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1.0 
Introduction 

1.1 PURPOSE FOR PREPARING THE EIR  
Monterey County, acting as the lead agency, has determined that the River View at Las 
Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility (hereinafter “proposed project”) could possibly result 
in significant adverse environmental impacts. After discussions with the County, the Project 
Applicants voluntarily offered to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) to evaluate 
these possible significant adverse environmental impacts and to identify appropriate 
mitigations. 

An Administrative Draft (ADEIR) was prepared by EMC Planning Group (EMC) and 
submitted to the County of Monterey, using available information from private and public 
sources noted herein, as well as information generated by EMC through field investigation. 

Upon submittal of the ADEIR from EMC, Monterey County assumed control of the 
processing and content of the EIR and the subsequent EIR represents the independent 
judgment of Monterey County. This EIR has been prepared in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended, to inform public 
decision makers and their constituents of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. 
In accordance with CEQA guidelines, this report describes both beneficial and adverse 
impacts generated by the proposed project and suggests measures for mitigating significant 
adverse environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

1.2  METHODOLOGY  
General  
This EIR has been prepared by Monterey County in accordance with CEQA and its 
implementing guidelines, using an interdisciplinary approach. The county has the 
discretionary authority to review and approve the proposed project. This EIR is an 
informational document that is intended to inform the decision makers and their 
constituents, as well as responsible and trustee agencies of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce the 
severity of the impacts. The lead agency is required to consider the information contained in 
this EIR prior to taking any discretionary action to approve the proposed project. 
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This EIR has been prepared using available information from private and public sources 
noted herein, as well as information generated through field investigation by EMC Planning 
Group and other technical experts. 

The purpose of an EIR is to identify a project’s significant environmental effects, to indicate 
the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided, and to identify 
alternatives to the proposed project.  

An EIR is an objective public disclosure document that takes no position on the merits of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the findings of this EIR do not advocate a position "for" or 
"against" the proposed project. Instead, the EIR provides information on which decisions 
about the proposed project can be based. This EIR has been prepared according to 
professional standards and in conformance with legal requirements. 

Subsequent EIR 
In accordance with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan (Chapter III, The Regulation 
Function, A. CEQA Compliance), this EIR is a subsequent EIR that is required for the project 
to explore mitigation alternatives in detail. The original Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan and 
Final EIR are hereby incorporated by reference and are included in Appendix A of this EIR. 

Emphasis  
This draft EIR focuses on the significant effects on the environment in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15143. The significant effects are discussed with emphasis in 
proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence.  

Forecasting  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15144, preparing this draft EIR necessarily 
involved some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, the 
report preparers and technical experts used best available efforts to find out and disclose all 
information that reasonably and foreseeably can be disclosed. 

Speculation  
If, after thorough investigation, the report preparers in consultation with the lead agency 
determined that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the conclusion is noted, 
and the rationale for how the conclusion was reached, and the issue is not discussed further 
(CEQA Guidelines section 15145). 

Degree of Specificity  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15146, the degree of specificity in this draft EIR 
corresponds to the degree of specificity involved in the proposed project. An EIR on a 
construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than 
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will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 
because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy. The proposed 
project is a construction project and therefore, the analysis in this draft EIR provides a high 
degree of specificity. 

Technical Detail 
The information contained in this draft EIR includes summarized technical data, maps, 
plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of 
significant environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15147. Placement of highly technical and specialized 
analysis and data is included as appendices to the main body of the draft EIR. Appendices to 
this draft EIR are included on a CD on the inside, back cover. 

Citation  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15148, preparation of this draft EIR was 
dependent upon information from many sources, including engineering reports and 
scientific documents relating to environmental features. If the document was prepared 
specifically for the proposed project, the document is included in the technical appendices 
discussed above. Documents that were not prepared specifically for the proposed project, 
but contain information relevant to the environmental analysis of the proposed project, are 
cited but not included in this draft EIR. This draft EIR cites all documents used in its 
preparation including, where appropriate, the page and section number of any technical 
reports that were used as the basis for any statements in the draft EIR. 

1.3 EIR PROCESS 
There are several steps required in an EIR process. The major steps are briefly discussed 
below. 

Notice of Preparation  
CEQA Guidelines section 15082 describes the purpose, content and process for preparing, 
circulating and facilitating early public and public agency input on the scope of an EIR. 
CEQA Guidelines section 15375 defines a notice of preparation as: 

…a brief notice sent by the Lead Agency to notify the Responsible Agencies, 
Trustee Agencies, the Office of Planning and Research, and involved federal 
agencies that the Lead Agency plans to prepare an EIR for the project. The 
purpose of the notice is to solicit guidance from those agencies as to the 
scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the 
EIR. 



1.0 Introduction 

1-4 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

A notice of preparation was prepared for the proposed project and circulated for 30 days 
March 7, 2017 to April 7, 2017, as required by CEQA. The notice of preparation, as well as 
comments received from agencies, organizations, and private individuals, are included in 
Appendix B. 

Draft EIR  
Contents 
This EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency decision makers and 
the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible 
ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 
The public agency is required to consider the information in the EIR along with other 
information which may be presented to the agency. CEQA Guidelines Article 9 requires a 
draft EIR contain the following information: 

 Table of Contents; 

 Summary; 

 Project Description; 

 Environmental Setting; 

 Consideration and Discussion of Environmental Impacts; 

 Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize 
Significant Effects; 

 Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project; 

 Effects not found to be Significant; 

 Organization and Persons Consulted; and 

 Discussion of Cumulative Impacts. 

The detailed contents of this draft EIR are outlined in the table of contents. 

Public Review  
This draft EIR will be circulated for a 45-day public review period. All comments addressing 
environmental issues received on the draft EIR will be addressed in the final EIR. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15024(a) states that in reviewing a draft EIR, persons and public agencies 
should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible 
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 
avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the 
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adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors 
such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, 
and the geographic scope of the project. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, 
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15024(d) states that reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions 
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to 
section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence. 

Final EIR 
Contents  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15132, the final EIR will provide the following:  

 List of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR; 

 Comments received on the draft EIR; 

 Responses to significant environmental points raised in comments; and 

 Revisions that may be necessary to the draft EIR based upon the comments and 
responses. 

According to CEQA Guidelines section 15024(a), when responding to comments, lead 
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide 
all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is 
made in the EIR. The final EIR and the draft EIR will constitute the entire EIR. 

Certification  
CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires the lead agency to provide a written proposed 
response to a public agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior 
to certifying an EIR. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15090 requires lead agencies to certify the final EIR prior to 
approving a project. The lead agency shall certify that the final EIR has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA, the final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead 
agency and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the final EIR prior to approving the project, and that the final EIR reflects the 
lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
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1.4  TERMINOLOGY  
Characterization of Impacts 
This EIR uses the following terminology to denote the significance of environmental impacts. 

No Impact 
“No impact” means that no change from existing conditions is expected to occur. 

Adverse Impact 
A “less-than-significant impact” is an adverse impact, but would not cause a substantial 
adverse change in the physical environment, and no mitigation is required. 

A “significant impact” or “potentially significant impact” would, or would potentially, cause 
a substantial adverse change in the physical environment, and mitigation is required. 

A “less-than-significant impact with implementation of mitigation measures” means that the 
impact would cause no substantial adverse change in the physical environment if identified 
mitigation measures are implemented. 

A “significant and unavoidable impact” would cause a substantial change in the physical 
environment and cannot be avoided if the project is implemented; mitigation may be 
recommended, but will not reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels. 

Beneficial Impact 
A “beneficial impact” is an impact that would result in a decrease in existing adverse 
conditions in the physical environment if the project is implemented. 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 
Numerous acronyms are used in this EIR. The following list is provided as a quick reference 
to assist readers. 

AB  Assembly Bill  

ADA  Americans with Disabilities Act  

AF  Acre-feet  

AFY  Acre-feet per year  

AMBAG Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments  

BMPs  Best Management Practices  

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model  
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CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association  

CARB  California Air Resources Board  

CDFW  California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

CESA  California Endangered Species Act  

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database  

CNPS  California Native Plant Society  

CRHR  California Register of Historic Places  

CRLF  California Red-legged Frog  

CTS  California Tiger Salamander  

CUPA  Certified Unified Program Agencies  

DTSC  Department of Toxic Substances Control  

EIR  Environmental Impact Report  

EMFAC Emission Factors Modeling Program 

EMS  Emergency Medical Services  

EPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA  Endangered Species Act  

FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency  

FIRMS  Flood Insurance Rate Map  

GCC  Global Climate Change 

GHG  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

HazMat Hazardous Materials  

LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission  

LOS  Level of Service  

MBTA  Migratory Bird Treaty Act  
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MGD  Million Gallons per Day  

MMT  Million Metric Tons  

MT  Metric Tons  

MWh  Megawatt Hours 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  

NWP  Nationwide Permit  

OCEN  Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation  

PCBMPs Post-Construction Best Management Practices  

PG&E  Pacific Gas and Electric Company  

RoadMod Road Construction Emissions Model  

RPS  California Renewable Portfolio Standard Program  

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board  

SB  Senate Bill  

SGMA  Sustainable Groundwater Management Act  

SR  California State Route 

SVGB  Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin  

SWDS  Storm Water Design Standards  

SWMP  Storm Water Management Plan 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program  

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board  

TAMC  Transportation Agency for Monterey County  

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers  

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service  

USGS  United States Geological Survey  
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2.0 
Summary  

CEQA Guidelines section 15123 requires an EIR to contain a brief summary of the proposed project and its 
consequences. The summary identifies each significant effect and the proposed mitigation measures and 
alternatives to reduce or avoid that effect; areas of controversy known to the lead agency; and issues to be 
resolved, including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects. 

2.1 PROPOSED PROJECT SUMMARY  
Location and Setting  
The project site is an undeveloped 15.64-acre parcel located within the Toro Area Plan and the Las Palmas 
Ranch Specific Plan, approximately 0.5 miles southeast of the intersection of River Road and State Route 
68. Surrounding land uses include residential development to the east and southeast, undeveloped 
residentially-designated property to the west, resource conservation (open space) that was established as 
part of the development of Las Palmas Ranch to the south, and cultivated farmland across River Road to 
the north. .  

General Plan and Zoning  
The 2010 Monterey County General Plan and 2010 Toro Area Plan (the Toro Area Plan is included in the 
General Plan) land use designation for the site is Medium Density Residential, 2.61 units/acre. The zoning, 
consistent with the 2010 Monterey County General Plan and 2010 Toro Area Plan for the site is Medium 
Density Residential, 2.61 units per acre, with a Design Control Overlay (MDR/2.61D).  

The current zoning and land use pattern was established in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan and 
incorporated into the 1986 Toro Area Plan, and subsequently into the 2010 Monterey Country General 
Plan and 2010 Toro Area Plan.  

Project Description  
The proposed project includes a Specific Plan amendment, use permit, and design approval for the 
construction and operation of an approximately 120,000 square-foot (including non-living space, such as 
garages, in the “casitas” units) senior assisted living facility consisting of multiple structures and 
associated site improvements on an approximately 15.64-acre site. The facility would provide assisted 
living facilities for seniors requiring varying levels of assistance.  
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2.2 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES  

This draft EIR identifies significant or potentially significant environmental impacts in several areas as 
identified below. The impacts are presented in a summarized format in Table S-1, with the full text of the 
mitigation measure. The full text of the environmental setting, project analysis, and impacts and the 
mitigation measures can be found with Sections 5.0 through 16.0. 

Significant Project Impacts  
Project-level significant impacts are anticipated in the following areas: 

 Aesthetics (impact to scenic vistas; introduction of light and glare); 

 Air Quality (air pollutant emissions); 

 Biological Resources (impacts to special-status animal species; impacts to nesting birds);  

 Transportation & Traffic (impact to intersections); and 

 Transportation & Traffic (impact to SR 68). 

Significant Cumulative Effects  
Significant cumulative impacts are anticipated in the following areas: 

 Transportation & Traffic (impact to intersections); and 

 Transportation & Traffic (impact to SR 68). 

Significant Unavoidable Impacts   
Significant unavoidable impacts are anticipated in the following areas:  

 Transportation & Traffic (project level impact to SR 68); and 

 Transportation & Traffic (cumulative level impact to SR 68). 

Growth Inducting Effects  
The subject parcel is the last remaining undeveloped property in the Las Palmas Specific Plan with a 
residential land use designation.  Since the remainder of the Las Palmas Specific Plan has been built-out 
since the 1990s, the proposed project would not be population-inducing and would be consistent with 
General Plan and zoning designations for the site. Therefore, the project would not have growth inducing 
effects. 

2.3 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY  
CEQA Guidelines section 15123(b)(2) requires an EIR summary to identify areas of controversy known to 
the lead agency including issues raised by agencies and the public.  The lead agency is aware of potential 
controversy regarding an increase in traffic on the local  
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Table 2-1 Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measure Summary  

Area of 
Concern  

Significant Impact Mitigation # Mitigation Measure Summary Residual Impact 

Aesthetics  Altering existing scenic vistas and 
visual character of project site.  

AES-1 The applicant shall prepare and submit a 
landscape plan to enhance screening from 
State Route 68, River Road, Reservation 
Road, and the adjacent neighborhood and 
trail. 

Less than Significant  

Aesthetics  Altering existing scenic vistas and 
visual character of project site. 

AES-2 The applicant shall submit a final plan for 
colors and materials used for the buildings, 
which shall be earth toned to blend with the 
existing vicinity landscape. 

Less than Significant  

Aesthetics Altering existing scenic vistas and 
visual character of project site. 

AES-3 The applicant’s final improvement plans 
shall include construction of all new utility 
and distribution lines on the project site 
underground. 

Less than Significant  

Aesthetics  Introduce new sources of light and 
glare.  

AES-4 The applicant shall prepare and submit a 
lighting plan for the project site.  

Less than Significant  

Air Quality  Generate construction emissions.  AQ-1 The applicant shall prepare a grading plan 
with dust control measures for the project 
site.  

Less than Significant  

Air Quality Generate construction emissions. AQ-2 A construction foreman shall be designated 
to ensure dust control measures are 
implemented. 

Less than Significant  

Air Quality  Expose sensitive receptors to 
construction dust and diesel 
exhaust emissions.   

AQ-3 All off-road construction vehicles and all 
construction equipment shall be maintained 
and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications 

Less than Significant  

Air Quality  Expose sensitive receptors to new 
sources of toxic air contaminants.  

AQ-3 "  

Biological 
Resources  

Potential loss or disturbance of 
American badger. 

BIO-1 Conduct pre-construction surveys.  Less than Significant  

Biological 
Resources  

Potential loss or disturbance of 
burrowing owl. 

BIO-2 Conduct pre-construction surveys.  Less than Significant  

Biological 
Resources 

Potential loss or disturbance of 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrat.  

BIO-3 Conduct pre-construction surveys. Less than Significant 
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Summary Table page 2 
Area of 
Concern  

Significant Impact Mitigation # Mitigation Measure Summary Residual Impact 

Biological Resources  Potential loss or disturbance of 
western red bat.  

BIO-4 Conduct pre-construction surveys.  Less than Significant  

Biological 
Resources  

Potential loss or disturbances of 
nesting birds.  

BIO-5 Conduct pre-construction surveys.  Less than Significant  

Transportation & 
Traffic  

Add vehicle trips to SR 68. TRA-1 Schedule shift changes outside morning 
and evening peak hours.  

Significant  

  TRA-2 Development shuttle service program.  Significant  

Transportation & 
Traffic (Cumulative)  

Add cumulative vehicle trips to 
vicinity intersections.  

CTRA-1 Pay TAMC and Monterey County traffic 
impact fees. 

Less than Significant  

Transportation & 
Traffic (Cumulative) 

Add cumulative vehicle trips to SR 
68. 

TRA-1, TRA-2, 
CTRA-1 

" Significant  

Energy  Increased energy consumption.  ENG-1 Demonstrate how the project is consistent 
with the energy conservation policies of the 
Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. 

Less than Significant 
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roadway system. Other potential issues were raised by two members of the public (adjoining residents) 
during the project’s NOP process. No issues were raised by other local, state or federal agencies. The only 
comment letter received from a state agency was from the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). Letters are included in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Responses.   

2.4 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES  
Project alternatives are presented, discussed, analyzed, and compared in Section 17.0, Alternatives.  

The following project alternatives were analyzed: 

1. Alternative 1: No project/no development; 

2. Alternative 2: No project/minimum use; 

3. Alternative 3: No project/existing zoning; and 

4. Alternative 4: Reduced project. 

Alternative 1: No Project/No Development  
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. 

Alternative 2: No Project/Minimum Use 
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.  

Alternative 3: No Project/Existing Zoning  
The “no project/existing zoning” 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 at up to 2.61 units/acre, it is feasible that up to 40 dwelling units could be 
approved and constructed on the project site.  It is also worth noting that types of  uses  could  be 
considered for this alternative. Based on existing zoning for the project site, the following uses could be 
established on the project site through the approval of the appropriate permits: 

 Public and quasi-public uses including churches, cemeteries, parks, playgrounds, schools, public 
safety facility, public utility facilities; 

 Mobile home park; 

 Agricultural employee housing; 

 Christmas tree cutting and removal and other uses of similar agricultural nature;  
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 Other uses of a similar nature, density and intensity; 

 Transitional Housing; or 

 Supportive Housing.  

 
Alternative 4: Reduced Project  
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.  

2.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
The no project/no development alternative would result in no potential adverse environmental impacts, 
but would not meet any of the proposed project objectives. The no project/minimum development 
alternative 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 alternative would result in a similar 
level of impacts as the proposed project; however, and would not meet the objectives of the proposed 
project. The reduced project 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 project alternative. 
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3.0 
Environmental Setting 

3.1 PROJECT SITE AND VICINITY SETTING  
Project Location 
The project site is located along River Road between the cities of Monterey and Salinas, 
within the unincorporated area of Monterey County. The location of the project site is 
illustrated in Figure 3-1, Project Location. Surrounding land uses include row crop 
production to the north across River Road, areas of the Ferrini Ranch development that will 
be maintained in open space, limited residential uses, and a future winery to the south and 
west, and areas of the Las Palmas Ranch #1 subdivision of single family dwellings to the east. 

Project Site Setting  
The project site is a 15.64-acre lot created as part of the Las Palmas Subdivision #1. The site is 
located within the boundary of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. The Las Palmas Ranch 
Specific Plan designated the property  Medium Density Residential in 1983. That designation 
continues through the Monterey County 2010 General Plan and 2010 Toro Area Plan. The 
property is currently zoned “MDR/2.61-D” (Medium Density Residential, 2.61 units per acre; 
Design Control). 

The project site is a knoll rising above River Road and the existing Las Palmas Subdivision #1 
neighborhood to a largely flat plateau that would be the primary development area. Existing 
site improvements consist of an existing graded dirt driveway off of Woodridge Court at the 
southeasterly corner of the site, storm drain inlet pipe and electrical vaults at the 
southeasterly property corner, two cribwall-type retaining walls near the westerly end of the 
access drive, and a reclaimed water irrigation distribution system. The site is characterized 
by non-native grasses and numerous mature non-native eucalyptus trees. There is no current 
active use of the project site, although a small portion of the southwest corner is occasionally 
grazed. Site elevations range from approximately 70 feet above sea level in the northeastern 
area of the project site to 210 feet above sea level in the southwestern area of the project site. 
Slopes on the project site are 0-30% and 30-50% slope. Figure 3-2, Aerial Photograph, 
presents the project site characteristics. Figure 3-3, Surrounding Uses, presents the project 
site’s surrounding uses. Figure 3-4, Project Site Photos, presents photographs of the existing 
setting at the project site. 
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3.2 BASELINE CONDITIONS  
The project site is undeveloped and there is no current use of the site aside from a portion 
used for occasional grazing. This is the baseline condition of the project site as considered by 
this EIR. However, the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan designated the property for medium 
density residential. That designation continues through the Monterey County 2010 General 
Plan and 2010 Toro Area Plan. The Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan EIR previously evaluated 
potential impacts of development of the Specific Plan area, including the project site.  While 
not the CEQA baseline to determine the potential environmental impacts of this project, 
individual and cumulative impacts should also be viewed in the context of the level of 
development and associated impacts of the specific plan. 

3.3 REGIONAL SETTING  
The regional setting discussion is taken from the Monterey County 2010 General Plan and 
2010 Toro Area Plan. 

Geography  
The project site is located in the Toro Planning Area in the north central area of 
unincorporated Monterey County, south of the city of Salinas and east of the Monterey 
Peninsula. The planning area is comprised of approximately 74 square miles and is 
dominated by the mountains and rolling hills of the Sierra de Salinas Range. Mount Toro, 
with an elevation of 3,560 feet, is the highest peak in the range and is located on the southern 
boundary of the planning area. The terrain of the planning area varies greatly and is 
composed primarily of rolling hills and valleys. Elevations within the planning area range 
from approximately 40 feet above sea level to 3,560 feet above sea level. Topography in the 
planning area includes steep ravines with slopes exceeding 75 percent, a large amount of 
hillsides with slopes exceeding 30 percent, canyon floor and ridgelines with moderate slopes, 
and the flat floodplains along the Salinas River.  

Soils and Slope 
A wide variety of soils are present in the planning area. The characteristics of the soils and 
the slope of the land are significant determinants of the appropriate land uses for a specific 
area.  Some of the soils, due to their composition, drainage, and gentle slope, are suitable for 
either agricultural use or urban use. Such soils are found along River Road, State Route 68, 
and in some of the Corral de Tierra/San Benancio area. Other soils pose severe limitations to 
the agricultural or urban use of the land. Rugged areas along Laureles Grade Road, in the 
south and central portions of the planning area, and on the east slopes of the Sierras de 
Salinas have soils that limit the development and use of the properties .   
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Farmlands  
The USDA Soil Conservation Service has developed and adopted a system for categorizing 
important farmlands for California and the rest of the nation. The system distinguishes four 
categories of farmlands, each with specific criteria. The categories are "prime farmlands,"  
"farmlands of statewide importance," "unique farmlands," and "farmlands of local 
importance."  All farmlands in the Toro planning area qualifying as prime farmlands and 
farmlands of statewide importance are located along River Road and the Salinas River. These 
lands are among Monterey County's most productive. The planning area also contains 
farmlands of local importance. The project site is designated “grazing land” by the Soil 
Conservation Service and, therefore, is not considered important farmland. 

Water Resources  
Water resources of the planning area are divided between two watersheds. One is within the 
El Toro Basin and encompasses 32 square miles of the 74 square miles of the planning area. 
The other is within a portion of the large Salinas River Basin. Surface water is a very limited 
resource in the planning area. The Salinas River is the only river or stream in the planning 
area that flows year-round. El Toro Creek flows only seasonally. There are no sizable 
reservoirs in the planning area. The flow of the Salinas River is controlled by the monitored 
release of water from the San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs, located over 70 miles to 
the south.  

Groundwater resources within the planning area vary greatly from one area to another. 
There are differences in water quality, storage capacity of the aquifers, and hydraulic 
properties. These differences arise primarily from the variations in underlying geologic 
formations.  

Vegetation and Wildlife  
There are four general vegetation communities present in in the Toro planning area: 
grasslands, chaparral, woodlands, and riparian. Of the four communities, grasslands and 
woodlands predominate. Dry soils such as those on steep or south-facing slopes, on 
ridgetops, or in dry hot valleys support grassland vegetation, as do soils in areas which have 
been heavily grazed. 

Scattered among the slopes of the planning area are chaparral plant communities of hard 
woody evergreen shrubs. The grasslands and chaparral both present a high fire risk, 
particularly on the steeper slopes and during the dry season. The woodlands of the planning 
area are dominated by evergreen oak communities, and are generally found on the north and 
east facing slopes, and in the valleys. Riparian vegetation is limited in the planning area and 
is found adjacent to the Salinas River and El Toro Creek. 
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The vegetation in the planning area is highly valued for its scenic qualities, recreational 
opportunities, and its role in watershed and soil management.  Just as important, however, is 
its role of providing habitat for wildlife. A diversity of birds and animals find food, shelter, 
and cover in the planning area's various vegetation communities.  

Vegetation on the project site consists of non-native grasslands, non-native Eucalyptus trees, 
non-native Monterey cypresses, and native coast live oak trees. Most of the site supports 
non-native grassland with various shrubs also present.   

Environmentally Sensitive Areas – Toro Planning Area 
The following plant species have been identified as environmentally sensitive habitats within 
the Toro Planning Area. The rare and endangered Hutchinson's delphinium (Delphinium    
hutchinsonae), Carmel Valley bush-mallow (Malacothamnus palmeri, involucratus) and 
Monterey manzanita (Arctostaphylos  montereyensis) have been identified in the planning area. 
The rare but not endangered plant, the Monterey Ceanothus (Ceanothus rigidus), is also 
located in the planning area. The California Natural Areas Coordinating Council has 
designated Toro Regional Park as an area of unique research, education, and recreation value   
because of its oak woodlands, chaparral communities, and relatively undisturbed site.   

Archaeological resources are also sensitive to man's activities but information is scarce 
regarding where these resources are located. Using the information available and applying 
the various topographic characteristics most often associated with such sites, Monterey 
County has delineated three archaeological sensitivity zones:  low, moderate, and high, 
which indicate the relative probability of an archaeologically sensitive site being present. 
Within the planning area, there is one section of high archaeological sensitivity located 
southeast of State Route 68 in the Corral de Tierra area. The area located north of River Road 
is in the low sensitivity zone and the remainder of planning area has been designated as 
having a moderate chance of containing areas of archaeological importance.   

3.4 CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE PLANS 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d), this section identifies and discusses 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, 
and regional plans. 

The proposed project was evaluated for consistency with the Monterey County General Plan, 
Toro Area Plan, and Las Palmas Specific Plan in the relevant sections of this draft EIR.  
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Table 3-1 Policy Consistency Review (Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, Monterey 
County 2010 General Plan, Toro Area Plan) 
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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 care options for 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 such a facility in a geographic location where the need for such a facility 
is clearly needed and where adequate public facilities currently exist or can be 
readily provided. 

 To provide 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 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). 

4.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS  
River View at Las Palmas Senior Living Community (the proposed project) is designed to 
provide a range of assisted care to seniors over the age of 55 and to persons with diminishing 
mental capacity due to Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar causes. The entire facility would be 
licensed by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly. 
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The community is designed for residents who do not require 24-hour skilled nursing care, 
but are frail and require personal assistance with activities of daily living such as dressing, 
bathing, grooming, and medication management. This setting allows residents who are 
experiencing difficulty with maintaining totally independent lifestyles to move into smaller, 
home-like suites where they can receive daily personal assistance as needed. 

General assisted living communities provide the following services: 

 monitoring of medication; 

 approximately twice a week bathing assistance; 

 assistance with dressing and grooming; 

 24-hour per day supervision and security; 

 one to three meals per day in one of two communal dining rooms or in their units, 
depending on their condition and mobility; 

 full linen and personal laundry service, if desired; 

 weekly housekeeping/maid service; 

 daily bed making, if needed; 

 activity program five days a week; 

 scheduled transportation to doctor appointments; 

 ambulating; 

 phone use; 

 transferring; and 

 assistance with toileting. 

Project Facilities 
The senior community would be comprised of three levels of residence, each with their own 
level of assistance: Casitas, Assisted Living Facility, and Memory Care Facility. Figure 4-1, 
Site Plan, displays the layout of the proposed project.  

Casitas 
Casitas are designed specifically for seniors who may require varying levels of assistance in 
their basic living needs. One meal a day, shuttle service, maintenance and cleaning will be 
included in the residential agreement for each Casitas resident. Although Casitas residents 
may maintain some independence in their life style, including the option of fixing their own 
meals and keeping their vehicles, a full range of assisted living services will be available to 
them. 
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There are 13 Casitas structures providing 26 separate units (referred to as A, B or C units) 
with a total of 42 beds. The Casitas structures are all single stories, approximately 18 feet in 
height, and range in size from 1,513 to 3,757 square feet. The unit breakdown is: 

 “A” units: There will be a total of 10 “A” units. “A” units are 893 square feet, and 
include 1 bedroom, 1 bath, kitchen, patio and 1 car garage. Figure 4-2, A Unit 
Casitas, presents the proposed exterior appearance and a layout of these units.  

 “B” units: There will be a total of 12 “B” units. “B” units are 1,138 square feet, 2 
bedroom, 2 bath, kitchen, patio and 1 car garage. Figure 4-3, B Unit Casitas, presents 
the proposed exterior appearance and a layout of these units. 

 “C” units: There will be a total of 4 “C” units. “C” units are 1,307 square feet, 2 
bedroom, 2 bath, kitchen, study, patio and 2 car garage. Figure 4-4, C Unit Casitas, 
presents the proposed exterior appearance and a layout of these units. 

The Casitas provide 30 garage stalls and 16 open parking stalls. Total coverage for the 13 
structures is approximately 37,700 square feet. 

Assisted Living Facility 
The assisted living facility is designed specifically for seniors who may need a full range of 
assistance to meet their living needs. A full range of services including meals, medical 
assistance, transportation, cleaning and laundry service is available for each resident. 

The assisted living facility is a two-level structure approximately 28 feet in height and will 
cover about 27,000 square feet. The assisted living facility includes 40 living units ranging 
from 360 to 587 square feet and a total of 52 beds. The exterior elevations of the assisted 
living facility are displayed in Figure 4-5, Assisted Care Facility. The unit breakdown is: 

 “A” units (19 units): “A” units are 413 square feet and include 1 bedroom and 
1 bath. No kitchen or cooking facilities are included in the A units. 

 Studio units (9 units): Studio units range from 360-394 square feet and include a 
combined living room/bedroom and a bathroom. No kitchen or cooking facilities 
are included in the Studio units. 

 Companion units (12 units): Companion units range from 527-587 square feet. Each 
unit contains 2 living room/bedroom areas, some with their own bathroom, others 
have shared bathrooms. No kitchen or cooking facilities are included in the 
Companion units. 

The assisted living facility includes a reception area, lobby, activity/exercise/arts and 
craft/hobby rooms, theatre, residents’ business center, self-operated laundry and other 
common areas, outdoor plazas staff offices and nurses’ offices. The lobby is flanked by two 
fireplaces and stairways, with multiple conversation areas in the lobby as well as throughout 
the two floors. A small “bistro” and a library are located on the upper level, with both a 
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grand dining hall and a private dining room. The building is serviced by a larger elevator for 
residents and a smaller one for food supply transfer. Residents can take all their meals in the 
dining room but can arrange for meals to be delivered to their rooms. Staff have lounge and 
break facilities as well. A 28-space parking lot is provided for staff and visitors. 

Memory Care Facility 
The memory care facility is designed specifically for persons who, due to diminished mental 
capacity, need full range of assistance to meet their living needs. All meals, medical 
assistance, transportation, cleaning and laundry service are available for each resident. The 
memory care facility is a three-level structure approximately 30 feet in height and will cover 
about 21,600 square feet. The memory care facility includes 39 living units ranging from 313 
to 453 square feet and a total of 48 beds. The exterior elevations of the memory care facility 
are displayed in Figure 4-6, Memory Care Facility. The unit breakdown is: 

 Studio units (30 units): Studio units range from 313-368 square feet and include a 
combined living room/bedroom and a bathroom. No kitchen or cooking facilities 
are included in the Studio units. 

 Companion units (9 units): Companion units are up to 453 square feet in area. Each 
unit contains 2 living room/bedroom areas and 1 bathroom. No kitchen or cooking 
facilities are included in the Companion units. 

The memory care facility includes a reception area, lobby, cafe, resident lounges and sitting 
rooms, and other common areas, outdoor plazas, kitchen and resident dining and private 
dining rooms, staff offices and lounges and a nurses’ office. The building is serviced by two 
residents’ elevators. A 32-space parking lot is provided for staff and visitors. 

Total Site Coverage 
Total site coverage is approximately 190,000 square feet (27.6 percent of the project site) and 
is comprised of: 

 Casitas - 41,341 square feet (6 percent); 

 Assisted Living – 27,052 square feet (4 percent); 

 Memory Care – 21,613 square feet (3 percent); and 

 Roads, driveways, parking – 99,523 square feet (14.6 percent). 

The total floor area, including casitas units, is approximately 110,085 square feet.  

 

Site Access 
River Road provides the northern boundary of the property. There is no direct access from 
River Road and none is proposed. Access to the site is from the signalized intersection at 
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River Road and Las Palmas Road to River Run, then Woodridge Court. River Road is a 
public road maintained by the County of Monterey. Las Palmas Road, River Run and 
Woodridge Court are private roads maintained by the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners  

Figure 4-2 A Unit Casitas 
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A Unit Casitas
Figure 4-2

Source: R.L. Davidson 2015
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B Unit Casitas
Figure 4-3

Source: R. L. Davidson 2015 
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C Unit Casitas
Figure 4-4

Source: R. L. Davidson 2015
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Assisted Care Facility
Figure 4-5

Source: R. L. Davidson 2015
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Memory Care Facility
Figure 4-6

Source: R. L. Davidson 2015
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Association. Woodridge Court terminates at the entrance to the project site. Access to the 
proposed development will be by a private loop drive. The project applicants, who own the 
site, are currently members of the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association and have 
paid dues to the association.  The applicants will pay a proportionate share for the use of the 
roads and drainage system. 

Shuttle services will be provided to residents to access areas on the Monterey Peninsula and 
Salinas, including regular shuttle service for employees to transportation hubs nearby. 

Tree Removal and Conceptual Landscaping 
Most of the non-native eucalyptus trees on site, approximately 80 trees, will be removed and 
will be replaced with a significant amount of landscaping designed to both enhance residents 
living environment and to screen views of the project from neighboring properties and 
distant views from State Route 68. A grove of eucalyptus at the north side of the Memory 
Care facility will remain to provide significant screening of that portion of the project from 
State Route 68 until the project landscaping matures and provides adequate screening.  

Grading 
Development of the project will require approximately 60,000 cubic yards of cut, most of 
which will be compacted and used on site, and 34,500 cubic yards of fill. 

Background 
The project site is a lot created when the Las Palmas Ranch Subdivision #1 was recorded. The 
site was identified in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors September 20, 1983. The project site was identified as an area for medium 
density residential use. The Monterey County Board of Supervisors then adopted the Toro 
Area Plan on December 13, 1983 and incorporated the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan by 
reference.  

As Las Palmas Ranch developed in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the developers chose, in 
light of the market demand for larger homes with view potential, to relocate the units that 
were anticipated to be built on the project site to areas of Las Palmas Ranch that are accessed 
from Las Palmas Parkway. Although the “relocation” was approved by the County, it was 
not based on an amendment to the specific plan to reduce the overall development potential 
of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan or of the project site. Even after the residential limit of 
the specific plan was nearly met (the specific plan residential building cap is 1,031; presently, 
1,028 units have been built), there was no requirement or amendment to reduce the 
development potential of the project site. The 2010 Monterey County General Plan and 2010 
Toro Area Plan maintained the Medium Density Residential land use and zoning 
designations established with through the adoption of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. 
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Applications  
Specific Plan Amendment 
The proposed project includes an amendment to the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. The 
Specific Plan designates the project site Medium Density Residential (MDR), a designation 
that is generally used to develop single-family detached residences at a density between one 
and five units per acre.  However, in addition to residential uses, the MDR designation also 
allows public/quasi-public uses (Zoning Ordinance 21.12.050(D)), including assisted living 
facilities, through the approval of a conditional use permit.  Residential care facilities are 
similarly allowed with a conditional use permit (Zoning Ordinance 21.12.050(C)) in the MDR 
Zoning District. The proposed project falls under the County’s general definition of a 
residential care facility in that the project will be licensed by the State of California to provide 
“…24-hour residential care and varying levels and intensities of medical or non-medical care, 
supervision, services or assistance to persons living in a residential setting.” The proposed 
project is not a residential use under the County codes or the Specific Plan and the project 
does not provide dwelling units that will operate or function as independent units.  

For clarity in regard to the future use and development of the project site for the proposed 
project, the following amendment to the specific plan is proposed:  

“Assisted living facilities are allowable uses in the MDR district in that they 
are similar to other uses such as rest homes and public quasi-public uses 
currently allowed in the district through the approval of a conditional use 
permit. Assisted living facilities are not considered residential units and are 
not subject to the current 1,031 residential limitation of the Specific Plan. An 
assisted living facility is considered a public/quasi-public use, not a 
residential use, because it does not operate or function in a manner like 
independent residential units. An assisted living facility may, therefore, be 
considered and approved through a conditional use permit on Parcel Q of 
the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. ” 

Use Permit and Design Review  
The proposed project will require approval of a Conditional Use Permit from the County of 
Monterey. 

Ministerial Permit Requirements 

The proposed facility would be regulated by the Monterey County Environmental Health 
Bureau for the following:  onsite food preparation services, storage and disposal of 1) 
medical waste, 2) hazardous materials, and 3) solid waste.  Prior to issuance of ministerial 
permits, the Environmental Health Bureau would ensure all required permits are obtained to 
ensure public health and safety standards are met once the facility is in operation. 
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Proposed Land Uses 
The project site was identified by the specific plan as an area for medium density residential 
use and the property is, accordingly, zoned “MDR/2.61-D” (Medium Density Residential, 
2.61 units per acre; Design Control) by the County of Monterey. 

In October 2010, the Board of Supervisors adopted the Monterey County General Plan 2010, 
including the updated 2010 Toro Area Plan. Monterey County General Plan 2010 Figure 
LU10, Toro Area Plan Land Use Plan, displays the project site as Medium Density 
Residential, 2.61 units/acre. The Monterey County General Plan 2010 describes the Medium 
Density Residential designation as being “…appropriate for a range of residential uses (1-5 
units/acre) and housing types, recreational, public and quasi-public, and other uses that are 
incidental and subordinate to the residential use and character of the area…building 
coverage is limited to 35% of the subject project” (Policy LU-2.33a).  

The Monterey County MDR zoning district is intended to “…provide a district to 
accommodate Medium Density Residential uses in those areas of the County of Monterey 
where adequate public services and facilities exist or may be developed to support medium 
density development. It is intended to require adequate on-site facilities and amenities to 
assure proper, usable and livable development while allowing sufficient design flexibility to 
provide such development (Monterey County Code 21.12.010).”  

The MDR district (Monterey County Code 21.12.050) allows for a broad range of land uses to 
be approved without a use permit or similar discretionary approval including supportive 
and transitional housing and other uses of a similar nature and intensity. Supportive and 
Transitional Housing are defined in Title 21, Monterey County Code as: 

21.06.1276 - Supportive housing. "Supportive housing" means housing 
with no limit on length of stay, that is occupied by the "target population" 
(as "target population" is defined in this chapter), and that is linked to 
onsite or offsite services that assist the supportive housing resident in 
retaining the housing, improving his or her health status, and maximizing 
his or her ability to live and, when possible, work in the community.  

21.06.1278 - 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.  
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21.06.1315 - Transitional housing and transitional housing development. 
"Transitional housing" and "transitional housing development" mean 
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, which shall be no less than six 
(6) months (California Health and Safety Code section 50675.2.).  

This zoning district also allows a broad range of public/quasi-public uses subject to a use 
permit (Monterey County Code 21.12.050) including:  

 Rooming houses and boardinghouses; 

 Rest homes;  

 Public and quasi-public uses including churches, cemeteries, parks, playgrounds, 
schools, public safety facilities, public utility facilities, but not including uses of a 
non-residential nature such as jails, rehabilitation centers, detention facilities, or 
corporation yards; and 

 Other uses of a similar nature, density and intensity as those listed in this section. 

Off-site Improvements 
The proposed project does not include or require construction of off-site improvements. 
However, the applicants will be required to pay a proportionate share for the maintenance of 
Las Palmas Ranch private roads and drainage facilities used to serve the project site. 

Population and Employment 
Population  
The maximum bed count for the proposed project including all components (Casitas, 
Assisted Care Facility, Memory Care Facility) is 142 beds and therefore, it can be assumed 
that the proposed project would accommodate a population of 142 persons.  

Employment 
The proposed project is projected to employ about 92 when operating at maximum capacity. 
This will include managers and supervisors, trained care givers, chefs and facility 
maintenance personnel. Staff per shift will be approximately: 

 Morning Shift A (6:00 am to 2:00 pm): 15 employees; 

 Morning Shift B (7:00 am to 3:00 pm): 20 employees; 

 Day Shift A (8:00 am to 4:00 pm): 12 employees; 

 Day Shift B (10:30 am to 6:30 pm): 21 employees; 

 Evening Shift A (3:30 pm to 11:30 pm): 12 employees; 
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 Evening Shift B (11:30 pm am to 6:30 am pm): 12 employees; and 

 Shifts will be staggered to minimize peak hour trips on State Route 68. 

4.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15124(d), following is a list of agencies that are 
expected to use this EIR in their decision-making, and a list of the approvals for which this 
EIR may be used. These lists include information that is known to the county as the lead 
agency. 

Local Agencies 
 Monterey County - Certification of the EIR and approval of the proposed project 

(specific plan amendment, use permit, and design review).  

State Agencies 
 California Department of Social Services, Community Care Licensing Division – 

Licensing for proposed project as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly.  

Federal Agencies 
 None applicable  
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5.0 
Aesthetics 

This section of the draft EIR addresses the project’s effects on visual resources, the change in 
the visual character of the project site and its surroundings due to the project, and the 
impacts of new sources of light and glare that could be added by the project. Unless 
otherwise noted the discussion in this section is based upon independent site investigation, 
information found in the County of Monterey General Plan, Toro Area Plan, and the Las Palmas 
Ranch Specific Plan.  

During the Draft EIR’s NOP review period, members of the public questioned potential 
aesthetic impacts of the proposed project. The county’s NOP and comment letters are 
included in Appendix B.  

5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Scenic Vistas 
A scenic vista is generally described as a clear, expansive view of significant regional 
features possessing visual and aesthetic qualities of value to the community. The project site 
lies on a knoll at the northwestern end of the approximately 70-mile long Salinas Valley. The 
visual setting within the Salinas Valley is dominated by open space views comprised of 
agricultural land and the Gabilan and Santa Lucia mountains that border the valley. These 
features represent the primary scenic resources within Monterey County. Public views of the 
dominant rural agricultural landscape and mountains bordering the Salinas Valley are most 
common from roadways that traverse the valley. In the vicinity of the project site, State 
Route 68, River Road, and Reservation Road afford travelers sweeping views of agricultural 
and mountain landscapes.   

Visual Quality and Character 
The project site is a knoll rising above River Road and existing Las Palmas Subdivision #1 
neighborhood to a largely flat plateau that would be the primary development area. The site 
is dominated by non-native grasses and non-native eucalyptus trees. There is no current 
active use of the project site, although a small portion of the southwest corner is occasionally 
grazed. There are no existing buildings or structures on the site. Site elevation ranges from 
approximately 70 feet above sea level in the northeastern area of the project site to 210 feet 
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above sea level in the southwestern area of the project site. Representative photographs 
showing the visual character of the site are presented in Figure 3-4, Project Site Photos, in the 
Environmental Setting.  

Public Views 
Existing public views of the site that would be altered by the proposed project are available 
from State Route 68 and Reservation Road to the north, River Road to the west, and 
roadways and park and trail areas within the Las Palmas Subdivision #1 residential 
subdivision to the south.  

Public views from State Route 68, Reservation Road, and River Road of the project site are 
partially obstructed by existing topography and vegetation along roadways.  Private views 
of the site from within the Las Palmas Subdivision #1 residential subdivision are obstructed 
by existing single family residences and existing topography. Figure 5-1, Viewpoints of Site, 
displays approximate locations of public and private views of the site. Figures 5-2 through 5-
8, display photographs from these locations. Viewpoints 5, 6, and 7 are private viewpoints 
within the private subdivision. 

Light and Glare 
The existing source of light and glare in the project vicinity is primarily generated by 
residential development in the Las Palmas Ranch #1 neighborhood and vehicular traffic on 
River Road.  

5.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
State 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) through its California Scenic 
Highway Mapping System considers certain scenic corridors along travel routes as visual 
resources of statewide importance. State Route 68 is a designated scenic highway from State 
Route 1 in Monterey to the Salinas River.  

County  
Monterey County General Plan  
Goal OS-1 of the Monterey County General Plan strives to retain the character and natural 
beauty of Monterey County by preserving, conserving, and maintaining unique physical 
features, natural resources, and agricultural operations. The following policies in the General 
Plan are applicable to aesthetics and visual quality at the project site. 
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Public Viewpoint 1
Figure 5-2

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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Public Viewpoint 2
Figure 5-3

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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Public Viewpoint 3
Figure 5-4

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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Public Viewpoint 4
Figure 5-5

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 



5.0 Aesthetics  

5-12 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

 

 

 

 

  

This side intentionally left blank. 



River View at Las Palmas Senior Living Community Project Administrative Draft EIR

Private Viewpoint 5
Figure 5-6

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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Private Viewpoint 6
Figure 5-7

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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Private Viewpoint 7
Figure 5-8

Source: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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Policies 
OS-1.1 Voluntary restrictions to the development potential of 
property located in designated visually sensitive areas shall be 
encouraged. 

OS-1.2 Development in designated visually sensitive areas shall be 
subordinate to the natural features of the area. 

OS-1.3 To preserve the County's scenic qualities, ridgeline 
development shall not be allowed. An exception to this policy may 
be made only after publicly noticed hearing and provided the 
following findings can be made: 

a. The ridgeline development will not create a substantially adverse 
visual impact when viewed from a common public viewing 
area; and either, 

b. The proposed development better achieves the goals, policies and 
objectives of the Monterey County General Plan and applicable 
area plan than other development alternatives; or, 

c. There is no feasible alternative to the ridgeline development. 

Pursuant to Policy OS-1.6, in areas subject to specific plans, the 
ridgeline policies and regulations of the applicable specific plan 
shall govern. 

OS-1.6 In areas subject to specific plans, the ridgeline policies and 
regulations of the applicable specific plan shall govern. Each specific 
plan shall address viewshed issues, including ridgeline 
development, as part of the plan, including, but not limited to, 
provisions for setbacks, landscaping, height limits, or open space 
buffers.  

OS-1.9 Development that protects and enhances the County's scenic 
qualities shall be encouraged.  

OS-1.12 The significant disruption of views from designated scenic 
routes shall be mitigated through use of appropriate materials, scale, 
lighting and siting of development. 

Toro Area Plan  
The Toro Area Plan identifies the project site as located within an area designated as visually 
sensitive. The Toro Area Plan identifies State Route 68 as an existing scenic highway, and 
River Road and Reservation Road as proposed scenic routes (Figure #16). The following 
policies in the Toro Area Plan are applicable to aesthetics and visual quality at the project 
site. 
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Policies 
T-3.1 Within areas designated as “visually sensitive” on the Toro 
Scenic Highway Corridors and Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 16), 
landscaping or new development may be permitted if the 
development is located and designed (building design, exterior 
lighting, and siting) in such a manner that will enhance the scenic 
value of the area. Architectural design consistent with the rural 
nature of the Plan area shall be encouraged. 

T-3.2 Land use, architectural, and landscaping controls shall be 
applied, and sensitive site design encouraged, to preserve Toro's 
visually sensitive areas and scenic entrances: 

a.  River Road/Highway 68 intersection; and 

b.  Laureles Grade scenic vista overlooking the Planning Area 
(Figure 16). 

T-3.5 Exterior/outdoor lighting shall be located, designed, and 
enforced to minimize light sources and preserve the quality of 
darkness. Street lighting shall be as unobtrusive as practicable and 
shall be consistent in intensity throughout the Toro area. 

T-3.7 Removal of healthy, native oak trees in the Toro Planning Area 
shall be discouraged. An ordinance shall be developed to identify 
required procedures for removal of these trees. Said ordinance shall 
take into account fuel modification needed for fire prevention in the 
vicinity of structures and shall include: 

a. Permit requirements. 

b. Replacement criteria 

c. Exceptions for emergencies and governmental agencies 

Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan  
The following policies in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan are applicable to aesthetics and 
visual quality at the project site. 

Policies 
Conservation and Open Space 

1.  The following constitute the open space elements of Las Palmas Ranch 
to be protected: 

A. The Salinas River bank and the riparian vegetation adjacent thereto; 

B. The agricultural land north of River Road; 
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C. The central ridge lines and north-facing frontal slopes visible from 
the Highway 68 Scenic Corridor.  

D. The Corey House. 

2. Prohibit building on ridgelines visible from designated scenic corridors, 
as delineated.  

3. Higher density housing units shall be clustered behind natural landforms 
or on lower elevations.  

4. Open space areas shall be placed in scenic easements and open space 
zoning or otherwise adequately protected from development that could 
destroy the natural amenities of the site.  

5. Roads which are perpendicular to viewing areas or which involve 
excessive cut and fill shall be discouraged.  

6. Horizontal and vertical street alignments should relate to the natural 
contours of the site insofar as is practical.  

7. Utilize mounding, informal massing, or irregularly spaced trees, planting 
and other overall landscaping treatment to screen development.  

8. Visually obtrusive building materials and finishes shall be avoided. 

Design and Sensitivity 

1. All areas of the project proposed for structural development shall be 
placed in a sign and design control district to ensure county enforcement of 
the design policies of this specific plan. 

3. All structure, including residential, including residential, commercial, 
recreational and accessory buildings; fences; walls; decks and signs shall 
require design approval. Approval shall be based upon conformity with the 
policies of this plan as well as the following specific criteria: 

A. Compatibility of external design, materials and colors with existing 
ground elevations and natural land forms. 

B. Conformity of design and location of structures with respect to 
existing ground elevations and natural land forms. 

C. Mitigation of visual impacts from within the development and from 
major designated view corridors outside of the project. 

D. Protection of significant trees and vegetation. Trees over 36” in 
circumference (four feet above the ground) shall be retained. Where 
it is necessary to remove such trees for better design or layout, then 
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they shall be replaced on a two for one basis subject to the approval 
of the Director of Planning. 

E. Prevention of erosion, sedimentation and visual impacts resulting 
from grading, excavation, cutting or filling. 

4. To the extent feasible, all structures should utilize natural materials such 
as wood and native stone and low intensity earth-tone exterior colors. 
Visually obtrusive building materials shall be avoided. 

5. Low level exterior lighting, including street lighting shall be utilized with 
the local area, and constructed or located so that only the intended area is 
illuminated and off-site glare is fully controlled. Street lights may not be 
used unless approved as conditions of permits obtained pursuant to this 
plan. 

7. Mounding, informal massing, or irregularly spaced trees, planting and 
other overall landscaping treatment should be utilized to screen 
development. 

8. Preserve vegetation significant to the maintenance of visual quality and 
to the provision of erosion control on sensitive slopes. 

