposed project. If an 
alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by 
the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail 
than the significant effects of the project as proposed. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e) requires 
the identification of an environmentally superior alternative. If the "No Project” alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, then the environmentally superior alternative amongst the 
remaining alternatives must be identified.  

17.2 Alternatives Considered 
The following alternatives to the project are considered: 

 Alternative 1: No project/no development; 
 Alternative 2: No project/minimum use; 
 Alternative 3a: No project/existing zoning (40-Lot Subdivision);  
 Alternative 3b: Reduced no project/existing zoning (up to a 30-Lot Subdivision); and 
 Alternative 4: Reduced project. 

Each of these alternatives are is described below, followed by a summary of impacts associated with 
the proposed project and an analysis of how each alternative may reduce impacts associated with 
the proposed project. Where possible, impacts associated with each alternative are discussed 
quantitatively. To more clearly compare impacts associated with air quality and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions of each alternative, construction and operational emissions associated with each 
alternative were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 
2022.1.1.16. CalEEMod was developed for use throughout the state in estimating construction, 
operational, and mobile-source emissions. Potential buildout of each project alternative was 
estimated and assumptions were incorporated into the CalEEMod modeling. CalEEMod modeling 
outputs are included as Appendix A.  
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Alternative 1: No Project/No Development  
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 (e) requires the “no project” alternative be evaluated along with 
its impacts. The “no project” alternative analysis must discuss the existing conditions, as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services. 

Alternative Description 
The “no project/no development” alternative assumes no development would occur on the project 
site. The project site would continue to be vacant land, partially used for grazing. Under this 
alternative, there would be no potential adverse impacts to aesthetics, air quality biological 
resources, GHG emissions, transportation and traffic, or water supply.  

Alternative 2: No Project/Minimum Use 

Alternative Description 
The “no project/minimum use” alternative assumes the proposed project would not be constructed 
or operated on the project site. Instead, this alternative considers the construction of the minimum 
allowable use on the subject property, which would be one single family dwelling and any accessory 
structures considered incidental to residential use, such as barns and storage buildings.  

Aesthetics 
The proposed project would impact scenic vistas and the visual character of the site, and would 
introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and vicinity. Impacts to scenic vistas, the 
visual character of the site, and the introduction of new sources of light and glare would be 
potentially significant impacts, but would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the 
application of Mitigation Measures AES-1, AES-2, AES-3, and AES-4.  

Alternative 2 would have less aesthetic-related impacts than the proposed project. Although 
possible to have aesthetic impacts based on the size and location on the project site of any 
structures related to a single-family residence, any potential impacts would be less than the 
proposed project. However, this form of development may still be within the public viewshed from 
scenic vista points, would change the visual character of the site from undeveloped to developed, 
and would also introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and vicinity. Similar 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level as for the proposed project 
would likely be applicable to Alternative 2, depending on proposed site design. However, as there 
would be no discretionary approval for the project, having enforceable mitigation measures applied 
to the site would be unlikely.   

Air Quality  
The proposed project would have air quality-related impacts related to emissions during 
construction of the proposed project on the site. These impacts would be potentially significant 
impacts, but would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4. 

Alternative 2 would have less air quality-related impacts than the proposed project. Construction 
activities on the project site for one single family residence and associated structures would have 
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construction related emissions.; hHowever, construction emissions would be substantially lower 
than the emissions of the proposed project, which would involve greater and more intense 
emissions associated with the construction of the assisted living facility, memory care facility, and 
13 Casitas residential units. The estimated construction emissions associated with Alternative 2 are 
shown below in Table 17-1 and are compared to maximum emissions thresholds established by the 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD). For informational purposes, construction emissions 
of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16, consistent with the 
modeling of Alternative 2 emissions. These estimates are not intended to supersede the air quality 
modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR, which used CalEEMod version 
2016.3.1. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis.  

Table 17-1 Estimated Construction Emissions of Alternative 2  

 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

Annual 
Emissions 
(MT/year) 

 
ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 CO2e 

Proposed Project Maximum 
Construction Emissions1 

196 58 26 41 <1 13 617 

Alternative 2: Construction Year 2024  4 52 25 39 <1 12 470  

Alternative 2: Construction Year 2025  3 10 <1 13 <0.1 <1 100 

MBARD Thresholds  137 137 82 N/A 152 N/A N/A 

lbs/day = pounds per day; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; N/A = not applicable; MBARD = Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District  

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

Source: MBARD 2008 

As shown above in Table 17-1, emissions associated with Alternative 2 would not exceed thresholds 
established by MBARD, and would be reduced compared to the proposed project. Based based on 
the reduced scale of construction, construction emissions would not represent significant impacts 
and no mitigation measures would likely be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  

In operation, Alternative 2 would result in reduced emissions compared to the proposed project. 
Table 17-2 shows estimated operational emissions associated with Alternative 2. For informational 
purposes, operational emissions of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 
2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 2 emissions. These estimates are not 
intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft 
SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis. 
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Table 17-2 Estimated Operational Emissions of Alternative 2 
 

ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 

CO2e 
(MT/year) 

Proposed Project Annual Emissions1 
(tpy)  1 <1 <1 4 <0.1 <1 1,005 

Alternative 2 Annual Emissions (tpy) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 19 

tpy = tons per year; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents  

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

As shown above, Alternative 2 would not generate considerable amounts of air pollutants in 
operation. Operational air quality emissions would be reduced compared to the proposed project, 
as the operation of the larger assisted living facilities would generate more emissions than a single-
family residence.  

The air quality impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant and would not require 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4. Impacts would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project, as the proposed project would require mitigation.  

Biological Resources  

The proposed project would impact biological resources, including potential loss or disturbance of 
American badgers, potential loss or disturbance of burrowing owls, potential loss or disturbance of 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrats, potential loss or disturbance of special-status bats, and potential 
loss or disturbance of nesting birds. All potential impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6. The 
proposed project would also have a less-than-significant impact on impeding the movement of 
common wildlife.  

Alternative 2 would have much fewer potential biological impacts than the proposed project. 
Construction activities on the project site for one single family residence and associated structures 
would result in minimal impacts significant impacts to biological resources due to the smaller 
building footprint.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
The proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. For informational purposes, GHG emissions of the proposed project were 
estimated using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 2 
emissions. These estimates are not intended to supersede the GHG modeling provided in Chapter 
8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR, which used CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. Rather, 
they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable comparison within 
this alternatives analysis. The proposed project would result in a total of 617 metric tons per year 
(MT/year) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) during construction and 1,005 MT/year of CO2e 
during operation (please refer to Table 17-1 and Table 17-2).  
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As shown in Table 17-1 under Air Quality, this alternative would generate approximately 570 
MT/year of CO2e during construction. Additionally, as shown in Table 17-2, Alternative 2 would 
generate approximately 19 MT/year of CO2e during operation (Appendix A). Neither the County of 
Monterey, MBARD, nor any other state or applicable regional agency has adopted a numerical 
significance threshold for assessing GHG emissions that is applicable to the project. Additionally, 
emissions associated with Alternative 2 would be relatively negligible, as the construction of a 
single-family residence would not generate a substantial amount of GHG emissions. Alternative 2 
would result in fewer greenhouse gas emissions than the proposed project, and impacts, which 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.  

