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Chapter 5
Alternatives Analysis

Alternatives Analysis

In accordance with Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an environmental impact report
(EIR) must evaluate a “range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project.” The discussion of alternatives
should focus on “alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse impacts or reducing
them to below a level of significance, even if these alternatives could impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly.” CEQA further directs that “the
significant effects of an alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of
the project as proposed.” The factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility
of alternatives include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
Project Applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site.

The decision to select alternative locations needs to be based on whether offsite locations would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. The lead agency also must
determine if no feasible alternative locations exist and disclose the reasons for this assessment. The
final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies with the decision-maker for a given project
who must make the necessary findings addressing the potential feasibility of reducing the severity
of significant environmental effects (PRC 21081; see also State CEQA Guidelines 15091).

State CEQA Guidelines define “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal,
social, and technological factors.” When making the decision as to whether an alternative is feasible
or infeasible, the decision-making body may consider the stated project objectives in an EIR in light
of any relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.

Proposed Project Goal and Objectives

The Proposed Project has the following goals and objectives.

Economic Goals

1 Create Affordable (Inclusionary) and Workforce housing that remains affordable for as long as
possible.

1 Create a mixed-income community with a range of housing opportunities across the economic
spectrum.

1 Ensure that new development pays for 100 percent of infrastructure and services needed to
support the new neighborhood.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 51 May 2016
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

1 Establish mechanisms for maintaining and operating private infrastructure.

Environmental Goals

1 Create a compact, efficient community that will minimize impacts on the environment.
1 Integrate the surrounding native habitats into the open spaces within the community.

1 Create buffers around the community that help transition from a native habitat/ecosystem to an
urban habitat/ecosystem.

1 Encourage multi-modal transportation opportunities, especially bicycle, pedestrian, and transit
by creating small blocks, interconnected streets, sidewalks, and bicycle paths and through the
use of traffic-calming measures appropriate for a residential neighborhood.

Social Goals

1 Create a diverse, mixed-income community with a full spectrum of life-cycle housing
opportunities.

Proposed Project

Project Features

The key features of the Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, include the
following.

1 Housing—281 residential units on approximately 40 acres of land, of which 182 would be
single-family homes, 64 town homes, and 35 condominiums/flats. Approximately half (50
percent) of the residences (140 units) would be deed-restricted Affordable and Workforce units,
and the other units would be market rate.

1 Open Space—39 acres of permanent open space to include habitat preserve, active recreation
areas, and trails.

1 Roads—Ilocal streets, a connection to Carmel Valley Road via Rio Road to the east, and a
connection to Rio Road to the west.

1 Flood Protection—the residential site is within the floodplain; the Project will raise elevations
at the residential site by removing soil along the Carmel River and importing soil from off site.

1 Utilities—connections to public services and utilities.

A project description that describes the Project features in further detail is presented in Chapter 2,
Project Description.

Impacts of the Proposed Project

State CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (f) states “alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” As such, alternatives that do not
avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the Proposed Project need not be analyzed in an
EIR.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 52 May 2016
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

The analysis in this Recirculated Draft EIR identifies the following environmental effects.

Geology and Soils—The Proposed Project would require extensive excavation and importation
of fill. Excavation may result in unstable soils, erosion, and sedimentation. These impacts can be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with mitigation identified in Section 3.1, Geology,
Seismicity, and Soils.

Hydrology—The Proposed Project could result in increases in high flow velocities and changes
in the level and character of flood events upstream and downstream and increases in local site
drainage. However, by incorporating recommended mitigation measures in Section 3.2,
Hydrology and Water Quality, these impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Water Quality—Although the Proposed Project would increase residential runoff, it would
decrease the use of hazardous materials currently used for landscape maintenance of the
Rancho Cafiada Golf Club golf course (pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer). Construction of the
Proposed Project may result in runoff and sedimentation. These construction and runoff effects
on water quality are mitigable to less-than-significant levels through the mitigation identified in
Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Biological Resources—The Proposed Project would remove native and non-native vegetation
that may support several special-status species but would also restore native vegetation and
wildlife habitat along the Carmel River in areas that are currently golf course. The Proposed
Project would also reduce water withdrawals from the Carmel River aquifer that would benefit
biological resources that depend on surface flow. Overall, with the proposed 2006 Rancho
Cafiada Village Restoration and Mitigation Plan and mitigation in Section 3.3, Biological
Resources, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts on biological
resources.