Title 21 
Title 21 of the Monterey County Code implements the 2010 General Plan, 2010 Toro Area 
Plan and Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. The following sections explain the purpose of the 
Design Control district and provide the definitions in the County Code for Substantial 
Adverse Visual Impact and Common Public Viewing Area:  

Design Control District -- 21.44.010 - Purpose. 

The purpose of this Chapter is to provide a district for the regulation of 
the location, size, configuration, materials, and colors of structures and 
fences, except agricultural fences, in those areas of the County of 
Monterey where the design review of structures is appropriate to assure 
protection of the public viewshed, neighborhood character, and to assure 
the visual integrity of certain developments without imposing undue 
restrictions on private property.  

21.06.1275 - Substantial adverse visual impact. 

"Substantial adverse visual impact" means a visual impact which, 
considering the condition of the existing viewshed, the proximity and 
duration of view when observed with normal unaided vision, causes an 
existing visual experience to be materially degraded.  
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21.06.195 - Common public viewing area. 

"Common public viewing area" means a public area such as a public street, 
road, designated vista point, or public park from which the general public 
ordinarily views the surrounding viewshed.  

5.3 THRESHOLDS OR STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) indicates that a project may have a significant effect on 
if it would: 

 have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

 substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; 

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

 create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

Additionally, the Monterey County Code (21.06.1275) definition of substantial adverse visual 
impact is considered: 

 "Substantial adverse visual impact" means a visual impact which, considering the 
condition of the existing viewshed, the proximity and duration of view when 
observed with normal unaided vision, causes an existing visual experience to be 
materially degraded.” 

These are the issues evaluated in the impact analysis below. 

5.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Scenic Vistas, Scenic Highways, and Visual Character 
The project site has limited visibility from southbound River Road due to road alignment, 
topography, and native vegetation. Development on the project site would not occur within 
the 100-foot required setback from River Road. The project site is visible from northbound 
River Road at and near the intersection with Las Palmas Road. The project site is visible from 
southbound Reservation Road. Portions of the upper portion and roofs of some of the 
buildings will be visible from State Route 68 from the Salinas River crossing to the River 
Road exit. The project site is located approximately ½ to ¾ mile from State Route 68 and is 
visible for a distance of about 3,000 feet, more than ½ a mile. Therefore, at the normal driving 
speeds on that portion of State Route 68 the project site is visible for about 30-40 seconds. 

The visual impacts of this project are not unexpected or significant. The LPRSP FEIR (pp 56-
59) recognized that the development of Las Palmas Ranch, including this site, would “… be 
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expected to change from the existing open land/agriculture to a more urban setting softened 
by landscaping, entry way treatment and architectural control.” The LPRSP FEIR also states, 
“Given the distance from the highway (1/2 to 3/4 mile) and the level of development 
envisioned by the Toro Vista development [now Ferrini Ranch] visual impacts on Highway 
68 are insignificant.” The FIER goes on to prescribe mitigations measures for the Las Palmas 
Ranch development. The River View at Las Palmas project incorporated those measures into 
its design. 

The proposed project includes construction of 13 single-story Casitas structures, totaling 
approximately 28,000 square feet of living area, an approximately 43,500,000 square-foot, 
two-story assisted living facility, and an approximately 39,000square-foot, three-story 
Memory Care Facility. Construction of these facilities and associated infrastructure will 
require the removal of approximately 80 eucalyptus trees.  A conceptual landscape plan has 
been included in the project application materials. The County of Monterey typically does 
not require a landscape plan as part of discretionary application materials, such as a 
conditional use permit, but has required one for the proposed River View at Las Palmas 
project given visibility concerns expressed by the community at public meetings, including 
two Toro Land Use Advisory Committee meetings and one additional community meeting, 
held on the project.   

The proposed project will be visible from River Road, State Route 68, and Reservation Road, 
although it will not result in ridgeline development. The proposed project has been designed 
to minimize its visual impacts through the location of the various structures, use of colors 
and materials, and new landscaping which will be required as a condition of approval. 
Included in the project plans are a visual simulation from State Route 68, building elevations 
and renderings, and color boards. The colors have been selected to minimize visibility and 
blend with the hills that form the back drop for the project site. The landscaping plan 
incorporates a range of materials to provide visual screening for views of the project site. 
Initial planting will include range of size of the materials to include larger specimens (36” or 
48” tree specimens) for more immediate screening and smaller plantings which will, at 
maturity, provide much more screening. Landscaped areas will be irrigated with reclaimed 
waste water. 

An existing, mature eucalyptus grove will be retained on the north side of the memory care 
facility in order to provide additional screening of the project from State Route 68 while the 
project landscaping matures. Removal of the other 80 mature eucalyptus trees on the site will 
result in reduction of non-native species from the property, reduce potential fire hazards 
associated with the species, and eliminate the potential hazard of falling limbs and debris 
that occurs with this eucalyptus species. Initial landscape plantings include a mix of more 
mature plants to provide some immediate mitigation blended with younger, faster growing 
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plants which will provide long term mitigation. Figure 5-9, Visual Simulation from State 
Route 68, presents how the proposed project would be viewed from State Route 68. Figure 5-
10, Visual Simulation from Reservation Road, presents how the proposed project would be 
viewed from Reservation Road. These locations were chosen because they were determined 
to provide the maximum visibility of the project site from these roadways. 

Figure 5-9 Visual Simulation from State Route 68 
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Visual Simulation from State Route 68
Figure 5-9

Source: V. E. Tienne 2015
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Visual Simulation from Reservation Road
Figure 5-10

Source: V. E. Tienne 2015
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Recreational Trail 
A private recreational trail that is used only by homeowners and residents of Las Palmas 
Ranch is located to the south of the project site on the periphery of the existing 
neighborhood. Based on topography, the project site is not within the viewshed of the 
recreational trail. Components of the proposed project may be within viewpoints along the 
future trail should it be constructed.  

Light and Glare 
The proposed project would introduce new sources of light and potential glare as there 
would be development on a vacant site.  

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts to visual resources have been 
proposed by the applicant.  

1.  The site shall be landscaped and screened from view from State Route 68, River 
Road and Las Palmas #1 to the extent feasible. Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, three (3) copies of a final landscaping plan shall be submitted to the 
Director of RMA - Planning. The landscaping plan shall be in sufficient detail to 
identify the location, species, and size of the proposed landscaping and shall 
include an irrigation plan. The landscaping shall be installed and inspected prior to 
occupancy. All landscaped areas and/or fences shall be continuously maintained by 
the applicant and all plant material shall be continuously maintained in a litter-free, 
weed-free, healthy, growing condition. 

2.  All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, 
and constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site 
glare is fully controlled. The lighting source shall be shielded and recessed into the 
fixture. The applicant shall submit three (3) copies of an exterior lighting plan 
which shall indicate the location, type, and wattage of all light fixtures and include 
catalog sheets for each fixture. The lighting shall comply with the requirements of 
the California Energy Code set forth in California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 
6. The exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by the Director of RMA-
Planning, prior to the issuance of building permits. 

3.  All new utility and distribution lines shall be placed underground. 

4.  Colors and materials used for the buildings shall be earth toned to blend with the 
existing landscape subject to the approval of the Director of Planning. 
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5.5 IMPACT SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
IMPACT The Proposed Project 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 proposed project would be within the existing viewshed of public areas, including from 
areas that offer views of scenic vistas and from viewpoints on designated and proposed 
scenic roadways (State Route 68, River Road and Reservation Road). The proposed project 
would also alter the existing, natural visual character of the project site. Although the LPRSP 
FEIR concluded that visual impacts on Highway 68 would be less than significant with full 
buildout of the specific plan area, including the project site, potential visual impacts of the 
proposed project are considered a significant adverse environmental impact. Implementation 
of following mitigation measures would reduce the significant impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

AES-1 The applicant shall prepare and submit a landscape plan to enhance screening 
from State Route 68, River Road, Reservation Road, and the adjacent 
neighborhood and trail. The landscaping plan shall include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 

a. Location, species, and size of plantings, which must be native and drought-
tolerant; 

b. Mounding, informal massing, or irregularly spaced trees, and plantings; 
c. Sufficient native trees and landscaping along the perimeter of the developed 

area to screen the buildings from State Route 68, River Road, Reservation 
Road, and the adjacent neighborhood; and 

d. Irrigation plan. 

The landscape plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Monterey 
County Resource Management Agency Planning Director, prior to issuance of 
building permits. The landscaping shall be installed and inspected prior to 
occupancy. All landscaped areas and/or fences shall be continuously maintained 
by the project proponent and all plant material shall be continuously maintained 
in a litter-free, weed-free, healthy, growing condition. This requirement will be 
included in permit conditions. 
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AES-2 The applicant shall submit a final plan for colors and materials used for the 
buildings, which shall be earth toned to blend with the existing vicinity 
landscape, subject to the approval of the Monterey County Resource Management 
Agency Planning Director, prior to issuance of building permits. 

AES-3 The applicant’s final improvement plans shall include construction of all new 
utility and distribution lines on the project site underground. The improvement 
plans shall be subject to review and approval of the Monterey County Resource 
Management Agency Public Works Director, prior to issuance of a grading 
permit. 

Implementation of these mitigation measures will mitigate the impact by requiring the 
applicant to prepare, implement, and maintain a landscaping plan that will adequately 
screen the proposed project from vicinity roadways and the adjacent residential 
neighborhood and trail, utilize colors and materials harmonious with the existing landscape, 
and require undergrounding all new utility lines on the project site. Although the proposed 
development would remain partially within the viewshed from surrounding public 
viewpoints, as displayed in visual simulations prepared for the proposed project, the site 
design and mitigation measures would reduce public viewshed impacts. Therefore, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level.  

IMPACT The Proposed Project would Introduce New Sources of Light and Glare 
to the Project Site and Vicinity (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Implementation of the proposed project would introduce new sources of light and glare to 
the project site and vicinity. This is considered a significant adverse environmental impact. 
Implementation of following mitigation measures would mitigate the impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

AES-4 All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local 
area, and constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and 
off-site glare is fully controlled. The lighting source shall be shielded and recessed 
into the fixture. Prior to the issuance of building permits, three (3) copies of an 
exterior lighting plan which shall indicate the location, type, and wattage of all 
light fixtures and include catalog sheets for each fixture to the Monterey County 
Resource Management Agency Planning Director. The lighting shall comply with 
the requirements of the California Energy Code set forth in California Code of 
Regulations Title 24 Part 6. The exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval 
by the Monterey County Resource Management Agency Planning Director, prior 
to issuance of a building permit. 
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Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the impact by requiring lighting 
design and controls for the proposed project. Therefore, with the implementation of 
mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
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6.0  
Air Quality 

This section of the EIR includes evaluation of proposed project impacts on air quality at a 
level commensurate with the project description. Unless otherwise noted, the discussion in 
this section is based upon independent site investigation, information found in the 2005 
Report on Attainment of the California Fine Particulate Standard in the Monterey Bay Region - 
Senate Bill 656 Implementation Plan, Monterey Bay Air Resources District 2012-2015 Air Quality 
Management Plan, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines, California Emissions Estimator Model results (Appendix C), County of Monterey 
General Plan, Toro Area Plan, and the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. 

During the Draft EIR’s NOP review period, some members of the public questioned 
potential air quality impacts of the proposed project. The county’s NOP and comment letters 
are included in Appendix B. 

6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Regional Climate and Topography 
The project site is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (hereinafter “air basin”), 
which lies along the central coast of California covering an area of approximately 5,159 
square miles. The air basin is comprised of several interconnected valleys: a portion of the 
Santa Clara Valley, San Benito Valley, Salinas Valley, and Carmel Valley. A semi-permanent 
high-pressure cell in the eastern Pacific Ocean is the basic controlling factor in the climate of 
the air basin. In the summer, the high-pressure cell is dominant and causes persistent west 
and northwest winds over the entire California coast. Air descends in the high-pressure cell 
forming a stable temperature inversion of hot air over a cool coastal layer of air. The onshore 
air currents pass over cool ocean waters to bring fog and relatively cool air into the coastal 
valleys. Warmer air aloft acts inhibits vertical air movement.  

The generally northwest-southeast orientation of mountain ranges restricts and channels 
summer on-shore air currents. Surface heating in the interior portion of the Salinas and San 
Benito valleys creates a weak low pressure, which intensifies on-shore airflows during the 
afternoon and evening. In the fall, the surface winds become weak, and the marine layer 
grows shallow, dissipating altogether on some days. Airflow is occasionally reversed in a 
weak offshore movement, and the relatively stationary air mass is held in place by the high-
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pressure cell, which allows pollutants to build up over a period of a few days. It is most often 
during the fall season that the north or east winds develop, which can transport pollutants 
from either the San Francisco Bay Area or the Central Valley into the air basin. 

During the winter, the high-pressure cell generally migrates southward, reducingits 
influence on the air basin. Air frequently flows in a southeasterly direction out of the Salinas 
and San Benito valleys, especially during night and morning hours. While northwest winds 
are nevertheless still dominant in winter, easterly flows are more frequent. The general 
absence of deep, persistent inversions and the occasional storm systems usually result in 
good air quality for the basin as a whole in winter and early spring. 

Criteria Air Pollutants and their Effects on Human Health 
The six most common and widespread air pollutants of concern, or “criteria pollutants,” are 
ground level ozone, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, 
and lead. In addition, volatile organic compounds are a key contributor to the criteria 
pollutants because they react with other substances to form ground level ozone. The primary 
pollutants of concern in Monterey County are ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate 
matter 10 and 2.5 microns or less in size. The common properties, sources, and related health 
and environmental effects of these pollutants are summarized in Table 6-1, Common Air 
Pollutants. Air-borne lead and sulfur oxides are not significant pollutants of concern in the 
region (Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 2008, 2013). 

Ozone. Ground level ozone is produced by chemical reactions, which are triggered by 
sunlight, involving nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds. Since ozone is not 
directly emitted to the atmosphere, but is formed because of photochemical reactions, it is 
considered a secondary pollutant. Ozone is a seasonal problem, occurring roughly from 
April through October. 

Ozone is a strong irritant that attacks the respiratory system, leading to the damage of lung 
tissue. Asthma, bronchitis, and other respiratory ailments, as well as cardiovascular diseases, 
are aggravated by exposure to ozone. A healthy person exposed to high concentrations of 
ozone may become nauseated or dizzy, may develop a headache or cough, or may 
experience a burning sensation in the chest. Research has shown that exposure to ozone 
damages the alveoli (the individual air sacs in the lungs where the exchange of oxygen and 
carbon dioxide between the air and blood takes place). Research has also shown that ozone 
damages vegetation. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (Ozone Precursor). Volatile organic compounds are emitted 
from a variety of sources, including liquid and solid fuel combustion, evaporation of organic 
solvents, and waste disposal. 
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Table 6-1 Common Air Pollutants 

Nitrogen Oxides (Ozone Precursor). Most nitrogen oxides are created during combustion of 
fuels. Nitrogen oxides are a major contributor to ozone formation. Nitrogen dioxide is a 
reddish-brown gas that can irritate the lungs and can cause breathing difficulties at high 
concentrations. Like ozone, nitrogen dioxide is not directly emitted, but is formed through a 
reaction between nitric oxides and atmospheric oxygen. Nitrogen dioxide also contributes to 
the formation of particulate matter (see discussion below). Nitrogen dioxide concentrations 

Pollutant Properties Major Sources Related Health & 
Environmental 

Effects 
Ozone (O3) Created by the chemical reaction between 

nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 
compounds in the presence of heat and 
sunlight. Ground level ozone is the 
principal component of smog. 

 Motor vehicle exhaust; 
 Industrial emissions; 
 Gasoline vapors; 
 Chemical solvents. 

 Reduced lung capacity; 
Irritation of lung airways 
and inflammation; 

 Aggravated asthma; 
 Increased susceptibility to 

respiratory illnesses (i.e. 
bronchitis). 

Volatile  
Organic 
Compounds 
(VOC) 

Precursor of ground-level ozone.  Petroleum transfer and   
storage; 
 Mobile sources; 
 Organic solvents. 

 Potential carcinogen (e.g. 
benzene); 
 Toxic to plants and 
animals. 

Nitrogen 
Oxides  
(NOX) 

Group of highly organic gases containing 
nitrogen in varying amounts. Many nitrogen 
oxides are odorless and colorless. 

 Motor vehicles; 
 Electric utilities; 
 Industrial, commercial, and 

residential sources that 
burn fuel. 

 Toxic to plants; 
 Reduced visibility; 
 Respiratory irritant. 

Suspended and 
Fine Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 
(PM2.5) 

Describes particles in the air, including 
dust, soot, smoke, and liquid droplets. 
Others are so small that they can only be 
detected with an electron microscope. 

 Motor vehicles; 
 Factories; 
 Construction sites; 
 Tilled farm fields; 
 Unpaved roads; 
 Wood burning. 

 Aggravated asthma; 
 Increases in respiratory 

symptoms; 
 Decreased lung function; 
 Premature death; 
 Reduced visibility. 
 

Carbon 
Monoxide  
(CO) 

Colorless, odorless gas that is formed 
when carbon in fuel is not burned 
completely. 

 Fuel combustion; 
 Industrial processes; 
 Highly congested traffic. 

 Chest pain for those with 
heart disease; 
 Vision problems; 
 Reduced mental alertness; 
 Death (at high levels) 
 

SOURCE:  Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, August 2008, 2013; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2016 
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in the air basin have been well below ambient air quality standards; therefore, nitrogen 
dioxide concentrations from land use projects are not a concern. 

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter is comprised of small, suspended particles, primarily 
composed of dust particles, nitrates, and sulfates. Particulate matter is classified as under 10 
microns (suspended particulate matter or PM10) and under 2.5 microns (fine particulate 
matter or PM2.5). Suspended particulate matter is directly emitted to the atmosphere as a 
byproduct of fuel combustion, wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads, and from 
construction or agricultural operations. Small particles are also created in the atmosphere 
through chemical reactions. Approximately 64 percent of fugitive dust is suspended 
particulate matter. Minimal grading typically generates about 10 pounds per day per acre on 
average while excavation and earthmoving activities typically generate about 38 pounds per 
day per acre.  

Although particles greater than 10 microns in diameter can cause irritation in the nose, 
throat, and bronchial tubes, natural mechanisms remove much of these particles. Particles 
less than 10 microns in diameter, however, are able to pass through the body's natural 
defenses and the mucous membranes of the upper respiratory tract and enter into the lungs. 
The particles can damage the alveoli. The particles may also carry carcinogens and other 
toxic compounds, which can adhere to the particle surfaces and enter the lungs. 

Carbon Monoxide. Carbon monoxide is a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which 
contributes about 56 percent of all carbon monoxide emissions nationwide. Other non-road 
engines and vehicles (such as construction equipment and boats) contribute about 22 percent 
of all carbon monoxide emissions nationwide. Carbon monoxide can cause harmful health 
effects by reducing oxygen delivery to the body's organs (like the heart and brain) and 
tissues. Carbon monoxide also contributes to the formation of ground-level ozone. 

Higher levels of carbon monoxide generally occur in areas with heavy traffic congestion. In 
cities and automobile-dependent urban regions, 85 to 95 percent of all carbon monoxide 
emissions typically comes from motor vehicle exhaust. Concentration of carbon monoxide is 
a direct function of vehicle idling time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. Transport of carbon 
monoxide is extremely limited; it disperses rapidly from the source under normal 
meteorological conditions. Under certain meteorological conditions, however, carbon 
monoxide concentrations close to a congested roadway or intersection may reach unhealthy 
levels, affecting local sensitive receptors (residents, school children, hospital patients, the 
elderly, etc.). Emissions thresholds established for carbon monoxide apply to both direct or 
stationary sources.  

Typically, high carbon monoxide concentrations are associated with roadways or 
intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service, particularly during peak commute 
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times. Thus, congested intersections with high volumes of traffic can result in carbon 
monoxide “hot spots,” where localized high concentrations of carbon monoxide occur.  

Toxic Air Contaminants and their Effects on Human Health 
Toxic air contaminants are pollutants that may be expected to result in an increase in 
mortality or serious illness or may pose a present or potential health hazard. Health effects 
include cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, damage to the body's natural defense 
system, and diseases that lead to death. Toxic air contaminants can be classified as either 
carcinogens or non-carcinogens. The air district considers an incremental risk of greater than 
10 cases per million, over a 70-year exposure period for the Maximally Exposed Individual to 
be a significant impact. The 10 excess cases per million equates to the possibility of causing 
10 additional cancer cases in a population of one million. This risk level is also used by the 
Air Toxics “Hot Spots” (AB 2588) program and Proposition 65 as the public notification level 
for air toxic emissions from existing sources.  

Diesel Emissions. Diesel exhaust is the predominant toxic air contaminant in urban air and 
is estimated to represent about two-thirds of the cancer risk from toxic air contaminants. 
Diesel engines emit a complex mix of pollutants including nitrogen oxides, particulate 
matter, and toxic air contaminants. The most visible constituents of diesel exhaust are very 
small carbon particles or soot, known as diesel particulate matter. Diesel exhaust also 
contains over 40 cancer-causing substances, most of which are readily adsorbed on the soot 
particles. Among the toxic air contaminants contained in diesel exhaust are dioxin, lead, 
polycyclic organic matter, and acrolein. Short-term exposure to diesel particulate matter is 
associated with variable irritation and inflammatory symptoms. Diesel engine emissions are 
responsible for a majority of California's estimated cancer risk attributable to air pollution. 
Diesel particulate matter is a significant fraction of California’s particulate pollution 
(California Air Resources Board 2005, California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment 2001).  

Diesel exhaust is especially common during the grading stage of site preparation and 
construction, when most heavy equipment is used, and adjacent to heavily trafficked 
roadways where diesel trucks are common. The United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) regulates diesel engine design and fuel composition at the federal level, and 
has implemented a series of measures since 1994 to reduce nitrogen oxides and particulate 
emissions from off-road and highway diesel equipment. Ultralow sulfur off-road and 
highway diesel fuels, 15 parts per million (ppm) became the standard in California by 2007, 
replacing the previous 500 ppm fuel (Clean Diesel Fuel Alliance 2016). 

EPA Tier 1 non-road diesel engine standards were introduced in 1996, Tier 2 in 2001, Tier 3 
in 2006, and Tier 4 in 2011, with final Tier 4 in 2014 (DieselNet 2016). Table 6-2, Typical Non-
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Road Engine Emissions Standards compares emissions standards for NOx and particulate 
matter from non-road engine Tier 1 through Tier 4 for typical engine sizes. As illustrated in 
the table, emissions for these pollutants have decreased significantly for construction 
equipment manufactured over the past 20 years, and especially for construction equipment 
manufactured in the past two years.  

Table 6-2 Typical Non-Road Engine Emissions Standards (g/bhp-hr) 

In California, non-road equipment fleets can retain older equipment, but fleets must meet 
averaged emissions limits, new equipment must be Tier 3 or better after January 2018 (for 
large and medium fleets) or January 2023 (for small fleets), and over time the older 
equipment must be fitted with particulate filters. Large and medium fleets have increasingly 
strict fleet compliance targets through 2023 and small fleets through 2029. A small fleet is one 
that has total horse power of 2,500 or less; a medium fleet is one that has total horsepower of 
between 2,500 and 5,000. All non-road equipment operating in California is registered with 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB), which issues an equipment identification 
number (California Air Resources Board 2016).  

Asbestos. Asbestos is found in several kinds of building materials and also occurs naturally 
in serpentine rocks and soils formed from serpentine rocks (California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology 2000). Asbestos had formerly been mined in 
southern Monterey County, with one of the largest asbestos mines in California located near 
the San Benito County/Fresno County lines. This mine closed in 2002 (United States 
Geological Survey and California Geological Survey 2011). Asbestos is generally not harmful 
when asbestos-containing materials are left undisturbed, but when soils or materials 
containing asbestos are disturbed, microscopic fibers can be dislodged and remain in the air 
for long periods. If asbestos fibers are inhaled they can become lodged in body tissues and 
pose a serious health threat, especially lung disease. Handling and disposal of asbestos 
containing materials is regulated by federal and state law. Since the project site is 
undeveloped it does not contain any buildings or structures that could have asbestos 
containing materials. The project site’s soils are composed of deep alluvial soils and the site 

Engine 
Tier 

NOx Emissions Particulate Emissions 
100-175 HP 175-300 HP 300-600 HP 100-175 HP 175-300 HP 300-600 HP 

Tier 1 6.90 6.90 6.90 -- 0.40 0.40 

Tier 2 6.90 † 6.90 † 6.90 † 0.22 0.15 0.15 

Tier 3 6.90 † 6.90 † 6.90 † 0.22 † 0.15 † 0.15 † 

Tier 4 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.015 0.015 0.015 
SOURCE:  Dieselnet.com/standards/us/nonroad.php accessed November 15, 2016.  
† - standard not adopted; standard shown is for prior tier 
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does not contain serpentine rocks, although naturally occurring asbestos has been discovered 
in some Salinas Valley soils (United States Geological Survey and California Geological 
Survey 2011).  

Construction Emissions 
Emissions generated during construction are “short-term” in the sense that they would be 
limited to the solely to periods of site development and construction. Short-term construction 
emissions are typically generated by the use of heavy equipment, the transport of materials, 
and construction employee commute trips. Construction-related emissions consist primarily 
of reactive organic gasses, nitrogen oxides, suspended particulate matter, and carbon 
monoxide. Emissions of reactive organic gasses, nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide are 
generated primarily by the operation of gas and diesel-powered motor vehicles, asphalt 
paving activities, and the application of architectural coatings. Suspended particulate matter 
emissions are generated by wind erosion of exposed graded surfaces and diesel engines. 

Stationary Source Emissions 
Stationary sources include factories, boilers, generators, and gasoline dispensing stations, all 
of which require an operating permit from the Monterey Bay Area Air Resources Board (air 
district).  

Sensitive Receptors 
Although air pollution can affect all segments of the population, certain groups are more 
susceptible to its adverse effects than others. Children, the elderly, and the chronically or 
acutely ill are the most sensitive population groups. These sensitive receptors are commonly 
associated with specific land uses such as residential areas, schools, parks, retirement homes, 
and hospitals. In addition, certain air pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, only have 
significant effects if they directly affect a sensitive population. Potential sensitive receptors 
near the project site include residents of the adjacent Toro area, specifically residents of the 
adjacent Las Palmas subdivision. 

Air Basin Attainment Status 
In accordance with the Clean Air Act, CARB is required to designate regions of the State as 
attainment, non-attainment, or unclassified with regard to that region’s compliance with 
criteria air pollutants standards. An “attainment” designation for a region signifies that 
pollutant concentrations do not violate the standard for a specified pollutant in that region. 
A “non-attainment” designation indicates that a pollutant concentration violated the 
standard at least once. An “unclassified” designation signifies that available data does not 
support either an attainment or non-attainment status. The California Clean Air Act divides 
designations into moderate, serious, and severe air pollution attainment categories, with 
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increasingly stringent control requirements mandated for each category. The air basin is in 
non-attainment with State mandated thresholds for ozone and suspended particulate matter. 
Table 6-3, North Central Coast Air Basin Attainment Status Designations, identifies the 
current status within the air basin for each criteria pollutant. 

Table 6-3 North Central Coast Air Basin Attainment Status Designations 

Ambient Air Quality 
Table 6-4, Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data (2013-2015), summarizes the most recent 
three years of published monitoring data from the district’s monitoring station. 

According to the air district, there are no known CO “hot spots” or localized areas containing 
high concentrations of carbon monoxide in Monterey County (Bob Nunes, pers. com., 
February 24, 2017). 

Table 6-4 Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data (2013-2015) 

Pollutant State Federal 
Ozone (O3) Non-Attainment Attainment 

Inhalable Particulates (PM10) Non-Attainment Attainment 

Fine Particulates (PM2.5) Attainment Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Monterey Co. - Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 

Lead Attainment Attainment 
SOURCE:  Monterey Bay Air Resources District, March 2017 

Pollutant and Measurement Standard 20131 20141 20151 

Ozone (O3) 
Maximum concentration, 1-hr/8-hr (ppm) 
# days state standard (1-hr/8-hr) exceeded3 
# days federal standard (8-hr) exceeded3 

 
0.065/0.062 

0/0 
0 

 
0.066/0.062 

0/0 
0 

 
0.068/0.061 

0/0 
0 

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10) 
Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 2 
Estimated number of days state standard exceeded3 
Estimated number of days federal standard 
exceeded3 

 
NA 
NA4 

NA4 

 
NA 
NA4 

NA4 

 
NA 
NA4 

NA4 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 2 
Estimated number of days federal standard 
exceeded 3 

 
19.7 

0 

 
20.2 

0 
 

 
22.8 

0 

SOURCE: CARB 2017. Aerometric Data Analysis and Measurement System, as found at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ 



  River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Administrative Draft EIR 

 

EMC Planning Group 6-9 

Ambient air pollutant levels are monitored at several monitoring stations in the air basin. Air 
quality monitoring stations usually measure pollutant concentrations ten feet above-ground 
level; therefore, air quality is often referred to in terms of ground-level concentrations. 

Local ambient air quality in Monterey County is monitored by the air district in Carmel 
Valley (Ford Road), King City (415 Pearl Street), and Salinas (#3). The air district monitoring 
station closest to the project site is located near the intersection of East Laurel Drive and 
Constitution Boulevard in Salinas, approximately six miles northeast of the project site. 

6.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal  
The Federal Clean Air Act, adopted by Congress in 1970 and amended in 1990, provides the 
basis for Federal air quality standards. The Clean Air Act is implemented by the U.S. EPA. 
The Clean Air Act established two types of national air standards: primary and secondary. 
Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of sensitive 
persons such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set limits to 
protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, damage to animals, 
crops, vegetation, and buildings. 

Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Ambient air quality is described in terms of compliance with State and Federal standards. 
The State and Federal clean air acts established two types of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for each criteria pollutant. Primary standards set limits to protect public health, 
including the health of "sensitive" populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. 
Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against 
decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. 

In general, criteria pollutants are pervasive constituents, such as those emitted in vast 
quantities by the combustion of fossil fuels. Both the State and Federal governments have 
developed ambient air quality standards for the identified criteria pollutants, which include 
ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, PM10, and PM2.5. Table 6-5, Federal 
and State Ambient Air Quality Standards, lists State and Federal ambient air quality 
standards for criteria air pollutants. The State standards generally have lower, more strict 
thresholds than the Federal standards, yet both are applicable to the proposed project. When 

NOTES: 
1. Ozone and particulate data obtained from the Salinas #3 monitoring station 
2. µg/m3 = Micrograms per Cubic Meter 
3. Estimated average number of days per year  
4. Not enough data available. 
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thresholds are exceeded at regional monitoring stations, an “attainment plan” must be 
prepared that outlines how an air quality district will achieve compliance. Generally, these 
plans must provide for district-wide emission reductions of five percent per year averaged 
over consecutive three-year periods. 

Table 6-5 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time  

California Standards1 Federal Standards2 

Concentration Primary3,4 Secondary3,5 

ppm µg/m3 ppm µg/m3 ppm µg/m3 
Ozone6 1 Hour 0.09 180 - - - - 

8 Hour 0.07 137 0.070 137 0.070 137 

PM107 24 Hour - 50 - 150 - 150 

Annual - 20 - - - - 

PM2.57 24 Hour - - - 35 - 35 

Annual - 12 - 12 - 15 

Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 

8 Hour 9.0 10 9 10 - - 

1 Hour 20.0 23 35 40 - - 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NO2)8 

Annual 0.030 57 0.053 100 0.053 100 

1 Hour 0.18 339 0.100 188 - - 

Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2)9 

Annual - - 0.030 See note8 - - 

24 Hour 0.04 105 0.14 See note8 - - 

3 Hour - - - - 0.5 1,300 

1 Hour 0.25 655 0.075 196 - - 

Lead10,11 30 Day Average  1.5 - - - - 

3 month 
revolving 

- - - 0.15 - 0.15 

Calendar Quarter - - See note11 1.5 See note11 1.5 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles12 

8 Hour  
See note12 

 
 
 

No Federal Standards Sulfates 24 Hour - 25 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

1 Hour 0.03 42 

Vinyl Chloride10 24 Hour 0.01 26 

SOURCE:  CARB, May 4, 2016. http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf. 

NOTES:  

1.  California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended 
particulate matter—PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. All others 
are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in 
Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 
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The U.S. EPA has established National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, 
which are applicable to asbestos, beryllium, mercury, vinyl chloride, benzene, arsenic, and 
radon/radionuclides, which are regulated by source-specific rules. Examples of regulated 
sources include asphalt processing, boat manufacturing, chromium electroplating, coke 
ovens, dry cleaning, leather finishing, plywood manufacturing, polymer and resin 
manufacturing, and surface coating of various products. The standards for a particular 
source category require the maximum degree of emission reduction that the EPA determines 
to be achievable, which is known as the Maximum Achievable Control Technology.  

2.  National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic 
mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight 
hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour 
standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration 
above 150 μg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact EPA for further clarification 
and current federal policies.  

3.  Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based 
upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be 
corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by 
volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

4. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public 
health.  

5. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

6. On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 
ppm. 

7. On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 µg/m3 to 12.0 µg/m3. The 
existing national 24-hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 µg/m3, as was the annual 
secondary standard of 15 µg/m3. The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 µg/m3 also were 
retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over three years. 

8. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the three-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of 
parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-
hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national 
standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 

9. On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards 
were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the three-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-
hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour 
and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas 
designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to 
attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved. Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion 
(ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to 
the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 
0.075 ppm. 

10. CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse 
health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient 
concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

11. The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard 
(1.5 µg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, 
except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until 
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 

12. In 1989, CARB converted the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which is 
"extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" for the statewide standard. 
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State and Regional 
The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) created 
California's program to reduce exposure to airborne toxics. The Air Toxics "Hot Spots" 
Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, Connelly 1987) supplements the AB 1807 
program, by requiring a statewide air toxics inventory, notification of people exposed to a 
significant health risk, and facility plans to reduce these risks.  

Under AB 1807, CARB is required to use certain criteria in the prioritization for the 
identification and control of air toxics. In accordance with California Health and Safety Code 
section 39666(f), CARB must consider criteria relating to "the risk of harm to public health, 
amount or potential amount of emissions, manner of, and exposure to, usage of the 
substance in California, persistence in the atmosphere, and ambient concentrations in the 
community." AB 1807 also requires CARB to use available information gathered from the AB 
2588 program to include in the prioritization of compounds. 

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment assists CARB by developing the 
health assessment part of the toxic air contaminants identification documents; reviews 
facility risk assessments for the "Hot Spots" Program; is developing new risk assessment 
guidelines for the "Hot Spots" Program; and is the lead agency for Proposition 65. The 
Department of Pesticide Regulation regulates toxic air contaminants that are also pesticides. 
No quantified concentration thresholds are established, because the State has determined 
there is insufficient available scientific evidence to support the identification of a threshold 
exposure level. As noted previously, the air district has not identified any “Hot Spots” in 
Monterey County. 

Diesel-powered construction equipment is regulated at both the Federal and State levels by 
the U.S. EPA and CARB. Beginning in 1996, new diesel equipment engines were required to 
meet emission standards. EPA Tier 2 diesel engine standards were implemented from 2001 
and 2006, Tier 3 standards from 2006-2008, Engines are now in Tier 4 designs, reducing 
emissions of NOx and PM10 significantly since the first requirements were introduced. CARB 
requires that equipment fleets’ average emissions meet increasingly stringent standards, and 
requires the phase-in of diesel particulate matter filters on older equipment. With 
exemptions for certain specialized equipment, CARB restricts engine idling time to five 
minutes.  

California’s Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel Vehicles establishes a state program to 
reduce nitrogen oxides and particulate emissions from older construction equipment. Several 
provisions of the regulation are in force (idling restrictions and reporting), and other 
provisions are being phased in from 2014 to 2029 (fleet composition). As the regulation is 
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fully implemented, it will reduce construction equipment emissions over time (California Air 
Resources Board 2014b). Ultralow sulfur diesel fuel, at 15 parts per million (ppm), has been 
the standard in California for both on-road and off-road vehicles since 2006 (Clean Diesel 
Fuel Alliance 2014). California is phasing in the use of particulate matter filters on heavy on-
road trucks, beginning in 2014, with all heavy trucks to be compliant by 2020 (California Air 
Resources Board 2014a). The Tier 4 engines and ultralow sulfur fuels will reduce annual 
emissions by an estimated 738,000 tons of NOx and 129,000 tons of particulate emissions 
(DieselNet 2016). 

Monterey Bay Air Resources District 
The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air district) is the regional agency with 
responsibility for monitoring air quality and achieving attainment of State and Federal 
standards in, Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties. The air district exercises its 
jurisdiction within the air basin. The air district is charged with regulatory authority over 
stationary sources of air emissions, monitoring air quality within the air basin, providing 
guidelines for analysis of air quality impacts pursuant to CEQA, and preparing an air quality 
management plan to maintain or improve air quality in the air basin. 

Air Quality Management Plan. The air district is delegated with local responsibility to 
implement both Federal and State mandates for improving air quality in the air basin 
through implementation of an air quality plan. The air district adopted the Air Quality 
Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region (“Air Quality Management Plan”) in 1991 
and has completed several updates in subsequent years, most recently in 2017 (see also the 
2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan below). The Air Quality Management Plan presents 
measures to control emissions of volatile organic compounds from stationary and mobile 
sources in order to meet the ozone standard mandated by the California Clean Air Act. In 
2006, CARB made the ambient air quality standards more stringent by adding an 8-hour 
ozone average to the standard.  

The Air Quality Management Plan outlines the steps that will be taken to come into 
attainment with the state and federal standards, and also requires measures to further reduce 
ozone levels in the air. The principal strategies for ozone reduction that are relevant to the 
proposed project are construction equipment emissions control measures, transportation 
control measures, and low-NOx gas-fired water heater and furnace requirements. The Air 
Quality Management Plan transportation control measures reflect relevant projects included 
in Monterey Bay Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program.  

To achieve and maintain ambient air quality standards, the air district also has adopted 
various rules and regulations for the control of airborne pollutants. Air district rules and 
regulations applicable to the proposed project include the following: 
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Rule 402 (Nuisances). The purpose of this rule is to prohibit 
emissions that may create a public nuisance. Applies to any source 
operation that emits or may emit air contaminants or other 
materials. 

Rule 425 (Use of Cutback Asphalt). The purposed of this rule is to 
limit emissions of vapors of organic compounds from the use of 
cutback and emulsified asphalt. This rule applies to the 
manufacture and use of cutback, slow cure, and emulsified asphalt 
during paving and maintenance operations. 

Rule 426 (Architectural Coatings). The purpose of this rule is to 
limit emissions of volatile organic compounds (ROG, NOx, etc.) 
from architectural coatings. 

Projects related directly to population growth will generate population-related emissions 
(e.g., motor vehicles, residential heating and cooling emissions). These emissions have been 
forecast in the Air Quality Management Plan using population forecasts adopted by the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). Thus, population-related 
projects which are consistent with AMBAG regional population forecasts are consistent with 
the Air Quality Management Plan. For a proposed residential project, or institutional project, 
such as the proposed care facility, that has a predictably stable onsite resident population, 
consistency is determined by comparing the project population at the year of project 
completion with the forecast for the appropriate five-year increment (e.g., if project 
completion is 2020, the project would be compared with year 2020 forecasts) for the 
jurisdiction in which the project is located. A proposed residential project is consistent with 
the Air Quality Management Plan if the population increase resulting from the project will 
not cause the estimated cumulative population (i.e., existing population plus population 
from locally-approved and unconstructed projects) to exceed forecasts for the next five-year 
increment. 

Air District 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (2017). This is the seventh update to 
the original 1991 Air Quality Management Plan. This report is an update to the elements 
included in the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan based on a review of the time period 
2012-2015. It shows that the region continues to make progress toward meeting the state 
ozone standard. The air district’s focus continues to be on achieving the 8-hour component of 
the ozone standard since the region has attained the 1-hour standard. The primary elements 
from the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan updated in this revision include the air quality 
trends analysis, emission inventory, and mobile source programs. The 2012-2015 Air Quality 
Management Plan incorporates the 2014 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
population projections.  

Air District CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008). The purpose of the air district air quality 
guidelines is to inform public agencies, consultants, project proponents and the general 
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public of the air district’s adopted thresholds of significance and to provide guidance in the 
review and evaluation of air quality impacts of projects that are subject to CEQA. The air 
quality guidelines are intended to provide uniform procedures for assessing air quality 
impacts and preparing the air quality section of environmental documents. They are also 
intended to help streamline the CEQA review process for project proponents, lead agencies, 
and the air district. 

County  
Monterey County General Plan  
The following policies in the General Plan are applicable to air quality. 

Policies 

OS-10.2 Mass transit, bicycles, pedestrian modes of transportation, and 
other transportation alternatives to automobiles shall be encouraged. 

OS-10.7 Use of the best available technology for reducing air pollution 
emissions shall be encouraged. 

OS-10.9 The County of Monterey shall require that future development 
implement applicable Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
control measures. 

Applicants for discretionary projects shall work with the Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District to incorporate feasible measures 
that assure that health-based standards for diesel particulate emissions are 
met. The County of Monterey will require that future construction operate 
and implement MBUAPCD PM10 control measures to ensure that 
construction-related PM10 emissions do not exceed the MBUAPCD’s daily 
threshold for PM10. The County shall implement MBUAPCD measures to 
address off-road mobile source and heavy duty equipment emissions as 
conditions of approval for future development to ensure that construction-
related NOx emissions from non-typical construction equipment do not 
exceed the MBUAPCD’s daily threshold for NOx. 

6.3 THRESHOLDS OR STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Based on the air quality guidelines (Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
2008, p. 5-14), and air district guidance on consistency with the Air Quality Management 
Plan (Monterey Bay Air Resources District 2017), the project would have a significant air 
quality impact if it would:   

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan: 



6.0 Air Quality  

6-16 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

 Exceed AMBAG population forecasts for the jurisdiction. 

 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation:  

 Emit 137 pounds per day or more of an ozone precursor air pollutant (volatile 
organic compounds or nitrogen oxides); 

 Directly emit 550 pounds per day or more of carbon monoxide; 

 Generate traffic that significantly affects levels of service; 

 Emit 82 pounds per day or more of suspended particulate matter on-site, which 
is equivalent to general construction activity over an area of at least 8.1 acres 
per day, or grading/excavation over an area of at least 2.2 acres per day; 

 Emit 82 pounds per day or more of suspended particulate matter from vehicle 
travel on unpaved roads; or 

 Directly emit 150 pounds per day or more of sulfur oxides. 

 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the air basin is non-attainment (ozone/ozone precursors, and suspended particulate 
matter) under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.  

 Expose existing or reasonably foreseeable sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations: 

 Cause or contribute to an exceedance of a carbon monoxide standard as 
measured by Level of Service (LOS) degradation at a project-affected 
intersection and confirmed by dispersion modeling. The air quality guidelines 
require carbon monoxide hot spot analysis under the following project 
conditions:  

 Intersections degrading to below LOS D; 

 Volume to capacity ratio increases by 0.05 at LOS E or F intersections; 

 The delay at LOS E or F intersections increases by 10 seconds or more; or 

 Reserve capacity at un-signalized LOS E or F intersections decreases by 50 
or more. 

 Cause a violation of suspended particulate matter standard at a sensitive 
receptor.  

 Expose sensitive receptors or the general public to substantial levels of toxic air 
contaminants if the source of the contaminants results in an additional cancer 
risk of ten in one million or greater over a 70-year exposure period, for the 
maximally exposed individual.  

 Create or expose a substantial number of people to objectionable odors. 
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6.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Consistency with the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management 
Plan 
The proposed project would not conflict with the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan. 
Projects related directly to population growth generate population-related emissions (e.g., 
motor vehicles, residential heating and cooling emissions). Population-related emissions 
have been estimated in the Air Quality Management Plan using population forecasts 
adopted by AMBAG. Population-related projects that are consistent with these forecasts are 
consistent with the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan. For cumulative impacts, the air 
district recommends that projects be assessed for consistency with the Air Quality 
Management Plan. The Air Quality Management Plan consistency was determined using the 
air district’s 2011 Consistency Determination Procedure for Residential Development 
Projects and the AMBAG regional growth forecast data presented in Appendix A of the 
2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan. The 2008 AMBAG regional growth forecast data in 
the Consistency Determination Procedure spreadsheet was updated with the 2014 AMBAG 
regional growth forecast data for unincorporated Monterey County. This approach was 
approved by MBARD (Bob Nunes, pers. com., March 31, 2017). 

The proposed project, was evaluated for consistency using an anticipated 
buildout/occupancy year of 2020. The results of the evaluation process are included as 
Appendix C. The evaluation determined that the proposed project would be consistent with 
the Air Quality Management Plan at 2020.  

According to the Monterey Bay Area 2014 Regional Growth Forecast (AMBAG 2014), the 
unincorporated Monterey County population was 101,530 in 2015. The estimated population 
for 2020 is anticipated to be 102,847. The 2014 AMBAG population projections are based 
upon an anticipated 0.16 percent annual growth rate. The AMBAG forecast reported that the 
projected housing unit requirements are expected to be 39,337 in 2020. Recent data from the 
County indicates existing housing stock consists of approximately 38,683 total housing units 
(County of Monterey 2015, p.23) with an additional 368 approved housing units (Luke 
Connolly, pers. com., March 28, 2017).  

At project buildout (estimated 2020), the proposed project would provide housing for 
approximately 128 persons, based on a 90 percent occupancy rate of the total beds (142) 
available at the proposed facility. The 368 approved housing units in unincorporated 
Monterey County would provide housing for approximately 960 persons based on the 2020 
AMBAG forecast factor of 2.61 persons per dwelling unit. The proposed project and the 
approved housing units would increase the county’s unincorporated population by a total of 
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1,088 persons. The increase in the county’s total population resulting from development of 
the proposed project and approved housing units would be less (a total of 102,618 persons) 
than the AMBAG 2020 projections (102,847 persons) upon which the Air Quality 
Management Plan is based.  

The increase in population generated by the proposed project is consistent with air district 
air quality planning efforts.  

Short-term Construction Impacts 
The project site is 15.64 acres and initial site preparation and mass grading activities could 
exceed 2.2 acres per day. Site improvements conducted in later phases also could include 
grading or other light earth movement exceeding 8.1 acres in a day. According to the air 
district’s CEQA guidelines, a project that includes excavation or grading to that extent would 
generate dust that would exceed the air district standards (82 lbs per day) for suspended 
particulate matter (PM10), which also would contribute to the air basin’s nonattainment 
status for PM10. 

Mobile and Area Source Emissions 
Emissions modeling for the proposed project was conducted using the California emissions 
estimator model (CalEEMod). The CalEEMod platform estimates both project mobile-source 
and operational emissions, including vehicular, direct, and indirect emissions. The model 
also estimates greenhouse gas emissions from land development projects. The model 
contains default data for vehicular emissions (e.g., meteorology, source inventories, energy 
and water consumption, emission factors, trip lengths, etc.) provided by various California 
air districts and approved by CARB, to account for local requirements and conditions. Direct 
emissions include natural gas combustion associated with the heating of water and space, 
along with the emissions from use of gas-powered landscape equipment. Indirect emissions 
include off-site generation of electricity, and off-site processes associated with the land use, 
such as water treatment and delivery. Vehicular emission rates of volatile organic 
compounds and nitrogen oxides are sensitive to the year of analysis because emissions rates 
are decreasing as vehicles with more effective emission controls dominate the fleet mix. 
Construction of all components, casitas units, assisted living and memory care facitlities, of 
the proposed project are estimated to be completed in 2020. The anticipated operational year 
for the analysis performed for the proposed project is the model’s default operational date of 
2020 (Zulbreti, Andrea. Email message to consultant, 9 April 2017).  

Model inputs include air basin information from the air district, and project-related inputs 
based upon the amount and type of existing and proposed land uses. Detailed CalEEMod 
results are presented in Appendix C.  
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The proposed project would result in new sources of mobile and area source emissions. 
Operational criteria air pollutants emissions are reported as winter and summer emissions. 
The CalEEMod modeling results for the proposed project (105 dwelling units and related 
infrastructure) are summarized in Table 6-6, CalEEMod Operational Modeling Results 
Winter and Summer Emissions (Pounds per Day).  

As summarized in Table 6-6, the proposed project would not result in unmitigated or 
mitigated operational winter or summer emissions that exceed the air district thresholds for 
ROG, NOx, PM10, or CO. Therefore, the proposed project operations would result in a less-
than-significant impact associated with area and mobile source emissions. 

Table 6-6 CalEEMod Operational Modeling Results, Winter and Summer Emissions 
(Pounds per Day)  

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 
The proposed project would generate approximately 22 vehicle trips during the AM peak-
hour and 33 vehicle trips during the PM peak-hour. The project will add approximately two 
morning peak hour trips and four evening peak-hour trips to the two-lane section of State 
Route 68 immediately west of the Toro Park interchange. Project traffic will dissipate along 
the corridor at the many cross roads including Torero Drive, San Benancio Road, Corral de 
Tierra Road and Laureles Grade, resulting in less than one morning peak hour trip and about 
two evening peak hour trips west of Laureles Grade. Project traffic will be at or below one 
peak-hour trip west of State Route 218. Although Highway 68 has been determined to 

 Reactive Organic 
Gases  
(ROG) 

Nitrogen Oxides 
(NOx) 

Suspended 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM10) 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

Winter Emissions 

Unmitigated 4.66 3.91 1.65 17.11 

Mitigated 4.66 3.91 1.65 17.11 

Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Summer Emissions 

Unmitigated 4.71 3.70 1.65 16.75 

Mitigated 4.71 3.70 1.65 16.75 

Air District 
Thresholds 

137 137 82 550 

Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
SOURCE: Monterey Bay Air Resources Board and EMC Planning Group Inc. 2017 
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currently operate at Level of Service F, project traffic will have no effect on State Route 68 
traffic operations. According to the air district, there are no known CO “hot spots” or 
localized areas containing high concentrations of carbon monoxide anywhere in Monterey 
County (Bob Nunes, pers. com., February 24, 2017), therefore, modeling for CO emissions 
along State Route 68 was not conducted. Development and operation of the proposed project 
could not create or contribute to unacceptable levels of CO at the studied roadways in the 
site vicinity. 

Diesel Exhaust 
Diesel exhaust includes air contaminants that can cause adverse health effects. Development 
of the project site would likely utilize diesel-fueled heavy equipment, which would increase 
exposures of diesel exhausts to existing residences located in the residential subdivision east 
of the proposed project site. Diesel-powered trucks and equipment would emit NOx, 
acrolein, and diesel particulate matter during the construction phase. Construction 
equipment can emit substantial amounts of NOx that could have a small, but cumulative 
effect on ozone concentrations. 