Transportation and Traffic  
As a combined assisted living facility (100 beds) and detached assisted living units units (26 units; 42 
beds), based on ITE trip generation rates for each category, the proposed project would generation 
generate approximately 363 daily trips (266 for assisted living facility and 96 for the detached 
assisted living units. The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to area 
intersections and roadways segments of River Road. However, the proposed project would result in 
a significant and unavoidable impact of adding additional traffic to SR 68.  

Based on trip generation rates for single family homes in the Las Palmas development, one single 
family residence on the project site would generate approximately 7.1 daily trips.  

Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in a decreased amount of daily trips to and from the project 
site and can be expected to have less impacts than the proposed project. However, as even one 
single family residence could result in additional traffic on SR 68 during the AM and/or PM peak 
hours, Alternative 2 would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact.   

Water Supply 

The proposed project would have an estimated water demand of 11.376 AFY. Applying the water 
demand assigned to the casita units of the proposed project (2.876 AFY for 26 units) for the 
conceptual build-out of one single family residential unit on the project site would be significantly 
less. The single-family residence that would be constructed under Alternative 2 would be expected 
to have a water demand of approximately 0.12 AFY (Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
2022),3 which is substantially less than the water demand of the proposed project. Therefore, while 
the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to water supply, Alternative 2 
would result in a lower water demand.  

Alternative 3a: No Project/Existing Zoning (40-Lot Subdivision) 

Alternative Description 

The “no project/existing zoning (40-lot subdivision)” alternative assumes the proposed project 
would not be constructed or operated on the project site. However, considering that the project site 
is designated for medium density residential development, it is reasonable to assume that up to 40 
dwelling units could be approved and constructed on the project site. Although, it is worth noting 
that other use categories could also be considered for this alternative. Based on existing zoning for 
the project site, the following uses could be established on the project site: 

 
3 Rates based on the October 2018 to September 2019 actual residential water usage in Monterey County (510,364,680 gallons per 9,399 
residential units), converted to acre-feet. 
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 Public and quasi-public uses including churches, cemeteries, parks, playgrounds, schools, public 
safety facility, public utility facilities; 

 Mobile home park; 
 Agricultural eEmployee housing; 
 Christmas tree cutting and removal and other uses of similar agricultural nature;  
 Other uses of a similar nature, density and intensity;  
 Transitional Housing; or 
 Supportive Housing.  

Supportive housing is defined by the Monterey County Code as housing with no limit on length of 
stay that is occupied by a target population“ ("Target population" means persons with low income 
having one or more disabilities, including mental illness, HIV or AIDS, substance abuse, or other 
chronic health conditions, or individuals eligible for services provided under the Lanterman 
Developmental Disabilities Services Act (California Welfare and Institutions Code, section 4500 et 
seq.) and may include, among other populations, adults, emancipated youth, families, families with 
children, elderly persons, young adults aging out of the foster care system, individuals exiting from 
institutional settings, veterans, and homeless people (MCC 21.06.1278) and is linked to onsite or 
offsite services that assist the supportive housing resident in retaining the housing, improving their 
health status, and maximizing their ability to live and, when possible, work in the community. 
Transitional housing and transitional housing development is considered as buildings configured as 
rental housing developments, but operated under program requirements that call for the 
termination of assistance and recirculation of the assisted unit to another eligible program recipient 
at some predetermined future point in time of no less than six months. The county’s zoning code 
describes each use as being contained within allowed housing units of the zoning district (Monterey 
County 2017).  

Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, Alternative 3a considers that the 40 single-family residential 
units on the site could also be considered as 40 supportive housing units, or 40 transitional housing 
units. Each unit could have multiple bedrooms and house a number of persons. For purposes of this 
alternatives analysis, 40 units of single-family, supportive housing, or transitional units are 
considered to be roughly equivalent.  

Aesthetics 
The proposed project would impact scenic vistas and the visual character of the site, and would 
introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and vicinity. Impacts to scenic vistas and 
the introduction of new sources of light and glare would be potentially significant impacts, but 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of Mitigation Measures AES-1, 
AES-2, AES-3, and AES-4.  

Alternative 3a would have similar aesthetic-related impacts as the proposed project, as 
development on the site of up to 40 residential units would be expected to occur. This form of 
development would still be within the public viewshed from scenic vista points, would change the 
visual character of the site from undeveloped to developed, and would also introduce new sources 
of light and glare to the project site and vicinity. Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed 
project would also apply to Alternative 3a.  
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Air Quality  
The proposed project would have air quality-related impacts related to emissions during 
construction of the proposed project on the site. These impacts would be potentially significant 
impacts, but would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4. 

Alternative 3a would have similar air quality-related impacts as the proposed project, as 
development on the site of up to 40 residential units would be expected to occur. The estimated 
construction emissions associated with Alternative 3a are shown below in Table 17-3 and are 
compared to maximum emissions thresholds established by MBARD. For informational purposes, 
construction emissions of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 
2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 3a emissions. These estimates are not 
intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft 
SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis.    

Table 17-3 Estimated Construction Emissions of Alternative 3a 

 Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 
Annual Emissions 

(MT/year) 
 

ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 CO2e 

Proposed Project Maximum 
Construction Emissions1 

196 58 26 41 <1 13 617 

Alternative 3a: Construction Year 2024  4 52 25 39 <1  13 490 

Alternative 3a: Construction Year 2025  104 11 <1 14 <0.1 <1 107 

MBARD Thresholds   137 137 82 N/A 152 N/A N/A 

lbs/day = pounds per day; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; N/A = not applicable; MBARD = Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District  

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

Source: MBARD 2008 

As shown in Table 17-3, construction emissions associated with Alternative 3a would not exceed 
MBARD thresholds, and would be reduced compared to the proposed project. However, grading 
and construction of the 40 housing units would occur directly adjacent to the existing residences 
west of the project site, and generation of air emissions in proximity to these receivers could be 
significant. Construction activities on the project site for up to this number of residences would have 
construction related emissions which would be potentially significant. Mitigation measures 
applicable to the proposed project would also apply to Alternative 3a. Impacts would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project and would be less than significant with mitigation.  

In operation, Alternative 3a would result in reduced emissions compared to the proposed project. 
Table 17-4 shows estimated operational emissions associated with Alternative 3a. For informational 
purposes, operational emissions of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 
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2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 3a emissions. These estimates are not 
intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft 
SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis. 

Table 17-4 Estimated Operational Emissions of Alternative 3a 
 

ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 

CO2e 
(MT/year) 

Proposed Project Annual Emissions1 
(tpy)  1 <1 <1 4 <0.1 <1 1,005 

Alternative 3a Annual Emissions (tpy) <1 <1 <1 3 <0.1 <1 759 

tpy = tons per year; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents  
Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

As shown above, Alternative 3a would not generate considerable amounts of air pollutants in 
operation, and would result in reduced air quality emissions as compared to the proposed project.  