Visual Aesthetics—The residential development would change the visual aesthetic features
relative to the existing golf course and would add new sources of light and glare. These impacts
can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the mitigation identified in Section 3.4,
Aesthetics.

Land Use—As discussed in Section 3.5, Land Use, the Project would not be consistent with the
residential subdivision limit in CVMP Policy CV-1.6. The additional project-related residential
units above the limit would contribute to traffic congestion along Carmel Valley Road and other
roadway segments above the level of service standards in the 2013 CVMP. Feasible mitigation is
not available to reduce all traffic impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, this policy
inconsistency would result in a significant and unavoidable environmental impact.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—The Proposed Project could result in public exposure to
petroleum and hazardous materials during construction and operation. However, these impacts
would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the mitigation identified in Section 3.6,
Hazard and Hazardous Materials.

Transportation and Traffic—The Proposed Project would increase local and regional traffic.
Some of these impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with mitigation, as
described in Section 3.7, Transportation and Traffic. However, some of the traffic impacts,
including cumulative traffic increases to State Route 1 (SR 1), SR 1 intersections, and certain
intersections and segment operations in the CVMP area, cannot be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

Air Quality—The Proposed Project would result in a long-term increase in ROG, NOy, CO, and
PM10 emissions from operational vehicular traffic. However, this impact can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level with the mitigation identified in Section 3.8, Air Quality.

Noise—Construction noise would be significant, but it can be addressed through the
construction best management practices included in the mitigation identified in Section 3.9,
Noise. New residential units would be exposed to levels above residential standards, but the
resultant noise level can be addressed through the mitigation identified in Section 3.9, Noise.
Traffic noise would increase locally, but this increase would not result in significant impacts on
existing land uses.

Water Supply—The Proposed Project would require less water for residential use than is
currently withdrawn for landscape irrigation on the existing golf course. As such, the Proposed
Project would reduce withdrawals from the Carmel River aquifer, which would benefit both
water supply and biological resources.

Other Public Services and Utilities—The Proposed Project would increase demand for other
public services, including police and fire protection, schools, landfills, and wastewater
treatment. These service and utility demands would be accommodated by existing
infrastructure and providers without resulting in the need for new or expanded offsite facilities.
New utility extensions on site will be paid for by the new development itself. Proposed Project
impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the mitigation identified in
Section 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation.

Cultural Resources—The Proposed Project could disturb undiscovered buried cultural
resources. These potential impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the
mitigation identified in Section 3.11, Cultural Resources.

Population/Housing—The Proposed Project would induce population growth by creating
housing opportunities in excess of what is currently available. Approval of the Proposed Project
would require the County to amend CVMP Policy CV-1.6 to allow for the creation of 305 new
residential subdivision units in CVMP. The increase would accommodate the 281 units for the
Proposed Project and the 24 units reserved for the Delfino property which would be an increase
of 125 housing units in the CVMP area above that allowed by the current plan. The exceedance
of Policy CV-1.6 would result in growth inducement beyond local planning policies and this
would contribute to significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change—The Proposed Project would result in
increased greenhouse gas emissions, during construction and from operation that could
contribute to climate change impacts. However, this impact can be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level with the mitigation identified in Section 3.13, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change.

Construction Disruption—Construction may adversely affect traffic, access, and emergency
access, air quality, and noise. While these temporary impacts are potentially significant,
implementation of mitigation measures included in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, would
reduce them to levels below significance.