Calculating ROG and NOx emissions from typical construction equipment is not required by 
the air district because temporary emissions of these ozone precursors have been 
accommodated in State- and federally-required air plans (Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District 2008, p. 7-1). Therefore, the air quality impacts of construction 
ROG and NOx emissions are less than significant. 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would likely involve use of the 
heavy-duty off-road equipment and large trucks that use diesel fuel and emissions of diesel 
particulate matter. CARB’s Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel Vehicles establishes a State 
program to reduce emissions from older construction equipment. Equipment built to EPA 
Tier 4 diesel engine standards and utilizing ultralow sulfur fuel would result in diesel 
emissions that are substantially lower than older equipment. However, older equipment not 
meeting the Tier 4 standards would result in greater emissions and increased risks of 
exposure to them, which is a potentially significant air quality impact. 

Odors 
The proposed project includes the construction of a senior living community and would not 
result in any objectionable odors during the operational phase. There may be nuisance diesel 
odors associated with operation of diesel construction equipment on-site (primarily during 
initial grading phases), but this effect would be localized, sporadic, and short-term in nature. 
The air district does not regulate odor emissions other than through its nuisance rule. 
Therefore, temporary impacts from nuisance diesel odors to nearby residential receptors 
would be a less-than-significant impact.  
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6.5 IMPACT SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
IMPACT Construction Emissions that Contribute to the Air Basin’s Non-

Attainment Status (Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation) 

The proposed project would generate dust and other emissions from construction equipment 
during site preparation and construction activities, which would contribute to the air basin 
non-attainment status for PM10. The project’s contribution to this cumulative regional effect is 
considered significant. 

The air district has identified the following feasible measures, that when implemented, 
reduce the impacts of construction dust emissions to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, developers of the project site 

shall prepare a grading plan subject to review and approval by the Monterey 
County Resource Management Agency Planning Director. In the event that 
ground disturbance exceeds 2.2 acres per day for initial site preparation activities 
that involve extensive earth moving activities (grubbing, excavation, rough 
grading), and 8.1 acres per day for activities that involve minimal earth moving 
(e.g. finish grading) these limits, the required grading plans shall include the 
following dust control measures: 

a. Water all active construction sites continuously. Frequency should be based 
on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure; 

b. Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph); 
c. Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed 

lands within construction projects that are unused for at least four 
consecutive days); 

d. Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas 
after cut and fill operations and hydroseed area; 

e. Maintain at least 1’-0” of freeboard on haul trucks; 
f. Cover inactive storage piles; 
g. Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site;  
h. Limit the area under construction at any one time. 

AQ-2 Prior to commencement of construction activities, the developer and/or contractor 
shall appoint a construction foreman to act as site monitor to ensure that the dust 
control measures are implemented. Evidence of implementation shall be 
submitted in written form to the Monterey County Resource Management 
Agency Planning Director within three days of commencement of grading, and 
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monthly thereafter as long as grading occurs. In addition, a publicly-visible sign 
written in English and Spanish with the telephone number and person to contact 
regarding dust complaints should be posted and continuously maintained at the 
project site during grading and construction activities. This person shall respond 
and take corrective action within 48 hours of receipt of any dust-related 
complaints. The phone number of the air district shall also be visible to ensure 
compliance with rule 402 (nuisance). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce dust emissions 
generated by construction activities that could contribute to the air basin non-attainment 
status. Therefore, with the implementation of these mitigation measures, dust emissions 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

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

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would likely involve use of 
heavy-duty off-road equipment and large trucks that use diesel fuel and emissions of diesel 
particulate matter. The proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to criteria air 
pollutant emissions from construction dust, off-road equipment, and from trucks hauling 
debris and delivering materials during construction activities. There are no hospitals, 
convalescent homes or schools in the immediate vicinity of the project site. However, 
potential sensitive receptors are located immediately to the east of the site in the existing 
residential neighborhood, commonly known as Las Palmas Phase 1.  During construction 
activities on the project site, these sensitive receptors could be exposed to substantial PM10 
and equipment exhaust emissions. This is considered a potentially significant adverse 
environmental impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would 
reduce dust emissions generated by construction activities that could affect nearby 
residences. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce construction 
equipment exhaust emissions from older equipment and vehicles (NOx and diesel 
particulate matter) to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

AQ-3 Prior to the onset of site preparation, grading and construction activities, the 
project applicant(s) or developer(s) shall require in construction contracts that all 
off-road construction vehicles and all construction equipment shall be maintained 
and properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. The 
developer shall reduce nitrogen oxides exhaust and particulate matter emissions 
by implementing the following measures prior to the start of construction: 

 Contractors shall install temporary electrical service whenever possible to 
avoid the need for independently-powered equipment (e.g. compressors). 
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 Signs at the construction site shall be clearly visible to advise that that diesel 
equipment standing idle for more than two minutes within 200 feet of 
sensitive receptors shall be turned off. This would include trucks waiting to 
deliver or receive soil, aggregate, or other bulk materials. Rotating drum 
concrete trucks may keep their engines running continuously if on-site and 
staged at least 100 feet away from residential areas. 

 Properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions. 
 Stage large diesel powered equipment at least 200 feet from any sensitive 

land uses (e.g., occupied residences). 
 All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator. 

All non-road diesel construction equipment shall at a minimum meet Tier 3 
emission standards listed in the Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 
89, Subpart B, §89.112. 

This mitigation measure is consistent with the measures recommended in the air district’s air 
quality guidelines (Table 8-3) that limit the number of vehicles, type of fuel used, hours of 
daily operation and duration of use. The project applicant(s) or developer(s) shall submit 
evidence demonstrating compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-3 to the Monterey County 
Resources Management Agency  Planning Directorfor review and approval. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce and subsequently limit exposure to construction 
exhaust emissions and ensure that construction emissions are reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

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

The proposed project is a senior living community located adjacent to a residential 
neighborhood. Diesel exhaust from construction equipment has the potential to emit toxic air 
contaminants and increase exposures to residents at the adjacent neighborhood.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce and limit exposure of toxic air contaminants to 
nearby residences from construction equipment through implementation of several 
measures prior to and during construction activities. Implementation of this mitigation 
measures would ensure that diesel exhaust emissions from construction equipment are 
reduced to a less than significant level at nearby houses. 
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7.0 
Biological Resources  

This section addresses existing biological resources on the project site; the federal, state, and 
regional/local regulatory framework pertaining to biological resources; and anticipated 
impacts to biological resources as a result of the proposed project. This evaluation is based 
on a reconnaissance field survey conducted by EMC Planning Group biologists; a review of 
existing scientific literature, aerial photographs, and technical background information; and 
policies applicable to projects located in the Toro Planning Area of Monterey County.  

Information is this section is derived from a variety of sources including: 

• 2010 Monterey County General Plan and EIR (County of Monterey 2010); 

• Toro Area Plan: A Part of the Monterey County General Plan (County of Monterey 
1992); 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity 
Database (CDFW 2017); 

• California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants 
(CNPS 2017); 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Endangered Species Program (USFWS 
2017a) and National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2017b); and 

• Shingu Proposed Senior Housing Project on APN 139-211-035-00, Salinas, CA (Regan 
Biological and Horticultural Consulting 2011 and 2013). 

7.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
EMC Planning Group biologists Andrea Edwards and Jessica Wheeler performed a 
reconnaissance field survey at the site on February 14, 2017 to document existing plant 
communities and wildlife habitats, and to evaluate the potential for special-status biological 
resources to occur on the site. Qualitative estimations of plant cover, structure, and spatial 
changes in species composition were used to determine plant communities and wildlife 
habitats, and habitat quality and disturbance level were noted. 

Existing Conditions 
The site is situated on the Spreckels U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle 
map, and ranges in elevation from about 60 to 210 feet. The site is within the Central Western 



7.0 Biological Resources 

7-2 EMC Planning Group 

California region, Central Coast sub-region, where coastal vegetation predominates, but 
chaparral and other non-coastal vegetation also occur (Baldwin 2012). The climate in the area 
is Mediterranean, with warm and dry summers, and winters tending to be cool and wet. 
Most of the annual rainfall occurs between the months of December and March. 

The site is surrounded by residential development to the east/southeast, open fields used for 
cattle grazing to the west/southwest, and agricultural fields to the north past River Road. The 
Salinas River is located northeast of the site, beyond the agricultural fields and residential 
development. Ornamental (landscaped) vegetation is present through much of the 
development footprint consisting of many non-native gum trees (Eucalyptus sp.) and a few 
planted Monterey cypresses (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa); non-native ornamental shrubs such 
as prostrate acacia (Acacia redolens) are also present near the site entrance/access road. 

Most of the site supports non-native grassland dominated by slender wild oat (Avena 
barbata), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), and barley (Hordeum murinum); other prevalent non-
native species include field mustard (Brassica rapa), tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), white 
sweetclover (Melilotus alba), cut-leaved plantain (Plantago coronopus), and milk thistle 
(Silybum marianum). Various native wildflowers and other herbaceous plants occur 
seasonally in the grassland habitat at low densities. Scattered native shrubs are also present 
in some areas including coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), western poison oak (Toxicodendron 
diversilobum), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia). 
Mature native coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) are present on the hillsides outside the 
development area. Figure 7-1, Habitat Map, displays existing conditions of the project site. 

Bird species observed on the site or expected to utilize the habitat include red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), Anna’s 
hummingbird (Calypte anna), golden-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla), downy 
woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), mourning dove (Zenaida 
macroura), and California scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica). Mammal species observed on the 
site or expected to utilize the habitat include California vole (Microtus californicus), Botta’s 
pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), California ground 
squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), and raccoon (Procyon lotor). Reptile species expected in this 
habitat include western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), terrestrial garter snake 
(Thamnophis elegans), and gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus).  

Special-Status Species 
Special-status species in this report are those listed as Endangered, Threatened, or Rare, or as 
Candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW under the state and/or federal Endangered 
Species Acts. The special-status designation also includes CDFW Species of Special Concern 
and Fully Protected species, CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B and 2B species, and other locally rare 
species that meet the criteria for listing as described in Section 15380 of CEQA Guidelines.  
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Special-status species are generally rare, restricted in distribution, declining throughout their 
range, or have a critical, vulnerable stage in their life cycle that warrants monitoring. 

A search of the CDFW California Natural Diversity Database was conducted for the Marina, 
Salinas, Natividad, Seaside, Spreckels, Chualar, Mount Carmel, Carmel Valley, and Rana 
Creek USGS quadrangles in order to evaluate potentially occurring special-status plant and 
wildlife species in the project vicinity (CDFW 2017). Records of occurrence for special-status 
plants were reviewed for those same USGS quadrangles in the CNPS Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Plants (CNPS 2017). A USFWS Endangered Species Program threatened and 
endangered species list was also generated for Monterey County (USFWS 2017).  

Table 7-1, Special-Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur in Vicinity, and Table 7-2, 
Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in Vicinity, show special-status 
species documented within the project vicinity, their listing status and suitable habitat 
description, and their potential to occur on the site. Discussion of special-status species with 
potential to occur on the site (or otherwise requiring special explanation) follows the tables. 

Special-Status Plants 
The on-site non-native grassland provides marginally suitable habitat for five special-status 
plant species; occurrence details including blooming periods for each species are presented 
in Table 3.7-1. These CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1B species have low potential to occur on the 
site, and are considered Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere by the 
CNPS. The species include Congdon’s tarplant (Centromadia parryi spp. congdonii), fragrant 
fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea), Hickman's onion (Allium hickmanii), Hutchinson’s larkspur 
(Delphinium hutchinsoniae), and Santa Cruz microseris (Stebbinsoseris decipiens). These plants 
are all herbaceous and therefore typically only observable during their blooming periods. 
However, these species are not expected to occur because they were not observed during 
past biological and focused plant surveys conducted on the project site (Regan Biological and 
Horticultural Consulting 2011, 2013, and 2017). 

California Tiger Salamander 
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) is a federally and state-listed 
Threatened species. The project site is not located within federally designated critical habitat 
for this species. The California tiger salamander is dependent on small shallow bodies of 
water for breeding. It can be found in grasslands, most frequently within 400 feet of breeding 
pools or ponds where California ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi) are prevalent and 
active. California tiger salamanders will occupy the burrows of the ground squirrels during 
summer and fall months, emerging to move toward breeding sites when the rainy season 
commences. They typically disperse to burrows and other hiding places in oak woodlands 
and grasslands within a quarter mile or less by early summer.  
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Table 7-1 Special-Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur in Vicinity 

Species Status (Federal/ 
State/CNPS) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur on 
Project Site 

Alkali milk-vetch 
(Astragalus tener var. tener) 

--/--/1B.2 Alkaline sites in playas, valley and foothill grassland (on adobe clay), and vernal 
pools; elevation 1-60m. Blooming period: March – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site.  

Carmel Valley bush-mallow 
(Malacothamnus palmeri var. 
involucratus) 

--/--/1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, and coastal scrub; elevation 30-1100m. Blooming 
period: May – October. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Carmel Valley malacothrix 
(Malacothrix saxatilis var. 
arachnoidea) 

--/--/1B.2 Rocky sites in chaparral; elevation 25-335m. Blooming period: March – December. Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Choris' popcorn-flower 
(Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. 
chorisianus) 

--/--/1B.2 Mesic sites in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie; elevation 15-100m. 
Blooming period: March – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Congdon’s tarplant 
(Centromadia parryi spp. 
congdonii) 

--/--/1B.1 Valley and foothill grassland (alkaline); elevation 1-230m. Known to occur on 
various substrates, and in disturbed and ruderal (weedy) areas. Blooming period: 
June – November. 

Not expected; not observed during 
focused plant surveys.  

Contra Costa goldfields 
(Lasthenia conjugens) 

FE/--/1B.1 Wet areas in cismontane woodland, playas (alkaline), valley and foothill grassland, 
and vernal pools; elevation 0-470m. Blooming period: March – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Eastwood’s goldenbush 
(Ericameria fasciculata) 

--/--/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral (maritime), coastal dunes, and coastal 
scrub/sand. Blooming period: July – October. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Fragrant fritillary 
(Fritillaria liliacea) 

--/--/1B.2 Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, and coastal prairie. Often on serpentine 
substrate; various soils reported though usually clay in grassland; elevation 3-410m. 
Blooming period: February – April. 

Not expected; not observed during 
focused plant surveys. 

Hickman's onion 
(Allium hickmanii) 

--/--/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland, and coastal prairie; prefers sandy loam, damp ground, and vernal 
swales; elevation 20-200m. Blooming period: April – May. 

Not expected; not observed during 
focused plant surveys. 

Hooked popcorn-flower 
(Plagiobothrys uncinatus) 

--/--/1B.2 Chaparral (sandy), cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland; prefers 
sandstone outcrops and canyon sides, often in burned or disturbed areas; elevation 
300-730m. Blooming period: April – May. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 
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Species Status (Federal/ 
State/CNPS) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur on 
Project Site 

Hooker’s manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. 
hookeri) 

--/--/1B.2 Sandy soils in coastal scrub, chaparral, and closed-cone forest habitats; elevation 
45-215m. Blooming period: February – April. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Hospital Canyon larkspur 
(Delphinium californicum ssp. 
interius) 

--/--/1B.2 Cismontane woodland and chaparral, in wet, boggy meadows, openings in 
chaparral, and in canyons; elevation 225-1060m. Blooming period: April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Hutchinson’s larkspur  
(Delphinium hutchinsoniae) 

--/--/1B.2 Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub; elevation 0-
400m. Blooming period: March – June. 

Not expected; not observed during 
focused plant surveys. 

Jolon clarkia 
(Clarkia jolonensis) 

--/--/1B.2 Cismontane woodland, chaparral, and coastal scrub; elevation 20-660m. Blooming 
period: April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Kellogg’s horkelia 
(Horkelia cuneata var. sericea) 

--/--/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, maritime chaparral, and coastal scrub, in sandy or 
gravelly openings; elevation 10-200m. Blooming period: April – September. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Legenere 
(Legenere limosa) 

--/--/1B.1 In beds of vernal pools; elevation 1-880m. Blooming period: April – June. Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Marsh microseris 
(Microseris paludosa) 

--/--/1B.2 Mesic sites in closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, 
and valley and foothill grassland; elevation 5-300m. Blooming period: April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Menzies's wallflower 
(Erysimum menziesii) 

FE/SE/1B.1 Coastal dunes. Known only from Mendocino and Monterey counties, localized on 
dunes and coastal strand; elevation 0-35m. Blooming period: March – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Monterey gilia 
(Gilia tenuiflora ssp. arenaria) 

FE/ST/1B.2 Sandy openings in maritime chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, and 
coastal scrub; elevation 0-45m. Blooming period: April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Monterey pine 
(Pinus radiata) 

--/--/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest and cismontane woodland; elevation 25-185m. 
Evergreen. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. A few 
ornamental pines have been 
planted on the site. 

Monterey spineflower 
(Chorizanthe pungens var. 
pungens) 

FT/--/1B.2 Sandy openings in maritime chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, 
coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland; elevation 3-450m. Blooming period: 
April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Northern curly-leaved monardella 
(Monardella sinuata ssp. 
nigrescens) 

--/--/1B.2 Sandy soils in coastal dunes, coastal scrub, chaparral, and lower montane 
coniferous forest; elevation 0-300m. Blooming period: April – September. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 
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Species Status (Federal/ 
State/CNPS) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur on 
Project Site 

Oregon meconella 
(Meconella oregana) 

--/--/1B.1 Open, moist places in coastal prairie and coastal scrub; elevation 250-500m. 
Blooming period: March – April. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Pacific Grove clover 
(Trifolium polyodon) 

--/SR/1B.1 Mesic sites in closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal prairie, meadows and seeps, 
and valley and foothill grassland; elevation 5-120m. Blooming period: April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Pajaro manzanita  
(Arctostaphylos pajaroensis) 

--/--/1B.1 Sandy soils in chaparral; elevation 30-760m. Blooming period: December – March. Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site; this perennial 
shrub not observed. 

Pine rose 
(Rosa pinetorum) 

--/--/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest; elevation 2-300m. Blooming period: May – July. Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Pink Johnny-nip 
(Castilleja ambigua var. 
insalutata) 

--/--/1B.1 Coastal bluff scrub and coastal prairie; elevation 0-100m. Blooming period: May – 
August. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Pinnacles buckwheat 
(Eriogonum nortonii) 

--/--/1B.3 Chaparral, and valley and foothill grassland; sandy sites; often on recent burns; 
elevation 300-975m. Blooming period: May – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Point Reyes horkelia 
(Horkelia marinensis) 

--/--/1B.2 Sandy sites in coastal dunes, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub; elevation 5-755m. 
Blooming period: May – September. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Robust spineflower 
(Chorizanthe robusta var. 
robusta) 

FE/--/1B.1 Sandy or gravelly openings in cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, and coastal 
scrub; prefers sandy terraces and bluffs or loose sand; elevation 3-300m. Blooming 
period: April – July. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Round-leaved filaree 
(California macrophylla) 

--/--/1B.2 Clay sites in cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland; elevation 15-
1200m. Blooming period: March – May. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Sand-loving wallflower  
(Erysimum ammophilum) 

--/--/1B.2 Sandy openings in maritime chaparral, coastal dunes, and coastal scrub; elevation 0 
– 60m. Blooming period: February – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Sandmat manzanita  
(Arctostaphylos pumila) 

--/--/1B.2 Sandy openings in closed-cone coniferous forest, maritime chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal dunes, and coastal scrub; elevation 30-730m. Blooming period: 
February – May. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site; this perennial 
shrub not observed. 

Santa Cruz clover 
(Trifolium buckwestiorum) 

--/--/1B.1 Mesic sites in broadleaved upland forest, cismontane woodland, and coastal prairie; 
prefers moist grassland and gravelly margins; elevation 105-610m. Blooming period: 
April – October. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 
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Species Status (Federal/ 
State/CNPS) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur on 
Project Site 

Santa Cruz microseris 
(Stebbinsoseris decipiens) 

--/--/1B.2 Open areas in broadleaved upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, 
coastal prairie, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland; sometimes on 
serpentine substrates; elevation 10-500m. Blooming period: April – May. 

Not expected; not observed during 
focused plant surveys. 

Santa Lucia bedstraw 
(Galium clementis) 

--/--/1B.3 Montane coniferous forest. Forms soft mats in shady rocky patches, on granite or 
serpentine, mostly on exposed peaks; elevation 1130-1780m. Blooming period: May 
– July. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Santa Lucia bush-mallow 
(Malacothamnus palmeri var. 
palmeri) 

--/--/1B.2 Chaparral. Prefers dry rocky slopes, mostly near summits, but occasionally extends 
down canyons to the sea; elevation 60-365m. Blooming period: May – July. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Seaside bird’s-beak  
(Cordylanthus rigidus ssp. 
littoralis) 

--/SE/1B.1 Sandy often disturbed sites in closed-cone coniferous forest, maritime chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, and coastal scrub; elevation 0-215m. 
Blooming period: May – October. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Tidestrom's lupine 
(Lupinus tidestromii) 

FE/SE/1B.1 Partially stabilized dunes, immediately near the ocean; elevation 0-3m. Blooming 
period: April – June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Toro manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos montereyensis) 

--/--/1B.2 Sandy areas in maritime chaparral, cismontane woodland, and coastal scrub; 
elevation 30-730m. Blooming period: February – March. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site; this perennial 
shrub not observed. 

Umbrella larkspur 
(Delphinium umbraculorum) 

--/--/1B.3 Mesic sites in cismontane woodland; elevation 400-1600m. Blooming period: April – 
June. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Vernal pool bent grass 
(Agrostis lacuna-vernalis) 

--/--/1B.1 Vernal pools (mima mounds); elevation 115-145m.  Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Yadon’s rein orchid 
(Piperia yadonii) 

FE/--/1B.1 Sandy sites in coastal bluff scrub, closed-cone coniferous forest, and maritime 
chaparral; elevation 10-510m. Blooming period: May – August. 

Not expected. No suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Sources: CDFW 2017, CNPS 2017, USFWS 2017, EMC Planning Group 2017 

Listing Status Codes:  

Federal (USFWS) 

FE - Listed as Endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

FT - Listed as Threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

FC - Candidate for listing under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 



7.0 Biological Resources 

7-10 EMC Planning Group 

  



7.0  Biological resources 

7-10 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

State (CDFW) 

SE - Listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. 

ST - Listed as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act. 

SR - Listed as Rare under the California Endangered Species Act. 

SC - Candidate for listing under the California Endangered Species Act. 

CNPS Rare Plant Ranks and Threat Code Extensions 

1B: Plants that are considered Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere. 

2B: Plants that are considered Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. 

.1: Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat). 

.2: Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened). 

.3: Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known). 
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Table 7-2 Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in Vicinity 

Species Status 
(Federal/State) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur  
on Project Site 

American badger 
(Taxidea taxus) 

--/SSC Most abundant in drier, open stages of shrub, forest, and herbaceous 
habitats. Needs sufficient food and open, uncultivated ground with 
friable soils to dig burrows. Preys on burrowing rodents. 

Low potential to occur. 
Marginally suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

Bank swallow 
(Riparia riparia) 

--/ST Highly colonial species that nests in alluvial soils along rivers, streams, 
lakes, and ocean coasts. Nesting colonies only occur in vertical banks or 
bluffs of friable soils at least one meter tall, suitable for burrowing with 
some predator deterrence values. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Bay checkerspot 
butterfly 
(Euphydryas editha 
bayensis) 

FT/-- Restricted to native grasslands on outcrops of serpentine soil in the 
vicinity of San Francisco Bay. Plantago erecta is the primary host plant; 
Castilleja densiflora and C. exserta are secondary host plants. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Black legless lizard 
(Anniella pulchra nigra) 

--/SSC Moist, warm habitats with loose soil for burrowing and prostrate plant 
cover in beaches, chaparral, pine-oak woodland, or riparian areas. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) 

--/SSC Open, dry, annual or perennial grasslands, desert, or scrubland, with 
available small mammal burrows. 

Low potential to occur. 
Marginally suitable habitat 
found on the site. 

California red-legged 
frog 
(Rana draytonii) 

FT/SSC Rivers, creeks, and stock ponds with pools and overhanging vegetation. 
Requires dense, shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation, and prefers 
short riffles and pools with slow-moving, well-oxygenated water. Needs 
upland habitat to aestivate (remain dormant during dry months) in small 
mammal burrows, cracks in the soil, or moist leaf litter. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

California tiger 
salamander 
(Ambystoma 
californiense) 

FT/ST Grasslands and oak woodlands near seasonal pools and stock ponds in 
central and coastal California. Needs upland habitat to aestivate (remain 
dormant during dry months) in small mammal burrows, cracks in the 
soil, or moist leaf litter. Requires seasonal water sources that persist into 
late March for breeding. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 
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Species Status 
(Federal/State) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur  
on Project Site 

Coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma 
blainvillii) 

--/SSC Arid grassland and scrubland habitats; prefers lowlands along sandy 
washes with scattered low bushes. Requires open areas for sunning, 
bushes for cover, patches of loose soil for burrowing, and abundant 
supply of ants and other insects for feeding. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Coast Range newt 
(Taricha torosa) 

--/SSC Coastal drainages; lives in terrestrial habitats and can migrate over one 
km to breed in ponds, reservoirs, and slow-moving streams. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Foothill yellow-
legged frog 
(Rana boylii) 

--/SSC Partly shaded, shallow streams and riffles with rocky substrate in a 
variety of habitats. Requires at least some cobble-sized substrate for egg-
laying and 15 weeks of available water to attain metamorphosis. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Monterey dusky-
footed woodrat 
(Neotoma macrotis 
luciana) 

--/SSC Forest habitats of moderate canopy and moderate to dense understory. 
Also chaparral habitats. Nests constructed of grass, leaves, sticks, 
feathers, etc. Population may be limited by availability of nest materials. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Three potential nest sites 
identified during the survey. 

Silvery legless lizard 
(Anniella pulchra 
pulchra) 

--/SSC Sandy or loose loamy soils under sparse vegetation; moist soils. Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Smith’s blue butterfly 
(Euphilotes enoptes 
smithi) 

FE/-- Coastal dunes and coastal sage scrub. Host plants include Eriogonum 
latifolium and E. parvifolium for larval and adult stages. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Steelhead 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss 
irideus) 

FT/-- Coastal streams with clean spawning gravel. Requires cool water and 
pools. Needs migratory access between natal stream and ocean. 
USFWS-designated critical habitat for this species is present northeast of 
the site along the Salinas River. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site.  

Swainson's hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni) 

--/ST Breeds in grasslands with scattered trees, juniper-sage flats, riparian 
areas, savannahs, and agricultural or ranch lands with groves or lines of 
trees. Requires adjacent suitable foraging areas, such as grasslands or 
agricultural fields supporting rodent populations. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 
Outside of known range for 
species. 

Tidewater goby 
(Eucyclogobius 
newberryi) 

FE/SSC Brackish water habitats; found in shallow lagoons and lower stream 
reaches in still but not stagnant water with high oxygen levels. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 
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Species Status 
(Federal/State) 

Suitable Habitat Description Potential to Occur  
on Project Site 

Townsend's big-eared 
bat 
(Corynorhinus 
townsendii) 

--/SSC Inhabits a wide variety of habitats. Most common in mesic sites. Roosts 
in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings. Roosting sites limiting. 
Extremely sensitive to human disturbance. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Tricolored blackbird 
 (Agelaius tricolor) 

--/SC&SSC Areas adjacent to open water with protected nesting substrate, which 
typically consists of dense, emergent freshwater marsh vegetation. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Two-striped garter 
snake 
(Thamnophis 
hammondii) 

--/SSC Coastal California up to 7,000 feet in elevation. Highly aquatic, found in 
or near permanent fresh water, often along streams with rocky beds and 
riparian vegetation. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Western pond turtle 
(Emys marmorata) 

--/SSC Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches with aquatic 
vegetation. Needs basking sites (such as rocks or partially submerged 
logs), and suitable upland habitat (sandy banks or grassy open fields) for 
egg-laying. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Western red bat 
(Lasiurus blossevillii) 

--/SSC Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above the ground, from sea level up 
through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with 
trees and open areas for foraging. 

Low potential to occur. 
Marginally suitable roosting 
habitat found on the site. 
Known to occur in the project 
vicinity. 

Western snowy 
plover 
(Charadrius 
alexandrinus nivosus) 

FT/SSC Sandy beaches, salt pond levees, shores of large alkali lakes; needs 
sandy, gravelly, or friable soils for nesting. 

Not expected. No suitable 
habitat found on the site. 

Sources: CDFW 2017, USFWS 2017, EMC Planning Group 2017 

Listing Status Codes:  

Federal (USFWS) 

FE - Listed as Endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

FT - Listed as Threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

FC - Candidate for listing under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 
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State (CDFW) 

SE - Listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. 

ST - Listed as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act. 

SC - Candidate for listing under the California Endangered Species Act. 

SFP - CDFW Fully Protected species under California Fish and Game Code. 

SSC - CDFW Species of Special Concern. 
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The project site does not contain habitat suitable for California tiger salamander breeding. 
CDFW records indicate that there are no known occurrences of California tiger salamander 
within 2.5 miles of the site. There are no ponds or wetted areas on the site. The ditch that 
runs along the eastern edge of the property is outside the project boundary and did not 
support standing water at the time of the survey, even after extremely heavy rains this 
season (winter 2015-2016). The ditch also appears to be sprayed with herbicides, as 
vegetation observed in this area was yellow, in contrast to surrounding vegetation. There 
were very few California ground squirrel burrows observed in the grassland areas, and 
California tiger salamander is not expected to utilize the site for upland refuge habitat.  

California Red-Legged Frog 
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) is federally listed as Threatened and is a California 
Species of Special Concern. The project site is not located within federally designated critical 
habitat for this species. California red-legged frog is California’s largest native frog, and is 
generally restricted to riparian and lacustrine (lake) habitats. This species prefers deep, still 
pools, usually greater than two feet in depth, in creeks, rivers or lakes below 5,000 feet in 
elevation. Breeding habitats require freshwater emergent vegetation or thick riparian 
vegetation, especially willow thickets adjacent to shorelines. California red-legged frogs can 
survive in seasonal bodies of water that dry up for short periods if a permanent water body 
or dense vegetation is nearby. They can move considerable distances overland, with 
dispersal occurring predominantly within creek drainages. Individuals are often found 
during the summer in foraging habitat not suitable for breeding, and therefore are presumed 
to move seasonally between summer foraging and winter breeding habitats. 

The project site does not contain habitat suitable for California red-legged frog breeding. 
CDFW records indicate that there are no known occurrences of California red-legged frog 
within 2.5 miles of the site. As described above, there are no ponds or wetted areas on the 
site. There are very few California ground squirrel burrows observed in the grassland areas, 
and California red-legged frog is not expected to utilize the site for upland refuge habitat. 

American Badger 
American badger (Taxidea taxus) is a California Species of Special Concern. It is an 
uncommon, permanent resident found throughout most of the state, except in the northern 
North Coast area. Typical habitats include drier open stages of most shrub, forest, and 
herbaceous habitats with friable soils suitable for burrows. Prey species include fossorial 
rodents such as rats, mice, chipmunks, ground squirrels, and pocket gophers. Badger diet 
shifts seasonally depending on the availability of prey and may also include reptiles, insects, 
earthworms, eggs, birds, and carrion. American badger was recorded in 1992 approximately 
two miles from the project site. Badgers have been well documented in this part of Monterey 
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County from the former Fort Ord, Toro Park, and many cattle ranches in the Sierra de Salinas 
and Santa Lucia range valleys. The project site, however, contains marginally suitable habitat 
and prey for this species.  

Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a California Species of Special Concern. Burrowing 
owls live and breed in burrows in the ground, especially in abandoned California ground 
squirrel burrows. Optimal habitat conditions include large open, dry and nearly level 
grasslands or prairies with short to moderate vegetation height and cover, areas of bare 
ground, and populations of burrowing mammals. This species is known to occur about four 
miles northeast of the site on the Salinas Municipal Airport property. The project site’s non-
native grassland provides marginally suitable foraging habitat for burrowing owl, and a few 
scattered small mammal burrows on the site could be utilized for nesting habitat. Burrowing 
owl has low potential to occur on the site.  

Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes luciana) is a California Species of Special 
Concern and is typically found within dense chaparral or oak woodland habitats with 
moderately dense understory growth and abundant dead wood available for midden 
construction. A midden is a small pile or “house” made of sticks, leaves, bones, seeds, etc. 
gathered by a rodent. Three possible midden locations were identified on the project site 
during the survey. Two Monterey cypress trees had entrance burrows and grass caches, and 
one gum tree had a potential stick midden (lacking a visible entrance/fresh scat, though there 
did appear to be freshly chewed sticks present).  

Western Red Bat 
Mature trees on the site provide potential roosting habitat for foliage-roosting bats, including 
the California Species of Special Concern western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii). This species is 
known to occur in the project region.  

Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds 
Many bird species are migratory and fall under the jurisdiction of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, protections for birds of prey, and/or are considered Fully Protected Species (discussed 
further in the Regulatory Setting section below). Several avian species were observed at the 
project site during the reconnaissance field survey, including turkey vulture, red-tailed 
hawk, American kestrel, golden-crowned sparrow, and downy woodpecker. Additional 
species may forage at the site, including Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and golden eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos). Although no nesting activity was observed during the surveys, there are 
trees and shrubs present on the project site that could provide suitable nesting habitat for a 
variety of species, including hawks, owls, and songbirds. 



 River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Administrative Draft EIR 

EMC Planning Group 7-17 

Wildlife Movement 
Wildlife movement includes migration (i.e., usually movement one way per season), inter-
population movement (i.e., long-term dispersal and genetic flow), and small travel pathways 
(i.e., daily movement within an animal's territory). While small travel pathways usually 
facilitate movement for daily home range activities, such as foraging or escape from 
predators, they also provide connection between outlying populations and the main 
populations, permitting an increase in gene flow among populations. These habitat linkages 
can extend for miles and occur on a large scale throughout the greater region. Habitat 
linkages facilitate movement between populations located in discrete locales and 
populations located within larger habitat areas. 

River Road and intensive agricultural row crop production to the north of the site and dense 
residential development to the south and east of the site likely restricts wildlife movement 
through the project site. Common mammals such as black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus 
columbianus), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), and raccoon may utilize the on-site 
non-native grasslands for limited wildlife movement. The few oak trees on the property’s 
hillside likely allow more wildlife movement opportunities due to the presence of cover and 
possible foraging opportunities. However, the hillside area where the few oak trees are 
located is not proposed for development.  

7.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal Plans and Regulations 
Endangered Species Act 
The federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (known hereafter as the “Act”) protects species 
that the USFWS has listed as “Endangered” or “Threatened.” Permits may be required from 
USFWS if activities associated with a proposed project would result in the “take” of a 
federally listed species or its habitat. Under the Act, the definition of “take” is to “harass, 
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in 
any such conduct.” USFWS has also interpreted the definition of “harm” to include 
significant habitat modification that could result in “take.” “Take” of a listed species is 
prohibited unless (1) a Section 10(a) permit has been issued by the USFWS or (2) an 
Incidental Take Statement has been obtained through formal consultation between a federal 
agency and the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the Act. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1989 prohibits killing, possessing, or trading in 
migratory birds, except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Interior. This Act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, bird nests, and eggs of over 800 
native birds, including many common species. 
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Clean Water Act 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 regulates the discharge of dredge and fill material 
into “Waters of the U.S.” including wetlands. Certain natural drainage channels and 
wetlands are considered jurisdictional “Waters of the U.S.” The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) is responsible for administering the Section 404 permit program. The 
agency determines the extent of its jurisdiction as defined by ordinary high water marks on 
channel banks. Wetlands are habitats with soils that are intermittently or permanently 
saturated, or inundated. The resulting anaerobic conditions naturally select for plant species 
known as hydrophytes that show a high degree of fidelity to such soils. Wetlands are 
identified by the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils (soils intermittently or 
permanently saturated by water), and wetland hydrology according to methodologies 
outlined in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and the 2006 Interim 
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region. 

Activities that involve the discharge of fill into jurisdictional waters are subject to the permit 
requirements of the USACE. Discharge permits are typically issued on the condition that the 
project proponent agrees to provide compensatory mitigation which results in no net loss of 
wetland area, function, or value, either through wetland creation, restoration, or the 
purchase of wetland credits through an approved wetland mitigation bank. In addition to 
individual project discharge permits, the USACE also issues general nationwide permits 
applicable for certain activities.  

State Plans and Regulations 
California Endangered Species Act 
Pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act and Section 2081 of the California Fish 
and Game Code, an Incidental Take Permit from the CDFW is required for projects that 
could result in the “take” of a state-listed Threatened or Endangered species. “Take” is 
defined under these laws as an activity that would directly or indirectly kill an individual of 
a species. If a project would result in the “take” of a state-listed species, then a CDFW 
Incidental Take Permit, including the preparation of a conservation plan, would be required. 

Nesting Birds and Birds of Prey 
Sections 3505, 3503.5, and 3800 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit the take, 
possession, or destruction of birds, including their nests or eggs. Birds of prey (the orders 
Falconiformes and Strigiformes) are specifically protected in California under provisions of 
the California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503.5. This section of the Code establishes that 
it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds of prey or to take, possess, or destroy the 
nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this Code. Disturbance that 
causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort, such as construction during the 
breeding season, is considered take by the CDFW.  
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Streambed Alterations 
The CDFW has jurisdiction over the bed and bank of natural drainages according to 
provisions of Sections 1601 through 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code. Diversions, 
obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or 
lake in California that support wildlife resources and/or riparian vegetation are subject to 
CDFW regulations. Activities that would disturb these drainages are regulated by the 
CDFW; authorization is required in the form of a Streambed Alteration Agreement. Such an 
agreement typically stipulates measures that will protect the habitat values of the drainage in 
question. 

California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) may necessitate Waste Discharge Requirements for 
the fill or alteration of “Waters of the State,” which according to California Water Code 
Section 13050 includes “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within 
the boundaries of the state.” The RWQCB may, therefore, necessitate Waste Discharge 
Requirements even if the affected waters are not under USACE jurisdiction. 

Also, under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, any activity requiring a USACE Section 404 
permit must also obtain a state Water Quality Certification (or waiver thereof) to ensure that 
the proposed activity will meet state water quality standards. The applicable state RWQCB is 
responsible for administering the water quality certification program and enforcing National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. 

Local Plans and Regulations 
County of Monterey General Plan 
The 2010 Monterey County General Plan - Conservation and Open Space (OS) element contains 
the following goal and policies associated with biological resources that are applicable to the 
proposed project: 

Goal OS-5: Conserve listed species, critical habitat, habitat and species 
protected in area plans; avoid, minimize and mitigate significant impacts to 
biological resources. 

Policy OS-5.4: Development shall avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to 
listed species and critical habitat to the extent feasible.  Measures may 
include but are not limited to: clustering lots for development to avoid 
critical habitat areas, dedications of permanent conservation easements; or, 
other appropriate means.  If development may affect listed species, 
consultation with United States Fish and Wildlife Service (CDFG) may be 
required and impacts may be mitigated by expanding the resource 
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elsewhere on-site or within close proximity off-site.  Final mitigation 
requirements would be determined as required by law.Policy OS-5.16: A 
biological study shall be required for any development project requiring a 
discretionary permit and having the potential to substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, or substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an 
endangered, rare, or threatened species… 

Policy OS-5.25: Occupied nests of statutorily protected migratory birds and 
raptors shall not be disturbed during the breeding season (generally 
February 1 to September 15)  The county shall consult, or require the 
developer to consult, with a qualified biologist prior to any site preparation 
or construction work in order to: determine whether work is proposed 
during nesting season for migratory birds or raptors, determine whether 
site vegetation is suitable to nesting migratory birds or raptors, identify any 
regulatory requirements for setbacks or other avoidance measures for 
migratory birds and raptors which could nest on the site, and establish 
project-specific requirements for setbacks, lock-out periods, or other 
methods of avoidance of disruption of nesting birds.… 

County of Monterey Toro Area Plan 
The Toro Area Plan is part of the Monterey County General Plan. It contains the following 
supplemental policy regarding protection of biological resources: 

T-3.7 Removal of healthy, native oak trees in the Toro Planning Area shall 
be discouraged. An ordinance shall be developed to identify required 
procedures for removal of these trees. Said ordinance shall take into account 
fuel modification needed for fire prevention in the vicinity of structures and 
shall include: 

a. Permit requirements. 

b. Replacement criteria 

c. Exceptions for emergencies and governmental agencies 

Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, Title 21 

The Monterey County Zoning Ordinance: Title 21, Section 21.64.260 – Preservation of Oak and 
Other Protected Trees, states that “no oak or madrone tree six inches or more in diameter 
two feet above ground level shall be removed in the …Toro Area Plan areas” without a 
County-approved permit. 
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Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan 
3. All structure, including residential, including residential, commercial, 
recreational and accessory buildings; fences; walls; decks and signs shall 
require design approval. Approval shall be based upon conformity with the 
policies of this plan as well as the following specific criteria: 

A. Compatibility of external design, materials and colors with existing 
ground elevations and natural land forms. 

B. Conformity of design and location of structures with respect to 
existing ground elevations and natural land forms. 

C. Mitigation of visual impacts from within the development and from 
major designated view corridors outside of the project. 

D. Protection of significant trees and vegetation. Trees over 36” in 
circumference (four feet above the ground) shall be retained. Where 
it is necessary to remove such trees for better design or layout, then 
they shall be replaced on a two for one basis subject to the approval 
of the Director of Planning. 

E. Prevention of erosion, sedimentation and visual impacts resulting 
from grading, excavation, cutting or filling. 

7.3 THRESHOLDS OR STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) indicates that a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment if it would have any of the effects listed below.  

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means; 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 
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• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

The project site does not contain sensitive natural communities or riparian habitat. Though a 
shallow man-made drainage ditch exists along the eastern edge of the site adjacent to 
residences, it is not located within the development area, and no wetlands or waterways 
potentially under regulatory agency jurisdiction would be impacted by the proposed project. 
Though the project site contains County-regulated oak trees, they are not located within the 
development area. No habitat conservation plans apply to the project area. No further 
discussion of these topics is required. The applicable issues for the proposed project (special-
status species and wildlife movement) are evaluated in the impact analysis below. 

7.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Special-Status Species 
American Badger, Burrowing Owl, Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat, and 
Western Red Bat 
Impacts to special-status wildlife species would be a significant adverse environmental 
impact. If American badger, burrowing owl, Monterey dusky-footed woodrat, and western 
red bat are present on the project site, construction activities could result in the loss or 
disruption of individual animals.  

Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds 
If nesting birds protected by state and federal regulations are present on or adjacent to the 
site during site preparation or construction activities, the proposed project may directly 
result in loss of active nests, or indirectly result in nest abandonment and thereby cause loss 
of fertile eggs or nestlings. This would be a significant adverse environmental impact. 
Protected nesting birds, including protected raptor species, have the potential to nest on and 
adjacent to the project site. Construction activities including vegetation removal and site 
preparation have potential to impact nesting birds (including raptors) protected under the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code if such activities occur 
during the nesting bird season (February 1 through September 15). 

Wildlife Movement 
The proposed project would impede to a limited degree the local movement of common 
wildlife due to habitat loss. However, the site does not function as a regional wildlife 
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movement corridor or habitat linkage. This is a less than significant adverse environmental 
impact.  

Tree Removal  
The proposed project does not include the removal of trees protected by the Monterey 
County Municipal Code, Chapter 16.60 – Preservation of Oak Trees and Other Protected 
Trees within the Toro Plan area. Eucalyptus trees proposed for removal on the project site 
are not native and therefore, are not protected by the county. 

7.5 IMPACT SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Anticipated project impacts to special-status biological resources are presented below, along 
with applicable measures designed to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate significant impacts. 

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

If American badger is present on the project site, construction activities could result in the 
loss or disturbance of individual animals. This would be a significant adverse environmental 
impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1  Prior to the start of construction activities, a qualified Monterey County-approved 

consulting biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys of the grassland 
habitat on the site to identify any potential American badger burrows/dens. These 
surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the start of construction. 
If a potential American badger burrow/den is found during the surveys, 
coordination with the CDFW shall be undertaken in order to develop a suitable 
strategy to avoid impacts to American badger.  

After CDFW approval, impacts to active American badger dens shall be avoided 
by establishing exclusion zones around all active badger dens, within which 
construction related activities shall be prohibited until denning activities are 
complete or the den is abandoned. A qualified biologist shall monitor each den 
once per week in order to track the status of the den and to determine when a den 
area has been cleared for construction. 

The project proponent shall be responsible for the implementation of this 
mitigation measure, subject to monitoring by the Monterey County Resource 
Management Agency. 
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Implementation of this mitigation measure would eliminate the potential impact by 
requiring pre-construction surveys for American badger burrows/dens, and avoidance of 
any active dens if present in the development footprint. 

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

If burrowing owl is present on or adjacent to the project site, construction activities could 
result in the loss or disturbance of individual animals. This would be a significant adverse 
environmental impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce 
the potential impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2 To avoid/minimize impacts to burrowing owls potentially occurring on or 

adjacent to the project site, the project proponent shall retain a qualified Monterey 
County-approved consulting biologist to conduct a two-visit (i.e. morning and 
evening) presence/absence survey at areas of suitable habitat on and adjacent to 
the project site no less than 14 days prior to the start of construction or ground 
disturbance activities. Surveys shall be conducted according to methods 
described in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). If these 
pre-construction “take avoidance” surveys performed during the breeding season 
(February through August) or the non-breeding season (September through 
January) locate occupied burrows in or near construction areas, consultation with 
the CDFW shall occur to interpret survey results and develop a project-specific 
avoidance and minimization approach. 

The project proponent shall be responsible for the implementation of this 
mitigation measure, subject to monitoring by the Monterey County Resource 
Management Agency. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact by requiring 
pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl, and consultation with the CDFW to protect 
individual burrowing owls if they are present on or adjacent to the project site. 

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

Three possible woodrat midden locations were identified at the project site during the 
reconnaissance field survey. Loss or disturbance of woodrats due to midden removal during 
construction activities would be a significant adverse environmental impact. Implementation 
of the following mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-
significant level. 
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Mitigation Measure  

BIO-3  A qualified Monterey County-approved consulting biologist shall conduct pre-
construction surveys for woodrat nests within the development footprint. These 
surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the start of construction. 
All woodrat middens shall be flagged for avoidance of direct construction 
impacts where feasible. If impacts cannot be avoided, woodrat middens shall be 
dismantled no more than three days prior to construction activities starting at 
each midden location. All vegetation and duff materials shall be removed from 
three feet around the midden prior to dismantling so that the occupants do not 
attempt to rebuild. Middens are to be slowly dismantled by hand in order to 
allow the occupants to disperse. 

The project proponent shall be responsible for the implementation of this 
mitigation measure, subject to monitoring by the Monterey County Resource 
Management Agency. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact by requiring 
pre-construction surveys for Monterey dusky-footed woodrat middens, and avoidance or 
dismantling of any middens within the development footprint. 

IMPACT Potential Loss or Disturbance of Special-Status Western Red Bat (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

Potential habitat for western red bat occurs in tree foliage within the project site. If special-
status bats are present on the site, tree removal and other construction activities could result 
in the loss of individual animals. This would be a significant adverse environmental impact. 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 
BIO-4 Prior to tree removal activities, the project proponent shall retain a qualified 

Monterey County-approved consulting biologist to conduct a focused survey for 
bats and potential roosting sites in trees to be removed and trees within 250 feet 
of the development footprint. These surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 
days prior to the start of construction. The surveys can be conducted by visual 
identification and assumptions can be made on what species is present due to 
observed visual characteristics along with habitat use, or the bats can be identified 
to the species level with the use of a bat echolocation detector such as an 
“Anabat” unit. 
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If no roosting sites or bats are found, a letter report confirming absence shall be 
sent to the Monterey County Resource Management Agency and no further 
mitigation is required.  

If bats or roosting sites are found, a letter report and supplemental documents 
shall be provided to the Monterey County Resource Management Agency prior to 
grading permit issuance and the following monitoring, exclusion, and habitat 
replacement measures shall be implemented: 

a.  If bats are found roosting outside of the nursery season (which is May 1 
through October 1), they shall be evicted as described under (b) below. If 
bats are found roosting during the nursery season, they shall be monitored 
to determine if the roost site is a maternal roost. This could occur by either 
visual inspection of the roost bat pups, if possible, or by monitoring the 
roost after the adults leave for the night to listen for bat pups. If the roost is 
determined to not be a maternal roost, then the bats shall be evicted as 
described under (b) below. Because bat pups cannot leave the roost until 
they are mature enough, eviction of a maternal roost cannot occur during 
the nursery season. Therefore, if a maternal roost is present, a 250-foot 
buffer zone (or different size if determined in consultation with the CDFW) 
shall be established around the roosting site within which no construction 
activities including tree removal shall occur until after the nursery season. 

b. If a non-breeding bat hibernaculum is found in a tree or snag scheduled for 
removal, the individuals will be safely evicted, under the direction of a 
qualified bat biologist and in consultation with the CDFW. Methods could 
include carefully opening the roosting area by hand to expose the cavity. 
Removal of the tree or snag shall be conducted no earlier than the following 
day (i.e., at least one night will be provided between initial disturbance and 
the tree removal). This action will allow bats to leave during dark hours, 
which increases their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of 
potential predation.  

The project proponent shall be responsible for the implementation of this 
mitigation measure, subject to monitoring by the Monterey County Resource 
Management Agency. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact by requiring 
pre-construction surveys prior to tree removal activities with avoidance of any bat maternity 
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roosts or eviction of non-breeding bats if present on or adjacent to the development 
footprint. 

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

Protected nesting birds, including raptor species, have potential to nest on and adjacent to 
the project site during the nesting bird season (February 1 through September 15). If nesting 
birds protected by state and federal regulations are present on or adjacent to the site during 
construction activities including vegetation removal and site preparation, the proposed 
project may directly result in loss of active nests, or indirectly result in nest abandonment 
and thereby cause loss of fertile eggs or nestlings. This would be a significant adverse 
environmental impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce 
the potential impact to a less-than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 
BIO-5 To avoid possible impacts to nesting birds on and adjacent to the project site, if 

noise generation, ground disturbance, vegetation and tree removal, including 
removal of non-native trees, or other construction activities begin during the 
nesting bird season (February 1 to September 15), or if construction activities are 
suspended for at least two weeks and recommence during the nesting bird 
season, then the project proponent shall retain a qualified Monterey County-
approved consulting biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting 
birds. The survey shall be performed within suitable nesting habitat areas on and 
adjacent to the site to ensure that no active nests would be disturbed during 
project implementation. This survey shall be conducted no more than one week 
prior to the initiation of disturbance or construction activities. 