Air quality impacts of Alternative 3a would be reduced compared to the proposed project and 
would be less than significant with Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4, similar to the 
proposed project.   

Biological Resources  
The proposed project would impact biological resources, including potential loss or disturbance of 
American badgers, potential loss or disturbance of burrowing owls, potential loss or disturbance of 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrats, potential loss or disturbance of special-status bats, and potential 
loss or disturbance of nesting birds. All potential impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6. The 
proposed project would also have a less-than-significant impact on impeding the movement of 
common wildlife.  

Alternative 3a would have similar biological impacts as the proposed project, as development on the 
site of up to 40 residential units would be expected to occur. Mitigation measures applicable to the 
proposed project would also apply to Alternative 3a. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. For informational purposes, GHG emissions of the proposed project were 
estimated using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 3a 
emissions. These estimates are not intended to supersede the GHG modeling provided in Chapter 
8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the 
emissions modeling outputs for equitable comparison within this alternatives analysis.  The 
proposed project would result in a total of 617 MT/year of CO2e during construction and 1,005 
MT/year of CO2e during operation (please refer to Table 17-3 and Table 17-4). 
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As shown in Table 17-3 under Air Quality for Alternative 3a, this alternative would generate 
approximately 597 MT/year of CO2e during construction. Additionally, Alternative 3a would 
generate approximately 759 MT/year of CO2e during operation (Appendix A). Neither the County of 
Monterey, MBARD, nor any other state or applicable regional agency has adopted a numerical 
significance threshold for assessing GHG emissions that is applicable to the project. GHG emissions 
associated with Alternative 3a would be reduced as compared to the proposed project, and impacts 
would remain less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Alternative 3a would also result 
in greenhouse gas emissions which would be less than significant and no No mitigation measures 
would be required.  

Transportation and Traffic  
As a combined assisted living facility (100 beds) and detached assisted living units (26 units; 42 
beds), based on ITE trip generation rates for each category, the proposed project would generation 
generate approximately 362 daily trips (266 for assisted living facility and 96 for senior adult housing 
units. The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to area intersections and 
roadways segments of River Road. However, the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact of adding additional traffic to SR 68. 

Based on trip generation rates for single family homes in the Las Palmas development, 40 single 
family residences on the project site would generate approximately 284 daily trips.  

Therefore, Alternative 3a would result in fewer an increased amount of daily trips to and from the 
project site and can be expected to have lesser greater impacts than the proposed project. 
However, Furthermore, Alternative 3a would still also result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
to SR 68. Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project would also apply to Alternative 3a. 

Water Supply 

The proposed project would have an estimated water demand of 11.376 AFY. The 40 housing units 
that would be constructed under Alternative 3a would be expected to have a water demand of 
approximately 6.7 AFY (Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 2022),4 which is less than the 
water demand of the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 3a would result in a less-than-
significant impact to water supply, and impacts would be lesser than the proposed project. Applying 
the water demand assigned to the casita units of the proposed project (2.876 AFY for 26 units) for 
the conceptual build-out of up to 40 single family residential units on the project site would likely be 
less than 5.00 AFY. Therefore, while the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact to water supply, Alternative 3a would result in a lower water demand.  

Alternative 3b: Reduced No Project/Existing Zoning (Up to a 30-Lot 
Subdivision)  

Alternative Description 
The “30-Lot Subdivision” alternative would include subdivision of the project site into no more than 
30 lots, which would be developed with single-family residences. Under this alternative, the project 
site would be subdivided into 30 residential lots and an open space parcel and developed with 30 
single-family residences, four of which would be affordable housing units. If the four affordable 

 
4 Rates based on the October 2018 to September 2019 actual residential water usage in Monterey County (510,364,680 gallons per 9,399 
residential units), converted to acre-feet. 
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units are not developed on site, the project site would be subdivided into 26 lots and an open space 
parcel and developed with 26 single-family residences, and the project applicant would pay an in-
lieu affordable housing fee to the County. To provide a conservative analysis, a 30-lot subdivision is 
evaluated in this analysis.  

Lot sizes would vary in area and would be between 4,249 square feet and 11,785 square feet; the 
median lot size would be 5,796 square feet. Lots are clustered pursuant to Section 21.12.060.A of 
the County Municipal code. The subdivided parcels would encompass approximately 160,000 square 
feet of the project site. However, due to site coverage and setback limits, less than 160,000 square 
feet of the project site would be developed with residences under this alternative (the remainder 
would be left as open space). The total area of Alternative 3b would be 30,000 square feet less than 
that of the proposed project and would encompass approximately 23.2 percent of the project site, 
or 4.4 percent less than the proposed project.  

Similar to the proposed project, the site would be accessible via Woodridge Court and a new 
residential roadway would be constructed within the project site to provide access to each lot. 
Proposed residences would be a maximum of 20 feet in height measured from average natural 
grade, which is less than the maximum allowable building height of 30 feet from average natural 
grade. Alternative 3b would require removal of approximately 70 eucalyptus trees, which would be 
reduced compared to the 80 trees that would be removed under the proposed project. Some of the 
trees that would remain under Alternative 3b are within the Critical Viewshed as defined in the Toro 
Area Plan. Although they are not a protected tree species within Monterey County, the trees aid in 
shielding the potential development from the viewshed of SR 68, River Road, and Las Palmas #1.  
Alternative 3b would also include 13 off-street guest parking spaces (not associated with a specific 
residence) along the proposed residential roadway. Water, sewer, electricity, and natural gas 
providers would be the same as under the proposed project. 

Aesthetics 
The proposed project would impact scenic vistas and the visual character of the site, and would 
introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and vicinity. Impacts to scenic vistas and 
the introduction of new sources of light and glare would be potentially significant impacts of the 
proposed project, but would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of 
Mitigation Measures AES-1, AES-2, AES-3, and AES-4.  

Development facilitated by Alternative 3b would be reduced compared to the proposed project. The 
total area of the residential subdivision under this alternative would encompass approximately 
160,000 square feet, 30,000 square feet less than the proposed project. Additionally, the scale and 
massing of up to 30 single-family residences (up to 20 feet in height) would be substantially reduced 
compared to the assisted care living facility, memory care living facility (up to 30 feet in height, 
located within a Critical Viewshed of the Toro Area Plan), and 13 Casitas residential buildings 
included in the proposed project. Alternative 3b would introduce less light and glare to the project 
site compared to the proposed project, and the removal of 10 fewer on-site trees (70 trees under 
Alternative 3b as compared to 80 trees under the proposed project) would result in more similar 
views of the site from the viewshed of SR 68, River Road, and Las Palmas #1 as under existing 
conditions. Additionally, on-site development under Alternative 3b would be similar to surrounding 
residential development. The single-family residences would be more visually consistent with the 
existing residences in the project vicinity, and would not conflict with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific 
Plan Design Guidelines.  
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Impacts under Alternative 3b would be reduced compared to the proposed project as development 
would be substantially reduced in scale. Mitigation Measures AES-1, AES-2, AES-3, and AES-4 would 
also apply to Alternative 3b to reduce impacts associated with views from SR 68, exterior lighting, 
and visual consistency with the existing landscape. Aesthetic impacts of Alternative 3b would be 
reduced compared to the proposed project and would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Air Quality  

The proposed project would have air quality-related impacts related to emissions during 
construction of the proposed project on the site. These impacts would be potentially significant, but 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of Mitigation Measures AQ-1, 
AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4. 