Contributions to Cumulative Impacts—In addition to the direct and indirect impacts
described above, the Proposed Project would also contribute to cumulative impacts. Cumulative
contributions within most subject areas are addressed through project-level mitigation.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report ICF 05334.05

5.4 May 2016



N

O©o~NOO O b w

10
11
12
13

14
15

16
17
18
19

20
21

22

23
24

25

26
27

28

29
30
31

32
33
34
35

Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

However, even with mitigation, contributions of the Proposed Project to cumulative impacts
related to traffic and land use cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Alternatives Analyzed in this Recirculated Draft EIR

The 130-Unit Alternative is described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and analyzed in Chapter 3,
Environmental Analysis, at a level of detail equal to that for the Proposed Project.

Other alternatives considered in this Recirculated Draft EIR are discussed below. These alternatives
were initially evaluated for their feasibility and their ability to achieve most of the project objectives
while avoiding, reducing, or minimizing significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project. All
alternatives were determined to be feasible (or potentially feasible) and would meet at least some of
the project objectives (though not necessarily all). The ability of these alternatives to lower
substantially the significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project is discussed below. All
subject areas are analyzed for each alternative determined to be potentially feasible, although at a
much more general level than in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis.

Other alternatives considered but dismissed from further evaluation are discussed at the end of this
chapter.

The 2013 CVMP allows 175 visitor-serving units to be located west of Via Mallorca, which includes
the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club site. Neither the Proposed Project nor any of the alternatives would
eliminate the ability to build 175 visitor-serving units. Thus, this is a not a differentiator between
the alternatives and is not discussed further in this analysis.

Alternative 1—No Project

CEQA requires analysis of the No-Project Alternative.

Alternative Characteristics

Under the No-Project Alternative, no improvements are anticipated. The site would remain a public
golf course on the western portion of the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club.

Feasibility

The retention of the site as a public golf course is feasible, in that the site would simply be managed
and operated in its current state by the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

By not creating housing units, this alternative would not meet any of the economic or social
objectives of the Proposed Project. This alternative also does not meet the Project Applicant’s
environmental goals for preservation of open space and habitat areas.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a), alternatives evaluated in an EIR need to attain
“most of the basic objectives of the project.” According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (b),
discussion of the alternatives can include analysis of alternatives that “would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 55 May 2016
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

Therefore, this alternative is considered feasible to avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of
the Proposed Project at the site, but would not meet the project objectives or goals.

Direct and Indirect Impact Analysis

Aesthetics and Visual Resources—This alternative would not change site aesthetics. The site
would remain in its current state as a golf course.

Air Quality—Air quality would remain unchanged, as no new emission sources would be
introduced on the site.

Biological Resources—Existing biological resources would not be disturbed. However, the
existing habitat (golf course) would have less biological value than the Proposed Project’s open
space preserve. In addition, the water requirements for golf turf irrigation would continue to
draw on the Carmel River aquifer.

Cultural Resources—No disturbances to cultural resources would occur.
Geology, Soils, and Paleontology—No geology, soils, or paleontology impacts would occur.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change—Greenhouse gas emissions would remain
unchanged, as no new emission sources would be introduced on the site.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—No new sources of hazards or hazardous materials would
result from this alternative.

Hydrology and Water Quality—The alternative would continue the current level of
landscaping chemical application to maintain the golf course. No new sources of runoff would
occur.

Land Use, Population, and Housing—There would be no land use impacts. No increase in
population or housing would occur beyond background growth.

Noise — No new sources of noise would be introduced.

Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—No increase in public service demands would
result from the maintenance of the golf course. However, the current drawdown of the aquifer
would continue for landscape irrigation, which is above that needed for the Proposed Project.

Transportation and Traffic—No new traffic would be introduced.

Cumulative Impacts

Under the No-Project Alternative, 281 residential units would not be located on the west course of
the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. Based on the 2013 CVMP, new residential subdivisions are limited to
190 additional housing units, (of which 24 units are reserved for the Delfino property). If no
residential units are built at the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club site, up to 190 units of the housing
demand not met by the Proposed Project could be built elsewhere within the CVMP.