 If no active bird nests are detected during the survey, then project activities can 
proceed as scheduled. However, if an active bird nest of a native species is 
detected during the survey, then a plan for bird nest avoidance shall be prepared 
by the qualified biologist to determine and clearly delineate an appropriately 
sized, temporary protective buffer area around each active nest, depending on the 
nesting bird species, existing site conditions, and type of proposed disturbance or 
construction activities. The protective buffer area around an active bird nest is 
typically 75-250 feet, determined at the discretion of the qualified biologist. 

 To ensure that no inadvertent impacts to an active bird nest will occur, no 
disturbance and/or construction activities shall occur within the protective buffer 
area(s) until the juvenile birds have fledged (left the nest), and there is no 
evidence of a second attempt at nesting, as determined by the qualified biologist. 
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The project proponent shall be responsible for implementation of this mitigation 
measure with oversight by the Monterey County Resource Management Agency. 
Compliance with this measure shall be documented and submitted to the county. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would eliminate the potential impact by 
requiring pre-construction surveys for nesting birds, and avoidance of any active nest(s) if 
present on or adjacent to the development footprint. 

IMPACT Impede Movement of Common Wildlife (Less than Significant) 

Since the 15.64-acre project is undeveloped, the proposed project, through the construction of 
new buildings and site improvements, would impede to a limited degree the local 
movement of common wildlife species due to habitat loss. This, however, is a less than 
significant environmental impact. Considerable open space areas with similar habitat are 
immediately adjacent to the west of the project site, and even if this area to the west develops 
as part of the Ferrini Ranch project, open space areas will be retained that allow the 
movement of local wildlife species.  Since this is a less than significant environmental impact 
no mitigation measures are required. 
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8.0 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This section of the EIR summarizes the greenhouse gas (GHG) environmental and regulatory 
setting, identifies climate change impacts from project implementation, and specifies 
mitigation measures for significant impacts. This analysis is based in part on the results of 
GHG modeling using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). The 
CalEEMod results are included in Appendix C. Additional information regarding related 
regulations and legislation was utilized, as was information from the California Energy 
Commission and the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  

During the Draft EIR’s (Notice of Preparation) NOP review period, no comments regarding 
the greenhouse gas emissions of the proposed project were received. The County’s NOP and 
comment letters on the NOP are included in Appendix B. 

8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Climate Change Science 
The international scientific community has concluded with a high degree of confidence that 
human activities are causing an accelerated warming of the Earth’s atmosphere. The 
resulting changes in climate has serious global implications and, consequently, human 
activities that contribute to climate change may have a potentially significant effect on the 
environment. In recent years, concern about climate change and its potential impacts has 
risen dramatically and that concern has translated into a range of international treaties and 
national and regional agreements aimed at diminishing the rate that global warming is 
occurring and potentially halting its environmental effects. The federal government is 
addressing concerns about climate change through a range of initiatives and regulatory 
actions. Many states and local agencies, private sector interests, and other public and private 
interests have also taken initiative to combat climate change. At the state level, California has 
taken a leadership role in tackling climate change, as evidenced by the programs outlined in 
the Regulatory Setting section below. 

Causes and Effects of Climate Change  
The greenhouse effect naturally regulates the Earth’s temperature; however, human activity, 
industrialization and population growth has increased the intensity of the greenhouse effect 
by releasing increasing amounts of greenhouse gasses GHGs into the atmosphere. GHGs can 
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remain in the atmosphere for decades. The GHG emissions that are already in the 
atmosphere will continue to cause climate change for years to come, just as the warming 
temperatures already being experienced are at least partially the result of emissions 
produced in the past. Climatic changes are happening now and are projected to increase in 
frequency and severity before the benefits of GHG emission reductions will be realized. 
Increased concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere result in increased air, surface, and 
ocean temperatures. Many of the effects and impacts of climate change stem from resulting 
changes in temperature and meteorological responses to those changes. 

Rising Temperatures 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, which includes more than 1,300 scientists 
from the United States and abroad, estimated that over the last century, global temperatures 
have increased by about 1.3 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change forecasts indicate that global temperatures can be expected to continue to 
rise between 2.5 and 10°F over the next century. According to the California Climate 
Adaptation Strategy (California Natural Resources Agency 2009), average state temperatures 
are currently predicted to increase 1.8 to 5.4°F by 2050 and 3.6 to 9°F by 2100. Some regional 
models show average temperatures in California increasing as much as 10.8°F. Achieving the 
low emission scenarios has become unlikely, while the probability of reaching the medium 
and high scenarios is believed to be more likely.  

Locally, Monterey County has already experienced a rise in average temperatures. Winter 
weather conditions are now of a shorter duration, with warmer temperatures than were 
typical 30 years ago. As a whole, temperatures in California have already risen 1°F on 
average over this time period. According to Cal-Adapt, a climate change projection modeling 
tool developed by California Energy Commission, temperatures in the Monterey County 
area have historically averaged about 58.1°F. Temperatures in the County are projected to 
further rise between 2.9 and 4.9°F by 2090, based on average low and high emissions 
scenarios (California Energy Commission 2016). 

Precipitation Levels 
Precipitation levels are difficult to predict compared to other indicators of climate change. 
Annual rain and snowfall patterns vary widely from year to year, especially in California. 
Generally, higher temperatures increase evaporation and decrease snowfall, resulting in an 
overall drier climate. On average, projections show little change in total average annual 
precipitation in California. Furthermore, among several models, precipitation projections do 
not show any consistent predictable trend for the next century other than the Mediterranean 
seasonal precipitation pattern is expected to continue, with most precipitation falling during 
winter from storms originating in the North Pacific. One of the four climate models prepared 
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by the California Climate Adaptation Strategy (California Natural Resources Agency 2009) 
projects slightly wetter winters, and another model projects slightly drier winters with a 10 
to 20 percent decrease in total annual precipitation. However, even modest changes, 
particularly decreases, in precipitation would have a significant impact because California 
ecosystems are conditioned to historical precipitation levels and water resources are nearly 
fully utilized.  In Monterey County, changes in precipitation can have profound effects on 
the agricultural industry, a major economic contributor to the area. 

Water Supply 
In conjunction with population growth, climate change is expected to increase pressure on 
and competition for water resources, further exacerbating already stretched water supplies. 
Decreasing snowpack and spring stream flows and increasing demand for water from a 
growing population and hotter climate could lead to increasing water shortages. Water 
supplies are also at risk from rising sea levels and salt water intrusion. Competition for water 
between cities, farmers, and the environment is expected to increase.  

Anticipated changes to source water conditions include more intense and less predictable 
storm events, longer drought periods, reduced snowpack at lower elevations, and earlier 
spring run-off. Changes in source water quantity and quality may therefore impact the 
treatment necessary to produce potable drinking water. These changes could result in 
additional required treatment processes and increased costs for treated drinking water in 
order to avoid potential for human health risk via drinking water consumption. 

These affects to water supply are expected to affect communities throughout the globe, 
including Monterey County communities. 

More Frequent and Extreme Storm Events 
Extreme weather, in addition to drought, is expected to become more common throughout 
California. More extreme storm events are expected to increase water runoff to streams and 
rivers during the winter months, heightening flood risks. Warmer ocean surface 
temperatures have contributed to warmer and wetter conditions in the Sierra Nevada, 
increasing flood risk. Strong winter storms may produce “atmospheric rivers” that transport 
large amounts of water vapor from the Pacific Ocean to the California coast. These 
atmospheric rivers often persist for days, dropping heavy rain or snow. As the strength of 
these storms increase and transport increased amounts of precipitation, the risk of flooding is 
accordingly increased. 

Diminished Air Quality 
Climate change is expected to exacerbate air quality problems by increasing the frequency, 
duration, and intensity of conditions conducive to air pollution formation. Higher 
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temperatures and increased ultraviolet radiation from climate change are expected to 
facilitate the chemical formation of more secondary air pollutants from ground-level sources. 
Conversely, decreased precipitation is expected to reduce the amount of particulates 
cleansed from the air. 

While there are variations throughout the state, Californians experience the worst quality air 
in the nation. More than 90 percent of California’s population lives in areas that have ozone 
or particulate matter levels above the State air quality standard. Incidents of wildfires in 
nearby foothills and mountain regions have already grown in frequency and severity and are 
expected to increase, further contributing to air quality problems.  

The project site is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (“air basin”). As discussed in 
Section 6.0 of this EIR, the air basin is in non-attainment with State mandated thresholds for 
ozone and suspended particulate matter. 

Environmental Protection 
Climate change effects will have broad impacts on local and regional ecosystems, habitats, 
and wildlife as average temperatures increase, precipitation patterns less predictable, and 
more extreme weather events occur. Species have adapted to natural and more gradual, 
environmental changes for millions of years, however, species that cannot adapt to 
foreseeable changes in climate are at risk of extinction. Conversely, other more adaptable 
species could increase their habitat range. Overall, the risk of extinction could increase for 
many species. As temperatures increase, California vegetation is also expected to change.  
Generally, desert and grassland vegetation is projected to increase while forest vegetation is 
projected to decline. The natural cycle of plant flowering and pollination, as well as the 
temperature conditions necessary for a thriving locally-adapted agriculture, may also be 
affected. Perennial crops, such as grapes, may take years to recover. Increased temperatures 
also provide a foothold for invasive species of weeds, insects, and animals. 

Social Vulnerability to Climate Change 
The impacts of climate change will not affect people equally. Some people are more likely to 
be impacted than others. People exposed to the most severe climate-related hazards are often 
those least able to cope with the associated impacts, due to their limited adaptive capacity. 
Globally, climate change is expected to have a greater impact on larger populations living in 
poorer developing countries that rely on natural resources and agricultural systems that will 
likely be affected by changing climates.  

Certain groups in developed countries like the United States will also experience more 
impacts from climate change than others. People in rural areas are more likely to be affected 
by climate change impacts, such as droughts or severe storms, compared to their urban 
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counterparts. However, certain groups living in cities will also be at higher risk than others. 
People who are at greatest risk for the impacts described earlier in this section include 
children, the elderly, those with existing health problems (e.g.., obese youth), the socially 
and/or economically disadvantaged (e.g., households that speak or understand little English, 
low income households, the unemployed, populations without a high school diploma), those 
who are less mobile (e.g. living in group quarters, households without a vehicle), and those 
who work outdoors. Place of residence is another vulnerability indicator, as renters, 
households without air conditioning, households lacking access to grocery stores, 
households in treeless areas, and households on impervious land cover are also more 
vulnerable to climate change impacts. 

Health Effects/Illness 
As temperatures rise from global warming, the frequency and severity of heat waves will 
grow and increase the potential for bad air quality days, which can lead to increases in illness 
and even death due to dehydration, heart attack, stroke and respiratory disease. 
Additionally, dry conditions can lead to a greater number of wildfires producing smoke that 
puts people with asthma and respiratory conditions at risk of illness or death. 

Higher temperatures and the increased frequency of heat waves are expected to significantly 
increase heat-related illnesses, such as heat exhaustion and heat stroke, while also 
exacerbating conditions associated with cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, diabetes, 
nervous system disorders, emphysema, and epilepsy. An increase of 10°F in average daily 
temperature is associated with a 2.3 percent increase in mortality. During heat waves 
mortality rates can increase to about nine percent. As temperatures in Monterey County 
increase, vulnerable populations such as children, the elderly, people with existing illnesses, 
and people who work outdoors will face the greatest risk of heat-related illness. 

Flood Risk 
Increased flood frequency and elevated flood risk are expected in California as a result of sea 
level rise, more intense storm events resulting in increased storm water runoff, and shifts in 
the seasonal timing of rainfall and snowpack runoff. 

Greenhouse Gas Types 
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. The human-produced 
GHGs most responsible for global warming and their relative contribution to it are carbon 
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide and chlorofluorocarbons. The contribution of these GHGs to 
the U.S. inventory of GHGs in 2013 is summarized in Table 8-1, GHG Types and Their 
Contribution to Global Warming. 

Table 8-1 GHG Types and Their Contribution to Global Warming 
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Greenhouse Gas Percent  Typical Sources 
Carbon dioxide (CO2) 81 Combustion of fuels, solid waste, wood 

Methane (CH4) 11 Fuel production/combustion; livestock, decay of organic materials 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 6 Combustion of fuels, solid waste; agricultural and industrial processes 

Chlorofluorocarbons 
(CFCs) 

3 Industrial processes 

SOURCE: United States Environmental Protection Agency 2017.  
NOTES: Percentages reflect weighting for global warming potential. 

Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potentials 
Each type of GHG has a different capacity to trap heat in the atmosphere and each type 
remains in the atmosphere for a particular length of time. The ability of a GHG to trap heat is 
measured by an index called the global warming potential expressed as carbon dioxide 
equivalent. Carbon dioxide is considered the baseline GHG in this index and has a global 
warming potential of one. Methane has a global warming potential of 21 times that of carbon 
dioxide and nitrous oxide has a global warming potential of 310 times that of CO2. The 
families of chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons have a 
substantially greater global warming potential than other GHGs, generally ranging from 
approximately 1,300 to over 10,000 times that of CO2. See Table 8-2, GHG Global Warming 
Potentials, below, for reference on the global warming potential of various GHGs. 

Table 8-2 GHG Global Warming Potentials 

Greenhouse Gas Atmospheric Lifetime 
(Years) 

Global Warming Potential 

Carbon Dioxide CO2 50-200 1 

Methane CH4 12 (+/- 3) 21 

Nitrous Oxide N2O 120 310 

HFC-23 264 11,700 

HFC-134a 14.6 1,300 

HFC-152a 1.5 140 

PFC Tetrafluoromethane CF4 50,000 6,500 

PFC Hexafluoroethane C2F6 10,000 9,200 

Sulfur Hexaflouride SF6 3,200 23,900 
SOURCE: United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change2017  

While CO2 represents the vast majority of the total volume of GHGs released into the 
atmosphere, the release of even small quantities of other types of GHGs can be significant for 
their contribution to climate change.  
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The GHG volume produced by a particular source is often expressed in terms of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (CO2e). Carbon dioxide equivalent describes how much global warming a 
given type of GHG will cause, with the global warming potential of CO2 as the base 
reference. It is useful because it allows comparisons of the impact from many different 
GHGs, such as methane, perfluorocarbons or nitrous oxide. If a project is a source of several 
types of GHGs, their individual global warming potential can be standardized and expressed 
in terms of CO2e.  

Inventories of Greenhouse Gases 
California GHG Emissions Inventory  
California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases. Based on (California Air 
Resources Board) CARB’s most recent state GHG inventory, a net of about 459.28 million 
tons of CO2e were generated in 2013 (California Air Resources Board 2015). In 2013, about 37 
percent of all GHG gases emitted in the state came from the transportation sector. Industrial 
uses and electric power generation (in-state generation and out-of-state generation for 
imported electricity) were the second and third largest categories at about 23 percent and 20 
percent, respectively. The commercial and residential use sectors combined to generate about 
12 percent of the 2013 emissions, while the agricultural sector contributed about eight 
percent. 

Monterey County GHG Emissions Inventory 
Greenhouse gas emissions generated in Monterey County represent a small fraction of the 
statewide emissions inventory. In 2006, the county conducted a GHG emissions inventory as 
part of its General Plan update (Monterey County 2010). In 2006, 1,394,404 metric tons of 
CO2e was estimated to have been generated in the county (Monterey County 2008, Table 4.3-
11). As with most cities and counties in the state, the primary source of GHG emissions is the 
transportation sector (cars and trucks). These on-road sources of emissions accounted for 
about 46 percent of all emissions generated in the county compared with the approximately 
15 percent of total emissions created by electricity generation, 14 percent by industrial 
processes, 14 percent from combustion of natural gas, eight percent from agricultural 
equipment fuel use, and two percent from landfill emissions. 

Policies are included in the county’s 2010 general plan that serve as mitigation for potential 
GHG impacts related to build‐out of the plan. The County of Monterey updated the 
municipal inventory component of the 2006 inventory in 2013 pursuant to that mitigation 
and Policy OS‐10.15 of the general plan to address GHG emissions from county operations 
(Monterey County’s Municipal Climate Action Plan: Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan for County 
Operations June 2013).  The Monterey County’s Municipal Climate Action Plan: Greenhouse Gas 
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Reduction Plan for County Operations serves as one component of the county’s larger, 
community‐wide climate action plan. 

Existing Sources of GHG Emissions within the Project Site 
The project site is vacant and there is no current use of the site aside from a portion used for 
occasional grazing.  There are no notable existing baseline GHG emission sources. The site 
does not contain important sources of sequestered carbon such as trees that would be lost as 
a result of its conversion to urban use. 

8.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
State and regional policies and regulations pertaining to climate change are summarized 
below. These provide context for how climate change is being addressed and identify policy 
and regulatory actions whose implementation would lessen the contribution of the proposed 
project to climate change. The federal government is also taking significant regulatory steps 
toward addressing climate change. Generally, California legislation and regulations are as 
comprehensive, or are more comprehensive, than federal actions; therefore, this regulatory 
section focuses on state activity.  

State  
California Assembly Bill No. 1493 (“Pavley I Rule”) 
AB 1493, enacted on July 22, 2002, required CARB to develop and adopt regulations that 
reduce GHGs emitted by passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks by improving fuel 
efficiency requirements. Pavley I requirements apply to these vehicles in the model years 
2009 to 2016. CARB has estimated the effectiveness of Pavley I standards on vehicle emission 
factors and estimates that these standards will reduce GHG emissions in the transportation 
sector by 20 percent in 2020 and 25 percent in 2035 above and beyond a scenario without 
these standards.  

Executive Order S-03-05  
The Governor signed this executive order on June 1, 2005. It recognizes the anticipated 
effects of climate change, such as increased temperatures, reduced Sierra Nevada snowpack, 
worsened air quality, and sea level rise among others. The executive order includes GHG 
emission reduction targets for the purpose of combating these effects. GHG emissions are to 
be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, 1990 levels by 2020, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 
2050. 

California Assembly Bill 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act)  
In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, 
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and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and a cap on 
statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020 consistent with Executive Order S-03-05. This reduction will be accomplished 
through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that was phased in starting in 2012. 
To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs CARB to develop and implement regulations 
to reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources. 

Executive Order S-01-07 Low Carbon Fuel Standard  
Issued on January 18, 2007, this order mandates that a statewide goal be established to 
reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020, 
and that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels be established. The Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard has been developed and implemented by CARB. CARB has 
incorporated the GHG emissions reductions accruing to the Low Carbon Fuel Standard into 
the 2014 Scoping Plan as described above.  

Executive Order S-13-08  
This Executive Order enhances the state's management of climate impacts from sea level rise, 
increased temperatures, shifting precipitation and extreme weather events. In December 
2009, the California Natural Resources Agency released the 2009 California Climate 
Adaptation Strategy Discussion Draft. The document provides interim guidance to state and 
local agencies on planning for the impacts and risks of climate change. 

California Senate Bill 375 (Sustainable Communities Strategy) 
This 2008 bill sets forth a mechanism for coordinating land use and transportation on a 
regional level for the purpose of reducing GHGs. The focus is to reduce miles traveled by 
passenger vehicles and light trucks. CARB is required to set GHG reduction targets for each 
metropolitan region for the years 2020 and 2035. Each of California’s metropolitan planning 
organizations then prepares a sustainable communities strategy that demonstrates how the 
region will meet its GHG reduction target through integrated land use, housing, and 
transportation planning. Once adopted by the metropolitan planning organizations, the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy is to be incorporated into that region’s federally 
enforceable regional transportation plan. If a metropolitan planning organization is unable to 
meet the targets through the Sustainable Communities Strategy, then an alternative planning 
strategy must be developed which demonstrates how targets could be achieved, even if 
meeting the targets is deemed to be infeasible. 

AMBAG is the metropolitan planning organization responsible for preparing the sustainable 
communities strategy. The Sustainable Communities Strategy is embedded in AMBAG’s 
2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional 
Transportation Plans for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties (Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments 2014) (MTP/SCS). The environmental effects of 
implementing the MPT/SCS were evaluated in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional 
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Transportation Plans for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties (Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments 2014). The Sustainable Communities Strategy sets forth a 
forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the 
transportation network and other transportation measures and policies, is intended to reduce 
GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and light duty trucks to achieve the regional GHG 
reduction targets set by CARB. 

CARB set targets for the AMBAG region as “not to exceed 2005 emissions levels” by 2020 
and a five percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2035. AMBAG adopted these standards in 
September 2010. These targets apply to the AMBAG region as a whole for all on-road light 
duty trucks and passenger vehicles emissions, and not to individual cities or sub-regions. 
Therefore, AMBAG, through the 2035 MTP/SCS, must maintain or reduce these levels to 
meet the 2020 target and reduce these levels to meet the 2035 targets. 

SB 375 specifically states that local governments retain their autonomy to develop and adopt 
local General Plan policies and land uses. The 2035 MTP/SCS provides a regional policy 
foundation that local governments may build upon, if they so choose. The 2035 MTP/SCS 
includes and accommodates the quantitative growth projections for the region. In addition, 
the 2035 MTP/SCS EIR lays the groundwork for the streamlined CEQA review of qualifying 
development projects. Such projects are defined as Transit Priority Projects that are located 
within an Opportunity Area that meet specific criteria including: 

 Consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy; 

 Contains at least 50 percent residential use; 

 Proposed to be developed at a minimum 20 dwelling units per acre; and 

 Located within one half mile of a major transit stop or high quality transit corridor 
that is included in the MTP/SCS. 

AB 32 Scoping Plan 
In December 2008, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan, which contains the 
main strategies California will implement to achieve reduction of approximately 118 million 
metric tons (MMT) CO2e, or approximately 22 percent from the state’s projected 2020 
emission level of 545 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario This is a reduction of 
47 MMT CO2e, or almost 10 percent, from 2008 emissions. CARB’s original 2020 projection 
was 596 MMT CO2e, but this revised 2020 projection takes into account the economic 
downturn that occurred in 2008. The Scoping Plan also includes CARB recommended GHG 
reductions for each emissions sector of the state GHG inventory. CARB estimates the largest 
reductions in GHG emissions would be by implementing the following measures and 
standards: 

 improved emissions standards for light-duty vehicles (26.1 MMT CO2e); 
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 the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) (15.0 MMT CO2e); 

 energy efficiency measures in buildings and appliances (11.9 MMT CO2e); and 

 renewable portfolio and electricity standards for electricity production (23.4 MMT 
CO2e). 

In 2011, CARB adopted a cap-and-trade regulation. The cap-and-trade program covers major 
sources of GHG emissions in the state such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities, 
and transportation fuels. The cap-and-trade program includes an enforceable emissions cap 
that will decline over time. The state distributes allowances, which are tradable permits, 
equal to the emissions allowed under the cap. Sources under the cap are required to 
surrender allowances and offsets equal to their emissions at the end of each compliance 
period. Enforceable compliance obligations started in 2013. The program applies to facilities 
that comprise 85 percent of the states GHG emissions. 

With regard to land use planning, the scoping plan expects that reductions of approximately 
3.0 MMT CO2e will be achieved through implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 375. 

California Senate Bill 97 (CEQA Guidelines Amendments) 
As directed by SB 97, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to the 
CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the 
Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary 
of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The amendments became 
effective on March 18, 2010. CEQA allows lead agencies to analyze and mitigate the 
significant effects of GHG emissions at a programmatic level, such as in a general plan, or as 
part of a separate plan (e.g., a climate action plan) to reduce GHG emissions. 

California Green Building Standards Code 
The Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), which requires all new buildings in the 
state to be more energy efficient and environmentally responsible, took effect on January 1, 
2011. These comprehensive regulations will achieve major reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, energy consumption and water use. 

Renewable Energy Legislation/Orders 
The California Renewable Portfolio Standard Program (RPS) requires electric utilities and 
other entities under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission to meet a 
portion of their retail sales with renewable power. SB 1078, adopted in 2002, required 20 
percent of retail sales to be met with renewable power by 2017. The requirement was 
accelerated to 20 percent by 2010 by SB 107 in 2006. The program was subsequently 
expanded in September 2010 by requiring all utilities to meet a 33 percent target by 2020. 
Governor Brown then signed A8B 350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 
2015, which increases the RPS requirement to 50 percent of all retail sales by 2030. 
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Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent 
Document 
In 2011, CARB released this document to provide a more in-depth analysis of the five 
alternatives to the scoping plan that were originally included in that document. The 
supplemental analysis was conducted in response to litigation brought against CARB which 
challenged the adequacy of the alternatives analysis contained in the scoping plan. The 
Supplement included an update of the business-as-usual GHG emissions projections that 
were contained in the scoping plan. The update is based on more recent economic conditions 
(including the economic downturn) and on reduction measures from the scoping plan that 
are already in place). The updated 2020 business-as-usual emissions forecast levels of 507 
MMT CO2e is lower than that contained in the 2008 scoping plan. With this forecast, only a 
16 percent reduction below business-as-usual levels would be needed to return to 1990 levels 
(e.g. 427 MMT CO2e) by 2020. 

Advanced Clean Cars 
In January 2012, CARB adopted an Advanced Clean Cars program aimed at reducing both 
smog-causing pollutants and GHG emissions for vehicles model years 2017-2025. Advanced 
Clean Cars program refers to a suite of regulations that combine what were previously 
independent regulations that targeted GHG emissions reductions and smog emissions from 
passenger cars and light-duty trucks. The regulations focus on substantially increasing the 
number of plug-in hybrid cars and zero-emission vehicles in the vehicle fleet and on making 
fuels such as electricity and hydrogen readily available for these vehicle technologies.  

The Advanced Clean Cars program would provide major reductions in GHG emissions. By 
2025, the program is projected to result in a 34 percent reduction in GHG emissions from 
new passenger cars and trucks above and beyond a scenario without the Advanced Clean 
Cars program. 

2014 Scoping Plan Update 
In response to comments on the 2008 scoping plan, and AB 32’s requirement to update the 
scoping plan every five years, CARB revised and reapproved the scoping plan, and prepared 
the first update to the 2008 scoping plan in 2014 (2014 scoping plan). The 2014 scoping plan 
contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve a reduction of 80 MMT of 
CO2e emissions, or approximately 16 percent, from the state’s projected 2020 emission level 
of 507 MMT of CO2e under the business-as-usual scenario defined in the 2014 scoping plan. 
The 2014 scoping plan also includes a breakdown of the amount of GHG reductions CARB 
recommends for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory. Several strategies to 
reduce GHG emissions are included: the Low Carbon Fuels Standard, the Pavley Rule, the 
Advanced Clean Cars program, the Renewable Portfolio Standard, and the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. 
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Executive Order B-30-15  
Issued on April 29, 2015, this order advances the intent of Executive Order S-03-05 by 
establishing a California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The 
new emission reduction is intended to be an interim target that maintains a reduction 
trajectory towards meeting the state’s goal of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 
levels by 2050 as identified in Executive Order S-03-05. This is in line with the scientifically 
established levels needed in the U.S. to limit global warming below two degrees Celsius - the 
warming threshold at which many scientists say there will likely be major climate 
disruptions, such as “super droughts” and rising sea levels. 

California Senate Bill 350 (Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act 
of 2015) 
SB 350 was adopted in October 2015. It has several aspects. Among its requirements are that 
the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission must establish 
annual targets for statewide energy efficiency savings and demand reduction that will 
achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings in electricity and 
natural gas final-end uses of retail customers by January 1, 2030. Local publicly owned 
electric utilities are now required to establish annual targets for energy efficiency savings 
and demand reduction consistent with this goal. The bill is also intended achieve GHG 
reductions through increased investments in transportation electrification and notes that 
reducing GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and to 80 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2050, consistent with Executive Orders S-03-05 and S-30-15, will require widespread 
transportation electrification. 

California Senate Bill 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006: Emissions Limit)  
This bill was adopted in September 2016. It sets a new statewide GHG emissions reduction 
target of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by the end of 2030. It represents an interim 
GHG reduction target designed to ensure that the state continues to adopt rules and 
regulations that keep the state on track to meet the statewide GHG reduction goal of 80 
percent below 1990 levels by 2050 set forth in Executive Order S-03-05. The emissions 
reduction goal set in SB 32 sets expectations for GHG emissions reductions in the state in the 
post-AB 32 2020 environment given that emissions reduction goals set forth in AB 32 will 
have been reached by 2020. 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 
California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) were first established in 1978 to reduce 
California's energy consumption. The scoping plan requires improved building energy 
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efficiency with each new update to Title 24, which is updated every three years. The 
standards were most recently updated in 2016 and went into effect in January 2017.Energy 
efficient buildings require less electricity, natural gas, and other fuels, the use of which 
creates GHG emissions. The 2016 update requires new buildings to become more energy-
efficient than ever before by increasing the energy efficiency of new construction by 20 
percent for residential uses and 25 percent for non-residential uses, compared to the previous 
2008 Title 24 standards. 

Title 24 California Green Building Standards Code 
The Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, 
Part 11), which requires all new buildings in the state to be more energy efficient and 
environmentally responsible, took effect on January 1, 2011. The standards were most 
recently updated in 2016 and went into effect in January 2017. These comprehensive 
regulations will achieve major reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, energy consumption 
and water use.  

California Assembly Bill 197 (2017 Scoping Plan) 
With the passage of AB 32, the California Legislature also passed companion legislation 
AB 197, which provides additional direction for developing the Scoping Plan. CARB has held 
three public meetings to receive input on the Scoping Plan and expects to adopt the updated 
Scoping Plan in 2018. The updated Scoping Plan represents a second update to the original 
Scoping Plan called for by AB 32 to reflect the 2030 target of reducing statewide GHG 
emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels set by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by SB 
32. The GHG reduction strategies included in the plan that CARB will implement to meet the 
target:   

 SB 350 - achieve 50 percent Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) by 2030 and 
doubling of energy efficiency savings by 2030; 

 Low Carbon Fuel Standard-increased stringency (reducing carbon intensity 
18 percent by 2030, up from 10 percent in 2020); 

 Mobile Source Strategy (Cleaner Technology and Fuels Scenario) maintaining 
existing GHG standards for light-and heavy-duty vehicles, put 4.2 million zero-
emission vehicles on the roads, and increase zero-emission buses, delivery and 
other trucks by 2030; 

 Sustainable Freight Action Plan - improve freight system efficiency, maximize use 
of near-zero emission vehicles and equipment powered by renewable energy, and 
deploy over 100,000 zero-emission trucks and equipment by 2030; 

 Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy - reduce emissions of methane 
and hydrofluorocarbons 40 percent below 2013 levels by 2030 and reduce emissions 
of black carbon 50 percent below 2013 levels by 2030; 
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 SB 375 Sustainable Communities Strategies - increased stringency of 2035 targets; 

 Post-2020 Cap-and-Trade Program - declining caps, continued linkage with Québec 
and Ontario, Canada; 

 20 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from the refinery sector; and 

 By 2018, develop an Integrated Natural and Working Lands Action Plan to secure 
California’s land base as a net carbon sink. 

Local 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District 
The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (“air district”) has been in the process of 
developing guidance for evaluation of GHG emissions impacts for several years.  To date, 
the air district has not adopted CEQA guidance for analysis of GHG effects of land use 
projects, nor has it prepared a qualified GHG reduction plan for use or reference by local 
agencies. 

In the past, the air district recommended that thresholds of significance adopted by the San 
Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District could be used as a reference for assessing impacts 
of land use projects planned within the local air district. This reference was made due to the 
air district’s belief that conditions within the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District 
were similar to those within the local air district. The Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control 
District developed substantial evidence for the formulation of quantified thresholds of 
significance. The thresholds are 4.9 metric tons/service population year or 1,150 metric tons. 
The service population metric approach is described for its application to the proposed 
project in the Environmental Impact Analysis section below. However, the San Luis Obispo 
Air Pollution Control District’s thresholds were not utilized for the proposed project impact 
analysis due primarily to a recent California Supreme Court (“Newhall Ranch” case) 
decision which suggests that an appropriate threshold should address the land use character 
of the proposed project being analyzed. The Supreme Court case is also summarized in the 
Environmental Impact Analysis section below.  

Monterey County General Plan 
The 2010 Monterey County General Plan contains a policy to develop and adopt a 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan within 24 months of General Plan adoption (Policy 
OS-10.11). A reduction plan for county municipal operations has been adopted, but the 
county still needs to prepare a reduction plan to address community GHGs, including GHGs 
from land use projects. Once the county adopts a qualified GHG reduction plan, compliance 
of future land use projects with that plan will be the basis for determining the significance of 
their impacts on global climate change. 
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Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan 
The Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan includes the following energy conservation policies. 
Consistency with these policies is addressed in the Energy section of this EIR. 

Energy Conservation Policies 
1. Each residential unit should be afforded adequate solar access for the 
operation of active and passive solar systems. Locating structures with their 
major axis oriented within 22.5 degrees of true east/west is generally the 
best means to insure adequate south-facing solar access. For single-family 
homes, the orientation is fairly simple to implement as is full access to the 
south wall for passive solar design. For multi-family units, orientation and 
access are more difficult; generally south roof access for active space 
hearing or domestic water hearing systems is considered sufficient. 

2. Careful design of structures to utilize solar access and to control heat loss 
and heat gain can achieve significant energy conservation. When these 
design elements are coupled with passive design features (thermal storage 
units, south facing glass, domestic hot water systems and other energy 
conserving components), the energy conservation potential greatly 
increases. Support structures built by the developer such as commercial 
areas, swimming pools, recreation and community buildings should make 
maximum use of alternate energy sources both to reduce operation costs 
and to serve as community examples. 

8.3 THRESHOLDS OR STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G indicates that a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment if it would have any of the effects listed below. The County utilizes the list of 
effects as its standards of significance for CEQA analyses. If any of the standards of 
significance are not applicable to the proposed project or the project would have no related 
impact, this is so noted, and no further evaluation regarding the effect is provided. 

 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment; or 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Selection of a Threshold of Significance/Reduction Target 
on which to Base Analysis of Project Effects 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 addresses the approach for evaluating the 
significance of GHG emissions effects. Lead agencies are encouraged to use a model or 
models to estimate GHG emissions volumes then determine whether the emissions exceed a 
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threshold that the lead agency determines to be significant. State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.7(c) states that when adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider 
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or 
recommended by experts. This discussion summarizes the County’s approach for 
considering the GHG impacts of the proposed project in light of a changing State 
legislative/regulatory environment and the long-term buildout timeframe for the proposed 
project.  

AB 32 and the 2008/2014 Scoping Plan Guidance 
With the adoption of AB 32 in 2006, local and regional agencies began to align their CEQA 
processes and craft GHG thresholds of significance to be consistent with the year 2020 
reduction goal embedded in AB 32 and further operationalized in the subsequent 2008 and 
2014 CARB scoping plans. However, the defensibility of using AB 32 and the 2008/2014 
Scoping Plans as a basis for a project-specific threshold of significance for local projects has 
been called into question based on a 2015 California Supreme Court decision in Center for 
Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (commonly referred to as the 
“Newhall Ranch” case). In November 2015, the court issued a ruling that, in short, concluded 
that the statewide 29 percent below business-as-usual reduction specified in the 2008 Scoping 
Plan can be used as a threshold of significance for individual development projects. 
However, the court also determined that if this threshold is used, substantial evidence must 
be provided to demonstrate that achieving this reduction at an individual project level is 
sufficient to determine that the project has a less-than- significant GHG emissions impact. 
The court found that the CEQA document which was the subject of the lawsuit did not 
provide this evidence.  

The ruling called into question what has been a standard CEQA analysis methodology for 
assessing GHG impacts of individual projects within a city or air district where neither 
agency has adopted a qualified GHG reduction plan. The court provided no clear guidance 
on appropriate thresholds of significance for individual development projects that might be 
used to assess their GHG impacts. It did, however, suggest several options for evaluating the 
cumulative impacts of proposed land use developments. One of these is reliance on “existing 
numerical thresholds of significance for greenhouse gas emissions.” As noted above, neither 
the County of Monterey nor the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air district) have 
adopted numerical thresholds of significance or qualified GHG reduction plans that could 
otherwise be used as a threshold of significance for the proposed project in light of the 
Newhall Ranch case. 

Table 8-3 of the 1990 California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for Residential Land Use Related 
Emissions Sectors, shows the adjusted residential-based, land use-driven emissions 
inventory for 1990 for a residential project. Total land use driven emissions were projected at 
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272.85 million metric tons (MMT) CO2e in 1990. This emissions volume represents the 
numerator for an efficiency-based threshold of significance for the year 2020. 

To account for the Newhall Ranch decision, an efficiency-based GHG threshold of 
significance is being used in this EIR that is specific to assessing impacts from new land use 
development of the type proposed and that is based on Scoping Plan guidance. The 
efficiency-based metric represents an emissions threshold at or below which the emissions 
from local land use projects are below a volume needed to help meet the state’s GHG 
emissions reduction target established under AB 32. AB 32 is the applicable GHG reduction 
plan because the proposed project is expected to be operational before 2020. The efficiency-
based threshold for the proposed project is calculated by dividing emissions associated with 
statewide residential and commercial uses (sources attributable to land use projects) by the 
sum of jobs and residents within the state. The sum of jobs and residents is called the 
“service population.” The efficiency approach allows lead agencies to assess whether any 
given project or plan would accommodate population and employment growth in a way that 
is consistent with the emissions limit established under AB 32. 

Table 8-3 1990 California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for Residential Land Use 
Related Emissions Sectors  

Land Use Type Emissions (MMT CO2e) 
On-Road Transportation 

Passenger Cars 63.77 

Light Duty Trucks 44.75 

Motorcycles 0.43 

Heavy Duty Trucks 29.03 

Freight 0.02 

Subtotal 138.00 

Electricity Generation In-State 

Commercial Cogeneration 0.70 

Merchant Owned 2.33 

Transmission and Distribution 1.56 

Utility Owned 29.92 

Subtotal 34.51 

Electricity Generation In-State 

Specified Imports 29.61 

Transmission and Distribution 1.02 

Unspecified Imports 30.96 

Subtotal 61.59 
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AB 32 establishes a statewide goal of reducing emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Accordingly, 
a 2020 efficiency-based threshold of significance that is consistent with this target can be 
calculated using the components of the 1990 statewide GHG emissions inventory that are 
land use based. GHG emissions related to individual land use sector development types (e.g. 
residential and commercial) can be isolated out of the 1990 statewide emissions inventory by 
eliminating emissions sources that are not land use driven and that would not accommodate 
projected new population or employment growth. For example, emissions associated with 
ocean transport or agriculture are not related to new land use development projects. 
Isolating emissions from the land use-driven sectors of the overall statewide inventory 
enables development of a GHG efficiency metric that is specific to the type of land use 
project under consideration. For example, emissions associated with on-road transportation, 
electricity, natural gas, wastewater treatment, and solid waste are typically part of the GHG 
emissions inventory for new land use development projects. The same GHG emissions 
sources identified in the statewide inventory can be isolated and used to create an AB 32-
based, efficiency-based threshold of significance that is specific to a land use project.  

As noted above, the service population is the sum of population and employment projections 
for any selected target year and represents the denominator in the efficiency metric 
calculation. Year 2020 population for the State of California is projected at 40,643,643 
(California Department of Finance 2015), while Year 2020 employment is projected at 
15,199,000 jobs (California Department of Transportation 2015). Employment projections for 
11 different employment sectors are provided for Year 2020 projections; farm and 
manufacturing jobs are not included, as neither sector is land use driven. The 2020 service 
population equals 55,842,643 (40,643,643 population + 15,199,000 employment). 

Using the statewide residential land use-related 1990 GHG emissions volume and the 
projected 2020 service population as shown above, the 2020 efficiency-metric threshold of 
significance is: 272.85 MMT CO2e/55,842,643 = 4.88 MT CO2e per service population. This is 
the threshold of significance used in this EIR.  

Residential 

Household Use 29.66 

Subtotal 29.66 

Industrial 

Landfills 6.26 

Domestic Wastewater Treatment 2.83 

Subtotal 9.09 

Total Emissions 272.85 
SOURCE:   California Air Resources Board. No Date. 
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As noted in the Regulatory Setting section above, the San Luis Obispo Unified Air Pollution 
Control District developed thresholds of significance for application within its district 
boundary. Its efficiency metric of 4.9 MT CO2e is very similar to the threshold identified 
above for the proposed project and is based on the same general analytical approach.  

Subsequent Use of 2020 Threshold of Significance 
Determination Methodology  
The 2020 threshold of significance determination methodology utilized in this EIR applies to 
the proposed project only. The methodology reflects the County’s best, most current effort to 
identify a threshold of significance in a GHG analysis environment that is in a state of flux. 
As new information and guidance becomes available from the State, regional, and/or other 
local agencies, the County’s methodology for determining GHG thresholds of significance 
and the significance of individual project GHG impacts will be subject to change. 

8.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Climate Change as a Cumulative Effect 
Global climate change is, as the term indicates, a global phenomenon. Greenhouse gas 
emissions released into the atmosphere from a variety of human activities and natural 
processes that occur across the globe are contributing to global warming. While the U.S. 
emits the largest per capita volume of GHGs of any country in the world, other major 
countries (China is the largest total GHG contributor due to its population of nearly 1.4 
billion and intensive industrialization efforts in recent decades) contribute substantial 
volumes of emissions that continue to grow on a per capita basis. Because climate change is a 
global phenomenon, it is highly unlikely that any one development project located anywhere 
in the world would have a significant individual impact on climate change. It is the sum total 
of contributions of development around the world that contribute to the problem. Hence, 
global climate change is inherently a cumulative effect.  

The individual contribution of a project to GHGs in the atmosphere can generally be 
quantified in terms of the volume of greenhouse gas emissions that it generates. However, it 
is challenging to identify the precise indirect effects of that contribution at a very local scale 
due to the complexity of local, regional, and global atmospheric dynamics and to the broad 
scale at which global warming impacts, such as sea level rise, increases in extreme weather 
events, decrease in snowpack, etc. are known to occur. 

Construction Emissions Estimate 
Appendix C, Section 2.1, Overall Construction, Unmitigated Construction, shows the GHG 
emissions from project construction activities. Total construction emissions are projected at 
682.52 MT CO2e. Total construction emissions are amortized over a 30-year period and 
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added to the annual operational GHG emissions, discussed below, to arrive at a total annual 
GHG emissions volume. Based on total construction emissions of 682.52 MT CO2e, the 
proposed project would generate construction emissions of about 22.75 MT CO2e per year 
over 30 years. CalEEMod defaults have been used for the number and types of construction 
equipment to be utilized during the construction process and for other construction 
emissions because more project specific data is not available. No construction GHG 
mitigation measures were assumed.  

Annual Unmitigated 2020 Operational Emissions Projection 
Table 8-4, Unmitigated 2020 Operational Phase GHG Emissions, presented below shows a 
projected annual operational emissions volume of approximately 611.27 MT CO2e for the 
year 2020. The unmitigated emissions volume is taken from Appendix C, Section 2.1, Overall 
Operational, Unmitigated Operational.  

Table 8-4 Unmitigated 2020 Operational Phase GHG Emissions (MT/year) 

When the amortized construction emissions (22.75 MT) are added to the annual unmitigated 
2020 operational phase GHG emissions (611.27 MT) the total emissions attributable to the 
project are 634.02 MT per year. CalEEMod incorporates GHG emissions reductions that 
accrue from two key state legislative programs - the Pavley standards and Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard, as described in the Regulatory Setting section above. GHG emissions reductions 
will also result statewide from implementation of other state legislation and regulations 
enacted to implement the 2008 and 2014 CARB Scoping Plans. These reductions are beyond 
the control of the applicant, but GHG emissions from operation of the project would be 
reduced as a result. Therefore, the projected annual emissions volume of 634.02 MT is 
conservative; the total annual volume would likely be lower.  

For the purposes of the GHG analysis, the service population is the sum of the resident 
population and number of employees. For the proposed project, an assisted living senior 

Emissions Source CO2e 
Area Source 1.82 

Energy 231.64 

Mobile Source 329.00 

Waste 24.29 

Water 24.53 

Total 611.271 

SOURCE:  CalEEMod, EMC Planning Group  2017 
NOTE: 1. Total difference relative to volume reported  may vary due to rounding 
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community, the resident population cannot be assumed to be equivalent to the number of 
beds (or 142) as the vehicle trip generation for the residents of an assisted living community 
is far less than that of a typical residential project.  Many residents of the proposed project 
will not own vehicles and the residents who do will make fewer daily trips.  

The proposed project includes 13 casitas structures providing 26 individual units with a total 
of 42 beds. Casitas residents may maintain a moderate level of independence in their life 
style, including driving their own vehicles.  Accordingly, dedicated parking is provided for 
each casita. Vehicle trips are assumed for  the facility’s remaining 100 beds, though at a rate 
appropriately lower than the rate assumed for single or multi-family residential uses. The 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip rate for Nursing Homes is 2.74 per bed and 
the ITE trip rate for Assisted Living is 2.66 per bed; both of these rates are more 
representative of the actual trip generation for the 100 beds serving assisted living and 
memory care individuals. By comparison, these rates are approximately one-fourth of the 
trip rate for a single-family home as identified by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. 

As such, for GHG analysis purposes, the resident population for this project is conservatively 
assumed to be the sum of all the casita beds (42) plus approximately one-quarter of the 
remaining 100 beds (25). Thus, the total resident population would be 67. The proposed 
project is projected to create 92 jobs at maximum capacity. Therefore, the service population 
is 159 (67 residents plus 92 employees).  The 2020 GHG efficiency metric for the proposed 
project is 3.99 MT CO2e/service population (634.02 MT/159).  This is below the threshold of 
significance of 4.88 MT CO2e/service population. Consequently, the proposed project would 
have a less-than-significant impact from generation of GHG emissions and no mitigation 
measures are required.  

AB 32 – the Applicable GHG Reduction Plan 
The proposed project would conflict with AB 32, the applicable plan for reducing GHGs, if 
the GHG emissions it generates interfere with the State’s ability to achieve GHG emissions 
reduction targets set forth in the Scoping Plan for the 2020 target year. As described in the 
Standards of Significance section, above, the thresholds of significance developed for the 
proposed project are designed to determine whether project emissions would exceed 2020 
emissions reductions goals in the Scoping Plan for 2020. Project emissions would be below 
the threshold for 2020. Therefore, the proposed would not conflict with AB 32.  
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8.5 IMPACT SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
IMPACT Generation of 634.02 Metric Tons (MT) of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 

(CO2e) per Year (Less than Significant) 

The 2020 GHG efficiency metric for the proposed project is 3.99 MT CO2e per service 
population (634.02 MT/160). This is 18 percent below the threshold of significance of 4.88 MT 
CO2e per service population. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact from generation of GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are required.  
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9.0 
Transportation & Traffic 

This section of the draft EIR addresses the project’s effects on transportation and traffic in the 
vicinity of the project site. The discussion in this section is based upon site investigation, 
information found in the County of Monterey General Plan, Toro Area Plan, the Las Palmas 
Ranch Specific Plan, and traffic impact analysis prepared for the proposed project by Keith 
Higgins, included as Appendix D.  

During the NOP review period, members of the public questioned potential impacts of the 
proposed project on the local transportation network. Additionally, comments on the NOP 
were received from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Comments from 
Caltrans include suggesting the draft EIR consider the proposed project’s multimodal travel 
demand and that traffic impact analysis for the project should include information on exiting 
traffic volumes in the study area and be based on traffic volumes which are less than two 
years old. The NOP and comment letters are included in Appendix B.  

9.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Existing Roadway Network 
The key roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project include State Route 68 
(Highway 68), Reservation Road, and River Road. These facilities are described below. 

State Route (SR) 68 connects SR 1 in Monterey and U.S. Highway 101 in Salinas. It is a two-
lane rural highway with a speed limit of 55 mph between SR 1 and just south of the Portola 
Drive interchange. SR 68 is a four-lane freeway with 65 mph speed limit between the Portola 
Drive and Spreckels Boulevard interchanges. SR 68 is a four-lane divided highway with 
55 mph speed limit from the Spreckels Boulevard interchange to Blanco Road in the City of 
Salinas. Once inside the City of Salinas, SR 68 becomes an arterial along South Main Street 
and John Street. It serves as a commuter route between Salinas and the Monterey Peninsula, 
and functions as a scenic tourist route to the Monterey Peninsula.  

Reservation Road is a two-lane rural road that connects SR 68 to the City of Marina. South of 
SR 68, Reservation Road becomes River Road, which is a four-lane road from the                  
SR 68/Reservation Road interchange to Las Palmas Road. It narrows to two lanes just east of 
Las Palmas Road. The River Road/Las Palmas Road and River Road/Las Palmas Parkway 
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intersections are signalized intersections. River Road provides access to residential 
neighborhoods. The SR 68 ramp intersections with Reservation Road and River Road are 
signalized. 

Existing Conditions Intersections Operations  
Weekday AM and PM peak hour turning movement counts at the study intersections were 
conducted in March and May 2017. The counts were reviewed and, where appropriate, 
balanced between intersections. The existing conditions peak hour traffic volumes are raw 
traffic data are presented in the project’s traffic impact analysis. The project’s traffic impact 
analysis is included as Appendix D.  

The traffic modeling software program Synchro 9 was utilized to evaluate existing 
conditions operational levels of service at the study intersections. The analysis was 
performed for the weekday AM and PM peak hours using Highway Capacity Manual 2010 
(HCM 2010) methodologies (Higgins 2017).  

The following intersections were studied in the traffic impact analysis: 

 Reservation Road/SR 68 Westbound Ramps; 

 River Road/SR 68 Eastbound Ramps; and 

 River Road/Las Palmas Road. 

The project’s traffic impact analysis found that all the study intersections operate at 
acceptable levels of service under existing conditions. Existing levels of service are presented 
in Figure 9-4, Intersection Levels of Service, later in this section. LOS calculation worksheets 
are included in the project’s traffic impact analysis (Higgins 2017). 

Existing Conditions Road Segment Operations 
The following road segment was studied in the traffic impact analysis: SR 68 between San 
Benancio Road and Toro Park Interchange  

River Road operated in 2008 as LOS C with an average daily traffic (ADT) of 14,850 between 
SR 68 and Las Palmas Road and LOS D from Las Palmas Road to Las Palmas Parkway with 
an average ADT of 11,750 (Monterey County 2010). In 2016, the River Road segment between 
SR 68 and Las Palmas Road operated at LOS C with an ADT of 14,100, and the River Road 
segment between Las Palmas Road and Las Palmas Parkway operated at LOS D with an 
ADT of 13,000 (Monterey County 2016).  