Alternative 3b would involve construction and grading activities similar to the proposed project. 
However, due to the reduced scale and size of Alternative 3b, less construction and grading would 
be required, which would reduce the severity of potentially significant impacts. Additionally, the 
proposed lots would be located in an area of the project site with gentler grades, compared to some 
proposed project components that would be located on steeper grades, and less grading would be 
required as a result. The estimated construction emissions associated with Alternative 3b are shown 
below in Table 17-5 and are compared to maximum emissions thresholds established by MBARD. 
For informational purposes, construction emissions of the proposed project were estimated using 
CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 3b emissions. These 
estimates are not intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air 
Quality, of the Draft SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs 
for equitable comparison within this alternatives analysis.    

Table 17-5 Estimated Construction Emissions of Alternative 3b 

 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

Annual 
Emissions 
(MT/year) 

 
ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 CO2e 

Proposed Project Maximum 
Construction Emissions1 

196 58 26 41 <1 13 617 

Alternative 3b: Construction Year 2024  4 52 25 39 <1 13 466 

Alternative 3b: Construction Year 2025  78 11 <1 14 <0.1 <1 94 

MBARD Thresholds   137 137 82 N/A 152 N/A N/A 

lbs/day = pounds per day; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; N/A = not applicable; MBARD = Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District  

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

Source: MBARD 2008 

As shown in Table 17-5, construction emissions associated with Alternative 3b would not exceed 
MBARD thresholds, and would be reduced compared to the proposed project. Similar to the 
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proposed project, Alternative 3b would generate dust and construction emissions and Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 would be required; however, construction emissions would be 
reduced compared to the proposed project and would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Additionally, due to the proposed location of residences under Alternative 3b, grading and other 
construction activities would be located farther from nearby off-site residences than under the 
proposed project. 

In operation, Alternative 3b would result in reduced emissions compared to the proposed project. 
Table 17-6 shows estimated operational emissions associated with Alternative 3b. For informational 
purposes, operational emissions of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 
2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 3b emissions. These estimates are not 
intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft 
SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis. 

Table 17-6 Estimated Operational Emissions of Alternative 3b 
 

ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 

CO2e 
(MT/year) 

Proposed Project Annual Emissions1 
(tpy)  1 <1 <1 4 <0.1 <1 1,005 

Alternative 3b Annual Emissions (tpy) <1 <1 <0.1 3 <0.1 <1 569 

tpy = tons per year; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents 

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

As shown above, Alternative 3b would not generate considerable amounts of air pollutants in 
operation. Operational air emissions would be reduced compared to the proposed project, as the 
operation of the larger assisted living facilities would generate more emissions than up to 30 
residences. 

Air quality impacts of Alternative 3b would be reduced compared to the proposed project and 
would be less than significant with Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4, similar to the 
proposed project.   

Biological Resources  
The proposed project would impact biological resources, including potential loss or disturbance of 
American badgers, potential loss or disturbance of burrowing owls, potential loss or disturbance of 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrats, potential loss or disturbance of special-status bats, and potential 
loss or disturbance of nesting birds. All potential impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6. The 
proposed project would also have a less-than-significant impact on impeding the movement of 
common wildlife.  

Alternative 3b would disturb less of the project site than the proposed project, and would involve 
development of approximately 30,000 fewer square feet than the proposed project. As described in 
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the Alternative Description for Alternative 3b, this alternative would develop approximately 4.4 
percent less of the project site compared to the proposed project. Ten (10) fewer trees would be 
removed, which would reduce potential impacts to nesting birds and bats, and less undeveloped 
land would be disturbed, which would reduce impacts to American badgers, burrowing owls, and 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrats.  

Because Alternative 3b would involve construction, ground disturbance, and tree removal, 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6 would still apply. However, 
impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project and would be less than significant 
with mitigation.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
The proposed project’s GHG emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation measures 
are required. For informational purposes, GHG emissions of the proposed project were estimated 
using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 3b emissions. 
These estimates are not intended to supersede the GHG modeling provided in Chapter 8.0, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions 
modeling outputs for equitable comparison within this alternatives analysis. The proposed project 
would result in a total of 617 MT/year of CO2e during construction and 1,005 MT/year of CO2e 
during operation (please refer to Table 17-5 and Table 17-6). 

As shown in Table 17-5 and Table 17-6 under Air Quality for Alternative 3b, the project would 
generate approximately 560 MT/year of CO2e during construction and 569 MT/year of CO2e during 
operation. Neither the County of Monterey, MBARD, nor any other state or applicable regional 
agency has adopted a numerical significance threshold for assessing GHG emissions that is 
applicable to the project. Emissions associated with Alternative 3b would be less than those of the 
proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with Alternative 3b would be reduced compared to the proposed project and impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Transportation and Traffic  
As a combined assisted living facility (100 beds) and detached assisted living units (26 units; 42 
beds), based on ITE trip generation rates for each category, the proposed project would generate 
approximately 362 daily trips (266 for assisted living facility and 96 for senior adult housing units). 
The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to area intersections and 
roadways segments of River Road. However, the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact of adding additional traffic to SR 68. 

A Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for Alternative 3b by Keith Higgins, Traffic Engineer, in 
December 2022. The Traffic Impact Analysis was revised with a memo in March 2022 to estimate 
traffic impacts associated with up to 30 residences. The Traffic Impact Analysis and memo are 
included as Appendix B.  

Alternative 3b would be expected to generate trips at a similar rate to existing residences near the 
project site. Up to 30 lots facilitated by Alternative 3b would be expected to generate approximately 
264 daily trips, with 20 AM peak hour trips and 26 PM peak hour trips. This is a reduction of 98 trips 
per day, or 27 percent fewer trips compared to the proposed project. The addition of these trips to 
area roadways would be expected to result in imperceptible increases in delay on area roadways, 
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and would not result in a change in level of service from existing conditions. Refer to Appendix B for 
additional detail.  

The proposed project was determined to result in a significant and unavoidable impact associated 
with adding additional traffic to SR 68. Approximately 14 percent of trips associated with Alternative 
3b would be added to the two-lane segment of SR 68, which would represent one peak hour trip on 
average (Appendix B), the same as under the proposed project. Therefore, as SR 68 continues to 
operate at LOS F during peak hours, Alternative 3b would also result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts to the level of service of SR 68, and impacts would be similar to the proposed project. No 
feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce this impact.  

Water Supply 
The proposed project would have an estimated water demand of 11.376 AFY. The maximum of 30 
residences that would be constructed under Alternative 3b would be expected to have a water 
demand of approximately 5.0 AFY (Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 2022),5 which is 
less than the water demand of the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative 3b would result in a 
less-than-significant impact to water supply, and impacts would be lesser than the proposed 
project.  

Alternative 4: Reduced Project  

Alternative Description 

The “reduced project” alternative includes a reduced development footprint. For conceptual 
purposes, Alternative 4 eliminates the casitas from the proposed project. This would result in the 
loss of 26 living units with 42 beds, representing 30 percent of the total beds of the proposed 
project, and would result in a proportionate reduction in environmental impacts. Therefore, under 
this reduced project scenario, development on the project site would include the assisted living 
facility and memory care living facility, and other associated site improvements.  

Aesthetics 

The proposed project would impact scenic vistas and the visual character of the site, and would 
introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and vicinity. Impacts to scenic vistas and 
the introduction of new sources of light and glare would be potentially significant impacts, but 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of Mitigation Measures AES-1, 
AES-2, AES-3, and AES-4.  

Alternative 4 would have similar, albeit slightly less, aesthetic-related impacts as the proposed 
project, as development on the site of the assisted living facility and memory care facility would still 
be within the public viewshed from scenic vista points and would also introduce new sources of light 
and glare to the project site and vicinity. Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project 
would also apply to Alternative 4. 

Air Quality  
The proposed project would have air quality-related impacts related to emissions during 
construction of the proposed project on the site. These impacts would be potentially significant 

 
5 Rates based on the October 2018 to September 2019 actual residential water usage in Monterey County (510,364,680 gallons per 9,399 
residential units), converted to acre-feet. 
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impacts, but would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4. 

Alternative 4 would have similar air quality-related impacts as the proposed project, but to a lesser 
extent based on a reduced amount of construction activities that would occur on the site. The 
estimated construction emissions associated with Alternative 4 are shown below in Table 17-7 and 
are compared to maximum emissions thresholds established by MBARD. For informational 
purposes, construction emissions of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 
2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 4 emissions. These estimates are not 
intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft 
SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis.    

Table 17-7 Estimated Construction Emissions of Alternative 4  

 Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 
Annual Emissions 

(MT/year) 
 ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 CO2e 

Proposed Project Maximum 
Construction Emissions1 

196 58 26 41 <1 13 617 

Alternative 4: Construction Year 2024  4 52 25 39 <1 13 543 

Alternative 4: Construction Year 2025  65 11 1 16 <0.1 <1 126 

MBARD Thresholds  137 137 82 N/A 152 N/A N/A 

lbs/day = pounds per day; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; N/A = not applicable; MBARD = Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District  

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 

Source: MBARD 2008 

As shown above in Table 17-7, emissions associated with Alternative 4 would not exceed thresholds 
established by MBARD, and would be reduced compared to the proposed project. However, similar 
to the proposed project, grading and construction of the reduced senior assisted living facilities 
would occur directly adjacent to the existing residences west of the project site, and generation of 
air emissions in proximity to these receivers could be significant. Mitigation measures applicable to 
the proposed project would also apply to Alternative 4. 

In operation, Alternative 4 would result in reduced emissions compared to the proposed project. 
Table 17-8 shows estimated operational emissions associated with Alternative 4. For informational 
purposes, operational emissions of the proposed project were estimated using CalEEMod version 
2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 4 emissions. These estimates are not 
intended to supersede the air quality modeling provided in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft 
SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the emissions modeling outputs for equitable 
comparison within this alternatives analysis. 

Table 17-8 Estimated Operational Emissions of Alternative 4 
 

ROG NOx PM10 CO SO2 PM2.5 CO2e 
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Proposed Project Annual Emissions1 (tpy)  1 <1 <1 4 <0.1 <1 1,005 

Alternative 4 Annual Emissions (MT/year) <1 <1 <1 3 <0.1 <1 685 

lbs/day = pounds per day; MT/year = metric tons per year; ROG = reactive organic compounds; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon 
monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents  

Notes: Emissions estimates are rounded to the nearest whole number. Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See 
Appendix A for modeling results. 
1 Proposed project air quality emissions were modeled here using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16 for informational purposes. The air 
quality emissions in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR used an older version of the model, which is no longer recommended for 
use. 

As shown above, Alternative 4 would not generate considerable amounts of air pollutants in 
operation. Operational air emissions would be reduced as compared to the proposed project.  

Air quality impacts of Alternative 4 would be reduced as compared to the proposed project and 
would be less than significant with Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4, similar to the 
proposed project.   

Biological Resources  
The proposed project would impact biological resources, including potential loss or disturbance of 
American badgers, potential loss or disturbance of burrowing owls, potential loss or disturbance of 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrats, potential loss or disturbance of special-status bats, and potential 
loss or disturbance of nesting birds. All potential impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6. The 
proposed project would also have a less-than-significant impact on impeding the moment of 
common wildlife.  

Alternative 4 would have similar impacts to biological resources as the proposed project, but to a 
lesser extent based on a reduced amount of development which would occur on the site. Mitigation 
measures applicable to the proposed project would also apply to Alternative 4. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. For informational purposes, GHG emissions of the proposed project were 
estimated using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.16, consistent with the modeling of Alternative 4 
emissions. These estimates are not intended to supersede the GHG modeling provided in Chapter 
8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR. Rather, they are intended to standardize the 
emissions modeling outputs for equitable comparison within this alternatives analysis. The 
proposed project would result in a total of 617 MT/year of CO2e during construction and 1,005 
MT/year of CO2e during operation (please refer to Table 17-7 and Table 17-8). 

As shown in Table 17-7 and Table 17-8 above, Alternative 4 would generate approximately 669 
MT/year of CO2e during construction and 685 MT/year of CO2e during operation. Neither the 
County of Monterey, MBARD, nor any other state or applicable regional agency has adopted a 
numerical significance threshold for assessing GHG emissions that is applicable to the project. 
Although emissions associated with Alternative 4 would be greater than the proposed project 
during construction, operational GHG emissions would be reduced as compared to the proposed 
project. Alternative 4 would also result in greenhouse gas emissions that would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures would be required. Furthermore, based on overall reduced 
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development on the site, greenhouse gas Overall, GHG emission impacts from Alternative 4 would 
be less than the proposed project.   

Transportation and Traffic  
As a combined assisted living facility (100 beds) and detached senior adult housing units (26), based 
on ITE trip generation rates for each category, the proposed project would generation generate 
approximately 362 daily trips (266 for assisted living facility and 96 for senior adult housing units). 
The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to area intersections and 
roadways segments of River Road. However, the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact of adding additional traffic to SR 68 in the AM and PM peak hours. 

Based on ITE trip generation rates for assisted living facilities, Alternative 4 would generate 
approximately 266 daily trips, as compared to 362 daily trips of the proposed project. Alternative 4 
would result in fewer impacts to traffic than the proposed project. However, Alternative 4 would 
also result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Water Supply 
The proposed project would have an estimated water demand of 11.376 AFY. Demand for water 
supply of Alternative 4 would be less than the proposed project, based on the overall reduction in 
development on the project site, reflecting an overall reduced water demand for the site. The 
estimated water demand for Alternative 4 would be 8.5 AFY. Alternative 4 would result in a less-
than-significant impact on water supply, however to a lesser extent than the proposed project. 