Daily traffic recorded volumes in 2016 are not significantly different to 2008 volumes and the 
levels of service for both segments of River Road remain unchanged. Evening peak hour 
traffic volumes counted in 2017 for the proposed project’s traffic analysis totaled 1,492 north 
of Las Palmas Road and 1,367 south of Las Palmas Road. Evening peak hour volumes 
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generally represent approximately 10 percent of the daily total. Therefore, these counts are 
consistent with the 2016 daily volumes. Therefore, it can be deduced that River Road 
operates at LOS C between SR 68 and Las Palmas Road and LOS D between Las Palmas 
Road and Las Palmas Parkway. These are considered to be acceptable levels of service 
(Higgins 2017). 

In 2008, SR 68 operated at LOS F and continues to operate at LOS based on current traffic 
rates (Monterey County 2016). The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), 
Caltrans, and the County of Monterey are currently conducting a corridor study to 
investigate improvements to SR 68, including roundabouts at currently signalized 
intersections.  

Existing Transit Service 
The primary public transit service in the County of Monterey is the bus service provided by 
Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST). MST focuses on improving operational conditions through 
established bus routes and schedules that efficiently meet travel demands, reduce travel 
times, improve service reliability, and encourage bike-and-ride initiatives. All MST buses are 
wheelchair accessible and equipped with bike racks. In the vicinity of the project site, bus 
routes are provided along SR 68. There are no MST bus routes provided along River Road.  

Existing Bicycle Facilities  
The County of Monterey has an adopted bikeway plan designating routes along roadways 
that can be used by commuters and recreational riders for safe access to major employers, 
shopping centers, and schools. Three basic types of bicycle facilities are described below: 

 Bike path (Class I) - A completely separate right-of-way designed for the exclusive 
use of cyclists and pedestrians, with minimal crossings for motorists. 

 Bike lane (Class II) - A lane on a regular roadway, separated from the motorized 
vehicle right-of-way by paint striping, designated for the exclusive or semi-
exclusive use of bicycles. Bike lanes allow one-way bike travel. Through travel by 
motor vehicles or pedestrians is prohibited, but crossing by pedestrians and 
motorists is permitted. 

 Bike route (Class III) - Provides shared use of the roadway with motorists, 
designated by signs or permanent markings.  

SR 68 and River Road are designated as Cross County Bike Routes on the 2016 Monterey 
County Bike Map. Both have shoulders that function as bike lanes.  

Existing Pedestrian Facilities 
There are no pedestrian facilities on SR 68, Reservation Road, or River Road. Pedestrian 
facilities are provided within the Las Palmas Ranch development along internal roadways.  
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9.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
State 
California Department of Transportation 
Caltrans is responsible for state highways and associated highway ramps and for 
intersections where freeway ramps intersect the local street system. Caltrans generally strives 
to maintain LOS D on its facilities, but recognizes that circumstances may limit their ability 
to do so. Caltrans has jurisdiction over the operations of SR 68 in the vicinity of the project 
site.  

Local Plans and Regulations 
Regional Transportation Plan 
TAMC is responsible for preparing the regional transportation plan (RTP) for Monterey 
County. The RTP includes policy guidance, plans, and programs to attain a balanced 
comprehensive, multimodal transportation system; proposed solutions to transportation 
issues; addresses all modes of travel; and, identifies anticipated funding for projects and 
programs. Goals of the RTP are embedded in the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Government’s 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(MTP/SC) and regional transportation plans for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz 
counties.  

The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) as the federally-designated 
metropolitan planning organization representing Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz 
counties, is required by both federal and state law to prepare a long-range (at least 20 years) 
transportation planning document known as a metropolitan transportation plan. The 
metropolitan transportation plan contains a compilation of the projects proposed in the RTPs 
prepared by the Council of San Benito County Governments, the Santa Cruz County 
Regional Transportation Commission and TAMC. The metropolitan transportation plan is a 
document used to achieve a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. The 
objective of the RTP and the MTP/SCS is to comply with current California Transportation 
Commission regional transportation plan guidelines. 

Monterey County General Plan  
The Monterey County General Plan Circulation Element provides policy direction for the 
transportation systems that serve the unincorporated lands of Monterey County, including 
roadways that could be affected by the proposed project. The element describes how the 
county intends to serve transportation needs for the next 20 years as the county's population 
grows. It identifies the general location and extent of existing and proposed major 
transportation facilities for vehicle, rail, air, water, and bicycle transportation including goals 
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relative to: major roadways, movement of people and goods, scenic highways, and public 
transit. Policies from the element that generally apply to consideration of impacts of the 
proposed project on county roadway facilities include: 

Policy C-1.1: The acceptable level of service for County roads and 
intersections shall be Level of Service (LOS) D, except as follows: 

a. Acceptable level of service for County roads in Community 
Areas may be reduced below LOS D through the Community 
Plan process. 

b. County roads operating at LOS D or below at the time of 
adopting this General Plan shall not be allowed to be degraded 
further except in Community Areas where a lower LOS may be 
approved through the Community Plan process. 

c. Area Plans prepared for County Planning Areas may establish 
an acceptable level of service for County roads other than LOS 
D. The benefits which justify less than LOS D shall be identified 
in the Area Plan. Where an Area Plan does not establish a 
separate LOS, the standard LOS D shall apply. 

Policy C-1.2: The goal of achieving the level of service noted in 
Policy C-1.1 is to be pursued through a combination of: 

a. Expenditures from available funds out of the County Road 
Fund; 

b. Circulation improvements that mitigate direct on site and off site 
development project impacts (see Policy C-1.3); 

c. Development and adoption of a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) as part 
of a Capital Improvement and Financing Plan (CIFP) to: 

1. Identify and prioritize the improvements to be completed in 
the benefit areas over the life of the General Plan; 

2. Ensure a funding mechanism for transportation 
improvements to county facilities in accordance with Policy C-
1.8; and 

3. Categorize transportation projects as "high," "medium," or 
"low" priority. 

d. Coordination with all adopted transportation improvement 
programs within the County of Monterey including but not 
limited to TAMC, FORA, and cities. 

CIFPs shall be developed pursuant to Policy PS-I. Construction 
costs and land values shall be adjusted annually and the CIFP 
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shall be reviewed every five (5) years in order to evaluate the 
effectiveness of meeting the LOS standard for County roads. 
Road segments or intersections identified to be below LOS D 
shall be a high priority for funding. 

Policy C-1.3: Circulation improvements that mitigate Traffic Tier 1 
direct on-site and off-site project impacts shall be constructed 
concurrently (as defined in subparagraph (a) only of the definition 
for "concurrency") with new development. Off-site circulation 
improvements that mitigate Traffic Tier 2 or Traffic Tier 3 impacts 
either shall: 

a. be constructed concurrently with new development, or 

b. a fair share payment pursuant to Policy C-1.8 (County Traffic 
Impact Fee), Policy C-1.11 (Regional Development Impact Fee), 
and /or other applicable traffic fee programs shall be made at the 
discretion of the County. 

Note: Tier 1 means impacts that are direct impacts on site, or off-site, but 
in the immediate vicinity of the project. 

Tier 2 means direct or cumulative impacts to county roadways not in the 
immediate vicinity of development. 

Tier 3 means impacts to regional roadways and highways identified in the 
TAMC Regional Development Impact Fee Program. 

Policy C-1.4: Not withstanding Policy C-1.3, projects that are found 
to result in reducing a County road below the acceptable LOS 
standard shall not be allowed to proceed unless the construction of 
the development and its associated improvements are phased in a 
manner that will maintain the acceptable LOS for all affected 
County roads. Where the LOS of a County road impacted by a 
specific project currently operates below LOS D and is listed on the 
CIFP as a high priority, Policy C-1.3 shall apply. Where the LOS of 
a County road impacted by a specific project currently operates 
below LOS D and is not listed on the CIFP as a high priority, 
development shall mitigate project impacts concurrently. The 
following are exempt from this Policy except that they shall be 
required to pay any applicable fair share fee pursuant to Policies C-
1.8, C-1.11, and /or other applicable traffic fee programs: 

a. first single family dwelling on a lot of record; 

b. allowable non-habitable accessory structures on an existing lot 
of record; 
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c. accessory units consistent with other policies and State Second 
Unit Housing law; 

d. Any use in a non-residential designation for which a 
discretionary permit is not required or for which the traffic 
generated is equivalent to no more than that generated by a 
single family residence (10 ADT); and 

e. Minimal use on a vacant lot in a non-residential designation 
sufficient to enable the owner to derive some economically 
viable use of the parcel. 

Policy C-1.11 In addition to the County Traffic Impact Fee 
established in Policy C-1.8, the County shall require new 
development to pay a Regional Traffic Impact Fee developed 
collaboratively between TAMC, the County, and other local and 
state agencies to ensure a funding mechanism for regional 
transportation improvements mitigating Traffic Tier 3 impacts. 

Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Programs 

TAMC Fee and Sales Tax Revenue Measure 
TAMC and its member jurisdictions have adopted a county-wide, regional impact fee to 
cover the costs for studies and construction of many improvements throughout Monterey 
County. This impact fee, which went into effect on August 27, 2008, is applied to all new 
development within Monterey County. The governing document for the fee is the Regional 
Development Impact Fee Program Nexus Study Update (Wood Rodgers 2013).  

In November, 2016 Monterey County voters approved Measure X, the Transportation Safety 
& Investment Plan, a 30-year sales tax measure to fund a broad range of transportation 
improvements. Fifty million dollars has been earmarked for SR 68 improvements for 
congestion relief and safety improvements. TAMC is currently conducting corridor studies 
to identify improvement options and to focus on options that will provide the most 
significant benefits to residents and the travelling public 
(http://www.tamcmonterey.org/measure-x/programs-projects/). In addition, the TAMC 
regional development impact fee designates an additional four million dollars toward these 
improvements. 

To date, a county-wide traffic fee program has yet to be adopted. However, the county has 
been assessing fees for the countywide traffic impact fee on an ad hoc basis per the fee 
program’s draft fee schedule (Higgins 2017).  

Toro Area Plan 
The following supplemental policy included in the Toro Area Plan is applicable to the 
proposed project:  
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Policy 41.2.1.1(T) If new sites for office employment, services, and local 
conveniences are found to be appropriate, such sites should 
incorporate designs to allow use of alternate modes of 
transportation.  

Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan 
The following circulation policies included within the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan 
generally apply to consideration of impacts of the proposed project: 

Policy 3 Adequate off-street parking should be provided as a means 
of reducing road congestion, particularly in areas where reduced 
road right-of-way is proposed.  

Policy 4 Turnouts and turnaround facilities may be required to 
accommodate emergency vehicles in areas of reduced right-of-way 
or where longer cul-de-sacs are proposed.  

Policy 5 Interior roads shall have longitudinal grades not exceeding 
15 percent. 

Policy 7 The internal circulation system should be designed to 
accommodate a level of service “C” at full buildout. A trip 
generation factor of 8.0 trips per day per unit shall be used for this 
project.  

Policy 8 The use of optional design and improvement standards is 
encouraged for the internal road system to reduce visual impacts, 
maintain a rural character and enhance the liveability, convenience 
and appearance of the project. Subject to specific review in each case, 
such optional standards shall permit extended cul-de-sac length and 
elimination or reduction of curbs and sidewalks, and may permit 
reduce right-of-way.  

Policy 9 Roads which area perpendicular to viewing areas of which 
involve excessive cut and fill shall be discouraged.  

Policy 10 Horizontal and vertical street alignments should relate to 
the natural contour of the site insofar as practical, while retaining 
safe sight distance for expected driving speeds but not less than 
25 mph.  

Policy 13 Access to the development will be by public road 
intersections including left turn channelizations constructed by the 
developer on River Road at the entrances to the subdivision. Design 
and construction shall be compatible with the widening of River 
Road.  
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Policy 14 Internal road connections should be provided where 
feasible between the areas of the subdivision in order to minimize 
the need for River Road to provide a route for intra-subdivision 
traffic.  

Traffic Mitigations Previously Implemented for Las Palmas Ranch 
The overall traffic impacts of the Las Palmas development were analyzed and addressed 
through the specific plan and its EIR. The specific plan EIR assessed traffic impacts for an 
upper and lower number of units and recommended mitigations accordingly. The Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors, in adopting the specific plan, approved a number of units 
midway between the high and low numbers analyzed, but required the mitigation measures 
for the larger project. The specific plan prescribed specific traffic mitigations, including 
payment of fees to a County fund to expand River Road to four lanes, for improvements to 
the River Road/Highway 68 intersection and for other local improvements.  In later phases of 
the construction of Las Palmas Ranch, the developers, with the approval of the County, built 
all of the required improvements.  

Those mitigations were based on traffic estimates developed in the specific plan EIR and 
documented in the specific plan and through conditions of project approvals. To assess the 
potential impacts of the proposed project, the project’s traffic analysis preparer reviewed the 
specific plan EIR, specific plan, previous project conditions of approval, improvements that 
were constructed, and conducted traffic counts from all of the Las Palmas Ranch entrance 
points. The proposed project’s analysis concluded: 

1. The estimated trip generation for the Las Palmas Ranch development is 11,721 trips 
per day (LPRSP EIR). 

2. Based on actual traffic counts, Las Palmas Ranch is generating on average 7,646 
external trips per day (65% of projected). 

3. The proposed project is estimated to add 363 external trips per day. 

4. The cumulative traffic generation (existing plus project) is 8,009 trips per day (68% 
of projected), 3,712 trips less per day that originally estimated for Las Palmas Ranch. 

5. All of the traffic improvements prescribed for Las Palmas Ranch to mitigate its 
impacts on River Road and Highway 68 have been completed. 

9.3 THRESHOLDS OR STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
CEQA Guidelines appendix G indicates that a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment if it would: 

 conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
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relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit; 

 conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways; 

 substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

 result in inadequate emergency access; 

 result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks; or 

 conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities. 

Caltrans Definitions of Significant Traffic Impacts 
Signalized Intersections 
Caltrans defines an acceptable level of service for signalized intersections as LOS C/D (on the 
“cusp” or the transition between LOS C and LOS D). The project is said to create a significant 
adverse impact on traffic conditions at a signalized intersection under Caltrans’ jurisdiction 
if: 

 The level of service at the signalized intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS 
C/D threshold or better under background conditions to an unacceptable LOS D or 
worse under background plus project conditions, or 

 The project would add traffic to a signalized intersection already operating at LOS 
D or worse. 

 A significant impact is satisfactorily mitigated when measures are implemented that 
would restore intersection level of service to better than background conditions. 

Freeway Impacts 
Caltrans defines an acceptable level of service for freeway segments as LOS C or better. A 
significant adverse impact on traffic conditions would occur on a freeway segment if for 
either peak hour: 

 The level of service on the freeway segment degrades from an acceptable LOS C or 
better under baseline conditions to an unacceptable LOS D or worse under project 
conditions; or 
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 New trips are added to a facility already operating at an unacceptable LOS D or 
worse under baseline conditions. 

 A significant impact is satisfactorily mitigated when measures are implemented that 
would restore freeway conditions to better than background conditions. 

Monterey County Definitions of Significant Traffic Impacts 
Monterey County considers a project to have a significant impact on county roads if it 
would:  

 Degrade a signalized intersection to below LOS C or diminish the volume to 
capacity ratio of an intersection already operating below LOS D and E by 0.01 or 
more, or any vehicles to an intersection already operating at LOS F; 

 Degrade any traffic movement at an unsignalized intersection to LOS F, or cause 
any traffic signal warrant to be met; 

 Degrade roadway segments operating at LOS A through E to a lower LOS of D, E, 
or F; and/or 

 Add any trips to a roadway segment already operation at LOS F.   

9.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Project Trip Generation  
The project is proposed to include 26 assisted living units (casitas), which are expected to 
have a traffic generation rate similar to typical attached senior housing units. It is also 
proposed to include 52 beds of assisted care and 48 beds of memory care (for traffic 
generation purposes, similar to a nursing home). In total, the project is expected to generate 
approximately 363 daily trips with 22 trips during the morning peak hour and 33 trips 
during the evening peak hour. This assumes the project operates with peak hour trip 
generation characteristics similar to a standard project with this mix of senior living uses 
(Higgins 2017). The project trip generation estimate is summarized in Figure 9-1, Project Trip 
Distribution.  

The project is expected to employ about 93 staff members over a 24-hour period. The shift 
changes that are most relevant to project traffic impacts are those that occur near the peak 
hour of the street and highway system.  

As a means of reducing peak hour trip generation, the project proposes to have shift changes 
occur outside peak travel periods, that is, during the hours of 7am to 9am and 4pm to 6pm. 
Morning shifts A and B, day shift B and the evening and night shifts all will change outside 
the two-hour street peak periods.  
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Rescheduling the day shift A schedule to begin and end outside the street peak period would 
eliminate 12 inbound trips in the morning peak hour (from day shift A) and 12 outbound 
trips during the evening peak hour. This would result in a net total of 10 morning street peak 
hour trips and 21 evening street peak hour trips. 

Project Trip Distribution and Assignment  
The project’s trip distribution based on existing traffic patterns in the study area is shown 
graphically in Figure 9-2, Project Trip Generation. Project trip assignments at the study 
intersections are shown in Figure 9-3, AM & PM Peak Hour Volumes and Project Trip 
Assignment. The project would add about one AM peak hour trip and four PM peak hour 
trips to the two-lane section of SR 68 immediately west of the Toro Park interchange. These 
additional trips would have no impact on traffic flows. Project traffic will dissipate along the 
SR 68 corridor at the many crossroads including Torero Drive, San Benancio Road, Corral de 
Tierra Road, and Laureles Grade, resulting in less than one AM peak hour trip and about 
two PM peak hour trips west of Laureles Grade. Project traffic would be at or below one 
peak hour trip west of SR 218 (Higgins 2017). 

Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes  
The project trip assignments were added to the existing traffic volumes to obtain estimated 
existing plus project traffic volumes. Existing plus project traffic volumes for the AM and PM 
peak hours are also presented in Figure 9-3, AM & PM Peak Hour Volumes and Project Trip 
Assignment. 

Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Conditions  
All of the study intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service under 
existing plus project traffic conditions and no improvements are recommended. Intersection 
levels of service are summarized in Figure 9-4, Intersection Levels of Service. LOS calculation 
worksheets are included as an appendix of the project’s traffic impact assessment (Appendix 
D). As concluded in the project’s traffic impact assessment, all project impacts at study 
intersections would be insignificant (Higgins 2017). 

Existing Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Operations  
The project would have no effect on the level of service of River Road between SR 68 and Las 
Palmas Parkway and would have no effect on SR 68 traffic operations. However, SR 68 
currently operates at LOS F. Monterey County and Caltrans consider the addition of a single 
peak hour trip to be a significant impact. Therefore, although the added trips would be 
insignificant in proportion to existing traffic volumes, the project would have, as determined 
by Monterey  

County and Caltrans, a  significant impact on the two-lane section of SR 68 between Toro 
Park and SR 218.  
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Project Trip Generation
Figure 9-2
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The project would be required to pay a TAMC fee that would represent the project’s fair 
share contribution toward SR 68 improvements and improvements on other regional 
facilities. In addition, construction and operational phases of the project would contribute 
monies for the TAMC sales tax over the next 30 years. 

Neighborhood Street Analysis  
The project site is located at the end extension of Woodridge Court. Woodridge Court 
connects to River Run Road, which connects to Las Palmas Road and provides access to and 
from River Road. Woodridge Court and River Run Court are local streets. Las Palmas Road 
functions as a collector street. Providing access to and from the project site would add 
vehicle trips to each of these streets.  

Las Palmas Road currently carries approximately 164 morning peak hour and 155 evening 
peak hour trips. Traffic counts conducted in November 2013 indicated that Las Palmas Road 
between River Road and Winding Creek Road carries approximately 1,837 daily trips. 
Riverview Court daily traffic totaled 386, for a grand total of 2,223 for the 313 homes in the 
Las Palmas 1 development. Based on these traffic counts, the daily trip generation rate for 
the neighborhood is approximately 7.1 trips per day per home (Higgins 2017). 

Two lane collector streets are generally held to have a capacity of approximately 10,000 
vehicles per day. Las Palmas Road has a width of 40 feet, which corresponds to a secondary 
street in the Monterey County Standard Details, which assigns a conservative threshold of 
carrying up to 3,000 vehicles per day. LOS C was the general plan policy in effect at the time 
of the approval of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. These thresholds are therefore 
considered to correspond with LOS C. Assuming this rate applies to all subareas within the 
La Palmas Ranch development, the daily trip totals for Las Palmas Road between Winding 
Creek Road and River Run Road is approximately 1,200. This is within 60 percent below the 
LOS C capacity normally attributable to collector streets, as well as the Monterey County 
threshold of 3,000 vehicles per day (Higgins 2017).  

River Run Road carries approximately 950 vehicles per day between Las Palmas Road and 
Woodbridge Court. River Run Road is a local street. It has a width of 38 feet, which is about 
midway between a secondary street (40 feet width) with a LOS C threshold of 3,000 and a 
tertiary street (34 feet width) with a LOS C threshold of 1,000. This section of street could 
therefore be considered a hybrid with a LOS C threshold of 2,000 vehicles per day. 
Functionally, it currently provides the sole access to over 130 homes plus the Corey House 
and the project site. River Run Road with the build-out of the project site under its original 
development proposal would be estimated to carry approximately 1,230 to 1,300 vehicles per 
day (35 percent below the LOS C threshold). On that basis, River Run Road would continue 
to operate at LOS A-B with implementation of the proposed project (Higgins 2017).  
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Another consideration for River Run Road is a comparison of anticipated traffic volumes 
with traffic volume thresholds used by nearby municipalities in neighborhood traffic 
management and traffic calming policies. Monterey County does not have such a policy, but 
the City of Salinas adopted the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. This policy 
states that if traffic volumes on residential streets are projected to be less than 1,500 vehicles 
per day, then no action is needed, nor will it be taken. 

The City of Salinas Traffic Calming Program states that streets carrying more than 1,600 
vehicles per day are eligible for traffic calming. Volumes under 1,600 vehicles per day are 
within a reasonable level for a residential street. Both the policies indicate that collector 
streets are not eligible for traffic calming. The anticipated volume of 1,313 vehicles per day 
on River Run Road is below the threshold for both policies and therefore, would be 
considered within an acceptable traffic volume for a local residential street (Higgins 2017).  

Woodbridge Court currently does not serve any residences. It has a width of 28 feet, which is 
similar to a county loop street. It carries occasional traffic primarily associated with the 
Corey House and maintenance vehicles. Woodbridge Court would carry all of the project’s 
traffic, which is expected to total approximately 363 vehicles per day. This street would carry 
volumes well within acceptable levels for residential streets (Higgins 2017). 

Table 9-1, Existing and Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes below summarizes existing and 
existing plus project daily traffic volumes along the access route between the project site and 
River Road. 

Table 9-1 Existing and Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes 

Street Segment Street 
Classification & 

LOS C Threshold 

Number of 
Homes 

Fronting on 
Street 

Existing 
ADT and 

LOS 

Project 
ADT 

Existing 
Plus 

Project 
ADT/LOS 

Las Palmas Rd – 
River Rd to Winding 
Creek 

Collector/Secondary – 
3,000 

0 2,223-A 363 2,586-A 

Las Palmas Rd – 
Winding Creek to 
River Run 

Collector/Secondary – 
3,000  

0 1,200-A 363 1,563-A 

River Run Rd – Las 
Palmas Rd to 
Woodbridge Court 

Local/An Average of 
Secondary and Tertiary 
– 2,000 

2 950-A 363 1,313-A/B 

Woodbridge Court – 
River Run Road to 
Project Site 

Tertiary - 300 0 0-A 363 363-A 

SOURCE: Higgins 2017 
NOTE: ADT = average daily trips; LOS = level of service 
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Two intersections exist along the project’s access route to and from SR 68. The Las Palmas 
Road / River Run Road intersection is a T-intersection that is stop-controlled on the Las 
Palmas Road approach. Traffic volumes are well within a LOS A on both intersecting streets. 
The project would add only incrementally to existing volumes and no capacity or traffic 
control improvements would be currently warranted. The River Run Road / Woodbridge 
Court intersection has stop control on the River Run Road approach. No capacity or traffic 
control improvements would be required (Higgins 2017).  

Emergency Access 
The project’s traffic impact assessment concluded that vehicle trip generation associated with 
the proposed project would be accommodated by the existing neighborhood roadway 
system. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in inadequate 
emergency access to the project site itself, or to residences in the Las Palmas Ranch 
neighborhood.  

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measures  
The following mitigation measure intended to reduce impacts to traffic circulation in the 
vicinity of the project site has been proposed by the applicant.  

1. To reduce peak hour trip generation, specifically on SR 68, all employee shift 
changes for project site operations shall occur outside of morning and evening peak 
trip hours. A requirement to schedule all morning, day, and night shifts for project 
operations outside of peak hours shall be included as a condition of approval 
associated with the conditional use permit.  

2. To reduce overall trip generation to and from the project site, the project developer 
shall prepare a detailed plan for shuttle service. Shuttle services shall be offered to 
residents to access areas on the Monterey Peninsula and in Salinas from the project 
site. Additionally, shuttle service to nearby transportation hubs for employees shall 
be offered in the shuttle service plan. The shuttle service plan shall be submitted for 
review and approval to Monterey County prior to approval of any building permits 
on the project site.  

9.5 IMPACT SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
IMPACT The Proposed Project Would Add Vehicle Trips to Local Neighborhood 

Roadways and Intersections (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would add approximately 363 vehicles per day within the 
neighborhood roadway system between River Road and the project site. Based on existing 
traffic conditions and the existing capacity of the neighborhood roadway system, the 
additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would have less-than-
significant impacts on the neighborhood roadway system.  
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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) 

All of the project’s traffic impact analysis study intersections are projected to operate at 
acceptable levels of service under existing plus project traffic conditions and no 
improvements are required. Based on existing traffic conditions and the existing levels of 
service of the intersections, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project 
would have less-than-significant impacts on the Reservation Road and SR 68 Westbound 
Ramp Intersection, the River Road and SR 68 Eastbound Ramp Intersection, and the River 
Road and Las Palmas Road Intersection.  

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) 

The proposed project would add vehicle trips to the road segments of River Road from SR 68 
to Las Palmas Road, and from Las Palmas Road to Las Palmas Parkway. Based on existing 
traffic conditions and the existing capacity of these roadway segments, the additional vehicle 
trips associated with the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on these 
two roadway segments of River Road.   

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

The proposed project would add about one AM peak hour trip and four PM peak hour trips 
to the two-lane section of SR 68 immediately west of the Toro Park interchange. Project 
traffic will dissipate along the SR 68 corridor at the many crossroads including Torero Drive, 
San Benancio Road, Corral de Tierra Road, and Laureles Grade, resulting in less than one 
AM peak hour trip and about two PM peak hour trips west of Laureles Grade. Project traffic 
would be at or below one peak hour trip west of SR 218. Project-related traffic would not 
have any effect on SR 68 traffic operations. However, SR 68 currently operates at LOS F and 
Monterey County and Caltrans consider the addition of a single peak hour trip to be a 
significant impact when adding to a LOS F situation. Therefore, based on this threshold, the 
project would have a significant impact on the two-lane section of SR 68 between Toro Park 
and SR 218. As previously discussed, TAMC, Caltrans, and Monterey County have funding 
and are studying a variety of operational improvements along the corridor. 

There are no mitigation measures available to reduce project-level impacts to a less-than-
significant level, based on the Monterey County and Caltrans threshold, because the 
proposed project would have no effect on traffic operations. However, the project would be 
required to pay regional traffic impact fees that would serve as some mitigation for impacts 
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to SR 68. Nevertheless, the project would not be directly implementing any improvements to 
offset its impacts and will, therefore, have an unmitigated significant impact on SR 68. At this 
time, it is unknown whether any Caltrans/TAMC improvements to the corridor (e.g., 
widening and/or roundabouts along the route) would improve the level of service on SR 68. 

Furthermore, the applicant has proposed to implement the following mitigation measures, 
which would reduce impacts to the traffic circulation in the vicinity of the project site.  

TRA-1 To reduce peak hour trip generation, specifically on SR 68, all employee shift 
changes for project site operations shall occur outside of morning and evening 
peak trip hours. A requirement to schedule all morning, day, and night shifts for 
project operations outside of peak hours shall be included as a condition of 
approval associated with the conditional use permit. 

TRA-2 To reduce overall trip generation to and from the project site, the project 
developer shall prepare a detailed plan for shuttle service. Shuttle services shall 
be offered to residents to access areas on the Monterey Peninsula and in Salinas 
from the project site. Additionally, shuttle service to nearby transportation hubs 
for employees shall be offered in the shuttle service plan. The shuttle service plan 
shall be submitted for review and approval to Monterey County prior to approval 
of any building permits on the project site.   

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to traffic circulation in 
the vicinity of the project site. However, the mitigation measures would not alter the 
proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impact to SR 68.  
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10.0 
Water Supply 

This section of the Draft EIR addresses the project’s effects on water resources, including 
water demand and supply for the proposed project.  

During the Draft EIR’s NOP review period, some members of the public questioned the 
availability of water supply for the proposed project. The county’s NOP and comment letters 
are included in Appendix B.  

10.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Water Supply Purveyor  
Urban water supply is provided to the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Area by the California 
Water Service Company (Cal Water). The project site is located within Cal Water’s Indian 
Springs/Salinas Hills/Buena Vista service area. Cal Water has provided a “can and will 
serve” letter for the proposed project, which is included as Appendix E. Landscape irrigation 
on the project site associated with the proposed project would use reclaimed water from the 
Las Palmas Ranch Wastewater Treatment Facility, operated by California American Water. 
Reclaimed water pipe connections to the treatment facility are already located on the project 
site.    

Cal Water has a total of 28 wells that supply its Salinas service area. The design production 
capacity of active operational wells is 27,880 gallons per minute (gpm), which is equivalent 
to 40 million gallons per day (mgd) or 44,843 acre-feet per year (AFY). Cal Water has three 
new wells being constructed and scheduled to become operational in 2017 and 2018. Well 
capacities range from 500 gallons per minute (gpm) to 2,000 gpm. It is assumed that the three 
new wells will have an average design capacity of 1,200 gpm for a total of 3,600 gpm or 5.18 
mgd, which is equivalent to 5,812 AFY. Three additional wells are planned within the 
boundary of the West Area Specific Plan, a project currently being considered by the City of 
Salinas that is located in the north of Boronda Road Future Growth Area. The design 
capacity for each of these three wells is 1,200 gpm each. The first of these is scheduled to 
come online in 2020 (Cal Water 2015). 

Recent and Existing Weather Conditions 
According to the California Department of Water Resources, California is experiencing 
record wet conditions following five consecutive years of drought. In 2015, the state had 
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record low statewide mountain snowpack of only five percent of average. The three driest 
consecutive years of statewide precipitation in the historical record were in 2012-14. Water 
year 2017 (October 1, 2016-September 30, 2017) has surpassed the wettest year of record 
(1982-83) in the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River watersheds and is close to 
becoming the wettest year in the Tulare Basin (set in 1968-69). Mountain snowpack is already 
well above the April 1 seasonal averages throughout the Sierra Nevada, with the southern 
Sierra being more than 200 percent of average for the year to date.  

California experiences the most extreme variability in yearly precipitation in the nation. The 
summary on California Precipitation by the Center for Western Weather and Water Extremes 
at the Scripps Institution explains how large storms (often atmospheric river storms) 
contribute to those extreme changes. Water year 2017 has been an active year for 
atmospheric river storms.  

The potential for wide swings in precipitation from one year to the next shows why the state 
must be prepared for either flood or drought in any year. Although this year may be wet, dry 
conditions could return again next year. 2017 may be only a wet outlier in an otherwise dry 
extended period. Unfortunately, the scientific ability to determine if next year will be wet or 
dry (known as sub-seasonal to seasonal forecasting, or long-range weather forecasting) isn’t 
yet capable of delivering reliable predictions (California Department of Water Resources 
2017). 

Groundwater Supply, Demand, and Basin Overdraft  
There is no available data regarding how the 2016-2017 storms have affected the Salinas 
Valley Groundwater Basin (groundwater basin). The following discussion is based upon 
reports prepared prior to the 2016-2017 storms. 

Groundwater is currently the dominant source of water supply for agricultural and 
municipal water demands in the Salinas Valley, as well as all of unincorporated Monterey 
County. Agricultural water use represents approximately 90 percent of all water used in the 
Salinas Valley (Brown & Caldwell 2016, pp. 2-4 – 2-5). Urban water supply to Salinas is 
currently derived exclusively from groundwater. There are no sources of imported water 
available to augment groundwater supplies within the district or within the groundwater 
basin. For this reason, the condition of groundwater resources from a supply and demand 
perspective is important in considering potential effects of increased water demand that 
would result from development of the proposed project. Due to the growth of urban 
development and agricultural activities over time, demand for groundwater has increased, 
resulting in impacts on groundwater availability and quality. 

The project site is situated in the foothills at the north-western end of the Salinas Valley, a 
relatively narrow, elongated, fault down-dropped, sedimentary basin in the California 
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Central Coast Range. The uplifted mountainous boundary consists of older granitic, 
metamorphic and marine sedimentary rocks of the Salinian tectonic block. Beneath the 
valley, a thick sequence of Tertiary marine sedimentary rocks is overlain by late Tertiary to 
Recent non-marine sedimentary deposits of fluvial and alluvial fan origin. The uppermost 
1,000 feet, or more, of this non-marine sequence contains the fresh ground-water basin that is 
utilized for various water supply purposes.  

Cal Water extracts groundwater from two hydraulically connected sub-basins of the 
groundwater basin known as the Pressure Subarea and the East Side Subarea. Much of the 
water supply for the Salinas area is extracted from the Pressure Subarea. The Pressure Area 
is a region of gradually declining groundwater elevations and is characterized by three 
confined aquifer systems, overlain and separated by thick clay layers that act as aquicludes. 
These aquifers named for their relative depths are known as the “180-foot", the “400-foot”, 
and “900-foot” aquifers. The groundwater level in the East Side Area is declining more 
rapidly than any other area in the groundwater basin. The East Side Area is comprised of 
unconfined, randomly scattered water bearing strata (Yarne & Associates 2016). 

As described in Cal Water’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the groundwater 
basin was in an overdraft condition at the time the UWMP was adopted. The state has 
designated the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers as critically over-drafted. While the basin 
remains unadjudicated, the California Department of Water Resources has listed the 
groundwater basin as a high priority. The main concern of the overdraft is not water level, 
but rather seawater intrusion into these two aquifers. Seawater intrusion threatens the 
quality of water extracted from the aquifers.  

The UWMP notes the annual non-drought overdraft of the groundwater basin is 
approximately 45,300 AFY. Because of the hydrologic continuity between the ocean and the 
aquifers of the Pressure Area, seawater has been intruding into these aquifers at a rate of 
approximately 28,800 AFY. During droughts, the annual overdraft can escalate to between 
150,000 and 300,000 AFY per year. 

Refined data on the imbalance of the groundwater basin can be found in the Brown & 
Caldwell’s State of the Salinas River Groundwater Basin. That report investigates conditions 
in “Zone 2C” of the groundwater basin. Zone 2C is comprised of seven of the sub-basins 
within the groundwater basin. The report further focuses on the four water-producing 
subareas, including the Pressure Subarea and the East Side Subarea, that produce nearly all 
of the reported groundwater use within Zone 2C. The report states that the basin appears to 
be out of hydrologic balance. The average annual groundwater extraction for the four noted 
subareas that compose Zone 2C was about 523,000 AFY from 1959 to 2013. The average 
annual change in storage was about 17,000 to 24,000 AFY, including seawater intrusion. 
Based on the continued large storage declines in the East Side and Pressure Subareas (and 
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resulting groundwater declines and seawater intrusion), the current distribution of 
groundwater extractions is not sustainable. Seawater intrusion can account for up to 18,000 
AFY of the total storage loss of 24,000 AFY. It is stated that sustainable use of groundwater 
can only be achieved by aggressive and cooperative water resources planning to mitigate 
seawater intrusion and groundwater head declines (Brown & Caldwell 2015, p. ES-16). 
Brown & Caldwell note three possible options for reducing seawater intrusion impacts. 
These include: 1) reducing pumping in the Pressure and East Side subareas; 2) shifting 
pumping to areas farther away from the coast as long as it is shifted to areas far enough 
inland; and 3) shifting pumping from the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers to the deep 900-foot 
aquifer. Regarding the latter, it is uncertain whether this is a viable option given lack of 
information about connectivity between the three aquifers and whether pumping in the 900-
foot aquifer would lead to the onset of regional seawater intrusion (Brown & Caldwell 2015, 
pp. 6-3 – 6-4).  

Intruding seawater has advanced into the 180-foot aquifer to within one mile of Cal Water’s 
closest well. Cal Water has shifted production as much as possible out of the 180-foot and 
East Side aquifers and located it further south and more in the 400-foot aquifer of the 
Pressure area. Cal Water does not pump from the 900-foot aquifer. No change was observed 
in the location of the intrusion contours between the years 2011 and 2013, the most recent 
year for which analysis is available. It is possible that the first two years of the current 
drought did not have an apparent effect on the movement of the seawater intrusion front 
(Brown & Caldwell 2015, p. ES-13). 

Current/Planned Water Projects to Reduce Groundwater Overdraft  
Seawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin has been a problem for many 
years. A solution was identified as early as 1946 when the State of California proposed a 
three-part remedy: 

 Construct several large reservoirs to capture excess storm flow on the upper reaches 
of the Salinas River and its tributaries;  

 Recharge groundwater in the upper valley and Forebay sub-areas of the Salinas 
Valley with the captured runoff; and 

 Extract portions of the augmented groundwater and transmit it via a conveyance 
system to the East Side and Pressure sub-areas of the basin so that the water users in 
this northern-most region of the valley can reduce their use of groundwater. 

The first two parts of this solution have been constructed and are in operation. Nacimiento 
and San Antonio reservoirs were built and are operated by the Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency. The water that they capture is released in a controlled manner to recharge 
the aquifers in the upper and forebay areas through the natural riverbeds. The final part of 
the solution however, has not been implemented (Cal Water 2016). 
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A number of additional projects have been implemented, are currently being implemented, 
or are planned to reduce overdraft and reduce/halt seawater intrusion within the 
groundwater basin. Several of these are summarized below.  

Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project. The Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project was 
completed in 1998. It generates recycled water for use by agricultural water users in the 
Castroville area during the irrigation season. By providing recycled water for agricultural 
use, the need for groundwater pumping to meet agricultural demand is significantly 
reduced. This in turn results in reduced intensity and rate of seawater intrusion.  

Salinas Valley Water Project. The Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency 
(MRWPCA) has utilized a collaborative effort with Salinas Valley interests to develop the 
Salinas Valley Water Project to address water resources management issues within the 
Salinas Valley. The project was approved in 2003. The Salinas Valley Water Project provides 
for the long-term management and protection of groundwater resources in the basin by 
meeting the following objectives: stopping seawater intrusion and providing adequate water 
supplies and flexibility to meet current and future (year 2030) needs. In addition, the project 
provides the surface water supply necessary to attain a hydrologically balanced 
groundwater basin in the Salinas Valley. The Salinas Valley Water Project includes 
Nacimiento Dam spillway modification and a rubber dam on the Salinas River near Marina, 
to allow diversion of river water for treatment and piping to nearby farms for irrigation. The 
project is also intended improve flood control and Nacimiento Dam safety, recharge the 
aquifers and improve river flow for migration of the federally designated threatened 
Steelhead trout. Construction of the Nacimiento spillway modifications was completed in 
2009 and Salinas River diversion facility began its operation in April 2010 
(http://www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us/salinas_valley_water_project_I/salinas_valley_water_
project_I.php). 

Salinas Valley Groundwater Project Phase II. A conceptual design for Phase II of the 
Salinas Valley Water Project has been developed by Monterey County Water Resources 
Agency (MCWRA). Under this plan additional winter flood flows would be diverted from 
the Salinas River. These diversions, up to 135,000 AFY, could be directly used by urban 
customers. A technical memorandum was completed in 2013. Phase II incorporates two 
surface water diversion points and will be accompanied by conveyance and delivery 
facilities. The project is not yet funded, so its implementation has not begun (Phone 
Conversation with Howard Franklin, Monterey County Water Resources Agency, 
December 7, 2016).   

Pure Water Monterey Project. The Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment 
Project will serve northern Monterey County. The project will provide both purified recycled 
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water for recharge of the Seaside Groundwater Basin that serves as drinking water supply, 
and recycled water to augment the existing Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project’s crop 
irrigation supply. The project is jointly sponsored by the MRWPCA and the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District, and also includes participation by the City of Salinas, 
the Marina Coast Water District, and the MCWRA.  

The project includes collection of a variety of new source waters and conveyance of that 
water to the MRWPCA’s regional wastewater treatment plant (regional plant) for treatment 
and recycling. New source waters include: 1) water from the City of Salinas agricultural 
wash water system; 2) storm water flows from the southern part of Salinas and the Lake El 
Estero facility in Monterey; 3) surface water and agricultural tile drain water that is captured 
in the Reclamation Ditch and Tembladero Slough; and 4) surface water and agricultural tile 
drain water that flows in the Blanco Drain. The project would enable California American 
Water Company to reduce its diversions from the Carmel River system by up to 3,500 acre-
feet per year by injecting the same amount of purified recycled water into the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin. The project would also provide additional recycled water for 
agricultural irrigation in northern Salinas Valley through the Castroville Seawater Intrusion 
Project’s agricultural irrigation system. It is anticipated that in normal and wet years 
approximately 4,500 to 4,750 acre-feet per year of additional recycled water supply could be 
created for agricultural irrigation purposes. In drought conditions, the project could provide 
up to 5,900 acre feet per year for crop irrigation (Denise Duffy & Associates 2016). It is this 
latter source of new agricultural water that would replace an equivalent volume that is now 
pumped from the groundwater basin and contributes to groundwater overdraft and 
seawater intrusion. 

Interlake Tunnel. Monterey County is currently in the process of developing the Interlake 
Tunnel Project which would connect Lake Naciemento and Lake San Antonio in southern 
Monterey County. The project is intended to move water between the two reservoirs to 
improve water storage and flood control.  

Other Water Supply Projects. Cal Water’s UWMP includes discussion of new water supply 
projects from which Cal Water may be able to obtain water supply that would reduce its 
need to pump groundwater from the groundwater basin. Chief among these are seawater 
desalination projects that are in the planning and review process. These include the Coastal 
Water Project in Marina and the DeepWater Desal project in Moss Landing. Other potential 
water sources include enhanced recycling and expanded surface water diversions from the 
Salinas River.  
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10.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
State 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
On September 16, 2014, Governor Brown signed into law Assembly Bill 1739, Senate Bill 
1168, and Senate Bill 1319 (AB-1739, SB-1168, and SB-1319). This three-bill legislative package 
is known collectively as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The act was 
amended in the later part of 2015 by Senate Bill 13, Senate Bill 226 and Assembly Bill 1390 to 
provide clarity to the original law and guidance on groundwater adjudications. This new 
legislation defines sustainable groundwater management as the “management and use of 
groundwater in a manner that can be maintained during the planning and implementation 
horizon without causing undesirable results”. The legislation defines “undesirable results” to 
be any of the following effects caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout the 
basin: 

 Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable 
depletion of supply; 

 Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage; 

 Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion; 

 Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality; 

 Significant and unreasonable land subsidence; and 

 Surface water depletions that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on 
beneficial uses of the surface water. 

The legislation provides for financial and enforcement tools to carry out effective local 
sustainable groundwater management through formation of groundwater sustainability 
agencies consisting of local public agencies, water companies regulated by the California 
Public Utilities Commission, and mutual water companies. The legislation requires that 
groundwater sustainability agencies within high and medium priority basins under the 
California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program subject to critical 
conditions of overdraft prepare and submit a groundwater sustainability plan for the basin 
by January 31, 2020, and requires groundwater sustainability agencies in all other 
groundwater basins designated as high or medium priority basins to prepare and submit a 
groundwater sustainability plan by January 31, 2022. Following state approval, the basin 
would thereafter be managed under the groundwater sustainability plan. The legislation 
does not require adjudicated basins to develop groundwater sustainability plans, but they 
are required to report their water use. 
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The key intended outcomes and benefits of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
are numerous, and include: 

 Advancement in understanding and knowledge of the State’s groundwater basins 
and their issues and challenges; 

 Establishment of effective local governance to protect and manage groundwater 
basins; 

 Management of regional water resources for regional self-sufficiency and drought 
resilience; 

 Sustainable management of groundwater basins through the actions of 
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies, utilizing State assistance and intervention 
only when necessary; 

 All groundwater basins in California are operated to maintain adequate protection 
to support the beneficial uses for the resource; 

 Surface water and groundwater are managed as “a Single Resource” to sustain their 
interconnectivity, provide dry season base flow to interconnected streams, and 
support and promote long-term aquatic ecosystem health and vitality; 

  A statewide framework for local groundwater management planning, including 
development of sustainable groundwater management best management practices 
and plans; 

 Development of comprehensive and uniform water budgets, groundwater models, 
and engineering tools for effective management of groundwater basins; 

 Improved coordination between land use and groundwater planning; and 

 Enforcement actions as needed by the SWRCB to achieve region-by-region 
sustainable groundwater management in accordance with the 2014 legislation. 

To assist in attaining the above outcomes, the California Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) will provide groundwater sustainability agencies with the technical and financial 
assistance necessary to sustainably manage their water resources. The benefits of these 
outcomes include: 

 A reliable, safe and sustainable water supply to protect communities, farms, and the 
environment, and support a stable and growing economy; and 

 Elimination of long-term groundwater overdraft, an increase in groundwater 
storage, avoidance or minimization of subsidence, enhancement of water flows in 
stream systems, and prevention of future groundwater quality degradation. 

As part of its responsibilities to implement the act, DWR has defined the 180-foot, the 400-
foot, and the Paso Robles aquifers within the groundwater basin as high priority basins. 
Groundwater sustainability plans must be implemented for these aquifers by 2020. The other 
aquifers within the groundwater basin must have adopted plans by 2022 (Cal Water 2016). 
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In March 2017, the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency was formed and 
is responsible for preparing groundwater sustainability plans. A groundwater sustainability 
plan is anticipated by January 31, 2022. The goal is to achieve sustainability 20 years after 
adoption of the plan (http://www.salinasgroundwater.org/). 

California Green Building Standards Code  
The Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), which requires all new buildings in the 
state to be more energy efficient and environmentally responsible, took effect on January 1, 
2011. These comprehensive regulations will achieve major reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, energy consumption and water use. Water use reductions are specified based on 
performance standards contained in the code that target indoor plumbing fixtures such as 
toilets, showerheads, faucets, etc., as well as outdoor water use through installation of 
irrigation controllers. 

California Water Service Urban Water Management Plan 
California’s Urban Water Management Plan Act requires urban water suppliers to prepare 
an UWMP every five years and to file this plan with the DWR, the California State Library, 
and any city or county within which the supplier provides water supplies. All urban water 
suppliers, either publicly or privately owned, providing water for municipal purposes either 
directly or indirectly to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet 
annually are required to prepare an UWMP. 

The UWMP is a foundational document and source of information about the Cal Water 
Salinas District’s historical and projected water demands, water supplies, supply reliability 
and vulnerabilities, water shortage contingency planning, and demand management 
programs, including water conservation planning. Among other things, it is used as: 

 A long-range planning document by Cal Water for water supply and system 
planning; and 

 Source data on population, housing, water demands, water supplies, and capital 
improvement projects used in regional water resource management plans prepared 
by wholesale water suppliers and other regional planning authorities, general plans 
prepared by cities and counties, and statewide and broad regional water resource 
plans prepared by DWR, SWRCB, or other state agencies. 

The Urban Water Management Plan Act was enacted in 1983. Over the years, it has been 
amended in response to water resource challenges and planning imperatives confronting 
California. A significant amendment was made in 2009 as a result of the governor’s call for a 
statewide 20 percent reduction in urban water use by 2020. Colloquially known as 20x2020, 
the Water Conservation Act of 2009 (also referred to as SB X7-7) required urban retail water 
suppliers to establish water use targets for 2015 and 2020 that would result in statewide 
water savings of 20 percent by 2020. Beginning in 2016, urban retail water suppliers are 
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required to comply with the water conservation requirements in SB X7-7 in order to be 
eligible for state water grants or loans. Chapter 5 of the Cal Water’s Salinas District UWMP 
contains the data and calculations used to determine compliance with these requirements 
(Cal Water 2016, pp. 11-12). 

County  
Monterey County General Plan  
The Monterey County General Plan Land Use Element and Public Services Element provide 
the following goals, policies and objectives pertaining to water supply and distribution 
applicable to this project. Land Use Element goals LU-1 and LU-2 aim to concentrate 
development in areas where suitable access to services and facilities such as water and 
sewer.  

Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan  
The following policies in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan are applicable to water supply 
for the project site. 

Policies 
1. As the first priority, the entire development must be served by a 

public utility water company providing domestic and fire flow in 
accordance with the requirements of State and County health and 
fire agencies. If a public utility water company satisfactory to the 
County is no feasible, then an incorporated mutual water company 
may perform this function.  

2.  Availability of water meeting the requirements of Policy No. 1 shall 
be demonstrated as to each increment of development prior to filing 
of a final subdivision map or issuance of any building permit for 
that increment of development.  

3.  Plans and specifications for domestic and fire flow water supply shall 
be submitted to local and state environmental health agencies for 
approval.  

10.3 THRESHOLDS OR STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) indicates that a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment if it would: 

 Require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or 
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 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level; or 

 Not have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources including groundwater, and would require new or 
expanded entitlements. 

These are the issues evaluated in the impact analysis below. 

10.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Water Demand 
The projected water use of the proposed project is provided in Table 10-1, River View at Las 
Palmas Water Demand Estimate.  

Table 10-1 River View at Las Palmas Potable Water Demand Estimate1, 2  

Casitas 
 Units Kitchen 

Sink  
Bath 
Sink 

Toilet Shower  Misc 
(Washer) 

Totals 

A 10 10 10 10 10 1  

B 12 12 24 24 24 12  

C 4 4 8 8 8 4  

Total Fixtures 26 26 42 42 42 17  

Fixture Unit Value  2 1 1.8    

Fixture Units   52 42 75.6 84 34  

Total Fixture Units       287.6 

Water Demand 
(AFY) 

      2.876 AFY 

Assisted Living  
Beds Use 

Factor 
 Totals 

52 0.085 
AFY/Bed 

 4.42 AFY 

Memory Care 
Beds Use 

Factor 
 Totals 

48 0.085 
AFY/Bed 

 4.08 AFY 

Total Project  11.376 AFY 
SOURCE: EMC Planning Group 2017 
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The Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan FEIR estimated total water demand for the Specific Plan 
area to be 922 AFY. When proposed, the specific plan included 1,578 housing units, which 
was evaluated in the specific plan EIR. However, the Board of Supervisors ultimately 
approved only 1,031 housing units, approximately sixty-five percent of the original number. 
Sixty-five percent of 922 AFY would result in a corresponding water demand of 
approximately 599 AFY.  

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 2017as an average of 162,398 
gpd (email 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. These numbers are presented in Table 10-2, Projected, Existing, and 
Proposed Las Palmas Ranch Water Use. 

Table 10-2 Projected, Existing, and Proposed Las Palmas Ranch Water Use 

The proposed project is subject to compliance with County of Monterey code requirements 
for water conservation. Furthermore, the project site has existing “purple pipe” 
infrastructure to use recycled water for all on-site landscaping, further reducing demand for 
domestic water on the site.  

NOTE: 
 1 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District Fixture Unit Values for Residential Use and Commercial Use Factors 

have been used to determine project water demand.  
2 Landscaping on the project site would use recycled water.  

 1982 EIR Approved 
Specific Plan 

Actual Water 
Use 

Proposed 
Project Water 

Use 

Total Water 
Use 

Water Demand 922 AFY 599 AFY 182 AFY 11.376 AFY 193.376 AFY 
SOURCES: 1982 Las Palmas Ranch EIR, 2017 California American Water Company, 2017 EMC Planning 

Group 
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Construction or Expansion of New Water Facilities 
Based on the “can and will serve” letter provided by California Water Service, the proposed 
project would not require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
The “can and will serve” letter indicates the applicable water purveyor for the site is able to 
provide water supply for the proposed project based on its existing facilities. Although the 
proposed project would increase water demand on the project site, no new or expanded 
facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts, would be 
required to meet that demand. No impacts would occur associated with construction of new 
water treatment, storage and distribution facilities. 

Groundwater Impacts 
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. 

10.5 IMPACT SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
IMPACT Increase Potable Water Demand for the Service Area by Approximately 

11.376 AFY (Less than Significant)  

As identified in Table 10-1, River View at Las Palmas Water Demand Estimate, the proposed 
project would have an estimated potable water demand of 11.376 AFY. The “can and will 
serve” letter provided by California Water Service for the proposed project indicates the 
applicable water purveyor for the site is able to provide water supply for the proposed 
project based on its existing facilities. This would be a less-than-significant impact.  
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11.0 
Effects Not Found to be Significant  

11.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS  
CEQA Guidelines 15128 states that an EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the 
reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. The following 
environmental topics were reviewed. 

11.2 AGRICULTURAL/FOREST RESOURCES  
The project site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, or timberland. The Monterey County General Plan identifies the 
property as Grazing Land. The project has been lightly grazed over the years, but only as 
part of a much larger grazing operation on adjoining properties. The project site is not of a 
sufficient size to be considered a viable agricultural unit for anything other than grazing. The 
project will not have an impact on existing or adjoining agricultural uses, or result in the loss 
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  

11.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
According to the Monterey County General Plan Archaeological Sensitivity Map, the project 
site is located in an area of low archaeological sensitivity; thus, the likelihood of resources 
being present on the project site is low. The project site was surveyed in 1977 for the Las 
Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, and it was concluded that 
no archaeological resources are known or suspected to exist on the project site. The report 
identified two nearby historical resources, an early adobe and the “Corey House”, neither of 
which resource is located on the project site. Protection of the Corey House was addressed 
with the development of the neighboring Las Palmas Ranch #1 and the adobe site was 
determined to be beyond restoration as almost nothing remains, thus development would 
not impact these nearby resources. The 2010 Monterey County General Plan policies set forth 
comprehensive measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts on archaeological 
resources (Policies OS-6.1, OS-6.2, OS-6.3, OS-6.4 and OS-6.6), paleontological resources (OS-
7, OS-7.2, OS-7.3, OS-7.4, and OS-7.5) and human remains (OS-8.1, OS-8.2, OS-8.3, OS-8.4, 
OS-8.5, OS-8.6, and OS-8.7) in the event unanticipated resources are found on the project site 
during ground disturbance activities. The project would not impact cultural resources. 
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11.4 GEOLOGY & SOILS 
The project site is not located within any earthquake fault zones as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zoning Map and no faults cross the site. As with the entire 
region, ground shaking from earthquakes could be very strong within the project site. The 
proposed project is designed in accordance with applicable building codes and engineering 
standards that have been developed to address the forces to which buildings are subjected 
during earthquakes and should allow the buildings to withstand earthquakes without severe 
damage. According to the geologic hazards report and soil engineering feasibility 
investigation prepared for the project (Landset Engineers, Inc. 2014., Appendix F), the project 
site is in an area of low to very low potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
expansion, collapse, dynamic compaction, and ridgetop shattering. Erosion control measures 
would be implemented as a condition of project approval to ensure there would be no 
related impacts. 

While the steep slopes on the north and south flanks of the site are prone to landslides and 
slope failure, future building foundations will be located within the geologically suitable 
building envelope as described in the report, which would avoid environmental impacts 
related to landslides. As displayed in Figure 11-1, Project Site Slopes, a portion of the area of 
the project site proposed for development is located in an area of slopes greater than 25% 
slope.      

The proposed project would connect to the Las Palmas Wastewater Treatment Plant, 
operated by California American Water Company and no septic systems are proposed. 
Therefore, the suitability of geologic and soils conditions for septic systems is not relevant to 
the proposed project.   

During the course of the 2017 winter storms a portion of the property had a “minor colluvial 
slope failure…due to unseasonably above average precipitation …[which posed] … a low 
risk to human health and safety.” (Landset, March 29, 2017) 

As a condition of approval, all recommendations included in the geotechnical report would 
be implemented in the design and construction of the project to ensure that there would be 
no significant impacts associated with geologic hazards.    

11.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
The proposed project is a senior living facility and, as such, may involve patient care which 
could result in the routine transport, use or disposal of biohazardous materials and/or 
medical waste. The proposed project would be required to adhere to state and local  

Figure 11-1 Project Site Slopes 



Source: Gateway Engineering, Inc. 2015
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regulations for the appropriate transport, use, and disposal of medical waste, which would 
ensure that there would not be related environmental impacts. The project site does not 
contain contaminated land or hazardous materials sites as compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and would not result in the release or upset of hazardous 
that would result in exposure of sensitive land uses to such materials. The nearest airport, 
Salinas Municipal Airport is more than four miles from the site; this distance precludes the 
possibility for the project to create an aviation safety hazard. The Monterey County General 
Plan Safety Element identifies emergency evacuation routes throughout the county. These 
routes include River Road and State Route 68. While future development may add to 
demand for use of emergency routes, such development would not physically interfere with 
the ability of the county to deploy these routes for evacuation. According to the Monterey 
County General Plan, the project site is not located in a high or very high fire hazard area. 
Every building, structure, and/or development shall be constructed to meet the minimum 
requirements specified in the current adopted state building code, state fire code, Monterey 
County Code Chapter 18.56, Monterey County General Plan, and other nationally recognized 
standards. Additionally, the Monterey County Regional Fire District reviewed the project 
plans and determined that adequate fire flow exists feed the property fire protection systems. 
The fire district has also recommended a number of conditions of approval that reflect the 
current requirements of the Uniform Fire Code and the fire district regulations. These 
requirements will be included in the final project construction drawings to be reviewed and 
approved by the fire district prior to issuance of building permits. The fire district will 
subsequently inspect the in-progress construction and will have to give a final approval prior 
to occupancy.  

The proposed project will not result in hazard impacts. 

11.6 SURFACE HYDROLOGY  
Erosion and Water Quality 
The undeveloped project site currently drains naturally down the existing slopes and 
drainage ways or percolates through the soil back into the groundwater basin. Development 
of the proposed project would alter existing storm water drainage conditions by replacing 
undeveloped land with impervious surfaces. The change in surface conditions would result 
in a substantial increase in storm water runoff from the site as a portion of the storm water 
would no longer percolate though exposed soil. Storm water runoff from the project site 
during construction and after development is completed would be greater in volume and 
velocity than under existing conditions. Changes in the rate or volume of storm water 
delivered into receiving waters can result in hydromodification of downstream drainage 
courses, resulting in further erosion and related water quality degradation. 
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The proposed project would be required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activities. In Monterey County, the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) is charged with enforcing NPDES requirements, including runoff 
management programs that include Best Management Practices to control erosion and 
sedimentation. Through implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), construction 
of the proposed project would not impact surface and groundwater water quality from storm 
water runoff during construction.   

The proposed project must implement water quality control measures consistent with the 
post-construction water quality criteria contained in the RWQCB NPDES requirements. 
A storm water control plan consistent with NPDES requirements to be approved by the 
county has been developed for the project which identifies measures for site design, storm 
water runoff source control, runoff reduction, storm water treatment; and site specific BMP 
measures that would be incorporated in the project design to ensure there would be no post-
construction impacts related to erosion or degradation of water quality.  

Storm Water Runoff 
The proposed project would result in increases in impervious area that in turn would result 
in increases in the volume and rate of storm water runoff relative to existing conditions.  

The project site is undeveloped and does not currently contain storm drainage infrastructure. 
However, the proposed project design includes storm drainage facilities (collection, 
conveyance and disposal) as detailed in the storm water control plan (Gateway Engineering 
2016) to meet the generation of storm water runoff. Proposed development must not exceed 
the pre-project rate of discharge. The purpose is to reduce the potential for increased erosion 
within receiving waters due to an increase in the rate of storm water flow. The storm water 
control plan includes on-site storm water control measures designed to achieve a no net 
increase in rate of storm water discharge relative to pre-project conditions. This reduces the 
potential that runoff from new development could exceed the capacity of storm drainage 
facilities and contribute to off-site flood hazards.  

A county reviewed storm water control plan in conformance with storm drainage facility 
design standards and NPDES requirements would be implemented ensuring that there 
would be no impacts related to localized flooding. 

Flood Hazards 
According to the Monterey County General Plan FEMA Floodplain Map, the Salinas River’s 
projected 100-year flood plain follows River Road to the north. The project site is elevated 
substantially above River Road and is not located within the 100-year flood plain. Thus, there 
would be no impacts related to flood hazards. 
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Dam Inundation 
The Monterey County General Plan EIR concluded that potential for severe inundation in the 
Salinas Valley should either Nacimiento or San Antonio dams, located approximately 70 
miles southeast of the project site, fail is unlikely. Nacimiento and San Antonio dams are 
routinely inspected, monitored, and studied by the Department of Water Resource’s Division 
of Safety of Dams to verify their integrity and safety which further minimizes risk to 
property and public safety within project site. Therefore, there would not be impacts related 
to dam failure and inundation. 

11.7 MINERAL RESOURCES  
According to the Mineral Resources Map in the General Plan EIR, the project site does not 
contain any mineral extraction operations or known deposits of minerals of statewide or 
local importance. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability 
of minerals of statewide or local importance.  

11.8 NOISE 
Noise Levels Exceeding Standards/Substantial Increase in Ambient 
Noise Levels 
The proposed project is not expected to produce significant temporary or continuous noise 
from on-site operations that would significantly increase exiting ambient noise levels. The 
proposed project does not include point sources of high intensity noise or sources that are 
unique or excessive relative to other types of residential uses. Due to the nature of the use, 
the daily activities would be mostly confined inside of buildings. Any outdoor activities are 
expected to be low intensity passive uses that would not generate excessive noise. Design of 
the facility, berms, and landscaping would further preclude noise from travelling off the 
property. On-site operations would not generate noise with an intensity that exceeds county 
standards at the nearby noise sensitive residential use.  

Construction activities on the project site would be subject to Monterey County construction 
noise standards, including:  

 Construction shall occur only during times allowed by ordinance/code unless such 
limits are waived for public convenience; 

 All equipment shall have properly operating mufflers; and 

 Lay-down yards and semi-stationary equipment such as pumps or generators shall 
be located as far from noise-sensitive land uses as practical. 

Increases in traffic generation may result during construction activities and from employee 
trips to and from the facility, which may elevate noise levels along local roadways. The 
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Monterey County General Plan EIR concluded that the General Plan Noise Element provides 
sufficient analysis thresholds and recommendations for noise attenuation to effectively 
mitigate transportation noise impacts.  

Safety Element Policy S-7.6 (acoustical analysis) states that an acoustical analysis shall be 
part of the environmental review process for projects when noise-sensitive receptors are 
proposed in areas exposed to existing or projected noise levels that are “normally 
unacceptable” as defined by the County.  The area of the project site is not considered by the 
County to experience normally unacceptable noise levels (Connolly, Luke. Email message to 
consultant, 9 April 2017). The proposed project is consistent with the development 
anticipated by the general plan, area plan, and specific plan. Thus, the project would not 
result in significant traffic noise impacts. 

Groundborne Vibration 
As with any type of construction, vibration may at times be perceptible by the adjacent 
neighborhood. However, construction phases that have the highest potential of producing 
vibration (pile driving and use of jackhammers and other high power tools) would be 
intermittent and would only occur for short periods of time within the project site and would 
not result in environmental impacts related to exposure of people and structures to excessive 
groundborne vibration 

Excessive Airport Noise 
There are no private airstrips in the immediate vicinity of the project site. The Salinas 
Municipal Airport is 4.5 miles to the north. Monterey Regional Airport is approximately 8.5 
miles to the east. The Marina Airport is approximately 6.5 miles to the northwest. Therefore, 
the persons living or working on the property would not be subject to excessive noise levels 
related to airports. 

11.9 PUBLIC SERVICES 
The proposed project may contribute to future demand for new fire and police protection 
facilities, the construction of which could have potential to create adverse impacts. 
Neighboring Las Palmas Ranch #1 currently has private security for the subdivision. The 
proposed project would participate proportionately in the cost of that security and will 
provide additional on-site security, which would lessen the need for on-site police 
protection. Additionally, the project would implement all fire district design 
recommendations that reflect the current requirements of the Uniform Fire Code and the fire 
district’s regulations to ensure fire-safe structures.  

The Monterey County General Plan EIR determined that impacts would be less than 
significant with full buildout of the general plan because if new facilities are required in the 



  River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Administrative Draft EIR 

EMC Planning Group 11-9 

future to meet demand, they would be subject to independent CEQA review; mitigation of 
any significant impacts that may be identified would be required where feasible.  

The developer of the proposed project would be required to pay development impact fees. 
Government Code Section 65995(h) provides that payment of development impact fees in 
accordance with its provisions constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the impacts” of 
new development.  

Las Palmas Ranch does provide a limited amount of private security. There is a guard at the 
main entrance during the day time but the post is not staffed in the evening or nighttime 
hours. A periodic patrol through the subdivision is done at night. Given the project is for a 
senior assisted living community it is unlikely there will be a significant exposure to the need 
for increased police protection. Fire and ambulance service already exists and there is an 
agreement in place that the subdivision is a “no-siren zone.”  

As a senior living facility, the project would not generate any students. Therefore, the project 
would not result in the need for new or physically altered school facilities.  

There would likely only be minimal use of existing recreational facilities in the area. Due to 
the projects nature and design as a senior assisted living facility containing its own 
recreational facilities, it is unlikely residents would use off site recreation facilities. No new 
recreation facilities will be required to be constructed other than those which will be 
incorporated into the project. 

There would be no impacts related to public services. 

11.10 RECREATION  
Due to the nature of the project being a senior assisted living facility and having on-site 
recreational facilities incorporated into the project design, it is unlikely residents would use 
off site recreation facilities. Construction of new recreation facilities would not be required 
aside from than those which would be incorporated into the project. There would be no 
environmental impacts associated with construction of new recreational facilities. 

11.11 SOLID WASTE 
The proposed project will generate solid waste during its construction and operations. Solid 
waste would likely be delivered to the Johnson Canyon Landfill that is operated by the 
Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, or to other facilities that may be developed or secured 
by the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority over time. The proposed project would be 
encouraged to participate in the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority’s recycling and waste 
reduction programs consistent with state solid waste diversion regulations.  The Salinas 
Valley Solid Waste Authority is responsible for ensuring that the cumulative solid waste 
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disposal capacity needs of its member jurisdictions are met over time through expansion of 
existing landfill capacity, creation of new landfill capacity, and/or deployment of waste 
conversion technology that substitutes for landfill disposal capacity. The Johnson Canyon 
Landfill service life is approximately 38 years at current permitted capacity and rate of waste 
fill with no new waste diversion programs (Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority 2017). If the 
landfill is expanded, the anticipated service life will range from 80 to 100 years. In the event 
that the landfill reaches full capacity, the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority has several 
options to choose from including expanding the landfill beyond its current permitted 
capacity, reconsidering expansion of the closed Jolon Road Landfill, or seeking landfill 
capacity in the region but outside of their service area (i.e. Monterey Peninsula Landfill 
located north of Marina, Kirby Canyon Landfill in Santa Clara County or John Smith Landfill 
in San Benito County). 

The Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority is responsible for ensuring that its solid waste 
management activities are consistent with related state regulatory requirements. As needed, 
the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority would, through its member agencies, implement 
programs (e.g. recycling, diversion, etc.) with which new development must participate. The 
proposed project would not have significant impacts related to solid waste. 

11.12 WASTEWATER 
The Las Palmas Ranch development is served by two wastewater treatment plants: Las 
Palmas Wastewater Treatment Plant #1 and #2. The treatment plans are operated by 
California American Water Company. The design capacity for Las Palmas Wastewater 
Treatment Plant #1 is 90,000 gallons per day (gpd) and the design capacity for Las Palmas 
Wastewater Treatment Plant #2 is 145,000 gpd, for a total design capacity of 235,000 gpd. 
Wastewater flows for the entire Las Palmas Ranch development are directed to one common 
area and thereby split from this area to one of the treatment plants. According to California 
American Water Company records of flows from a period of January 2016 to February 2017, 
average wastewater flows are 162,398 gpd (email communication with Mike Magretto, 
California American Water Company, March 13, 2017) thereby allowing extra capacity of 
approximately 72,602 gpd. 

The proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 12,070 gpd based on 
wastewater generation rates of 80 gpd per person used to estimate wastewater generation 
within the Las Palmas Ranch development. Therefore, with 72,602 gpd available capacity, 
the treatment plants would be able to accommodate additional wastewater flows from the 
proposed project. Even a more conservative wastewater generate rate of 100 gpd for the 
proposed project would fall well within the existing wastewater treatment capacity for the 
area. A “can and will serve” letter from California American Water Company to project 
representatives, dated November 3, 2015, regarding the proposed project and the availability 
of the wastewater treatment to be accommodated is included as Appendix G.   
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12.0 
Energy 

12.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
Public Resources Code section 21100 (b)(3) requires that an environmental impact report 
include a detailed statement setting forth mitigation measures proposed to minimize 
significant effects on the environment, including, but not limited to, measures to reduce the 
wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.  

Development of the proposed project will result in an increased demand for energy during 
construction and operations, once the facility has been developed and occupied. Primary 
sources of energy use will be transportation fuels, electricity, and natural gas.  

For purposes of this analysis, implementation of the project would be considered to result in 
wasteful or inefficient consumption of energy if it failed to comply with related general plan 
policies and failed to implement energy demand reduction/efficiency measures. A multitude 
of state regulations and legislative acts are aimed at improving vehicle fuel efficiency, energy 
efficiency, and energy conservation. Several of these are described below. Through the 
CEQA and development review processes, the county will implement these state regulations 
and guide development of the project to reduce energy consumption. 

12.2 METHODOLOGY 
Estimates of projected energy demand are based on a number of sources cited in this section 
including the greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) modeling. The GHG modeling assumes that 
full buildout of project would occur by 2020. 

12.3 ENERGY SETTING  
Pacific Gas and Electric, one of the largest utilities in the state of California, is the primary 
purveyor of electricity and natural gas in the county. Pacific Gas and Electric operates a 
major network of electricity and natural gas transmission lines within its service area, 
including Monterey County.  

For more than a decade, federal, state and regional energy agencies and energy providers 
have been focused on reducing growth in fossil-fuel based energy demand, especially in the 
form of transportation fuels and electricity. Key environmental goals have been to reduce air 
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pollutants and GHGs. As a result, investments in a range of energy efficiency and 
conservation programs and technologies to improve transportation fuel efficiency have been 
increasing, as has the focus on land use planning as a tool to reduce vehicle trips/lengths and 
transportation related energy use as well as the promotion of alternative modes of 
transportation. 

Population growth is a key driver for increasing residential and commercial energy demands 
and for water pumping and other energy-intensive services, and the county’s population and 
energy demand will continue to grow. In order to minimize the need for additional 
electricity generation facilities, both the state and regional energy purveyors have focused 
investments on energy conservation and efficiency over the past decades. Further, as 
required under the state’s Renewable Portfolio Standard, Pacific Gas and Electric is well on 
its way to obtaining a minimum of 33 percent of its retail power from renewable sources by 
2020 based on data from the California Public Utilities Commission 
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/rps_homepage/). The state has recently passed legislation requiring 
that by 2030, 50 percent of the power supply provided by retail power providers, including 
Pacific Gas and Electric, must be obtained from renewable sources. 

As the project site is vacant, it does not contain any developed uses that are sources of 
energy demand.  

12.4 ENERGY REGULATORY SETTING 
Energy conservation is embodied in many federal, state, and local statutes and policies. At 
the federal level, energy standards apply to numerous products (e.g., the EnergyStar™ 
program) and transportation (e.g., vehicle fuel efficiency standards). At the state level, Title 
24 of the California Administrative Code sets energy standards for buildings, rebates/tax 
credits are provided for installation of renewable energy systems, and the Flex Your Power 
program promotes conservation in multiple areas. Refer also to Section 3.8 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission is an independent agency that regulates the 
interstate transmission of electricity, natural gas, and oil. The Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission reviews proposals to build liquefied natural gas terminals and interstate natural 
gas pipelines; it also licenses hydropower projects. Licensing of hydroelectric under the 
authority of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission includes input from state and federal 
energy, environmental protection, fish and wildlife, and water quality agencies. 
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National Energy Policy 
The National Energy Policy, established in 2001 by the National Energy Policy Development 
Group, is designed to help the private sector and state and local governments promote 
dependable, affordable, and environmentally sound production and distribution of energy 
for the future (National Energy Policy Development Group 2001). Key issues addressed by 
the energy policy are energy conservation, repair, and expansion of energy infrastructure, 
and ways of increasing energy supplies while protecting the environment.  

California Energy Commission 
The California Energy Commission is California’s primary energy policy and energy 
planning agency. Created by the California Legislature in 1974, the California Energy 
Commission has five major responsibilities: 1) forecasting future energy needs and keeping 
historical energy data; 2) licensing thermal power plants 50 megawatts or larger; 3) 
promoting energy efficiency through appliance and building standards; 4) developing 
energy technologies and supporting renewable energy; and 5) planning for and directing 
state response to energy emergencies. Under the requirements of the California Public 
Resources Code, the California Energy Commission, in conjunction with the Department of 
Commerce’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, is required to assess electricity 
and natural gas resources on an annual basis or as necessary. The Systems Assessment and 
Facilities Siting Division of the California Energy Commission provides coordination to 
ensure that needed energy facilities are authorized in an expeditious, safe, and 
environmentally acceptable manner. 

California Public Utilities Commission 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is the State agency responsible for 
regulating services and utilities, protecting consumers, safeguarding the environment and 
assuring Californians’ access to safe and reliable utility infrastructure and services.  The 
essential services regulated by the CPUC include electric, natural gas, telecommunications, 
water, railroad, rail transit and passenger transportation companies.  The CPUC was 
established by the State Legislature as the Railroad Commission in 1911; it was subsequently 
redesignated through a Constitutional Amendment as the Public Utilities Commission in 
1946.  

California 2008 Energy Action Plan Update 

The state adopted the California Energy Action Plan in 2003, followed by the Energy Action 
Plan II in 2005. The current plan, the California 2008 Energy Action Plan Update, is California’s 
principal energy planning and policy document. The updated document examines the state’s 
ongoing actions in the context of global climate change, describes a coordinated 
implementation plan for state energy policies, and identifies specific action areas to ensure 
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that California’s energy resources are adequate, affordable, technologically advanced, and 
environmentally sound. The California 2008 Energy Action Plan Update establishes energy 
efficiency and demand response (i.e., reduction of customer energy usage during peak 
periods) as the first-priority actions to address California’s increasing energy demands. 
Additional priorities include the use of renewable sources of power and distributed 
generation (i.e., the use of relatively small power plants near or at centers of high demand). 
To the extent that these actions are unable to satisfy the increasing energy demand and 
transmission capacity needs, clean and efficient fossil-fired generation is supported. The 
California 2008 Energy Action Plan Update examines policy changes in the areas of energy 
efficiency, demand response, renewable energy, electricity reliability and infrastructure, 
electricity market structure, natural gas supply and infrastructure, research and 
development, and climate change (California Energy Commission 2008). 

California Building Codes 
California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (California 
Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) were first established in 1978 to reduce California's 
energy consumption. The standards were most recently updated in January 2013. Energy 
efficient buildings require less electricity, natural gas, and other fuels, the use of which 
creates GHG emissions. Since initial adoption in 1978, California’s per capita building energy 
use has increased about nine percent, while the national per capita building energy use has 
increased by more than 50 percent (California Energy Commission 2008, 2012). 

The Green Building Standards Code (also known as CALGreen), which requires all new 
buildings in the state to be more energy efficient and environmentally responsible, took 
effect in January 2011 and was most recently updated in January 2013. These comprehensive 
regulations are intended to achieve major reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, energy 
consumption, and water use (California Building Standards Commission 2015). 

Energy Efficiency Act of 2006 (AB 2021) 
This bill encourages all investor-owned and municipal utilities to aggressively invest in 
achievable, cost-effective, energy efficiency programs in their service territories. The results 
of this bill were expected to reduce forecasted electricity demand by 10 percent over 10 years 
from 2006 through 2016, offsetting the projected need to build 11 new major power plants. 

California Assembly Bill No. 1493 (“Pavley I Rule”) 
AB 1493 was enacted on July 22, 2002. It requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations 
that improve fuel efficiency of vehicles and light-duty trucks. Pavley I requirements apply to 
these vehicles in the model years 2009 to 2016.  
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Advanced Clean Cars 
In January 2012, CARB adopted an Advanced Clean Cars program, which is aimed at 
increasing the number of plug-in hybrid cars and zero-emission vehicles in the vehicle fleet 
and on making fuels such as electricity and hydrogen readily available for these vehicle 
technologies.  

Renewable Energy Legislation/Orders  
The California Renewable Portfolio Standard Program, which requires electric utilities and 
other entities under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission to meet 20 
percent of their retail sales with renewable power by 2017, was established by SB 1078 in 
2002. The renewable portfolio standard was accelerated by seven years, to 20 percent by 
2010, through SB 107 in 2006. The program was subsequently expanded by the renewable 
electricity standard approved by CARB in September 2010, requiring all utilities to meet a 33 
percent target by 2020. SB 350, adopted in September 2015, increases the standard to 50 
percent by 2030. 

California Senate Bill 350 (Clean Energy and Pollution 
Reduction Act of 2015) 
SB 350 was adopted in October 2015. It has several aspects. Among its requirements are that 
the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission must establish 
annual targets for statewide energy efficiency savings and demand reduction that will 
achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings in electricity and 
natural gas final end uses of retail customers by January 1, 2030. Local publicly owned 
electric utilities are now required to establish annual targets for energy efficiency savings 
and demand reduction consistent with this goal. The bill also is intended achieve GHG 
reductions through increased investments in transportation electrification and notes that 
reducing GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and to 80 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2050 consistent with Executive orders S-03-05 and S-30-15 will require widespread 
transportation electrification. 

California Senate Bill 32 (California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006: Emissions Limit)  
This bill was adopted in September 2006. It established a new statewide GHG emissions 
reduction target of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by the end of 2030. It represents an 
interim GHG reduction target designed to ensure that the state continues to adopt rules and 
regulations that keep the state on track to meet the 2050 statewide GHG reduction goal of 80 
percent below 1990 levels by 2050 set forth in Executive Order S-03-05. The emissions 
reduction goal set in SB 32 sets expectations for GHG emissions reductions in the state in the 
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post-AB 32 2020 environment given that emissions reduction goals set forth in AB 32 will 
have been reached by 2020. 

12.5 PROJECTED ENERGY CONSUMPTION 
The three primary sources of long-term energy consumption from new development and 
operations will be fuel use in vehicles traveling within, and to and from the project, use of 
natural gas, and use of electricity. Each of these energy consumption sources is described 
below. 

Transportation Fuel Use 
Table 4.2, Trip Summary, of the CalEEMod presented in Appendix C of this draft EIR, results 
shows that at buildout, the project would generate approximately 690,549 travel miles 
annually (approximately 1,892 miles daily). This total is a composite based on total weekday, 
Saturday, and Sunday vehicle trips. The proposed project would result in an increase in 
vehicle trips and an increase in the volume of transportation fuel that would be consumed by 
trucks, light-duty vehicles, passenger cars, relative to existing conditions. The increase will 
add to the cumulative demand for transportation fuel locally and regionally.  

County of Monterey Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) data for 2014 was obtained from the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Highway Performance Monitoring System 
(HPMS) 2014 Public Road Data (California Department of Transportation 2014; 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/datalibrary.php). Total daily VMT in 2014 was 
estimated at 10,093,310 miles. At 1,892 daily VMT, the proposed project would represent less 
than 0.02 percent of the county daily VMT in 2014.  At project buildout by 2020, this 
percentage would be even smaller as anticipated growth in the county would lead to 
additional total VMT countywide.  

Vehicle miles traveled serves as a general proxy for the magnitude of transportation fuel 
consumption. The change in VMT with the project was input into the Emissions Factors 
(EMFAC) model (EMFAC2014 v1.0.7) to estimate the change in fuel demand that would 
result from the VMT increase. The proposed project would result in an increase in fuel 
demand of about 35,770 gallons per year (approximately 98 gallons per day) relative to the 
2020 without project conditions.  

Electricity 
Section 5.3, Energy by Land Use - Electricity, in the CalEEMod results shows that at buildout, 
future uses within the site would demand approximately 509,321 kWh of electricity. This 
demand could be reduced by approximately 11,000 kWh of electricity with installation of 
energy efficient ENERGY STAR® appliances. 
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Energy Consumption Data Management System information maintained by the California 
Energy Commission shows that in 2015, total electricity consumption in the county was 
2,660,172,821 kWh; 696,014,751 kWh of this total was attributable to residential uses 
(http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx). The project electricity consumption at 
buildout would represent about 0.02 percent of total 2015 county consumption and likely a 
smaller percentage of total county consumption in the project buildout year of 2020 as 
electricity consumption in the county grows over time.  

Natural Gas Use 
Energy usage is typically quantified using the British Thermal Unit (BTU). The BTU is the 
amount of energy that is required to raise the temperature of one pound of water by one 
degree Fahrenheit. As points of reference, the approximate amount of energy contained in a 
gallon of gasoline, 100 cubic feet (one therm) of natural gas, and a kilowatt hour of electricity 
are 123,000 BTUs, 100,000 BTUs, and 3,400 BTUs, respectively.  

Table 5.2 Energy by Land Use – Natural Gas, in the CalEEMod results shows that at 
buildout, future uses within the site would demand approximately the equivalent of 
1,398,530 BTU (13.98 therms) of energy from natural gas use per year from space heating and 
other internal building uses. One therm is equivalent to 100,000 BTU. 

According to Energy Consumption Data Management System information maintained by the 
California Energy Commission, in 2015, total natural gas consumption in Monterey County 
was approximately 102,464,303 therms (http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx). 
The project consumption at buildout would represent less than 0.0001 percent of 2015 county 
consumption and a smaller percentage of total county consumption in the project buildout 
year of about 2020 as natural gas consumption in the county continues to grow over time. 

12.6 GUIDANCE FOR ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY/CONSERVATION 

Reduction of Energy Use - Regulatory Requirements 
As described in the Regulatory Setting above, a number of federal and particularly state 
regulatory programs are being implemented to improve the efficiency of transportation fuel, 
natural gas, and electricity use. New development within the county must comply with the 
regulations, many of which are beyond the implementation control of county government 
and project developers. For example, in the transportation sector, the Pavley I and II 
standards and the Advanced Clean Car standards will result in improved transportation fuel 
efficiency. In the building energy use sector, implementation of CALGreen and Title 24 
building standards will reduce natural gas and electricity consumption. 
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Monterey County General Plan 
The 2010 general plan includes several policies which will directly and indirectly result in 
reduced energy consumption. The general plan includes Policy OS-10.11, which adopted a 
GHG emissions reduction target of 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and required 
development of a GHG reduction plan for the county by 2013. Policy 0S-10.12 directs the 
county to adopt a Green Building Ordinance to require green building practices and 
materials for new development. 

Green Building Ordinance 
The Green Building Ordinance (18.11- Green Building Standards) was adopted by the county 
in 2013. The ordinance establishes standards and procedures to require development to 
comply with GreenPoint or LEED standards or their equivalent. These standards are in 
addition to, and achieve a greater level of efficiency that the current California Building Code 
Standards including the CALGreen mandatory requirements.  

Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan 
Energy Conservation Policies 

1. Each residential unit should be should be afforded adequate solar access 
for the operation of active and passive solar systems. Locating structures 
with their major axis oriented within 22.5 degrees of true east/west is 
generally the best means to insure adequate south-facing solar access. For 
single-family homes, the orientation is fairly simple to implement as is full 
access to the south wall for passive solar design. For multi-family units, 
orientation and access are more difficult; generally south roof access for 
active space hearing or domestic water hearing systems is considered 
sufficient. 

2. Careful design of structures to utilize solar access and to control heat loss 
and heat gain can achieve significant energy conservation. When these 
design elements are coupled with passive design features (thermal storage 
units, south facing glass, domestic hot water systems and other energy 
conserving components), the energy conservation potential greatly 
increases. Support structures built by the developer such as commercial 
areas, swimming pools, recreation and community buildings should make 
maximum use of alternate energy sources both to reduce operation costs 
and to serve as community examples. 

12.7 CONCLUSION 
As discussed above, the proposed project would represent an extremely small fraction of the 
county’s long-term energy consumption. State and federal regulations regarding fuel 
efficiency standards for vehicles in California are designed to reduce wasteful, unnecessary 
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and inefficient use of energy for transportation. The County of Monterey has policies and 
regulations in place require that new development considers 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. 

In order to be consistent with the two Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan policies presented 
above, the applicant shall implement the following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure 

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. 
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13.0 
Cumulative Impacts 

13.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires a discussion of cumulative impacts when the 
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 15065(a)(3), 
which states, “The project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited 
but cumulative considerable. Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects 
of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” 

Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not 
“cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall 
briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively 
considerable. A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is created as a result of the 
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related 
impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project 
evaluated in the EIR. When the combined cumulative impacts associated with the project’s 
incremental effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly 
indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in 
the EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that the 
cumulative impact is less than significant. 

A lead agency may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact 
will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and, therefore, is not significant. 
A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to 
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate 
the cumulative impact. The lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its 
conclusion that the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable. 

The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided 
for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by the 
standards of practicality and reasonableness and should focus on the cumulative impact to 
which the other identified projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects 
which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. 
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CEQA requires a cumulative development scenario to consist of either a list of past, present, 
and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if 
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or, a summary of projections 
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.  

13.2 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 
CEQA requires a cumulative development scenario to consist of either: 

 a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or, 

 a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or 
certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact.  

For this EIR, the evaluation of cumulative impacts is based on implementation of the 
proposed project when considered in conjunction with development forecasts based on the 
buildout of County of Monterey General Plan. The general plan addresses development 
within the unincorporated areas of Monterey County with a planning horizon year of 2030 
and buildout in 2092. Following adoption, the general plan, the county prepared and 
adopted area plans for seven sub-areas: North County, Greater Salinas Valley, Greater 
Monterey Peninsula, Cachagua, South County, and Toro, where the project site is located. 
Each area plan contains supplemental policies intended to more specifically guide land use 
activities and development in accordance with the local characteristics of each area.   

The general plan addresses development that influences development planning and 
decision-making in the county. The general plan identifies the project site for medium 
density residential development. Thus, development on the project site, in some form, has 
been anticipated by future development projects for the county and specific project area.  

The analysis of cumulative impacts for individual topic areas provided below generally 
assumes, unless otherwise noted, that the cumulative development scenario is existing and 
probable future development associated with buildout of the county general plan. 

As allowed by CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (b)(1)(B), the EIR includes a summary of 
projections contained in the general plan to form the cumulative projects scenario; i.e. build-
out of the general plan. The general plan EIR provides an estimate of approximately 10,015 
new residential units and 500 acres of commercial development within the inland areas of 
unincorporated Monterey County (Table 3-8, New Growth by Planning Area, Community 
Area and Rural Center, 2006-2030 and 2092 Buildout).  



  River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Administrative Draft EIR 

EMC Planning Group 13-3 

For each topic area, an evaluation and determination as to whether the proposed project’s 
impacts are cumulatively considerable is presented. 

13.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION 

As identified in Section 11.0 Effects Not Found to be Significant, the proposed project would 
have no impact or less-than-significant impacts for the following topics: Agricultural/Forest 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology & Soils, Hazardous Materials, Surface Hydrology, 
Mineral Resources, Noise, Public Services, Recreation, Solid Waste, and Wastewater. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially contribute to potential cumulative 
impacts for these topics, and these topics are not further considered. Only environmental 
topics identified as having potential significant impacts which may thereby contribute to 
cumulative impacts are discussed in this EIR.  

Aesthetics 
The cumulative context for aesthetics impacts are areas of existing and potential future 
development within Monterey County. The county’s general plan EIR concluded that 
buildout of the general plan with implementation of applicable goals, policies, and actions in 
the general plan, and specifically within area plans (including the Toro Area plan) would not 
result in significant impacts on scenic vistas or scenic highways. However, even with 
implementation of applicable goals, policies, and actions in the general plan, including area 
plans, the general plan EIR concluded that buildout of the general plan would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts to visual character and light and glare impacts in the 
county.   

The LPRSP FEIR (pp 56-59) recognized that the development of Las Palmas Ranch would “… 
be expected to change from the existing open land/agriculture to a more urban setting 
softened by landscaping, entry way treatment and architectural control.” The LPRSP FEIR 
also states, “Given the distance from the highway (approximately 1/2-3/4 mile) and the level 
of development envisioned by the Toro Vista development [now Ferrini Ranch] visual 
impacts on Highway 68 are insignificant.” The FIER goes on to prescribe mitigations 
measures for the Las Palmas Ranch development. The River View at Las Palmas project 
incorporated those measures into its design. 

As identified in Chapter 5.0 Aesthetics, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact, with mitigation, to altering the visual character of the site. However, as 
the development of the proposed project would contribute to the overall conversion of 
vacant county land to developed land, development of the proposed project is a contributor 
to the already identified significant and unavoidable impact for buildout of the general plan 
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for the county as a whole. As the project is required to mitigate for these visual impacts 
(AES-1, AES-2, AES-3), the project’s contribution would not be considerable and therefore, 
would be less than significant.  

As identified in Chapter 5.0 Aesthetics, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact from the introduction of new sources of light and glare on the project site 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-4. Therefore, the project’s contribution 
to the county-wide significant light and glare impacts would not be considerable and 
therefore, would be less than significant. 

Air Quality  
The cumulative context for this topic is the effect of existing and future growth of the county 
general plan on the air quality of the North Central Coast Air Basin (air basin). As discussed 
in Section 6.0, Air Quality, the air basin is in non-attainment with state mandated thresholds 
for ozone and suspended particulate matter (PM10).  

The county general plan EIR identified significant impacts on regional air quality resulting 
from buildout of the general plan. Under cumulative conditions, there could be an increase 
in reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter (PM10) and 
these cumulative impacts were determined to contribute considerably to cumulative impacts 
on air quality.  

The proposed project would generate construction and operational emissions of ozone 
precursors and particulate matter that that would contribute to cumulative air quality 
impacts. As reported in Section 6.0, Air Quality, the proposed project is consistent with the 
air district’s air quality management plan at 2020 and later time periods. Development of the 
project site would result in criteria pollutant emissions of ozone precursors and PM10 that 
exceed air district standards and for which the air basin is in nonattainment. According to 
the CalEEMod air quality modeling, the proposed project would generate operational PM10 
and ROG emissions that would exceed the air district’s thresholds during the construction 
phase of the project. Therefore, unmitigated project-related PM10 and ROG emissions would 
be cumulatively considerable. 

However, implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 – AQ-4 (Section 6.0, Air Quality) 
would reduce the project contribution to regional air quality impacts to less than 
cumulatively considerable. For these reasons, the proposed project’s contribution to 
cumulative air quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Biological Resources  
The cumulative context for impacts on biological resources varies with the type of resource 
being considered, as the range of any particular type of plant or wildlife resource varies in 
size and species concentration.  
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As reported in Section 7.0, Biological Resources, if not mitigated, the proposed project would 
result in contributing to the cumulative loss of important biological resources, including the 
direct losses of special-status plant and wildlife species and their habitat.  

Implementation of the mitigation measures BIO-1 – BIO-6 identified in Section 7.0, Biological 
Resources, would reduce the project’s impacts to biological resources to less than significant. 
Therefore, the proposed projects’ contribution to the cumulative impact on biological 
resources would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Global climate change is, as the name implies, a global phenomenon. Greenhouse gas 
emissions released to the atmosphere from a variety of human activities and natural 
processes that occur across the globe are contributing to global warming. While the U.S. 
emits the largest per capita volume of GHGs of any country in the world, other major 
countries contribute substantial volumes of emissions that continue to grow on a per capita 
basis. Because climate change is a global phenomenon, it is highly unlikely that any one 
development project located anywhere in the world would have a significant individual 
impact on climate change. It is the sum total of contributions of development around the 
world that contribute to the problem. Hence, global climate change is inherently a 
cumulative effect.  

The individual contribution of a project to GHGs in the atmosphere can generally be 
quantified in terms of volume of greenhouse gas emissions that it generates. However, the 
precise indirect effects of that contribution are difficult if not impossible to identify due to 
the complexity of local, regional, and global atmospheric dynamics and to the broad scale at 
which global warming impacts such as sea level rise, increase in weather intensity, decrease 
in snowpack, etc. are known to occur. 

As noted in Section 8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project as mitigated, 
would generate approximately 634.02 metric tons CO2e annually that contribute to climate 
change. Because the potential impacts of the proposed project are inherently considered in a 
cumulative context, the analysis in Section 8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is a cumulative 
impact assessment.  

The resident population for this project is conservatively assumed to be the sum of all the 
casita beds (42) plus approximately one-quarter of the remaining 100 beds (25).  As described 
in section 8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the one-quarter figure is based on the vehicle trip 
rates for care facilities, which are approximately one-quarter the rate for single-family 
residences.  The total resident population would, therefore, be 67. The proposed project is 
projected to create 92 jobs at maximum capacity. Therefore, the service population is 159 (67 
residents plus 92 employees).  The 2020 GHG efficiency metric for the proposed project is3.99 
MT CO2e/service population (634.02 MT/159).  This is below the threshold of significance of 
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4.88 MT CO2e/service population. Consequently, the project’s GHG emissions fall below the 
threshold of significance and are not cumulatively considerable. 

Traffic  
2030 Cumulative Traffic Volume Forecasts  
Future traffic growth projections for the study area were derived based on 2030 traffic 
volume projections within the 2010 Monterey County General Plan. A growth rate of 15 
percent was applied to the existing traffic volumes to estimate 2030 cumulative traffic 
volumes. This is more conservative than the projections developed for SR 68 in the draft 
scenic highway plan for SR 68 currently being prepared by TAMC, which is based on the 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority travel demand model that projected slightly less than 10 percent 
growth along the SR 68 corridor between the years 2016 and 2035.  

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection Operations 
Two study intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service under 
cumulative plus traffic conditions. Intersection levels of service are summarized in 
Figure 9-4, Intersection Levels of Service. LOS calculation worksheets are included in the 
project’s traffic impact assessment (Appendix D). 

The Reservation Road / SR 68 WB Ramp intersection is projected to operate at an 
unacceptable LOS D during the PM peak hour under cumulative plus project traffic 
conditions. The River Road / SR 68 EB Ramp intersection is projected to operate at an 
unacceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour under cumulative plus project traffic 
conditions (Higgins 2017).  

The project’s traffic impact study (Higgins 2017) identified that the following improvements 
would result in acceptable levels of service at the two intersections. The project’s traffic 
impact study concludes that both of the two options listed below would be feasible, but that 
each would require Monterey County and Caltrans coordination.  

1. Add a dedicated southbound right-turn land at the Reservation Road / SR 68 WB 
Ramp intersection and a second southbound left-turn lane at the River Road / SR 68 
EB intersection.  

2. Convert the Reservation Road / SR 68 WB Ramps and River Road / SR 68 EB Ramp 
intersections to roundabouts.  

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3), a project’s contribution is less than cumulatively 
considerable if a project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. Therefore, by paying 
TAMC and Monterey County traffic impact fees, which could be used for either or both 
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mitigation options listed above, the proposed project would have a less than cumulatively 
considerable impact on the identified intersections.  

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) 

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. These intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service 
under cumulative plus traffic conditions.  

Mitigation Measures  

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

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Operations 
River Road is expected to continue to operate at LOS C between SR 68 and Las Palmas Road 
and LOS D from Las Palmas Road to Las Palmas Parkway under 2030 cumulative 
Conditions, according to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Environmental Impact 
Report. These are considered acceptable levels of service (Higgins 2017). 

As previously stated, SR 68 currently operates at LOS F. The projected increase in traffic 
volumes under cumulative conditions would exacerbate these conditions and the project 
would contribute to these cumulative conditions. 

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

Under cumulative plus project conditions, SR 68 is projected to operate at LOS F. The 
proposed project would contribute to incremental increases in cumulative traffic volumes on 
SR 68 and would, therefore, contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  

There are no mitigation measures available to reduce cumulative-level impacts to a less-than-
significant level, based on the Monterey County and Caltrans threshold. However, the 
project would be required to pay regional traffic impact fees that would serve as some 
mitigation for impacts to SR 68 improvements. Nevertheless, the project would not be 
directly implementing any improvements to offset its impacts and would, therefore, have an 
unmitigated significant impact on SR 68. At this time, it is unknown whether any 
Caltrans/TAMC improvements to the corridor (e.g., widening and/or roundabouts along the 
route) would improve the level of service on SR 68. 
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Furthermore, the applicant has proposed mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, which 
would reduce impacts to the traffic circulation in the vicinity of the project site. Additionally, 
the applicant shall be required to pay TAMC and Monterey County traffic impact fees, per 
mitigation measure CTRA-1. However, the mitigation measures would not change the 
proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impact to SR 68.  

Water Resources  
The cumulative development scenario for water supply is development within the boundary 
of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. As described in Section 10.0, Water Supply, past 
and present development within the boundary of the groundwater basin has contributed to 
groundwater overdraft conditions - a significant cumulative impact. The impact analysis 
presented in Section 10.0, Water Supply, is also a cumulative impact analysis, as the water 
demands on one project would not significantly affect the groundwater supply. 

The proposed project would contribute to the water demand anticipated by the county’s 
general plan and accounted for in the urban water management plan. According to the urban 
water management plan demand for California Water Service’s Salinas District, municipal 
water demand is anticipated to increase from 19,180 acre-feet per year in 2020 to 23,154 acre-
feet per year in 2040 (California Water Service 2016). The 11.376 acre-feet per year required 
for the proposed project when completed, comprises approximately .05 percent of the 
California Water Service Salinas District’s demand by 2020 and approximately .04 percent of 
the projected year 2040 demand.  

Although the proposed project would increase water demand on the project site, no new or 
expanded facilities, the construction of which could result in or contribute to environmental 
impacts, would be required to meet that demand. No new cumulative impacts would occur 
associated with construction of new water treatment, storage and distribution facilities 
already in progress or planned to meet demand in the California Water Service Salinas 
District. The proposed project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in water demand 
would not result in impacts that are greater than those studied and addressed by the general 
plan EIR and the recently updated urban water management plan. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to water supply is not cumulatively 
considerable. 
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14.0 
Growth Inducing 

14.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
As required by Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss ways in 
which a proposed project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Also, the 
EIR must discuss the characteristics of the project that could encourage and facilitate other 
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
Growth can be induced in a number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to 
growth, through the stimulation of economic activity within the region, or through the 
establishment of policies or other precedents that directly or indirectly encourage additional 
growth. Although growth inducement itself is not considered an environmental effect, it 
could potentially lead to adverse environmental effects. 

A project may foster economic or population growth through:  

 Creating economic expansion (e.g., changes in revenue base or employment 
expansion, etc.). Economic expansion effects can include those resulting from the 
“multiplier effect.” A “multiplier” is an economic term used to describe inter-
relationships among various sectors of the economy. The multiplier effect relates to 
the direct employment effect of a project, as well as indirect and induced 
employment growth. The multiplier effect includes the notion that the on-site, direct 
employment and population growth resulting from a project is not the complete 
picture of the growth it has potential to create; 

 Removing an impediment to growth, examples of which include changing zoning 
or general plan designations to enable a greater level of development than was 
previously foreseen, expanding the capacity of infrastructure beyond that needed to 
serve a specific project such that the barriers for additional growth are reduced, or 
establishing an essential public service that previously did not exist and which is 
necessary to support additional growth; or 

 Providing new housing that accommodates additional population growth. 

14.2 ECONOMIC GROWTH INDUCEMENT 
The proposed project is anticipated to employ 92 persons for operations of the proposed 
assisted living facility, in addition to creating temporary local employment opportunities 



14.0 Growth Inducing 

14-2 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

during construction of the facility. The environmental impacts resulting from the direct 
economic growth inducing effects of the proposed project are evaluated in other sections of 
this EIR.   

It is likely that revenues generated by new development and portions of the incomes 
received by new employees will be fed back into the local economy. The increased 
investment in the local economy could in turn have a multiplier effect that indirectly causes 
business and population growth beyond the boundaries of the immediate project area. The 
magnitude of this effect, and the types of and locations where new growth could occur as a 
result are unknown. Consequently, it would be speculative to project the potential 
environmental effects of indirect population and business growth.    

14.3 REMOVING IMPEDIMENTS TO GROWTH 
The project site has been previously identified for development, as it is designated medium 
density residential in the Monterey County 2010 General Plan, the Las Palmas Specific Plan 
and the Zoning Ordinance (Title 21). There are, therefore, no policy or regulatory 
impediments to growth as far as development on the project site. However, as discussed in 
other areas of this document, approval of the proposed project would require an amendment 
to the Las Palmas Specific Plan and a use permit and design review from Monterey County.  