17.3 Alternatives Considered But Rejected 
An alternative site was considered, but rejected from further consideration. The site is considered to 
be an appropriate location for the proposed project based upon the specific plan land use 
designation, County zoning designations, and the space available to allow the creation of a tranquil, 
park-like setting while also being located in a neighborhood setting. The proposed location also 
offers nearby amenities including hospitals and doctors on Romie Lane in west south Salinas, 
shopping, and regional roadway access.  

Having an alternative access to the project site was also considered as an alternative, but rejected 
from further consideration. Alternative access either directly from River Road or as a new internal 
subdivision roadway would not decrease impacts of the proposed project and may result in 
increased impacts as compared to the proposed project, such as increased traffic, visual, biological, 
and impacts to recreational areas associated with entry from River Road.  

17.4 Comparison of Alternatives 
The alternatives are summarized and compared in a matrix format in Table 17-1, Project 
Alternatives Summary. Table 17-9.  

Table 17-1 Table 17-9Project Alternatives Summary 

Environmental Topic 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/No 
Development 

Alternative 2: 
No Project/ 

Min. 
Development 

Alternative 3a: 
No Project/ 

Existing Zoning 
(40-Lot 

Subdivision) 

Alternative 3b: 
Reduced No 

Project/ Existing 
Zoning (Up to a 

30-Lot 
Subdivision) 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced 
Project 
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Aesthetics - - = - - 
Air Quality - - =- - - 
Biological Resources - - = - -= 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions - - =- - - 
Transportation and Traffic - - +- - - 
Water Supply - - +- - - 
Project Objectives Not Met Not Met Not Partially 

Met 
Partially Met Partially Met 

Source:  EMC Planning Group 2017 

Note: (-) less reduced impact, (=) similar impact, (+) greater impact 

The no project/no development alternative (Alternative 1) would result in no potential adverse 
environmental impacts, but would not meet any of the proposed project objectives. The no 
project/minimum development alternative (Alternative 2) would result in less environmental 
impacts than the proposed project, but would not meet any of the proposed project’s objectives. 
The no project/existing zoning (40-unit subdivision) alternative (Alternative 3a) would result in 
lesser or a similar level of impacts as the proposed project; however, and would not meet the 
objectives of the proposed project for the provision of housing. The reduced no project/existing 
zoning (30-unit subdivision) alternative (Alternative 3b) would result in less environmental impacts 
than the proposed project, and would meet most of the objectives of the proposed project. The 
reduced project (Alternative 4) would have an overall reduction in intensity of potential impacts 
based on the overall reduction in development on the project site, but the reduced project 
alternative would only partially meet the objectives of the proposed project and may prove to be 
economically infeasible. Therefore, the environmentally superior alternative that would partially 
meet the objectives of the proposed project would be the reduced no project/existing zoning (30-
unit subdivision) alternative (Alternative 3b). reduced project alternative.  

18.0 Sources 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD). 2008. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 

https://www.mbard.org/files/0ce48fe68/CEQA+Guidelines.pdf (accessed August 2023).  

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. 2022. 2022 Supply and Demand Forecast. 
September 19, 2022. https://www.mpwmd.net/wp-content/uploads/2022-Supply-and-
Demand-Forecast-w-Attachments-1.pdf d(accessed August 2023). 

https://www.mpwmd.net/wp-content/uploads/2022-Supply-and-Demand-Forecast-w-Attachments-1.pdf
https://www.mpwmd.net/wp-content/uploads/2022-Supply-and-Demand-Forecast-w-Attachments-1.pdf
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RIVER VIEW at LAS PALMAS 

TWENTY-SIX LOT ALTERNATIVE PROJECT 

River View at Las Palmas proposed, as an alternative to the Residential Care Facility for the 
Elderly (RV-1), a 30-lot single-family residential subdivision (RV-2). The design of the VTM 
was submitted in November 2022. Following further discussions with the Housing and 
Community Development Department on the affordable housing component and the difficulty of 
on-site affordable housing for both ultimate residents and applicant, it was determined a 26-lot 
proposal which did not include on-site affordable units and provided instead for an in-lieu fee of 
approximately $780,000 to be paid might be favorably considered.  The benefit of paying the fee 
in this case would be the realization of a greater impact by creating substantially more affordable 
units off-site than the four units on the River View site. The attached Vesting Tentative Map 
illustrates the proposed layout of the 26-unit alternative subdivision, (RV-3), and follows the 
basic design of the 30-lot subdivision. The 26-lot project will: 

• Have a proportionately lesser impact (approximately 15%) on water, waste water, traffic, 
GHG, air quality and similar impacts. 

• The lots at the western end of the subdivision, which is the most visible and steepest 
portion of the property have been eliminated, reducing the project’s visibility even further 
and reducing grading for both the road and the lots which were deleted.  

• Less grading and construction disruption may result in reducing housing delivery times.   
• The lots have been adjusted so that the 26 homes will be built on lesser grades, further 

reducing grading.  

It is not the intention of this analysis to reiterate the discussion in the RV-2 analysis, which is 
incorporated by reference. Where there may be a notable difference, that difference will be 
identified and discussed. 

CEQA 

Housing and Community Development (HCD) staff have determined additional information is 
needed to bolster the assessment of not only this alternative but the alternatives already analyzed 
in the FSEIR. This additional information is not expected to be significant new information as 
defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and thus will not necessitate recirculation of the 
additional information. No impacts not already identified and analyzed in the FSEIR will be 
created.  No new or additional mitigations have been found to be required for the 26-lot 
alternative. 

Housing and Community Development previously found that recirculation of the 30-lot 
alternative is not required. 

IMPACTS OF THE 26-LOT ALTERNATIVE 

The 26-lot alternative will, as previously noted, have a proportionately lesser impacts in 
comparison to the impacts of RV-1 which were discussed in the FEIR, (shown in italics) and the 
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previously discussed 30-lot alternative.  In each case, the source of the listed impact is the RV-1 
FSEIR.    

AESTHETICS 

IMPACT:  The Proposed Project [RV-1] Would have an Adverse Impact on Scenic Vistas and 
the Existing Viewshed when Viewed from State Route 68, River Road, and Reservation Road and 
Alter the Existing Visual Character of the Project Site (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The alternative project will have a substantially reduced visual impact from either RV-1 or the 
40-lot alternative: 

• The alternative proposes 26 single-family homes.  All of the homes will be single story. 
The applicants are voluntarily proposing to restrict the homes to 20’ in height1 rather than 
the 30’ allowed by the MDR district regulations.  In contrast, the RV-1 project proposed 
two multistory buildings (RV-1) each nearing 30’ in height.  

• The four lots which were eliminated were in the steepest, most visible portion of the 
property. 

• The 26-lot alternative will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for 
landscaping, colors and materials, underground utilities and exterior lighting. 