14.4 POPULATION GROWTH INDUCEMENT  
The project site is a 15.67-acre lot (Parcel Q) created as part of the Las Palmas Subdivision #1. 
The site is located within the boundary of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. Adopted in 
1983, the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan designated the property Medium Density 
Residential (MDR). This is currently the land use designation for the site in the Monterey 
County 2010 General Plan and Toro Area Plan. 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 proposed project includes an amendment to the Las Palmas Specific Plan. The Specific 
Plan designates the project site for medium density residential development. The proposed 
project falls under the County’s general definition of a residential care facility in that the 
project will be licensed by the State of California to provide “…24-hour residential care and 
varying levels and intensities of medical or non-medical care, supervision, services or 
assistance to persons living in a residential setting.” The proposed project is not a residential 
use under the County codes or the specific plan and the project does not provide dwelling 
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units that will operate or function as independent units. Therefore, the project would not 
result in a direct population increase. 
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15.0 
Significant Unavoidable Impacts 

15.1 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
Based on the environmental analysis provided in Chapters 5-14 of this EIR, most of the 
impacts associated with the proposed project would be reduced to a level of insignificance 
through the implementation of mitigation measures. However, the project would result in 
significant unavoidable impacts as summarized below.  

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)  

The proposed project would add about one AM peak hour trip and four PM peak hour trips 
to the two-lane section of SR 68 immediately west of the Toro Park interchange. Project 
traffic will dissipate along the SR 68 corridor at the many crossroads including Torero Drive, 
San Benancio Road, Corral de Tierra Road, and Laureles Grade, resulting in less than one 
AM peak hour trip and about two PM peak hour trips west of Laureles Grade. Project traffic 
would be at or below one peak hour trip west of SR 218. Project-related traffic would not 
have any effect on SR 68 traffic operations. However, SR 68 currently operates at LOS F and 
Monterey County and Caltrans consider the addition of a single peak hour trip to be a 
significant impact when adding to a LOS F situation. Therefore, based on this threshold, the 
project would have a significant impact on the two-lane section of SR 68 between Toro Park 
and SR 218. As previously discussed, TAMC, Caltrans, and Monterey County have funding 
and are studying a variety of operational improvements along the corridor. 

There are no mitigation measures available to reduce project-level impacts to a less-than-
significant level, based on the Monterey County and Caltrans threshold, because the 
proposed project would have no effect on traffic operations. However, the project would be 
required to pay regional traffic impact fees that would serve as some mitigation for impacts 
to SR 68. Nevertheless, the project would not be directly implementing any improvements to 
offset its impacts and will, therefore, have an unmitigated significant impact on SR 68. At this 
time, it is unknown whether any Caltrans/TAMC improvements to the corridor (e.g., 
widening and/or roundabouts along the route) would improve the level of service on SR 68. 
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Furthermore, the applicant has proposed to implement the following mitigation measures, 
which would reduce impacts to the traffic circulation in the vicinity of the project site.  

TRA-1 To reduce peak hour trip generation, specifically on SR 68, all employee shift 
changes for project site operations shall occur outside of morning and evening 
peak trip hours. A requirement to schedule all morning, day, and night shifts for 
project operations outside of peak hours shall be included as a condition of 
approval associated with the conditional use permit. 

TRA-2 To reduce overall trip generation to and from the project site, the project 
developer shall prepare a detailed plan for shuttle service. Shuttle services shall 
be offered to residents to access areas on the Monterey Peninsula and in Salinas 
from the project site. Additionally, shuttle service to nearby transportation hubs 
for employees shall be offered in the shuttle service plan. The shuttle service plan 
shall be submitted for review and approval to Monterey County prior to approval 
of any building permits on the project site.   

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to traffic circulation in 
the vicinity of the project site. However, the mitigation measures would not alter the 
proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impact to SR 68.  

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

Under cumulative plus project conditions, SR 68 is projected to operate at LOS F. The 
proposed project would contribute to incremental increases in cumulative traffic volumes on 
SR 68 and would, therefore, contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  

There are no mitigation measures available to reduce cumulative-level impacts to a less-than-
significant level, based on the Monterey County and Caltrans threshold. However, the 
project would be required to pay regional traffic impact fees that would serve as some 
mitigation for impacts to SR 68 improvements. Nevertheless, the project would not be 
directly implementing any improvements to offset its impacts and would, therefore, have an 
unmitigated significant impact on SR 68. At this time, it is unknown whether any 
Caltrans/TAMC improvements to the corridor (e.g., widening and/or roundabouts along the 
route) would improve the level of service on SR 68. 

Furthermore, the applicant has proposed mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, which 
would reduce impacts to the traffic circulation in the vicinity of the project site. Additionally, 
the applicant shall be required to pay TAMC and Monterey County traffic impact fees, per 
mitigation measure CTRA-1. However, the mitigation measures would not change the 
proposed project’s significant and unavoidable impact to SR 68.  
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16.0 
Irreversible Impacts 

16.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(c) requires a discussion of significant and irreversible 
changes that would be caused by the project if implemented. The use of non-renewable 
resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible, since a 
large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse in the future unlikely. 
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvements that 
provide access to previously inaccessible areas generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated 
with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that 
such current consumption is justified. Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(2)(B) requires 
an EIR to include a detailed statement setting forth any significant effects on the 
environment that would be irreversible if a proposed project is implemented. Examples of 
irreversible environmental changes, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), 
include the following: 

 The proposed project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable 
resources such that removal or nonuse thereafter is unlikely; 

 The primary and secondary impacts of a proposed project would generally commit 
future generations to similar uses (e.g., a highway providing access to a previously 
inaccessible area); or 

 The proposed project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from 
any potential environmental accidents associated with the proposed project. 

Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 
consumption is justified. 

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 
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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. 
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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: 

1. Alternative 1: No project/no development; 

2. Alternative 2: No project/minimum use; 

3. Alternative 3: No project/existing zoning; and 

4. Alternative 4: Reduced project. 
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Each of these alternatives is described below, followed by an analysis of how each alternative 
may reduce impacts associated with the proposed project.    

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, greenhouse gas 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, 
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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 construction related emissions; however, 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.  

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 minimal impacts significant impacts to biological resources because of a 
much smaller building footprint.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
The proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures are required. Alternative 2 would result in fewer greenhouse gas 
emissions, 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 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 
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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 residences 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. 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 3: No Project/Existing Zoning 
Alternative Description 
The “no project/existing zoning” 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: 

 Public and quasi-public uses including churches, cemeteries, parks, playgrounds, 
schools, public safety facility, public utility facilities; 

 Mobile home park; 

 Agricultural employee 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 
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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 3 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 3 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 3.  

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. 
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Alternative 3 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. 
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 3. 

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 3 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 3. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
The proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures are required. Alternative 3 would also result in greenhouse gas 
emissions 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 (26 units; 
42 beds), based on ITE trip generation rates for each category, the proposed project would 
generation 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 3 would result in an increased amount of daily trips to and from the 
project site and can be expected to have greater impacts than the proposed project. 
Furthermore, Alternative 3 would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact to  
SR 68. Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project would also apply to 
Alternative 3. 
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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 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 3 would result in a lower water 
demand.  

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 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. Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project would also apply to 
Alternative 4. 
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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. 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 development on the site, greenhouse gas emissions 
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 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. 
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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 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 17-1 Project Alternatives Summary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The no project/no development alternative would result in no potential adverse 
environmental impacts, but would not meet any of the proposed project objectives. The no 
project/minimum development alternative 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 alternative would result in a similar level of impacts as the proposed 
project; however, and would not meet the objectives of the proposed project. The reduced 

Environmental Topic No Project/No 
Development 

No Project/Min. 
Development 

No Project/ 
Existing Zoning 

Reduced 
Project 

Aesthetics - - = - 

Air Quality - - = - 

Biological Resources - - = - 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - - = - 

Transportation and Traffic - - + - 

Water Supply - - - - 

Project Objectives Not Met Not Met Not Met Partially Met 
SOURCE:  EMC Planning Group 2017 
NOTE: (—) less, (=) similar, (+) greater 
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project 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 project alternative.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
A proposal to establish a commercial Residential Care Facility for the Elderly using a parcel of 
property which is part of the original Las Palmas development was brought to the attention of the 
existing home owners during LUAC in October 2015.  The Monterey County Planning file for 
the project is PLN #150372. 
 
The 15.67 acre property is owned by “Riverview at Las Palmas LLC.”  This property was 
offered for sale during the 2015 and 2016 period with an indication that a permit to proceed 
would be available by the fall of 2016.   
 
The Property, known as “Parcel Q,” is immediately adjacent to Phase I of the Las Palmas 
development and presently only accessible through this existing subdivision established in the 
1990”s and consisting of some 340 residences. 
 
Once Las Palmas I homeowners became aware of the project at initial public meetings, access-
related issues were immediately raised.  Homeowners strongly objected to any project related 
traffic across our streets and through our neighborhoods and requested the developer plan for a 
separate access. 
 
On advice from the Home Owners Association Board of Las Palmas Phase I a subcommittee of 
homeowners organized t look into the details and ramifications of the proposed development.  In 
the course of this work County officials and agencies were consulted and California Highway 
Patrol and Fire officials contacted. 
 
SUMMARY 
 

The proposed facility, provisionally named Riverview at Las Palmas (RVLP), is currently 
(3/2017) in the early stages of review at Monterey County Planning under PLN 150372.  
Its intended site (15.67 acres, zoned Medium Density Residential, 2.61 UA ) is 
immediately adjacent to and overlooks a mature residential community (Las Palmas I,  
~340  homes).   
 
RVLP  has a projected capacity of 144 beds and staff of  92 employees.  Its projected 
operation is 24/7.  The property owner/developer (“Riverview at Las Palmas LLC”)  
plans to use an easement for access and egress across LP1 private roads to this sizeable 
commercial project.   
 
This report analyses 13 aspects of the Project proposal.  Seven of these areas of concern 
are contained in the Project Description published by Lombardo and Associates in May 
2016, and six additional aspects we raise here for consideration. 

 
Section 1 reviews the project proposal as set out in the various presentations by the developer 
and the May 2016 Project outline paper published by Lombardo and Associates of Salinas, CA 
on behalf of the developer. 
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Section 2 outlines the details of the proposed project which concern the present homeowners as 
contrasted by claims made by the developer. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
RVLP, as presently described in PLN150372, should NOT be approved as it will cause serious 
adverse impact on traffic, security, and quality of life in the LP1 community; it violates zoning 
restrictions; it is not in conformance with the Las Palmas Specific Plan (6); and it raises a variety 
of additional detrimental environmental considerations. 
 
Its scale and scope will bring unwarranted risk and disruption to the adjacent peaceful ~340 
home residential gated community of Las Palmas 1.   
 
Why should the Parcel Q property owner maximize the value of his property at the cost of 
lowering the value of Las Palmas homeowners? 
 
The RVLP proposed development is the Wrong Project in the Wrong Location. 
However, in the Salinas area there are developing areas closer to medical and general service 
facilities more suited to this sort of commercial medical support and treatment business.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The original development proposal for the Las Palmas sub-divisions of the 1980’s should be 
reviewed.  The developers proposals for this parcel of land (Parcel “Q”) was for a handful of 
high end homes on this “View Property.”  This option should be seriously considered. 
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SECTION 1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section is sourced verbatim from the document outlining the project published by Lombardo 
and Associates in May 2016.  Also consulted was the Internet advertisement for RVLP.   
 
Homeowner commentary is offered in Section 2. 
 
 
1.1 Area Map 
 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Total site coverage - 190,000 SF (27.6%) 
Casitas - 41,341 SF (6%) (37,700?!) 
Assisted Living – 27,052 SF (4%) 
Memory Care – 21,613 SF (3%) 
Roads, driveways, parking – 99,523 SF (14.6%) 
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1.2 Project Description 
 

River View at Las Palmas (RVLP) is an Assisted Living Senior Community designed to 
provide a range of assisted care to seniors over the age of 55 and to persons with 
diminishing mental capacity due to Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar causes.  RVLP 
would be licensed by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly 
(RCFE). 
 
The community is designed for residents who do not require 24-hour skilled nursing care, 
but are frail and require personal assistance with activities of daily living such as 
dressing, bathing, grooming, and medication management.  This setting allows residents 
who are experiencing difficulty with maintaining totally independent lifestyles to move 
into smaller home like suites where they can receive daily personal assistance as needed. 
 
The RVLP community is comprised of 3 levels of residence, each with their own level of 
assistance: 

 
• Casitas:  13 structures comprising 26 units, 37,700 SF.  (41,341?!) 
• Assisted Living:  RVLP’s assisted living facility is a two level structure 

approximately 28’ in height and will cover about 27,000 SF.  The AL facility 
includes 40 living units ranging from 360 to 587 SF and a total of 52 beds. 

• Memory Care (a three-level structure approximately 30’ in height and will cover 
about 21,600 SF.  The MC facility includes 39 living units ranging from 313 to 453 
SF and a total of 48 beds.   

• RVLP expects to employ about 92 persons when operating at maximum capacity.  
This will include managers and supervisors, trained care givers, chefs and facility 
maintenance personnel 

• Staff coverage is 24/7 
• Shifts will be staggered to avoid peak hour trips on Highway 68 

 
 

Most of the eucalyptus trees on site, approximately 80 trees, will be removed and will be 
replaced with a significant amount of landscaping designed to both enhance residents 
living environment and to screen views of the project from neighboring properties and 
distant views from Highway 68.  A grove of eucalyptus at the north side of the Memory 
Care facility will remain to provide significant screening of that portion of the project 
from Highway 68.The project includes an internal loop road of approximately 2,400 feet 
in length.  Development of the project will require approximately 60, 000 CY of cut, 
most of which will be compacted and used on site, and 34, 500 CY of fill 
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SECTION 2 PROJECT ANALYSIS and CONCERNS 
 

This section reviews the Project Proposal section by section, clarifying the effects of the 
various parts of the proposed business development and its operations. 

 
2.1 Project Site 
 

The site also known as Parcel “Q” is a 15.67 acre view property located at the north end 
of the Las Palmas Phase I property. 

 
 2.1.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

• Unclear that Parcel Q has right to access LP1 roads without restrictions.  The 
easement only claims a right to ingress and egress over Woodbridge Court. 

• “Parcel Q” is an undeveloped portion of land within the Las Palmas I 
subdivision. This parcel was originally retained by the initial developer of the 
subdivision (Las Palmas Ranch Development Company, Inc.) and has been 
sold several times over the past 15 years.  

• Parcel Q is currently zoned MDR/2.61-D & O-D: Medium Density 
Residential, 2.61 units/acre with Design Control, and Open Space with Design 
Control. 

• We hold that commercial use of these roads is inconsistent with the MDR 
zoning designation 

 
 2.1.2 Developer’s Claims 
 

• Las Palmas Road, River Run and Woodridge Court are private roads 
maintained by the Las Palmas Ranch HOA.  Developer alleges that those 
roads were dedicated as part of Las Palmas Subdivision #1 with no restrictions 
as to their use.   

• Developer alleges that Parcel Q has clear rights to the use of the private roads 
for the proposed RVLP project 

 
   



 

8 
 

 
 

 
 

LP1 & RVLP 
Line of demarcation (TBD) 

 

View from Winding Creek towards RVLP proposed entrance 
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2.2 Land Use and Planning 
 
   

2.2.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

• The site is designated as medium density residential under the Monterey 
County Land Use Plan:  Toro Area 

• as Palmas Ranch (I & II combined) has been built out to 1028 units against 
the stated maximum of 1031, leaving 3 units (per LPSP) 

• We hold that the RVLP project is not subordinate to the residential use and 
character of the area. 

• Necessary services do not exist nearby, nor are we aware of their planned 
development. 

• Developer is asking to amend the LPSP to “shoe horn” this clearly non-
conforming development into a neighborhood that never envisioned such 
commercial purposes.  As stated is this not a clear admission that this RLVP is 
non-conforming? 

• Multiple aspects of the Monterey County General Plan would be violated by 
this project, including (but not limited to): 
 
• L.U.-1.4:  Growth areas shall be designated only where an adequate level 

of services and facilities such as water, sewerage, fire and police 

View from proposed RVLP onto LP1 
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protection, transportation, and schools exists or can be assured concurrent 
with growth and development 

• L.U.-1.5:  Land uses shall be designated to achieve compatibility with 
adjacent uses.  

• L.U.-1.11:  Development proposals shall be consistent with the General 
Plan Land Use Map designation of the subject property and the policies of 
this plan 

• LU-2.19 The County shall refer amendments to the General Plan and 
zoning changes that would result in the creation of new residential, 
industrial, or commercial areas to the nearest cities for review and 
comment. 

• L.U.-2.23:  Medium Density Residential (MDR): Medium Density 
Residential areas are appropriate for a range of residential uses (1-5 
units/acre) and housing types, recreational, public and quasi public, and 
other uses that are incidental and subordinate to the residential use and 
character of the area.   The extent of use of land for this designation shall 
be limited to building coverage of 35% of the subject property.  

• OS-1.2:  Development in designated visually sensitive areas shall be 
subordinate to the natural features of the area. 

• OS-1.3:  To preserve the County's scenic qualities, ridgeline development 
shall not be allowed.  

• T-1.6:  Existing legal lots of record located in the critical viewshed may 
transfer density from the acreage within the critical viewshed to other 
contiguous portions of  land under the same ownership, provided the 
resulting development meets all other Toro Area and General Plan 
policies.  

• T-3.1:  Within areas designated as “visually sensitive” on the Toro Scenic 
Highway Corridors and Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 16), landscaping 
or new development may be permitted if the development is located and 
designed (building design, exterior lighting, and siting) in such a manner 
that will enhance the scenic value of the area. 

 
 
 
 2.2.2  Developers’ Claims 
 

• The property was zoned “MDR/2.61-D” (Medium Density Residential, 2.61 
units per acre; Design Control).  That zoning remains in place today.  At a 
density of 2.61 units per acre up to 40 dwelling could be approved. 
 

• The MCGP 2010 describes the Medium Density Residential designation as 
being “…appropriate for a range of residential uses (1-5 units/acre) and 
housing types, recreational, public and quasi-public, and other uses that are 
incidental and subordinate to the residential use and character of the area, 
building coverage[is limited to] 35% of the subject property (MCGP policy 
LU-2.33 a.). 
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• The MDR zoning district is intended to “…provide a district to accommodate 

Medium Density Residential uses in those areas of the County of Monterey 
where adequate public services and facilities exist or may be developed to 
support medium density development.   
 

• “RVLP is not a residential use under the County codes or the LPRSP in that 
RVLP does not provide dwelling units that will operate or function as 
independent residential units”.  “For clarity and surety in regard to the future 
use and development of the RVLP property an amendment to the LPRSP is 
proposed to read: 
 
Assisted living facilities are allowable uses in the MDR district in that they 
are similar to other uses such as rest homes and public quasi-public uses 
currently allowed in the district.  Assisted living facilities are not considered 
residential units and are not subject to the current 1,033 (LPSP states 
1031.RG) residential limitation of the LPRSP.  An Assisted living facility is 
not considered a residential development because it does not operate or 
function as independent residential units.  An assisted living facility may be 
considered and approved on Parcel Q of Las Palmas Ranch Unit #1 
consistent with the anticipated impacts of the 40 dwelling units originally 
planned for this site.” 

 
 
 
2.3 Access & Traffic 
 
 2.3.1  Homeowners Assessment 
 
 

• When Parcel Q was created, it was granted the same access rights over the 
Common Area as every other lot in the subdivision. These rights have been 
incorporated into Parcel Q’s property description attached to various Grant 
Deeds: 

 
A non-exclusive easement for ingress, egress, road and utilities over 
that portion of River Run Road and Woodridge Court being a portion 
of Common Area Parcel C and Las Palmas Road being Common Area 
Parcel A as shown and designated on that Map entitled Amended Map 
of Las Palmas Ranch Corey House Area / Unit 1 Tract 1086A filed 
June 15, 1989, in Volume 16 of Cities and Towns at Page 70 in the 
Office of the County Recorder of Monterey County, California.  Said 
easement shall be appurtenant to Parcel Q as shown and designated on 
the above referred to Map of Tract 1086A 
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• In this case, the owners of Parcel Q have an easement for residential access to 
their parcel. There is nothing in the grant of easement, or in the circumstances 
surrounding it, which would indicate an intention to create access rights for a 
substantial commercial enterprise 
 

• The scope of an easement is determined “by the terms of the grant, or the 
nature of the enjoyment by which it was acquired.” Cal. Civil Code § 806. 
Thus, the easement holder’s use is “limited by the requirement that it be 
reasonably necessary and consistent with the purposes for which the easement 
was granted.” Union Pacific Railroad Co. v. Santa Fe Pacific Pipelines,Inc. 
(2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 134, 164.  Finally, “once fixed, the scope of the 
easement cannot be changed without the consent of the servient owner.” 
Krieger v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (1981) 119 Cal.App.3d 137, 144 
 

• Accordingly, the access easement is for RESIDENTIAL use only 
 

• When the project was first presented during 2015 meetings by the developer 
(Mr.  Shingu) there was extended discussion on site access.  The developer 
stated he had an easement through our residential neighborhood but also 
indicated he would explore alternate access by way of River Road NOT across 
Las Palmas 1 streets.  However, after meeting with the County he reported 
that such alternate access would not be feasible. 
 

• There was a subsequent attempt to consider a separate road across LP1 
property but built to accommodate RVLP traffic separately from ordinary 
residential traffic.  This met with strong homeowner objection.  This option 
was rejected by the Las Palmas I HOA in that it did not address the central 
issues of traffic congestion and security.  In September 2016, at the second 
LUAC meeting on this project, Mr. Shingu then insisted on using the 
easement.   
 

• Access and egress to RVLP will dramatically change Woodridge Court, River 
Run Road and Las Palmas Road from their present lightly travelled and placid 
nature to a busy thoroughfare.  These streets are used by residents to walk, 
jog, exercise their dogs, as practice venue for children’s soccer games, etc.  
etc.  Routing traffic as proposed by the developer will put an end to this 
valued use.  The entrance into Las Palmas Road from River Road will be 
heavily congested.  Entering traffic, waiting for clearance from the guard 
shack, will back up into the deceleration lane on River Road and pose serious 
collision hazards.   

  
2.3.1.1 Dangerous Intersection 
 

This resulting congestion will cause residents to avoid the River Road at 
Las Palmas Road intersection and use the unsignalized southern electronic 
gate at Riverview Court and River Road, incurring more risk of a traffic 
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accident.  Under present conditions that intersection is lightly used and the 
2011 HOA commissioned traffic study found such light use consistent 
with safe practice.  The proposed RVLP project would immediately 
invalidate this conclusion. 

 
  2.3.1.2 High Accident Rate  
 

Accidents at the Las Palmas and River Road intersection are unfortunately 
routine.  The latest in early 2017 was between a passing 18 wheeler and a 
resident worker leaving correctly on a green light.  Other accidents have 
resulted in tragic fatalities.  CHP accident statistics report referenced. 

 
  2.3.1.3 Obsolete and Incomplete Traffic Study 
 

With 144 beds this facility will experience substantial traffic from family 
and visitors, suppliers, service providers, utility companies, delivery 
services, contractors, and emergency vehicles.  Casitas residents will have 
their own vehicles.  Shuttles will not provide 100% of employee 
transportation, many will have their own vehicles and use them as they 
wish. 

 
The cited traffic study is from 1982(!!).  County Traffic Engineering 
determined on 1/12/2016 that significant information gaps need to be 
closed before the Traffic studies could be considered “Complete”.  No 
NEW information since 1/12/2016 has surfaced to address these 
information gaps, hence this section is still “Incomplete”.   
 
Not included in County Traffic Engineering’s letter is any mention of the 
Riverview Court/River Road intersection.  This is a critically important 
component of traffic analysis that must be included.   

 
  2.3.1.4  Emergency Evacuation – Unsafe 
 

The present access to Las Palmas I (one single lane in and out with traffic 
light control to River Road and the second single lane in and out with no 
traffic control) was designed for the existing residential population of the 
development. 
 
Adding the residents, patients, staff, contractors and support personnel to 
an evacuation situation risks the safety of the existing Las Palmas 
Residents,  and also puts their evacuation capabilities at risk down a steep 
narrow access road , presently little more than a cart track. 
Further, if and when all residents are trying to evacuate, emergency 
vehicles and crews will be attempting to enter to deal with the natural or 
man-made disaster (e.g. Sobranes type fire or earthquake etc) causing the 
evacuation.  This poses extreme hazards……….. 
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 2.3.2  Developers Claims 
 

• “RVLP will not have a significant effect on traffic in the area.” 
• “The primary traffic generation will come from employees.” 
• “The overall traffic impacts of the Las Palmas development were analyzed 

and addressed through the LPRSP and its EIR.  To assess the potential 
impacts of the RVLP project Hatch Mott McDonald reviewed the LPRSP 
EIR, LPRSP, previous project conditions of approval, improvements that 
were constructed and did traffic counts from all of the LPR entrance points.” 

 
 
2.4 Aesthetics 
 
 2.4.1  Homeowners Assessment 
 

  The developer has considered only minimal impacts of the proposed   
  development. 
 
  2.4.1.1 Visual Pollution: 
 

   Proposed site for RVLP is NOT a “knoll.”  It is at considerable elevation  
   and will occupy a commanding view of the area.  This commanding view  
   from above implies an equally visible presence from below.  The Salinas  
   River crossing will shortly contain new bicycle and walking paths which  
   will greatly increase foot and bicycle traffic.  Residents and tourists will  
   see the three story and other buildings of the proposed development.  At  
   dusk or evening it will be even more obvious when lit up. 
  
  2.4.1.2 Noise Pollution: (Not considered by Developer) 
 

RVLP will be elevated (est. 100’-200’) in relation to the adjacent LP1 
community.  Access to the site from Woodridge Court will be a new road 
at steep ascent (on the order of near 15% slope), which will in turn require 
downshifting in vehicles with attendant noise that will clearly echo into 
the adjacent residences of LP1.  These residences were purchased in part 
for their quiet seclusion and semi-rural setting.  Not to listen to the UPS 
truck grinding up the hill!  

 
  2.4.1.3 Proposed Tree Cutting poses Negative Impact 
 

Cutting down 80 mature Eucalyptus trees imposes a dramatic negative 
impact on LP1 community.  It will also adversely impact the microclimate 
in that location.  These trees help shield the LP1 from strong seasonal 
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afternoon winds and help deaden the road noise from adjacent sections of 
Highway 68 and River Road. 

 
  2.4.1.4 Air Pollution: (Not considered by Developer) 
   RVLP is a large care facility that that provides meals to its occupants.   
   Institutional cooking odors will be emitted and carried by prevailing winds 
   into the adjacent LPI community. 
 
 
 

 2.4.2 Developer’s Claims 
 

• “RVLP is located on a knoll above River Road.  It is an area that is primarily 
identified as being “visually sensitive” in the Toro Area Plan.  The project site 
has limited visibility from southbound River Road due to road alignment, 
topography and native vegetation.  Portions of the upper portion and roofs of 
some of the buildings will be visible from Highway 68 from the Salinas River 
crossing to the River Road exit.  The project is only visible from northbound 
River Road at and near the intersection with Las Palmas Road.  The project 
site is approximately ½ to ¾ mile from Highway 68 for a distance of about 
3,000 feet.  At the normal driving speeds on that portion of Highway 68 the 
project site is visible for about 30-40 seconds at car speeds.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

View from RVLP  towards Highway 68 & River Road intersection 
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View from RVLP down onto LP1 

View from RVLP towards Spreckels Road 
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2.5 Biology 
 
 2.5.1  Homeowners Assessment 
 

The present Eucalyptus grove is home to native owls.  They hunt field rodents.  
One of the many charms of Las Palmas I is their night time hooting.  Several of 
the adjacent Eucalyptus trees have already been cut down by the developer.  The 
nests of those owls dwelling in these trees were demolished.  The hooting 
stopped. 
 
No further input at present.  Study of the Ferrini EIR(s) remains to be done for 
comparison 

 
2.5.2  Developer’s Claims 

 
“During the development phases of the project design the site was surveyed twice 
for sensitive plant and animal species.  Copies of the reports are included with the 
project application materials.  Neither report identified any sensitive plant or 
animal species on the property or on the properties immediately adjoining the 
project site.  Need to see these reports.” 

 

View of flagging for RVLP from Guard Shack 
at River Road / Las Palmas Road intersection 
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Sample of Eucalyptus grove on RVLP site 

Flagging amidst the Eucalyptus grove on RVLP site 
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2.6 Water and Wastewater 
 
 2.6.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

• We seriously question the tacit assumption that given California drought 
conditions Zone 2C can continue to satisfy new demand for water. 
 

• If the eventual construction schedule pushes into the period governed by the 
next Water Study, this may no longer hold.  Water district officials have stated 
that Zone 2c is already in an overdraft situation. 
 

• Note: This “can and will serve “ letter is valid for two years and expires in 
Aug.  of 2017. 

 
 
 2.6.2  Developer’s Claims 
 

“The RVLP project domestic water use is calculated at 11.376 AFY.  Water 
service will be provided by the California Water Service.  CWS is the water 
provider for Las Palmas Ranch and has provided a “can and will serve” letter.  
The area and project site are part of the Indian Springs/Salinas Hills/Buena Vista 
service area.  Water for the service area is taken from a well field in Zone 2C, 
which by policy of the Board of Supervisors is sufficient proof of a long term 
water supply.” 

 
 
2.7 Soils & Geology 
 
 
 2.7.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

RLVP would be on an elevated “view” property with steep slopes backing 
directly onto existing residences which could become unstable with such a large 
development in this era of climate change with strong winter storms.  Slope 
stability has already been compromised with summer fire prevention requiring 
close cropping of vegetation and removal of some bush and trees all of which are 
required to maintain slope stability.  Nature’s bulldozer abhors slopes above 45 
degrees some of which exist to homes adjacent the proposed development. 
 
The last 100 yards of the access road to the elevated part of Parcel Q is narrow, in 
a cut; at a steep angle and with a sharp drop-off overlooking a steep grade.  Below 
this grade there are  adjacent homes and the fire access road which services all the 
homes on Country Park Road.  Coping with two way traffic and heavy 
construction vehicles re-working this higher part of the road would compromise 
the existing adjacent homes and fire access. 
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 2.7.2  Developer’s Claims 
 

 “A geologic hazards and soil suitability study was done by Landset Engineering 
for the RVLP project.  (Dated?) RG The report, which is included in the project 
application materials, concludes that the site is suitable for the project and makes 
a series of recommendations for the final engineering and design of the 
construction plans.  Those recommendations will be incorporated into the final 
plans.  Additionally the report identified areas around the perimeter of the 
property which are not suitable for structural development.  All of the RVLP 
project structures are grouped to the interior of the property and are located 
outside of those areas that Landset identified as unsuitable.” 

 

 
 
 
 
2.8  Neighborhood Fit 
 
 2.8.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.8.1.1   Survey Rejects RVLP 
 

• One of the first actions of the Ad Hoc owners committee was to 
conduct a statistically random survey of Las Palmas I property 
owners and renters, using information given by the parcel “Q” 
property owners at the 2015 meetings and presentation to the Home 
owners association Board.   

Steep portion of the access road into RVLP site 
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• Of the 329 homes in LP1 165 residents were surveyed. 
 

• The results indicated that 93% of residents do not support the project 
as presently known due to the perceived negative impacts of the Care 
Facility project on its community.  Traffic and Security dominated 
the concerns. 
 

 
  2.8.1.2   LUAC Finds RVLP Inconsistent 
 

At the LUAC meeting in September 2016, its official and unanimous 
recommendation was to change the project to ensure conformance to the 
Las Palmas Specific Plan (LPSP), which in essence would limit the 
scope of the project to 3 residences.   
 
 “Change project (RVLP) to adhere to the Las Palmas Specific Plan 
which, according to County records of housing units already built, will 
allow three single family dwellings to complete the build-out of Las 
Palmas.  As proposed, this is a commercial project, and is inconsistent 
with the residential   neighborhood.” 

 
 
 2.8.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 
 
2.9 Storm Water Runoff 
 
    2.9.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.9.1.1   Existing Flooding Risk Considerable 
 

The RVLP site is projected to be on a pristine natural mesa atop a hill 
rising above LP1 development.  During strong rains, adjacent LPI lots 
currently experience strong runoff with local erosion and flooding. 

 
  2.9.1.2   RVLP Construction and Operation Pose Greater Hazard 
 

RVLP site coverage is ~ 190,000 SF (27.6%) and will be a combination 
of structures, roads and parking areas.  This surface area will not be able 
to absorb any moisture as the uncovered  the soils do now.  Given that, 
what will be the methods and the capacity of removing water runoff 
without undue impact on the lower lying LP1 community? Cutting down 
80 Eucalyptus trees will certainly exacerbate that situation. 
 

2.9.2  No mention of this made by the developer 
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Subsequent Serious Flooding Two Weeks Later During Feb.  
Storm.  Water encroached to within one inch of two homes. 



 

23 
 

 
2.10 Fire Safety 
 
 2.10.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.10.1.1   Existing Situation Already Hazardous 
 

California has just exited from an official state of drough, which had 
existed for some time 
 
The Soberanes fire (summer 2016) destroyed 50 buildings and 132,127 
acres, not far from Las Palmas I.  It was THE most expensive fire in US 
history to suppress at $236,000,000 
 
The inclined slopes bordering LP1 and RVLP currently already pose 
extreme fire danger most of the year around due to very dry 
vegetation being present on those slopes.   
 
LPI experiences very strong afternoon winds for months at a time.  
These winds blow down fences and garbage cans in the streets.   
 
Imagine a fire along the River Road corridor, whipped along by these 
winds 
 
Imagine the RVLP elderly and infirm occupants and employees 
scrambling to get off the hill along with the residents occupying 340+ 
homes in LP1. 

 
  2.10.1.2  RVLP Adds Hazard 
 

 Development of RVLP during construction would pose unwarranted 
risk of fire due to accidental generation of sparks by equipment or 
careless smoking operators.  Routine  RLVP operations  will pose 
continuing accidental risks of starting fires. 
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.   
 
 
 2.10.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 
2.11 Risk Management 
 
 2.11.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.11.1.1 More Risk of Collision 
 

Locating RVLP as proposed will add risk to both the LP1 community 
and RVLP itself.  As LP1 & LP2 are nearly 100% built out per LPSP 
(1028 vs.1031 units max.), its roads and infrastructure are at their limits.  
The proposed RVLP facility was never factored into traffic flow 
considerations for LP1. 
 
Inserting RVLP into this capacity-constrained setting will add 
unwarranted risk to both entities in terms of congestion in non-
emergency situations.   
 
Traffic flow at the guard shack would slow significantly, and queuing 
would back entering vehicles into the River Road deceleration lane and 
congest the exit lanes.  This lane can accommodate only a few vehicles. 
 

View from Country Park Road onto RVLP project site.  Summer 2016 
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Between 1989, when LPI started, and January 2017 there have been  24 
accidents at or near  the  River Road  LPI entrances .  In 2009 there was 
a fatality; one of our homeowners lost their son to a drunk driver who 
ran the light (CHP Reports by Burch & Tillman – (9), (10)) 

 
 

 
 

 

This big rig ran the light at River & Las Palmas Road intersection.  January 
2017 

Passenger car totaled by big rig, 2 occupants hospitalized.  January 2017 
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Las Palmas Road and River Road 
20 Collisions 1998 - 2017 
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  2.11.1.2 Traffic Choke Points Created 
 

Further, emergency evacuation situations like fire and/or earthquake 
(both very real events in this region) within present road constraints will 
result in unacceptable choke points for both emergency vehicle and 
resident access and egress, and seriously impact safety for both RVLP 
and LP1 residents. 

 
 2.11.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 

River View Court and River Road 
4 Collisions 1998 - 2017 
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2.12 Security 
 
 2.12.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.12.1.1 Security Measures Taken by Homeowners 
 

LPI HOA (340+ homes) has put a great deal of effort and money forth to 
protect  personal property as vehicle and property break-ins (even in 
daylight) had become the norm: 

• Bought out the part of the property zoned for businesses which is now a 
green belt open central recreation field, Corey Park. 

• Banned garage sales. 
• Established a guarded, gated community in 2008/9.  This system works 

well currently. 
 
  2.12.1.2   Present Security Arrangements Overwhelmed 
 

Projected RVLP employees and visitors would overwhelm present 
security arrangements.  Additional security infrastructure (guards, 
guard house, decals) would be required. 
A whole new group of people would enter LPI grounds, and once 
entered, would have access to the entire neighborhood.  This would 
defeat the very measures LPI took to limit access by installing the gated 
and guarded community of homeowners. 

 
 

 
  

View towards RVLP site from intersection of River & Las Palmas Roads 



 

29 
 

 
 
 
  2.12.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 
2.13 Economic Impact 
 
 2.13.1 Homeowners Assessment 

 
LPI safe, semi-rural and peaceful environmental setting commands value to the 
homeowners and prospective buyers.  It constitutes an asset. 
 
Establishing RVLP as envisioned will diminish this asset and consequently lower 
LPI Real Estate values. 
 
Residents repeatedly stated during the survey that they did not support the Parcel 
Q property owner maximizing the value of his property at the cost of lowering the 
value of theirs. 

 
 2.13.2  No mention of this made by the developer 
 

Guard shack near River and Las Palmas Road intersection 



 

30 
 

 
 
 
References: 
 
(1)Project Description, Lombardo, Anthony, 2016, J.  McCormack website : jnmcommercial.com 
  
(2)Final EIR for the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan (EIR 81-111), Grunwald, Crawford & 
Associates, certified by Monterey County Board of Supervisors, December 7, 1982. 
  
(3)Letter from Ryan Chapman (County Traffic Engineer) to Steve Mason (County Planner) 
Dated 1/12/2016 
  
(4)Survey Results, Gobets, R., et.al.  Presentation to LP1 HOA Board of Directors 5/’16 
  
(5)TORO LUAC meeting minutes 10/26/’15 & 9/26’16 
  
(6) Las Palmas Specific Plan.  Adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors September 
20, 1983 
  
(7) Traffic Report - Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 11/3/2011 
  
(8) Title 21, section 21.64.010  
  
(9) Report from Officer Burch (California Highway Patrol 960 E.  Blanco Road), summarizing 
traffic accidents at LPI intersections. 
 
(10) Report from Commander Tillman (California Highway Patrol 960 E.  Blanco Road), 
summarizing traffic accidents at LPI intersections.  This report to be analyzed. 

Residents strolling in Circle Park, one of the 4 park areas for residents 













































 

 

 
 

April 3, 2017 
Luke Connolly 
Monterey County Planning Department 
 
RE:  Notice of Preparation for an EIR: PLN150372, River View at Las Palmas, LLC 
 

Dear Luke, 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
this project. 

The Monterey County Health Department, Environmental Health Bureau (EHB), will be the responsible 
agency to review and regulate the following: 

• Water and Sewage: This project is intending to connect to California-American Water municipal 
services to meet the needs for Water and Wastewater for this project.  Verification from California-
American Water will be required prior to EHB supporting this project. 
 

• Food Facility: EHB regulates food facilities pursuant to the CA Retail Food Code.  Applicant will be 
required to submit for food plan check prior to issuance of building permits. 
 

• Medical Waste: Prior to issuance of building permits a medical waste application will be required 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code, Sections 117600-118360. 
 

• Hazardous Materials: Hazardous Materials Business Response Plan will be required prior to 
commencement of operation pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 19, Division 2, 
Chapter 4; California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95; and MCC, Chapter 10.65). 
 

• Solid Waste: A recycling plan and appropriate garbage enclosures will be required prior to issuance 
of building permits pursuant to Monterey County Code Chapter 10.41 and Chesbro, AB 341- 
(Statewide Mandatory Commercial Recycling).  Additionally, Chesbro, AB1826- (Mandatory 
Organics Recycling) requires that on and after January 1, 2016, local jurisdictions across the state 
implement an organic waste recycling program to divert organic waste generated by businesses and 
multifamily dwellings that consist of five or more units. As of January 1, 2017 this mandate pertains 
to those facility’s that generate 4 cubic yards or more of organic waste.   

 

Please contact Janna Faulk at (831) 755-4549 or faulkjl@co.monterey.ca.us with questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Janna L Faulk, REHS 
Environmental Health Specialist III 

mailto:faulkjl@co.monterey.ca.us


APPENDIX C 

CALIFORNIA EMISSIONS ESTIMATOR MODEL RESULTS 



Water Mitigation - 

Grading - Fill material to be imported and used onsite per project plan

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Acreage (building coverage) and Bldg gross SF from project plans. Population based on 147 beds max from client.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Per Air District guidelines

Area Mitigation - Per Air District guidelines

Energy Mitigation - 

CO2 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

641.35 CH4 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.006

53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Retirement Community 105.00 Dwelling Unit 2.07 147,355.00 147

Parking Lot 76.00 Space 0.68 30,400.00 0

Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 69.12 1000sqft 1.59 69,120.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 2/27/2017 12:19 PM

River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facilty - Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Annual

River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facilty

Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Annual



CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

2.2 Overall Operational

0.0000 680.0583 680.0583 0.0985 0.0000 682.52140.2371 0.2088 0.4459 0.0829 0.1960 0.2788Maximum 0.9722 4.4871 3.1703 7.4400e-

003

0.0000 34.3330 34.3330 7.2700e-

003

0.0000 34.51476.9800e-

003

0.0123 0.0193 1.8700e-

003

0.0115 0.01342019 0.9722 0.2221 0.2230 3.9000e-

004

0.0000 680.0583 680.0583 0.0985 0.0000 682.52140.2371 0.2088 0.4459 0.0829 0.1960 0.27882018 0.4725 4.4871 3.1703 7.4400e-

003

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 4,313.00 4,312.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 21.00 2.07

tblLandUse Population 300.00 147.00

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 105,000.00 147,355.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 105,000.00 147,355.00

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 34,500.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



4.3 Trip Type Information

Total 252.00 213.15 204.75 690,549 690,549

Retirement Community 252.00 213.15 204.75 690,549 690,549

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 328.5383 328.5383 0.0183 0.0000 328.99640.2596 4.4100e-

003

0.2641 0.0698 4.1500e-

003

0.0739Unmitigated 0.1127 0.5845 1.3500 3.5800e-

003

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

11.9749 576.0514 588.0263 0.8316 8.2400e-

003

611.26900.2596 0.0156 0.2752 0.0698 0.0153 0.0851Total 0.8297 0.6616 2.4657 4.0500e-

003

2.1704 15.1602 17.3306 0.2236 5.4100e-

003

24.53160.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

9.8045 0.0000 9.8045 0.5794 0.0000 24.29010.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 328.5383 328.5383 0.0183 0.0000 328.99640.2596 4.4100e-

003

0.2641 0.0698 4.1500e-

003

0.0739Mobile 0.1127 0.5845 1.3500 3.5800e-

003

0.0000 230.5805 230.5805 8.4800e-

003

2.8300e-

003

231.63515.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

Energy 7.5400e-

003

0.0644 0.0274 4.1000e-

004

0.0000 1.7724 1.7724 1.7300e-

003

0.0000 1.81575.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

Area 0.7095 0.0126 1.0883 6.0000e-

005

Category tons/yr MT/yr



Unmitigated

74.6306 74.6306 1.4300e-

003

1.3700e-

003

75.0741

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000

1.4300e-

003

1.3700e-

003

75.0741

NaturalGas 

Unmitigated

7.5400e-

003

0.0644 0.0274 4.1000e-

004

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 74.6306 74.6306

156.5610

NaturalGas 

Mitigated

7.5400e-

003

0.0644 0.0274 4.1000e-

004

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 155.9499 155.9499 7.0500e-

003

1.4600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

152.6161 152.6161 6.9000e-

003

1.4300e-

003

153.2141

Electricity 

Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 

Mitigated

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

ROG NOx CO SO2

0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291 0.001110 0.001028

0.001110 0.001028

Retirement Community 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112 0.005817 0.017861

0.005817 0.017861 0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291Parking Lot 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112

0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291 0.001110 0.001028

SBUS MH

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112 0.005817 0.017861

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

18.80 37.20 86 11 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Retirement Community 10.80 7.30 7.50 44.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W



0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t

o

n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 

Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

74.6306 74.6306 1.4300e-

003

1.3700e-

003

75.0741

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000

1.3700e-

003

75.0741

Total 7.5400e-

003

0.0644 0.0274 4.1000e-

004

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 74.6306 74.6306 1.4300e-

003

0.0274 4.1000e-

004

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Retirement 

Community

1.39853e+

006

7.5400e-

003

0.0644

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

NaturalGa

s Use

ROG NOx CO

74.6306 1.4300e-

003

1.3700e-

003

75.0741

Mitigated

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 74.6306

75.0741

Total 7.5400e-

003

0.0644 0.0274 4.1000e-

004

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 74.6306 74.6306 1.4300e-

003

1.3700e-

003

4.1000e-

004

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

5.2100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Retirement 

Community

1.39853e+

006

7.5400e-

003

0.0644 0.0274

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2NaturalGa

s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

0.0000 1.7724 1.7724 1.7300e-

003

0.0000 1.81575.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

Unmitigated 0.7095 0.0126 1.0883 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.7724 1.7724 1.7300e-

003

0.0000 1.81575.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

Mitigated 0.7095 0.0126 1.0883 6.0000e-

005

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

Use only Natural Gas Hearths

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

145.4012

Total 152.6161 6.9000e-

003

1.4200e-

003

153.2141

Retirement 

Community

497862 144.8337 6.5500e-

003

1.3500e-

003

0.0000

Parking Lot 26752 7.7825 3.5000e-

004

7.0000e-

005

7.8130

Land Use kWh/yr t

o

n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 

Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

148.7480

Total 155.9499 7.0500e-

003

1.4600e-

003

156.5610

Retirement 

Community

509321 148.1674 6.7000e-

003

1.3900e-

003

Parking Lot 26752 7.7825 3.5000e-

004

7.0000e-

005

7.8130



0.0000

Land Use Mgal t

o

n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out

door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 17.3306 0.2236 5.4100e-

003

24.5316

Category t

o

n

MT/yr

Mitigated 14.7428 0.1789 4.3300e-

003

20.5070

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

0.0000 1.7724 1.7724 1.7300e-

003

0.0000 1.81575.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

Total 0.7095 0.0126 1.0883 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 1.7724 1.7724 1.7300e-

003

0.0000 1.81575.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

5.9800e-

003

Landscaping 0.0333 0.0126 1.0883 6.0000e-

005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 

Products

0.5819

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 

Coating

0.0943

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



20.5070

Total 14.7428 0.1789 4.3300e-

003

20.5070

Retirement 

Community

5.47294 / 

4.31291

14.7428 0.1789 4.3300e-

003

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t

o

n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out

door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

24.5316

Total 17.3306 0.2236 5.4100e-

003

24.5316

Retirement 

Community

6.84117 / 

4.31291

17.3306 0.2236 5.4100e-

003

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Water Mitigation - 

Grading - Fill material to be imported and used onsite per project plan

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Acreage (building coverage) and Bldg gross SF from project plans. Population based on 147 beds max from client.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Per Air District guidelines

Area Mitigation - Per Air District guidelines

Energy Mitigation - 

CO2 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

641.35 CH4 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.006

53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Retirement Community 105.00 Dwelling Unit 2.07 147,355.00 147

Parking Lot 76.00 Space 0.68 30,400.00 0

Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 69.12 1000sqft 1.59 69,120.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 2/27/2017 12:21 PM

River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facilty - Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Summer

River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facilty

Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Summer



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 50,365.57

05

50,365.570

5

2.8530 0.0000 50,436.89

46

18.2141 2.6300 20.7924 9.9699 2.4592 12.3419Maximum 105.1320 209.7820 48.5526 0.4789

0.0000 4,489.971

4

4,489.9714 0.7262 0.0000 4,508.125

8

1.1507 1.3285 2.4792 0.3095 1.2494 1.55892019 105.1320 25.3241 23.0188 0.0456

0.0000 50,365.57

05

50,365.570

5

2.8530 0.0000 50,436.89

46

18.2141 2.6300 20.7924 9.9699 2.4592 12.34192018 8.4811 209.7820 48.5526 0.4789

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 4,313.00 4,312.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 21.00 2.07

tblLandUse Population 300.00 147.00

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 105,000.00 147,355.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 105,000.00 147,355.00

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 34,500.00



0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Area 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2,653.068

6

2,653.0686 0.1411 8.2600e-

003

2,659.057

8

1.5476 0.1018 1.6494 0.4147 0.1003 0.5149Total 4.7072 3.6969 16.7501 0.0244

2,186.665

2

2,186.6652 0.1171 2,189.593

2

1.5476 0.0254 1.5730 0.4147 0.0239 0.4386Mobile 0.6946 3.2431 7.8935 0.0216

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Energy 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Area 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0028.01 0.00 23.08 53.13 0.00 39.29

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 

Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0000 50,365.57

05

50,365.570

5

2.8530 0.0000 50,436.89

46

12.7908 2.6300 15.4208 4.5080 2.4592 6.8800Maximum 105.1320 209.7820 48.5526 0.4789

0.0000 4,489.971

4

4,489.9714 0.7262 0.0000 4,508.125

8

1.1507 1.3285 2.4792 0.3095 1.2494 1.55892019 105.1320 25.3241 23.0188 0.0456

0.0000 50,365.57

05

50,365.570

5

2.8530 0.0000 50,436.89

46

12.7908 2.6300 15.4208 4.5080 2.4592 6.88002018 8.4811 209.7820 48.5526 0.4789



Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 2.27

Residential Indoor: 298,394; Residential Outdoor: 99,465; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 

5,971 (Architectural Coating – sqft)
OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

18

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/5/2019 2/28/2019 5 18

5 Paving Paving 1/10/2019 2/4/2019 5

8

4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/22/2018 1/9/2019 5 230

3 Grading Grading 2/10/2018 2/21/2018 5

20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 2/3/2018 2/9/2018 5 5

End Date Num Days 

Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/8/2018 2/2/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 

Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 

Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0000 2,653.068

6

2,653.0686 0.1411 8.2600e-

003

2,659.057

8

1.5476 0.1018 1.6494 0.4147 0.1003 0.5149Total 4.7072 3.6969 16.7501 0.0244

2,186.665

2

2,186.6652 0.1171 2,189.593

2

1.5476 0.0254 1.5730 0.4147 0.0239 0.4386Mobile 0.6946 3.2431 7.8935 0.0216

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Energy 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 4,312.00

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 117.00 28.00 0.00

Architectural Coating 1 23.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

Worker Trip 

Length

Vendor Trip 

Length

Hauling Trip 

Length

Worker Vehicle 

Class

Vendor 

Vehicle 

Class

Hauling 

Vehicle 

Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 

Count

Worker Trip 

Number

Vendor Trip 

Number

Hauling Trip 

Number

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Rollers 2 6.00 80 0.38

Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 132 0.36

Paving Pavers 1 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37



Mitigated Construction On-Site

137.2751 137.2751 6.9700e-

003

137.44940.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Total 0.0804 0.0672 0.7084 1.3800e-