 

AIR QUALITY 

IMPACT:   Construction Emissions that Contribute to the Air Basin’s Non-Attainment status 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)  

IMPACT:  Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Construction Dust and Diesel Exhaust Emissions 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

IMPACT:   Exposures to New Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants (Less than Significant Impact 
with Mitigation) 

BIOLOGY 

IMPACT:  Potential Loss or Disturbance of American Badger (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

IMPACT:  Potential Loss or Disturbance of Burrowing Owl (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

IMPACT:  Potential Loss or Disturbance of Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

 
1 "Height of structure" means the vertical distance from the average level of the highest and lowest point of the natural grade 
of that portion of the building site covered by the structure, to the topmost point of the structure, but excluding certain 
features as specified in Chapter 21.62 (Height and Setback Exceptions) of this Title. (Section 21.06.630. Monterey County 
Code). The MDR district height limit is 30 feet. 
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IMPACT:  Potential Loss or Disturbance of Special-Status Western Red Bat (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

IMPACT:  Potential Loss or Disturbance of Protected Nesting Birds (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

IMPACT:  Impede Movement of Common Wildlife (Less than Significant) 

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative and will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for biology. 

GREEN HOUSE GAS 

IMPACT:  Generation of 634.02 Metric Tons (MT) of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2e) per 
Year (Less than Significant)  

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative and will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for GHG. 

. 

TRANSPORTATION 

IMPACT:  The Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to Local Neighborhood Roadways 
and Intersections (Less than Significant) 

IMPACT:  The Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to the Reservation Road and State 
Route 68 Westbound Ramp Intersection, River Road and State Route 68 Eastbound Ramp 
Intersection, and the River Road and Las Palmas Road Intersection (Less than Significant) 

IMPACT:  The Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to the River Road segments from 
State Route 68 to Las Palmas Road and Las Palmas Road to Las Palmas Parkway (Less than 
Significant) 

IMPACT:  The Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to State Route 68, which Currently 
Operates at Level of Service F (Significant and Unavoidable) 

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative and will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for transportation. 

WATER SUPPLY 

IMPACT:  Increase Potable Water Demand for the Service Area by Approximately 11.376 AFY 
(Less than Significant) 

California Water Service, the water purveyor for the specific plan area, has provided a “can and 
will serve” for the proposed project.  Although California Water Service was not able to provide 
a current figure for actual water use in the specific plan area, California American Water 
Company, the wastewater treatment provider for the specific plan area, records wastewater 
flows from a period of January 2016 to February 2017 as an average of 162,398 gpd (email 
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communication with Mike Magretto, California American Water Company, March 13, 2017). 
This amount of wastewater flow, 162,398 gpd, equals approximately 182 AFY, less than half of 
the 599 AFY projected as water supply required and approved for the specific plan area. 
Common landscaped areas of the specific plan area utilize recycled water, but private residences 
use potable water for outdoor landscaping. However, water used for outdoor use is considered 
as a component of total water demand for a residence and therefore would not be considered 
additional water demand not already accounted for in totals. Therefore, it can be concluded that 
the proposed project and the entire Las Palmas Ranch development combined would use 
significantly less groundwater than projected in the original EIR.  

As presented earlier in the groundwater setting of this section, the average annual groundwater 
extraction for the four noted subareas that compose Zone 2C was about 523,000 AFY from 1959 
to 2013. The proposed project would add 11.376-acre feet per year, which is a 0.002 percent 
increase.  This contribution to the cumulative existing impact is not considerable, and therefore, 
is a less-than-significant impact. 

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative and will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for water. 

ENERGY 

The County of Monterey has policies and regulations in place that require new development 
considers [sic] energy reduction and comply with standards that achieve a greater level of 
efficiency than current California Building Code Standards.  Conformance to applicable energy 
conservation/efficiency regulations and standards would ensure that the proposed project would 
not result directly or indirectly result in inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of 
energy. 

ENG-1 Prior to approval of building permits for each of the project components, the applicant 
shall submit a report to the Director of Planning demonstrating how the project is consistent 
with the energy conservation policies identified in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. 

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative and will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for energy. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

IMPACT:  At a Cumulative Level, the Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to the 
Reservation Road and State Route 68 Westbound Ramp Intersection and the River Road and 
State Route 68 Eastbound Ramp Intersection (Less than Significant with Mitigation). 

CTRA-1 The applicant shall pay Transportation Agency for Monterey County and County of 
Monterey traffic impact fees. 

IMPACT:  At a Cumulative Level, the Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to State Route 
68 (Significant and Unavoidable). 
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The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative  

POPULATION GROWTH  

The Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan was adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
in 1983.  Also in 1983, the Board of Supervisors adopted the Toro Area Plan, incorporating the 
Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan by reference.  The property was zoned “MDR/2.61-D” 
(Medium Density Residential, 2.61 units per acre, with Design Control).  This zoning density 
would allow up to 40 dwellings for approval on the project site.  In 2010, the Board of 
Supervisors adopted the Monterey County 2010 General Plan, including an updated Toro Area 
Plan, with the project site remaining identified for medium residential development at 2.61 
units/acre. 

The 26 lots will add, at four persons average per home, 104 persons to Las Palmas.  This is well 
below the population that would be anticipated in the RV-1 project or the RV-2 alternative 

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Traffic and Circulation IMPACT The Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to State Route 
68, which Currently Operates at Level of Service F (Significant and Unavoidable) 

IMPACT:  At a Cumulative Level, the Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to State Route 
68 (Significant and Unavoidable) 

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative and will implement the mitigations included in the FSEIR for transportation. 

IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS 

16.2 PROPOSED PROJECT EFFECTS:  The proposed project would include the consumption 
of non-renewable building materials and energy resources during the construction phase, as 
well as the ongoing consumption of energy for lighting, air conditioning, space and water 
heating, and travel to and from the site during the life of the project.  The consumption of such 
resources is typical of this type of development and would result in an irreversible commitment 
of natural resources for construction and operations of the proposed project.  The proposed 
project does not involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 
environmental accidents associated with the project. 

The 26-lot alternative will have a proportionately reduced impact from the RV-1 project and the 
RV-2 alternative  

EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Chapter 11 of the FSEIR found no significant effect on Agriculture and Forest Resources, 
Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazardous Materials, Surface Hydrology, Mineral 
Resources, Noise, Public Services, Recreation, Solid Waste and Waste Water.  The 30-lot 
subdivision will have an even lesser impact than the 40-unit alterative or the RV-1 would have 
had on all of those areas, except for schools.  
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RV-1, as a senior living facility, would not have generated a student population.  Twenty-six new 
homes would result in approximately 39 students.  The public schools serving Las Palmas are 
Spreckles Elementary School (K-5), Buena Vista Middle School (6-8) and Salinas High School 
(9-12). There are numerous private schools available in the area which also serve those grades.  

The project will be required to pay school impact fees to the Salinas Union High School District 
and Spreckles School District to mitigate the impact of the added students.  