003

137.2751 137.2751 6.9700e-

003

137.44940.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0804 0.0672 0.7084 1.3800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048Total 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

3.2 Demolition - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO



0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

137.2751 137.2751 6.9700e-

003

137.44940.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Total 0.0804 0.0672 0.7084 1.3800e-

003

137.2751 137.2751 6.9700e-

003

137.44940.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0804 0.0672 0.7084 1.3800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048Total 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

0.0000 3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048Off-Road 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

8.1298 2.5769 10.7067 4.4688 2.3708 6.8396Total 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380

0.0000 3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

2.5769 2.5769 2.3708 2.3708Off-Road 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380

0.0000 0.00008.1298 0.0000 8.1298 4.4688 0.0000 4.4688Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

164.7301 164.7301 8.3700e-

003

164.93930.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Total 0.0965 0.0806 0.8500 1.6600e-

003

164.7301 164.7301 8.3700e-

003

164.93930.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Worker 0.0965 0.0806 0.8500 1.6600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

18.0663 2.5769 20.6432 9.9307 2.3708 12.3014Total 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380

3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

2.5769 2.5769 2.3708 2.3708Off-Road 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

7.2196 1.5513 8.7709 3.4685 1.4272 4.8957Total 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

1.5513 1.5513 1.4272 1.4272Off-Road 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

0.0000 0.00007.2196 0.0000 7.2196 3.4685 0.0000 3.4685Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Grading - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

164.7301 164.7301 8.3700e-

003

164.93930.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Total 0.0965 0.0806 0.8500 1.6600e-

003

164.7301 164.7301 8.3700e-

003

164.93930.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Worker 0.0965 0.0806 0.8500 1.6600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



47,377.54

89

47,377.548

9

1.9228 47,425.61

77

9.5420 1.0787 10.6207 2.6139 1.0320 3.6459Total 5.7079 179.1095 31.9756 0.4492

137.2751 137.2751 6.9700e-

003

137.44940.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0804 0.0672 0.7084 1.3800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

47,240.27

39

47,240.273

9

1.9158 47,288.16

83

9.4187 1.0776 10.4964 2.5812 1.0310 3.6122Hauling 5.6275 179.0423 31.2673 0.4479

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

3.2488 1.5513 4.8002 1.5608 1.4272 2.9881Total 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

0.0000 2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

1.5513 1.5513 1.4272 1.4272Off-Road 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

0.0000 0.00003.2488 0.0000 3.2488 1.5608 0.0000 1.5608Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

47,377.54

89

47,377.548

9

1.9228 47,425.61

77

9.5420 1.0787 10.6207 2.6139 1.0320 3.6459Total 5.7079 179.1095 31.9756 0.4492

137.2751 137.2751 6.9700e-

003

137.44940.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0804 0.0672 0.7084 1.3800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

47,240.27

39

47,240.273

9

1.9158 47,288.16

83

9.4187 1.0776 10.4964 2.5812 1.0310 3.6122Hauling 5.6275 179.0423 31.2673 0.4479



Mitigated Construction On-Site

1,932.348

0

1,932.3480 0.1037 1,934.940

8

1.1507 0.0461 1.1968 0.3095 0.0438 0.3533Total 0.8040 4.5364 6.6207 0.0190

1,070.745

5

1,070.7455 0.0544 1,072.105

4

0.9611 8.6400e-

003

0.9698 0.2549 7.9800e-

003

0.2629Worker 0.6270 0.5241 5.5253 0.0108

861.6025 861.6025 0.0493 862.83540.1896 0.0375 0.2270 0.0546 0.0359 0.0904Vendor 0.1770 4.0123 1.0954 8.2100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Total 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Off-Road 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Off-Road 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,932.348

0

1,932.3480 0.1037 1,934.940

8

1.1507 0.0461 1.1968 0.3095 0.0438 0.3533Total 0.8040 4.5364 6.6207 0.0190

1,070.745

5

1,070.7455 0.0544 1,072.105

4

0.9611 8.6400e-

003

0.9698 0.2549 7.9800e-

003

0.2629Worker 0.6270 0.5241 5.5253 0.0108

861.6025 861.6025 0.0493 862.83540.1896 0.0375 0.2270 0.0546 0.0359 0.0904Vendor 0.1770 4.0123 1.0954 8.2100e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Total 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

0.0000 2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Off-Road 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Total 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269

0.0000 2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Off-Road 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,898.391

2

1,898.3912 0.0948 1,900.762

4

1.1507 0.0386 1.1893 0.3095 0.0367 0.3462Total 0.7164 4.2453 5.8550 0.0187

1,040.402

4

1,040.4024 0.0479 1,041.598

8

0.9611 8.3000e-

003

0.9694 0.2549 7.6600e-

003

0.2626Worker 0.5627 0.4600 4.8897 0.0105

857.9888 857.9888 0.0470 859.16360.1896 0.0303 0.2199 0.0546 0.0290 0.0836Vendor 0.1538 3.7853 0.9653 8.1800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Total 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Total 1.5983 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.3304

1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Off-Road 1.2679 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Paving - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,898.391

2

1,898.3912 0.0948 1,900.762

4

1.1507 0.0386 1.1893 0.3095 0.0367 0.3462Total 0.7164 4.2453 5.8550 0.0187

1,040.402

4

1,040.4024 0.0479 1,041.598

8

0.9611 8.3000e-

003

0.9694 0.2549 7.6600e-

003

0.2626Worker 0.5627 0.4600 4.8897 0.0105

857.9888 857.9888 0.0470 859.16360.1896 0.0303 0.2199 0.0546 0.0290 0.0836Vendor 0.1538 3.7853 0.9653 8.1800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



177.8466 177.8466 8.1800e-

003

178.05110.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Total 0.0962 0.0786 0.8358 1.7900e-

003

177.8466 177.8466 8.1800e-

003

178.05110.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Worker 0.0962 0.0786 0.8358 1.7900e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Total 1.5983 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.3304

0.0000 1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Off-Road 1.2679 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

177.8466 177.8466 8.1800e-

003

178.05110.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Total 0.0962 0.0786 0.8358 1.7900e-

003

177.8466 177.8466 8.1800e-

003

178.05110.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Worker 0.0962 0.0786 0.8358 1.7900e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated Construction On-Site

204.5236 204.5236 9.4100e-

003

204.75870.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Total 0.1106 0.0904 0.9612 2.0600e-

003

204.5236 204.5236 9.4100e-

003

204.75870.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Worker 0.1106 0.0904 0.9612 2.0600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Total 105.0214 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 104.7550

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eExhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

204.5236 204.5236 9.4100e-

003

204.75870.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Total 0.1106 0.0904 0.9612 2.0600e-

003

204.5236 204.5236 9.4100e-

003

204.75870.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Worker 0.1106 0.0904 0.9612 2.0600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Total 105.0214 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 104.7550

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291 0.001110 0.001028

0.001110 0.001028

Retirement Community 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112 0.005817 0.017861

0.005817 0.017861 0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291Parking Lot 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112

0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291 0.001110 0.001028

SBUS MH

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112 0.005817 0.017861

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

18.80 37.20 86 11 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Retirement Community 10.80 7.30 7.50 44.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W

Total 252.00 213.15 204.75 690,549 690,549

Retirement Community 252.00 213.15 204.75 690,549 690,549

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

2,186.665

2

2,186.6652 0.1171 2,189.593

2

1.5476 0.0254 1.5730 0.4147 0.0239 0.4386Unmitigated 0.6946 3.2431 7.8935 0.0216

2,186.665

2

2,186.6652 0.1171 2,189.593

2

1.5476 0.0254 1.5730 0.4147 0.0239 0.4386Mitigated 0.6946 3.2431 7.8935 0.0216

Category lb/day lb/day



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa

s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Total 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Retirement 

Community

3831.58 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

453.4524

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa

s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0286 450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

2.2500e-

003

0.0286 0.0286 0.0286

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.4524

NaturalGas 

Unmitigated

0.0413 0.3531 0.1503

0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 

Mitigated

0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

ROG NOx CO SO2



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Unmitigated 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Mitigated 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

Use only Natural Gas Hearths

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Total 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Retirement 

Community

3.83158 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day



8.0 Waste Detail

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Total 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Landscaping 0.2661 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 

Products

3.1887

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 

Coating

0.5166

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Total 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Landscaping 0.2661 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 

Products

3.1887

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 

Coating

0.5166



User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day



Water Mitigation - 

Grading - Fill material to be imported and used onsite per project plan

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Acreage (building coverage) and Bldg gross SF from project plans. Population based on 147 beds max from client.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Per Air District guidelines

Area Mitigation - Per Air District guidelines

Energy Mitigation - 

CO2 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

641.35 CH4 Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 

(lb/MWhr)

0.006

53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Retirement Community 105.00 Dwelling Unit 2.07 147,355.00 147

Parking Lot 76.00 Space 0.68 30,400.00 0

Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 69.12 1000sqft 1.59 69,120.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 2/27/2017 12:23 PM

River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facilty - Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Winter

River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facilty

Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Winter



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 49,393.37

69

49,393.376

9

3.0265 0.0000 49,469.03

84

18.2141 2.6528 20.7924 9.9699 2.4810 12.3419Maximum 105.1427 213.7687 51.8586 0.4697

0.0000 4,401.183

5

4,401.1835 0.7295 0.0000 4,419.420

8

1.1507 1.3291 2.4798 0.3095 1.2500 1.55952019 105.1427 25.4843 23.1662 0.0447

0.0000 49,393.37

69

49,393.376

9

3.0265 0.0000 49,469.03

84

18.2141 2.6528 20.7924 9.9699 2.4810 12.34192018 8.6710 213.7687 51.8586 0.4697

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 4,313.00 4,312.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 21.00 2.07

tblLandUse Population 300.00 147.00

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 105,000.00 147,355.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 105,000.00 147,355.00

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 34,500.00



0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Area 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2,543.727

4

2,543.7274 0.1439 8.2600e-

003

2,549.788

5

1.5476 0.1021 1.6497 0.4147 0.1006 0.5152Total 4.6688 3.9086 17.1143 0.0233

2,077.324

0

2,077.3240 0.1200 2,080.323

9

1.5476 0.0257 1.5733 0.4147 0.0242 0.4389Mobile 0.6561 3.4548 8.2577 0.0206

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Energy 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Area 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0028.01 0.00 22.98 53.13 0.00 39.29

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 

Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0000 49,393.37

69

49,393.376

9

3.0265 0.0000 49,469.03

84

12.7908 2.6528 15.4436 4.5080 2.4810 6.8800Maximum 105.1427 213.7687 51.8586 0.4697

0.0000 4,401.183

5

4,401.1835 0.7295 0.0000 4,419.420

8

1.1507 1.3291 2.4798 0.3095 1.2500 1.55952019 105.1427 25.4843 23.1662 0.0447

0.0000 49,393.37

69

49,393.376

9

3.0265 0.0000 49,469.03

84

12.7908 2.6528 15.4436 4.5080 2.4810 6.88002018 8.6710 213.7687 51.8586 0.4697



Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 2.27

Residential Indoor: 298,394; Residential Outdoor: 99,465; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 

5,971 (Architectural Coating – sqft)
OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

18

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/5/2019 2/28/2019 5 18

5 Paving Paving 1/10/2019 2/4/2019 5

8

4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/22/2018 1/9/2019 5 230

3 Grading Grading 2/10/2018 2/21/2018 5

20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 2/3/2018 2/9/2018 5 5

End Date Num Days 

Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/8/2018 2/2/2018 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 

Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 

Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0000 2,543.727

4

2,543.7274 0.1439 8.2600e-

003

2,549.788

5

1.5476 0.1021 1.6497 0.4147 0.1006 0.5152Total 4.6688 3.9086 17.1143 0.0233

2,077.324

0

2,077.3240 0.1200 2,080.323

9

1.5476 0.0257 1.5733 0.4147 0.0242 0.4389Mobile 0.6561 3.4548 8.2577 0.0206

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Energy 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 4,312.00

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 117.00 28.00 0.00

Architectural Coating 1 23.00 0.00 0.00 10.80

Worker Trip 

Length

Vendor Trip 

Length

Hauling Trip 

Length

Worker Vehicle 

Class

Vendor 

Vehicle 

Class

Hauling 

Vehicle 

Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 

Count

Worker Trip 

Number

Vendor Trip 

Number

Hauling Trip 

Number

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Rollers 2 6.00 80 0.38

Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 132 0.36

Paving Pavers 1 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37



Mitigated Construction On-Site

129.0333 129.0333 6.7700e-

003

129.20250.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Total 0.0883 0.0843 0.7128 1.3000e-

003

129.0333 129.0333 6.7700e-

003

129.20250.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0883 0.0843 0.7128 1.3000e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048Total 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

3.2 Demolition - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO



0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

129.0333 129.0333 6.7700e-

003

129.20250.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Total 0.0883 0.0843 0.7128 1.3000e-

003

129.0333 129.0333 6.7700e-

003

129.20250.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0883 0.0843 0.7128 1.3000e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048Total 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

0.0000 3,871.766

5

3,871.7665 1.0667 3,898.434

4

1.9386 1.9386 1.8048 1.8048Off-Road 3.7190 38.3225 22.3040 0.0388

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

8.1298 2.5769 10.7067 4.4688 2.3708 6.8396Total 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380

0.0000 3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

2.5769 2.5769 2.3708 2.3708Off-Road 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380

0.0000 0.00008.1298 0.0000 8.1298 4.4688 0.0000 4.4688Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

154.8400 154.8400 8.1200e-

003

155.04300.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Total 0.1060 0.1012 0.8554 1.5600e-

003

154.8400 154.8400 8.1200e-

003

155.04300.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Worker 0.1060 0.1012 0.8554 1.5600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

18.0663 2.5769 20.6432 9.9307 2.3708 12.3014Total 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380

3,831.623

9

3,831.6239 1.1928 3,861.444

8

2.5769 2.5769 2.3708 2.3708Off-Road 4.5627 48.1988 22.4763 0.0380



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

7.2196 1.5513 8.7709 3.4685 1.4272 4.8957Total 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

1.5513 1.5513 1.4272 1.4272Off-Road 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

0.0000 0.00007.2196 0.0000 7.2196 3.4685 0.0000 3.4685Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Grading - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

154.8400 154.8400 8.1200e-

003

155.04300.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Total 0.1060 0.1012 0.8554 1.5600e-

003

154.8400 154.8400 8.1200e-

003

155.04300.1479 1.3300e-

003

0.1492 0.0392 1.2300e-

003

0.0405Worker 0.1060 0.1012 0.8554 1.5600e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



46,405.35

53

46,405.355

3

2.0963 46,457.76

15

9.5420 1.1015 10.6434 2.6139 1.0538 3.6677Total 5.8978 183.0961 35.2817 0.4400

129.0333 129.0333 6.7700e-

003

129.20250.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0883 0.0843 0.7128 1.3000e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

46,276.32

20

46,276.322

0

2.0895 46,328.55

89

9.4187 1.1004 10.5191 2.5812 1.0528 3.6340Hauling 5.8095 183.0118 34.5688 0.4387

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

3.2488 1.5513 4.8002 1.5608 1.4272 2.9881Total 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

0.0000 2,988.021

6

2,988.0216 0.9302 3,011.276

9

1.5513 1.5513 1.4272 1.4272Off-Road 2.7733 30.6725 16.5770 0.0297

0.0000 0.00003.2488 0.0000 3.2488 1.5608 0.0000 1.5608Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

46,405.35

53

46,405.355

3

2.0963 46,457.76

15

9.5420 1.1015 10.6434 2.6139 1.0538 3.6677Total 5.8978 183.0961 35.2817 0.4400

129.0333 129.0333 6.7700e-

003

129.20250.1232 1.1100e-

003

0.1243 0.0327 1.0200e-

003

0.0337Worker 0.0883 0.0843 0.7128 1.3000e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

46,276.32

20

46,276.322

0

2.0895 46,328.55

89

9.4187 1.1004 10.5191 2.5812 1.0528 3.6340Hauling 5.8095 183.0118 34.5688 0.4387



Mitigated Construction On-Site

1,842.332

1

1,842.3321 0.1070 1,845.008

0

1.1507 0.0468 1.1975 0.3095 0.0445 0.3540Total 0.8751 4.7225 6.8168 0.0181

1,006.459

8

1,006.4598 0.0528 1,007.779

7

0.9611 8.6400e-

003

0.9698 0.2549 7.9800e-

003

0.2629Worker 0.6887 0.6577 5.5599 0.0101

835.8724 835.8724 0.0542 837.22830.1896 0.0382 0.2277 0.0546 0.0365 0.0911Vendor 0.1864 4.0648 1.2568 7.9700e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Total 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Off-Road 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Off-Road 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,842.332

1

1,842.3321 0.1070 1,845.008

0

1.1507 0.0468 1.1975 0.3095 0.0445 0.3540Total 0.8751 4.7225 6.8168 0.0181

1,006.459

8

1,006.4598 0.0528 1,007.779

7

0.9611 8.6400e-

003

0.9698 0.2549 7.9800e-

003

0.2629Worker 0.6887 0.6577 5.5599 0.0101

835.8724 835.8724 0.0542 837.22830.1896 0.0382 0.2277 0.0546 0.0365 0.0911Vendor 0.1864 4.0648 1.2568 7.9700e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Total 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

0.0000 2,620.935

1

2,620.9351 0.6421 2,636.988

3

1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099Off-Road 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Total 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269

0.0000 2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Off-Road 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,809.603

3

1,809.6033 0.0982 1,812.057

4

1.1507 0.0393 1.1900 0.3095 0.0373 0.3468Total 0.7786 4.4055 6.0024 0.0178

977.8047 977.8047 0.0463 978.96190.9611 8.3000e-

003

0.9694 0.2549 7.6600e-

003

0.2626Worker 0.6166 0.5776 4.8900 9.8400e-

003

831.7986 831.7986 0.0519 833.09550.1896 0.0310 0.2205 0.0546 0.0296 0.0842Vendor 0.1620 3.8279 1.1124 7.9300e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

2,591.580

2

2,591.5802 0.6313 2,607.363

5

1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127Total 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Total 1.5983 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.3304

1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Off-Road 1.2679 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Paving - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

1,809.603

3

1,809.6033 0.0982 1,812.057

4

1.1507 0.0393 1.1900 0.3095 0.0373 0.3468Total 0.7786 4.4055 6.0024 0.0178

977.8047 977.8047 0.0463 978.96190.9611 8.3000e-

003

0.9694 0.2549 7.6600e-

003

0.2626Worker 0.6166 0.5776 4.8900 9.8400e-

003

831.7986 831.7986 0.0519 833.09550.1896 0.0310 0.2205 0.0546 0.0296 0.0842Vendor 0.1620 3.8279 1.1124 7.9300e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



167.1461 167.1461 7.9100e-

003

167.34390.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Total 0.1054 0.0987 0.8359 1.6800e-

003

167.1461 167.1461 7.9100e-

003

167.34390.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Worker 0.1054 0.0987 0.8359 1.6800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Total 1.5983 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.3304

0.0000 1,843.319

1

1,843.3191 0.5671 1,857.496

6

0.7196 0.7196 0.6637 0.6637Off-Road 1.2679 12.7604 12.3130 0.0189

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

167.1461 167.1461 7.9100e-

003

167.34390.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Total 0.1054 0.0987 0.8359 1.6800e-

003

167.1461 167.1461 7.9100e-

003

167.34390.1643 1.4200e-

003

0.1657 0.0436 1.3100e-

003

0.0449Worker 0.1054 0.0987 0.8359 1.6800e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated Construction On-Site

192.2180 192.2180 9.1000e-

003

192.44550.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Total 0.1212 0.1136 0.9613 1.9300e-

003

192.2180 192.2180 9.1000e-

003

192.44550.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Worker 0.1212 0.1136 0.9613 1.9300e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Total 105.0214 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 104.7550

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eExhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

192.2180 192.2180 9.1000e-

003

192.44550.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Total 0.1212 0.1136 0.9613 1.9300e-

003

192.2180 192.2180 9.1000e-

003

192.44550.1889 1.6300e-

003

0.1906 0.0501 1.5100e-

003

0.0516Worker 0.1212 0.1136 0.9613 1.9300e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Total 105.0214 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-

003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 104.7550

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10



5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291 0.001110 0.001028

0.001110 0.001028

Retirement Community 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112 0.005817 0.017861

0.005817 0.017861 0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291Parking Lot 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112

0.037451 0.003065 0.002809 0.007291 0.001110 0.001028

SBUS MH

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.533000 0.030830 0.199754 0.134871 0.025112 0.005817 0.017861

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

18.80 37.20 86 11 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Retirement Community 10.80 7.30 7.50 44.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W

Total 252.00 213.15 204.75 690,549 690,549

Retirement Community 252.00 213.15 204.75 690,549 690,549

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

2,077.324

0

2,077.3240 0.1200 2,080.323

9

1.5476 0.0257 1.5733 0.4147 0.0242 0.4389Unmitigated 0.6561 3.4548 8.2577 0.0206

2,077.324

0

2,077.3240 0.1200 2,080.323

9

1.5476 0.0257 1.5733 0.4147 0.0242 0.4389Mitigated 0.6561 3.4548 8.2577 0.0206

Category lb/day lb/day



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa

s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Total 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Retirement 

Community

3831.58 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

453.4524

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa

s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

0.0286 450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

2.2500e-

003

0.0286 0.0286 0.0286

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.4524

NaturalGas 

Unmitigated

0.0413 0.3531 0.1503

0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 

Mitigated

0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

ROG NOx CO SO2



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Unmitigated 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Mitigated 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 

PM10

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

Use only Natural Gas Hearths

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Total 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

450.7737 450.7737 8.6400e-

003

8.2600e-

003

453.45240.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286Retirement 

Community

3.83158 0.0413 0.3531 0.1503 2.2500e-

003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 

Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day



8.0 Waste Detail

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Total 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Landscaping 0.2661 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 

Products

3.1887

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 

Coating

0.5166

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 

Total

Fugitive 

PM2.5

Exhaust 

PM2.5

PM2.5 

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10

Exhaust 

PM10

0.0000 15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 0.0000 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Total 3.9713 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

15.6298 15.6298 0.0153 16.01210.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478Landscaping 0.2661 0.1007 8.7063 4.6000e-

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 

Products

3.1887

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 

Coating

0.5166



User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day



APPENDIX D 

TRAFFIC REPORT

 



Keith Higgins 
Traffic Engineer 

RIVERVIEW AT LAS PALMAS SENIOR HOUSING
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT REPORT

MONTEREY COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Prepared for 
Riverview at Las Palmas, LLC

Carmel, CA 93923

Prepared by
Keith Higgins, Traffic Engineer

Gilroy, CA 95020

June 20, 2017

Received by RMA-Planning
on February 12, 2018. 



Riverview at Las Palmas Senior Housing TIA 

riverview at las palmas tia admin DE Comments keith edits and Bryce comments - i - 

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1 INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................. 1 
1.1 Project Description 1 
1.2 Scope of Work 1 
1.3 Traffic Operation Evaluation Methodologies and Level of Service Standards 2 
1.5 Criteria for Significant Project Impacts 2 
1.6 Funding for Transportation Improvements 3 

2 EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS .................................................................................. 6 
2.1 Existing Roadway Network 6 
2.2 Existing Conditions Intersection Operations 6 
2.3 Existing Conditions Road Segment Operations 6 
2.4 Existing Transit Service 7 
2.5 Existing Bicycle Facilities 7 

3 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION, AND ASSIGNMENT .................... 9 
3.1 Project Trip Generation 9 
3.2 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 9 

4 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS ................................................. 10 
4.1 Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes 10 
4.2 Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Operations 10 
4.3 Existing Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Operations 10 

5 CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS .......................................... 13 
5.1 2030 Cumulative Traffic Volume Forecasts 13 
5.2 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Traffic Volumes 13 
5.3 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection Operations 13 
5.4 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Operations 13 

6 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES ................................................ 14 
6.1 Project Impacts and MItigations 14 
6.2 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigations 15 



Riverview at Las Palmas Senior Housing TIA 

riverview at las palmas tia admin DE Comments keith edits and Bryce comments - ii - 

EXHIBITS

1. Project Location Map

2. Project Site Plan

3. Study Intersections

4. AM & PM Peak Hour Volumes and Project Trip Assignment

5. Intersection Level of Service Summary Table

6. Project Trip Generation

7. Project Shift Staffing and Hours

8. Project Trip Distribution

APPENDICES

A LOS Descriptions for Signalized Intersections

B Traffic Count Data

C Level of Service Calculation Worksheets



Keith Higgins Traffic Engineer

Riverview at Las Palmas Traffic Impact Analysis 

1 

1 INTRODUCTION

This traffic study analyzes the impacts associated with the development of the Riverview
at Las Palmas Senior Assisted Living project in Monterey County. Exhibit 1 shows the
location of the proposed project. Exhibit 2 shows the proposed site plan.

1.1 Project Description

The project is proposed to include 26 senior assisted living units (Casitas), which are
expected to have a traffic generation rate similar to typical attached senior housing units.
It is also proposed to include 52 beds of assisted care and 48 beds of memory care
(similar to a nursing home).

The project is proposed to provide an opportunity for a continuum of care ranging from
seniors with lesser needs through providing care for those needing substantial
assistance.

1.2 Scope of Work

The study includes the evaluation of the following intersections and road segments:

Intersections:

1. Reservation Road / Highway 68 WB Ramps
2. River Road / Highway 68 EB Ramps
3. Las Palmas Road / River Road

Road Segments:

1. Highway 68 between San Benancio Road and Toro Park Interchange

The study intersections are shown in Exhibit 3. Beyond the limits of the study area, the
project trips disperse onto various local streets and roads or onto regional facilities. The
impact of trips that disperse on the local road network lessens as they move away from
the project site. The local intersections included in the analysis were identified as
potentially experiencing the greatest impact from the project.

Weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic operations were analyzed for the following
conditions:

1. Existing Conditions
2. Existing Plus Project Conditions
3. Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
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1.3 Traffic Operation Evaluation Methodologies and Level of Service Standards

Intersection traffic operations were evaluated based on the Level of Service (LOS)
concept, and the LOS standard adopted by Monterey County and Caltrans for each
intersection. LOS is a qualitative description of an intersection’s or road segment’s 
operation, ranging from LOS A to LOS F. Level of service “A” represents free flow un-
congested traffic conditions. Level of service “F” represents highly congested traffic 
conditions with what is commonly considered unacceptable delay to vehicles at
intersections. The intermediate levels of service represent incremental levels of
congestion and delay between these two extremes. All three study intersections are
signalized. LOS descriptions for signalized intersections are included as Appendix A.

Intersection traffic operations were evaluated using the Synchro analysis software
(Version 9) and Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (HCM 2010) methodologies for
signalized intersections. Intersection operations are based on the average vehicular delay
at the intersection. The average delay is then correlated to a level of service. When
analyzing signalized intersections, the overall intersection delay is used to determine
LOS.

The study area falls within the jurisdiction of two public agencies, Monterey County and
Caltrans. Level of service standards and impact significance criteria adopted by each
public agency have been used as appropriate.

For this study, the following level of service thresholds have been used:

1. The County of Monterey LOS “D” standard has been applied to intersections
under the jurisdiction of the County of Monterey.

2. The Caltrans level of service standard is the LOS C/D threshold. The
Caltrans LOS C/D standard has been applied to state-controlled intersections
and road segments.

1.5 Criteria for Significant Project Impacts

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, a project may
have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause an increase in traffic that is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. In
accordance with CEQA, specific impact criteria have been applied to the study
intersections and road segments to determine if the project specific increase in traffic is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.

The following significance criteria have been applied to the analysis results.

County of Monterey
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A significant impact at a signalized study intersection is defined by Monterey County traffic 
impact study guidelines to occur under the following conditions: 

• A significant impact would occur if an intersection operating at LOS A, B, C, or D 
degrades to E or F. For intersections already operating at unacceptable level E, a 
significant impact would occur if a project adds 0.01 or more during peak hours to 
the critical movement’s volume-to-capacity ratio. If the intersection is already 
operating at LOS F, any increase (one vehicle) in the critical movement’s volume-
to-capacity ratio is considered significant. 
 

Caltrans 
 
Per the “Caltrans Guide for Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies” publication, “Caltrans 
endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on 
State highway facilities, however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be 
feasible and recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the 
appropriate target LOS. If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than the 
appropriate target LOS, the existing MOE should be maintained.” MOE refers to the 
measures of effectiveness which are used to describe the measures best suited for 
analyzing State highway facilities.  
 
Caltrans perceives an impact when there is any degradation in the performance measure 
below the cusp of C/D. If a facility is currently operating at or below LOS D, then any trips 
added represent a potential impact, and the performance measure should be brought 
back to predevelopment conditions. While a single trip added to a degraded facility is not 
usually reflected in the performance measure, Caltrans reserves the ability to consider a 
single trip as an impact.  
 
1.6 Funding for Transportation Improvements 
 
TAMC Fee and Sales Tax Measure 
 
The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) and its member jurisdictions 
have adopted a county-wide, regional impact fee to cover the costs for studies and 
construction of many improvements throughout Monterey County. This impact fee, which 
went into effect on August 27, 2008, is applied to all new development within Monterey 
County. The governing document for the fee is the Regional Impact Fee Nexus Study 
Update (March 26, 2008) prepared by Kimley-Horn Associates, Inc. The Regional Impact 
Fee Nexus Study Update was updated again in 2013. 
 
In November, 2016 Monterey County voters approved a 30 year, 3/8 cent sales tax 
measure to fund a broad range of transportation improvements. $50,000,000 has been 
earmarked for Highway 68 improvements. TAMC is currently conducting corridor studies 
to identify improvement options and to focus on options that will provide the most 
significant benefits to residents and the travelling public. 
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Monterey County Traffic Impact Fee

In August 2006, the City of Salinas and the County of Monterey entered into an agreement
known as the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). As stated in
a report dated August 29, 2006 to the Salinas City Council and the Monterey County
Board of Supervisors, “The MOU establishes a broad policy framework to govern and 
facilitate land use decisions in the Greater Salinas Area. The MOU must be viewed in its
entirety as it is intended to aid the community, the City, and the County in the mutual goal
of achieving orderly, consistent, and reasoned land use determinations in the Greater
Salinas Area recognizing the responsibilities of both the County and City to assure orderly
development in their respective jurisdictions.”

Item #9 in the MOU states “City and County agree to support fees and taxes needed to 
mitigate the collective impact of new and existing development on the regional
transportation system to the extent that the fees and taxes reflect the overall financing
program adopted by TAMC”. 

Item #10 in the MOU states that “City and County agree that the County will develop a 
County-wide Traffic Impact fee program for the improvement of major County roads in
accordance with the County adopted General Plan.” The County will consult with TAMC
and Monterey County cities in the development of the County fee program. In order to
prevent the need for an ad hoc traffic impact fee on developments within the City of
Salinas, the County’s traffic impact fee program will make the Greater Salinas Area a
priority, and the County will attempt to complete a nexus study and hearing process within
18 months of adoption of the County General Plan.

The 2010 Monterey County General Plan, which was adopted October 26, 2010, provides
policies to enact the policy framework provided by the MOU. Specifically, the General
Plan includes the following policies:

C-1.8 Development proposed in cities and adjacent counties shall be carefully
reviewed to assess the proposed development’s impact on the County’s 
circulation system. The County, in consultation with TAMC and Monterey
County cities shall, within 18 months of adoption of the General Plan, develop
a County Traffic Impact fee that addresses Tier 2 impacts of development in
cities and unincorporated areas. From the time of adoption of the General Plan
until the time of adoption of a County Traffic Impact Fee, the County shall
impose an ad hoc fee on its applicants based upon a fair share traffic impact
fee study.

C-1.9 All available public and private sources shall be used for the funding of road
and highway development, improvement and maintenance.

C-1.10 The County, in coordination with TAMC and other affected agencies, shall
continue efforts to improve traffic congestion at critical locations.
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C-1.11 In addition to the County Traffic Impact Fee established in Policy C-1.8, the
County shall require new development to pay a Regional Traffic Impact Fee
developed collaboratively between TAMC, the County, and other local and
state agencies to ensure a funding mechanism for regional transportation
improvements mitigating Traffic Tier 3 impacts.

To date, a county-wide traffic fee program has yet to be adopted. Monterey County Public
representatives recently stated that a draft fee program is complete and they hope to have
the fee adopted in the Fall, 2017.  However, the County has been assessing fees for the
Countywide Traffic Impact fee on an ad hoc basis per the fee program’s draft fee 
schedule.
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2 EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 
This section describes the existing street network relevant to the proposed project and 
the existing operational traffic conditions.  
 
2.1 Existing Roadway Network 
 
The key roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project include Highway 68, Reservation 
Road and River Road. These facilities are described below: 
Highway 68 (SR 68) connects State Route 1 in Monterey and US 101 in Salinas. It is a 
2-lane rural highway with a speed limit of 55 mph between SR 1 and just south of the 
Portola Drive interchange. Highway 68 is a 4-lane freeway with 65 mph speed limit 
between the Portola Drive and Spreckels Boulevard interchanges. Highway 68 is a 4-lane 
divided highway with 55 mph speed limit from the Spreckels Boulevard interchange to 
Blanco Road in the City of Salinas. Once inside the City of Salinas, SR 68 becomes an 
arterial along South Main Street and John Street. It serves as a commuter route between 
Salinas and the Monterey Peninsula, and functions as a scenic tourist route to the 
Monterey Peninsula.  

Reservation Road is a two-lane rural road that connects Highway 68 to the City of 
Marina. South of Highway 68, Reservation Road becomes River Road, which is a 4-lane 
road from the Highway 68 / Reservation Road interchange to Las Palmas Road. It 
narrows to 2 lanes just east of Las Palmas Road. The River Road/Las Palmas Road and 
River Road/Las Palmas Parkway intersections are signalized. River Road provides 
access to residential neighborhoods. The Highway 68 ramp intersections with 
Reservation Road and River Road are signalized.  
 
2.2 Existing Conditions Intersection Operations 
 
Weekday AM and PM peak hour turning movement counts at the study intersections 
were conducted in March and May 2017. The counts were reviewed and, where 
appropriate, balanced between intersections. The existing conditions peak hour traffic 
volumes are presented in Exhibit 4. Raw traffic count data is included in Appendix B.  
 
Synchro 9 was utilized to evaluate existing conditions operational levels of service at 
the study intersections. The analysis was performed for the weekday AM and PM peak 
hours using Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (HCM 2010) methodologies.  
 
All the study intersections operate at acceptable levels of service under existing 
conditions and no improvements are recommended. Intersection levels of service are 
summarized in Exhibit 5. LOS calculation worksheets are included as Appendix C.  
 
2.3 Existing Conditions Road Segment Operations 
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According to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Environmental Impact Report,
River Road currently operateds in 2008 at LOS C (2008 Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
of 14,810 and 2016 ADT of 14,100) between Highway 68 and Las Palmas Road and
LOS D from las Las Palmas Road to Las Palmas Parkway (2008 ADT of 11,750 and
2016 ADT of 13,000), according to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan
Environmental Impact Report.  Daily traffic volumes in 2016 are essentially equivalent
to 2008.  Evening peak hour traffic volumes counted in 2017 for this study totaled
1,492 north of Las Palmas Road and 1,367 south of Las Palmas Road.  Evening peak
hour volumes generally represent about 10% of the daily total, so they are consistent
with the 2016 daily volumes.  River Road operates at an These are acceptable levels
of service.
Highway 68 has been determined to currently operate at LOS F in the Monterey
County 2010 General Plan. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC),
Caltrans and the County of Monterey are currently conducting a corridor study to
investigate improvements to Highway 68, including roundabouts at currently signalized
intersections.  Measure X, the Transportation Safety & Investment Plan  is  a sales tax
measure that was approved by Monterey County voters in November, 2016.  This
measure provides $50 million towards Highway 68 improvements for congestion relief
and safety improvements.  In addition, the TAMC regional development impact fee
designates an additional $4 million toward these improvements.

2.4 Existing Transit Service

The primary public transit service in the County of Monterey is the bus service provided
by Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST). MST focuses on improving operational conditions
through established bus routes and schedules that efficiently meet travel demands,
reduce travel times, improve service reliability, and encourage bike-and-ride initiatives.
All MST buses are wheelchair accessible and equipped with bike racks. In the vicinity of
the project, bus routes are provided along Highway 68. There are no MST bus routes
provided along River Road.

2.5 Existing Bicycle Facilities

The County of Monterey has an adopted Bikeway Plan designating routes along
roadways that can be used by bicycling commuters and recreational riders for safe access
to major employers, shopping centers and schools. Three basic types of bicycle facilities
are described below:

1. Bike path (Class I) - A completely separate right-of-way designed for the exclusive
use of cyclists and pedestrians, with minimal crossings for motorists.

2. Bike lane (Class II) - A lane on a regular roadway, separated from the motorized
vehicle right-of-way by paint striping, designated for the exclusive or semi-
exclusive use of bicycles. Bike lanes allow one-way bike travel. Through travel by
motor vehicles or pedestrians is prohibited, but crossing by pedestrians and
motorists is permitted.
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3. Bike route (Class III) - Provides shared use of the roadway with motorists, 
designated by signs or permanent markings.  

 
Highway 68 and River Road are designated as Cross County Bike Routes on the 2016 
Monterey County Bike Map. Both have shoulders that function as bike lanes.    
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3 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION, AND ASSIGNMENT

The procedures for generating and assigning project trips to the local road network are
described in this section.

3.1 Project Trip Generation

The project is proposed to include 26 senior  assisted living units (Casitas), which are
expected to have a traffic generation rate similar to typical attached senior housing units.
It is also proposed to include 52 beds of assisted care and 48 beds of memory care (for
traffic generation purposes, similar to a nursing home). In total, the project is expected to
generate about 363 daily trips with 22 during the morning peak hour and 33 during the
evening peak hour. This assumes the project operates with peak hour trip generation
characteristics similar to a standard project with this mix of senior living uses. The project
trip generation estimate is summarized in Exhibit 6.

Exhibit 7 shows the proposed project shift staffing and hours. The project is expected to
employ a total of about 92.5 staff members over a 24-hour period. The times of shift
changes with corresponding employees is also tabulated on this exhibit. The shift
changes that are most relevant to project traffic impacts are those that occur near the
peak hour of the street and highway system.

As a means of reducing peak hour trip generation, the project proposes to have shift
changes occur outside peak travel periods, that is, during the hours of 7am to 9am and
4pm to 6pm. Morning Shifts A and B, Day Shift B and the Evening and Night Shifts all will
change outside the two-hour street peak periods.  Day Shift A will be the only shift that
begins and ends during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively.

Rescheduling the Day Shift A schedule to begin and end outside the street peak period
would eliminate 12 inbound trips in the morning peak hour (from Day Shift A) and 12
outbound trips during the evening peak hour. This would result in a net total of 10 morning 
street peak hour trips and 21 evening street peak hour trips.

3.2 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

The project’s trip distribution based on existing traffic patterns in the study  area is
shown graphically in Exhibit 8. Project trip assignments at the study intersections
are shown in Exhibit 4. The project will add about 1 morning peak hour trip and 4
evening peak hour trips to the two-lane section of Highway 68 immediately west of the
Toro Park interchange. Project traffic will dissipate along the Highway 68 corridor at the
many crossroads including Torero Drive, San Benancio Road, Corral de Tierra Road and
Laureles Grade, resulting in less than one morning peak hour trip and about two evening
peak hour trips west of Laureles Grade. Project traffic will be at or below one peak hour
trip west of Highway 218.
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4 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

This section describes existing plus project conditions. Traffic related impacts associated
with project development are discussed in this section.

4.1 Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes

The project trip assignments in Exhibit 4 were added to the existing traffic volumes to
estimate existing plus project traffic volumes. Existing plus project traffic volumes for the
AM and PM peak hours are also presented in Exhibit 4.

4.2 Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Operations

All of the study intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service
under existing plus project traffic conditions and no improvements are recommended.
Intersection levels of service are summarized in Exhibit 5. LOS calculation
worksheets are included as Appendix C.  All project impacts at study intersections
will be insignificant.

4.3 Existing Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Operations

The project will have no effect on the level of service of River Road between Highway 68
and Las Palmas Parkway.

Project traffic will have no effect on Highway 68 traffic operations. However, Highway 68
has been determined to currently operate at Level of Service F in the Monterey County
General Plan. Monterey County and Caltrans consider the addition of a single peak hour
trip to be a significant impact. Therefore, the project will have, as determined by Monterey
County and Caltrans, a  significant impact on the two-lane section of Highway 68 between
Toro Park and Highway 218.  However, the added trips are imperceptible and insignificant
in proportion to the existing traffic volumes.

The project will pay a TAMC fee that will represent the project’s fair share contribution
toward Highway 68 improvements and improvements on other regional facilities.

With regard to neighborhood street impacts, the project site is located at the end of
Woodridge Court.  Woodridge Court connects to River Run Road, which connects to Las
Palmas Road, which provides access to and from River Road.  Woodridge Court, River
Run Court are local streets.  Las Palmas Road functions as a collector street, providing
access to and from the project will add traffic to each of these streets.  Las Palmas Road
currently carries about 164 morning peak hour and 155 evening peak hour trips.  Traffic
counts conducted in November, 2013 indicated that Las Palmas Road between River
Road and Winding Creek Road carries about 1,837 daily trips. Riverview Court daily traffic
totaled 386, for a grand total of 2,223 for the 313 homes in Las Palmas 1.  The daily trip
generation rate is about 7.1 trips per day per home.
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Las Palmas Road has no homes along its frontage.  Four perpendicular parking stalls are 
currently located at the west leg of the Winding Creek Road intersection.  Otherwise, 
there is no parking along this street. Two lane collector streets have a capacity of over 
10,000 vehicles per day.  It has a width of 40 feet, which corresponds to a secondary 
street in the Monterey County Standard Details, which has a very conservative threshold 
of carrying up to 3,000 vehicles per day.  Level of Service C (LOS C) was the General 
Plan policy in effect at the time of the approval of the Las Palmas Specific Plan.  This 
threshold therefore corresponds with LOS C. 
 
Assuming this rate applies to all subareas within La Palmas 1, the daily trip totals for Las 
Palmas Road between Winding Creek Road and River Run Road is about 1,200.  This is  
60% below the LOS C capacity normally attributable to collector streets as well as the 
Monterey County threshold of 3,000 vehicles per day.  
 
River Run Road carries about 950 vehicles per day between Las Palmas Road and 
Woodbridge Court.  River Run Road is a local street.  It has a width of 38 feet, which is 
about midway between a secondary street (40 feet width) with a LOS C threshold of 3,000 
and a tertiary street (34 feet width) with a LOS C threshold of 1,000.  This section of street 
could therefore be considered a hybrid with a LOS C threshold of 2,000 vehicles per day.  
Functionally, it currently provides the sole access to over 130 homes plus the Corey 
House and the remaining parcel that is the site of the proposed project (earmarked for 
approximately 40 homes in the original Las Palmas Specific Plan).  River Run Road with 
the buildout of the project site under its original development proposal would be estimated 
to carry about 1,230 to 1,300 vehicles per day (35% below the LOS C threshold).  On that 
basis, River Run Road will continue to operate at LOS A-B.   
 
A final consideration for River Run Road is a comparison of anticipated traffic volumes 
with traffic volume thresholds used by nearby municipalities in neighborhood traffic 
management and traffic calming policies.  Monterey County does not have a policy.  The 
City of Salinas recently adopted the “City of Salinas Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program,” November, 2008, that states on page 61 that, “If traffic volumes on residential 
streets are projected to be less than 1,500 vehicles per day (vpd), then no action is 
needed, nor will it be taken.”  The “City of Seaside Traffic Calming Program”, 2011, states 
on page 7 that streets carrying more than 1,600 vehicles per day are eligible for traffic 
calming.  Volumes under 1,600 vehicles per day are within a reasonable level for a 
residential street.  Both the policies indicate that collector streets are not eligible for traffic 
calming.  The anticipated volume of 1,313 on River Run Road is below the threshold for 
both policies and would be considered within an acceptable traffic volume for a local 
residential street.   
 
Woodbridge Court currently does not serve any residences.  It has a width of 28 feet, 
which is similar to a County Loop street.   It carries occasional traffic primarily associated 
with the Corey House and maintenance vehicles.  It will carry all of the project’s traffic, 
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which is expected to total about 363 vehicles per day.  This street will carry volumes well
within acceptable levels for residential streets.

The table below summarizes existing and existing plus project daily traffic volumes along
the access route between the project site and River Road.

Street Name –
Segment
Limits

Street
Classification &
LOS C Threshold

No. of
Homes
Along

Frontage

Existing
ADT
and
LOS

Project
ADT

Existing
Plus Project

ADT/LOS

Las Palmas Rd
– River Rd to
Winding Creek

Collector/Secondary
– 3,000

0 2,223-A 363 2,586–A

Las Palmas Rd
–
Winding Creek
to River Run

Collector/Secondary
– 3,000

0 1,200–A 363 1,563–A

River Run Rd –
Las Palmas to
Woodbridge

Local/an average of
Secondary and
Tertiary - 2,000

2 950–A 363 1,313-A/B

Woodbridge Ct
– River Run to
Project

Tertiary - 300 0 0 (nil)–A 363 363–A

Two intersections exist along the project’s access route to and from Highway 68. 

1. The Las Palmas Road / River Run Road intersection is a T-intersection that is stop-
controlled on the Las Palmas Road approach.  Traffic volumes are well with an A
level of service on both intersecting streets.  No capacity or traffic control
improvements are currently warranted.  The project will add only incrementally to
existing volumes.  The Las Palmas Homeowners Association should consider
adding stop signs on the River Run Road approaches, since these are the lower
volume approaches.  This would give equal right-of-way priority to the Las Palmas
Road approach, which carries the highest volume of the three approaches.

2. The River Run Road / Woodbridge Court intersection has stop control on the River
Run Road approach.  This is the highest volume approach at the intersection.  The
Las Palmas Homeowners Association should consider adding stop control on the
Woodbridge Court approach to control traffic exiting from the Project.  All-way stop
control should also be considered.

The above stop-sign additions are not required as mitigations because the project does
not create an impact at these intersections.  They are only recommendations that would
provide more clarity regarding right-of-way prioritization.
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5 CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

This section describes the analysis and results for 2030 cumulative conditions.

5.1 2030 Cumulative Traffic Volume Forecasts

Future traffic growth projections for the study area were derived based on 2030 traffic
volume projections within the Monterey County 2010 General Plan. A growth rate of 15%
was applied to the existing traffic volumes to estimate 2030 cumulative traffic volumes.
This is more conservative than the projections developed for Highway 68 in the State 
Route 68 Scenic Highway Plan being prepared by Kimley-Horn, which were based on
the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) travel demand model that projected slightly less
than 10% growth along the Highway 68 corridor between the years 2016 and 2035.

5.2 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Traffic Volumes

The trips generated by the proposed project were added to the 2030 cumulative traffic
volumes to obtain the cumulative plus project AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes
shown in Exhibit 4.

5.3 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection Operations

Two study intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service
under cumulative plus traffic conditions. Intersection levels of service are summarized
in Exhibit 5. LOS calculation worksheets are included as Appendix C.

1. The Reservation Road / Highway 68 WB Ramp intersection is projected to
operate at an unacceptable LOS D during the PM peak hour under cumulative
plus project traffic conditions.

2. The River Road / Highway 68 EB Ramp intersection is projected to operate at an
unacceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour under cumulative plus project
traffic conditions.

5.4 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Road Segment Operations

River Road is expected to continue to operate at LOS C between Highway 68 and Las
Palmas Road and LOS D from Las Palmas Road to Las Palmas Parkway under 2030
Cumulative Conditions, according to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan
Environmental Impact Report.  These are acceptable levels of service.

As previously stated, Highway 68 has been determined to currently operate at LOS F
in the Monterey County 2010 General Plan. The projected 10% increase in traffic
volumes under cumulative conditions would exacerbate these conditions.
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6 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

6.1 Project Impacts and Mitigations

a. Project Impacts
All the study intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service
under existing plus project traffic conditions and no improvements are required.

Project traffic will have no effect on Highway 68 traffic operations. However, Highway 68
has been determined to currently operate at Level of Service F in the Monterey County
General Plan. Monterey County and Caltrans consider the addition of a single peak
hour trip to be a significant impact. Therefore, the project will have a significant impact
on the two-lane section of Highway 68 between Toro Park and Highway 218.  As
discussed in the Existing Plus Project Conditions section of this report, TAMC, Caltrans
and Monterey County have funding and are studying a variety of operational
improvements along the corridor.

b. Project Mitigations

The project will pay regional traffic impact fees that will be able to be applied toward
these improvements.  Nevertheless, the project will not directly implementany
improvements to offset its impacts.  It will, therefore, have an unmitigated significant
impact on Highway 68.

6.2 Cumulative  Impacts and Mitigations

a. Cumulative Impacts

The following study facilities are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service
under cumulative plus traffic conditions.

1. The Reservation Road / Highway 68 WB Ramp intersection is projected to
operate at an unacceptable LOS D during the PM peak hour.

2. The River Road / Highway 68 EB Ramp intersection is projected to operate at an
unacceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour.

3. Highway 68 is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative traffic conditions.

The proposed project will contribute to incremental increases in traffic volumes at these
locations and will therefore contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  The project will
add only incrementally to this cumulative impact and should pay a proportionate share
of the cost of mitigation.
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6.2 Cumulative Mitigations

1. The following improvements would result in acceptable levels of service at the
study intersections Impacts 1 and 2).  These options both appear to be feasible.
They will require Monterey County and Caltrans to evaluate the pros and cons of
each alternative.

Mitigation Option 1: Add a dedicated southbound right-turn lane at the
Reservation Road / Highway 68 WB Ramps intersection and a second
southbound left-turn lane at the River Road / Highway 68 EB Ramps intersection,
or;
Mitigation Option 2: Convert the Reservation Road / Highway 68 WB Ramps and
River Road / Highway 68 EB Ramps intersections to roundabouts.  A roundabout
appears to be able to be implemented with no physical constrains at the EB
Ramp intersection.  However, the WB Ramp intersection would require right-of-
way acquisition and construction that would be very close to existing office
buildings on the northeast and northwest corners of the intersection.  Special
attention to this issue would need to be made when evaluating the feasibility of
this alternative.

2. TAMC, Caltrans and Monterey County are evaluating operational improvements
to Highway 68 as described in “Section 2.3 Existing Conditions Road
Segment Operations,” of this report.  The project will pay TAMC Regional
Development Fees, which will represent its fair-share contribution to this
improvement.

3. The project will be required to pay TAMC and County of Monterey traffic impact
fees, which will mitigate its share of cumulative impacts.
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