 
LAS PALMAS RANCH UNIT 1 HOME OWNERS 

We believe the LPR #1 homeowners have supported the 30-lot alternative. We are confident 
they will also support the 26-lot alternative. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

There have been numerous discussions with HCD regarding alternative means to meet the 
project’s affordable housing obligation. Project costs have been heavily impacted by delays, 
substantial economic changes driven by rising interest rates, high rates of inflation, and increased 
cost of labor and materials. That, combined with the added costs of transportation, HOA fees, 
internet, sewer fees, taxes and upkeep does not allow for affordable units of any income level to 
be sold at or near the price allowed by the County’s affordability levels.  

Affordability: 

The narrative to the 30-lot alternative (RV-2) discusses the issues of affordability and the 
economic realities of providing affordable housing which would be feasible to provide and be 
sustainable for owners given the additional costs of living in the Las Palmas development. That 
discussion is incorporated by reference. 

 

Limits per County Tables 
VERY 
LOW 

LOW 
(80%) 

MODERATE 
(120%) 

WORKFORCE 
1 

WORKFORCE 
2 

Income (Annual) 56,850 91,000 108,100 135,150 162,200 
Income (Monthly) 4,738 7,583 9,008 11,263 13,517 

Max Sale Price 194,881 
311,94

5 432,326 540,508 648,688 

Mortgage (10% down) 175,393 
280,75

1 389,093 486,457 583,819 
Monthly Allowance* 1,421 2,275 3,153 3,942 4,731 
Total Monthly Costs 1,486 1,624 1,765 1,892 2,019 

      
Monthly Allowance  1,421 2,275 3,153 3,942 4,731 
Dollars Available for 
Mortgage -65 651 1,388 2,050 2,712 

 
Substantial added costs (HOA fees, sewer cost and added travel for basic services) specific to 
Las Palmas Ranch significantly and adversely affect the ability to provide affordable units in Las 
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Palmas Ranch. Collectively, those three factors add approximately $700/per month2 to the 
normal housing costs of utilities, insurance, maintenance, etc., at Las Palmas. Accordingly, the 
ability to build and provide affordable units, particularly at the lower income levels, on site is 
greatly reduced.  
 

Other Monthly Costs           
HOA 162 162 162 162      162 
Home Owner Insurance 100 100 100 100      100 
Property Tax 83 133 184 230      276 
Phone/TV/Internet 150 150 150 150 150 
Mortgage Insurance 146 234 324 405 487 
Transportation 450 450 450 450 450 

Total 1,091 1,229 1,370 1,497 1,624 
 
 
In-Lieu Fees: 

The applicants have proposed four onsite units (moderate and workforce) as part of the 30-lot 
alternative. The 26-lot alternative is based on payment of in-lieu fees.  Section 18.40.090 A.4 
states:  “The developer of a residential development containing five (5) or more units may elect 
to pay a fee in-lieu of providing some or all of the required inclusionary units if the developer 
demonstrates, in connection with the first approval for the residential development, that 
specific characteristics of the development site, such as lack of access to services, zoning 
which requires large lot development, or potentially high site maintenance costs, make the site 
unsuitable for households at the required income levels.” 

Specific Site Characteristics include: 

• Lack of services: The nearest location for food and gas is at a small 
commercial site with a mini-market and gas station 2.7 miles to the south.  
That site includes a restaurant and small offices but no other retail or 
professional services are closer than the City of Salinas, approximately 4 
miles away.  

• Neighborhood compatibility: The subdivision is designed to be in keeping 
with the basic style, design and home sizes of the adjoining Las Palmas 
Ranch Unit 1 development. 

• Added transportation costs: There is no public transportation for Las Palmas 
or River Road in general.  The 30-lot project would add 213 trips3 per day.  
A round trip to Salinas would be approximately 8 miles, Marina 18 miles 

 
2 A 5% mortgage costs approximately $5.36/$1,000. At that rate, the added $700 reduces the mortgage by approximately 
$130,600. 
3 A trip is considered a round trip and includes all trips such as resident trips, postal and delivery services and other services such 
as landscapers, plumbers, etc. 
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and Monterey 30 miles.  The following table is the estimated monthly cost4, 
per house, of the total combined trips using current IRS reimbursement rates. 

Transportation 
Cost @ 
$0.585/mile 
(IRS) 

Trips* 
(213/day) 

Miles 
(R/T) Miles/day/SFD 

Transportation 
Cost @ 
$0.585/mile 
(IRS)/Day/SFD 

Transportation 
Cost @ 
$0.585/mile 
(IRS)/Month/SFD 

Salinas (49%) 104 8 28 $16 $495 
Marina (29%) 62 18 37 $22 $659 
Monterey 
(17%) 36 30 36 $21 $644 
Total5       $59 $1,799 

 

Assuming 50% of all trips (which is conservative) are resident generated and 
recognizing that there will be resident generated trips in any project, the 
projected added cost due to the location is estimated at 25% of the overall 
transportation cost per residence. That results in an approximate added cost, due 
solely to the project location, of $450/month for transportation.  

• Higher costs for sewer service: Current cost per unit for sewer service is 
approximately $140/month. 

• HOA fees: The HOA is responsible for road maintenance, landscaping, disposal 
of treated wastewater and drainage. The current monthly HOA cost is 
$162/month. 

• The site is 15.7 acres +/-. Due to slope and soil conditions only about half the 
property can be developed. The balance of the property will go into scenic 
easement and will require maintenance by property owners and the HOA. 

LAS PALMAS RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN 

Although we continue to disagree with the need to amend the LPRSP, we have agreed to 
continue with that process.  

LAS PALMAS RANCH ZONING 

No additional discussion is needed regarding the zoning history of the property. 

DEVELOPMENT OF PARCEL Q AND RIDGELINE DEVELOPMENT 

The HCD staff, its consultants and the Planning Commission have previously concluded Parcel 
Q is developable under the terms of the LPRSP and that the much larger RV-1 project would not 
have constituted ridgeline development. 

 
4 This estimate is based on IRS reimbursement rates which do not reflect the recent significant increase in fuel costs. 
5 The remaining 11 trips are southbound on River Road to undetermined destinations and are not included in this calculation. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
The FSEIR prepared for the RV-1 project concluded RV-1’s impact could readily be mitigated to 
an insignificant level with what would be considered to be routine mitigations. The FSEIR also 
evaluated alternatives to the RV-1, including a 40-unit residential project and concluded that 40-
unit alternative would have an equivalent impact to the RV-1 project. As discussed in this 
narrative, the proposed 26 lot alternative would have a proportionally lesser impact than either 
the RV-1 project, the 40-unit alternative or RV-2. 
 
The RV-3 26 lot project would not have on-site affordable housing. Instead, an in-lieu fee of 
approximately $780,000 would be paid to support a greater number of affordable units in more 
viable locations. 
 
The applicants have worked extensively with the LPR-1 residents to address their concerns and 
now have substantial support from those residents. 
 
The information provided with the March 2, 2023 submittal is fully adequate to move this project 
forward for consideration. All issues including aesthetics, traffic, water, waste water, etc. have 
among the FSEIR, prior staff review and recommendations, Planning Commission 
recommendations, Board of Supervisors hearings, updated plans and this narrative, have been 
fully addressed.  
 
 
 
 

Zepp, Zoe
Is this date correct?
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