Thus, the No-Project Alternative could result in additional housing development pressure elsewhere
in the CVMP. Given current water shortages, the timing of such development is unknown and
speculative until such time that water supplies to support new development are provided. The No-
Project Alternative does not include any potential water transfer from the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club
because it presumes continued operation of both existing golf courses.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

This impact analysis focuses on the likely impacts resulting from cumulative residential
development elsewhere in the CVMP with this alternative.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources—The remaining units likely would be developed primarily in
a low-density, rural fashion that is similar to the existing character of the Valley, although some
development could occur in medium-density designated areas. However, to accommodate this
low-density character for the remaining units, an area larger than 40-acres may be required.
Even though the density would be compatible with the character of Carmel Valley, the No-
Project Alternative is likely to result in some visual impacts from the conversion of a larger area
of previously undeveloped land. Screening and distancing from major roadways likely would
largely mitigate these impacts, but permanent visual changes and highly dispersed impacts may
still result from this spread of development.

Air Quality— Construction-related effects may be slightly increased due to the larger area that
may be developed; however, these impacts could likely be reduced to less-than-significant levels
through the implementation of best management practices similar to those proposed in this
Recirculated Draft EIR. With more highly dispersed development likely located farther from
existing services without potential non-vehicular travel options, overall residential vehicle miles
traveled per household may be greater than the Proposed Project but this would be partially
offset by a lesser buildout.

Biological Resources—Depending on the exact locations chosen for the development of
housing elsewhere, effects on biological resources may result in additional or more severe
impacts. Overall, the buildout inside the CVMP area would likely have a larger development
footprint and may be located in previously undisturbed areas. The Proposed Project would be
located on an area that is previously disturbed and developed, and by concentrating
development on approximately 38 acres, impacts on habitat and species loss would be
minimized. In addition, whether the 39-acres of open space and habitat preserve planned for the
Proposed Project would be created elsewhere because of more dispersed residential
development is uncertain.

Cultural Resources—Depending on the exact sites chosen for development, this alternative
would have effects similar to those for the Proposed Project if undiscovered resources are
encountered during construction.

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology—Although the Proposed Project would require extensive
grading and filling to accommodate the development at the golf course, the total footprint of
development throughout the CVMP area likely would exceed 40 acres. Despite variations in
location, effects on geology and soils would likely be similar to the Proposed Project. Depending
on the exact sites chosen for development, this alternative would have effects similar to those
for the Proposed Project if undiscovered paleontological resources are encountered during
construction.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change—The Proposed Project would place 281
units near the mouth of Carmel Valley near commercial areas, a church, and a middle school. In
addition, the Proposed Project would provide affordable housing, which is at a premium on the
Monterey Peninsula, in relatively close proximity to areas of employment on the Peninsula.
Other new units throughout Carmel Valley likely will be more dispersed, which could place them
at greater distance from commercial services, public facilities, and employment. A less
concentrated pattern of housing development could result in greater vehicle miles traveled than
the Proposed Project, which could result in greater greenhouse gas emissions, but it would be
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

speculative to make a definitive conclusion without knowing exactly where new housing
development would actually be located, including affordable housing. In addition, this
alternative would result in 91 fewer units than the Proposed Project, which would offset some of
the effects of a more dispersed land use pattern.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—Exposure of the environment and workers to risks from
hazards and hazardous materials would likely be similar to that for the Proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality—Depending on the exact locations chosen for the development
of housing elsewhere, effects on hydrology and water quality may result in additional or more
severe impacts. Overall, the buildout of 190 units at other locations likely would have a larger
development footprint and would therefore create impervious areas greater than would the
Proposed Project. However, new development likely would not be located within flood zones
due to high costs associated with development in potential flood areas, and thus flooding
impacts may be reduced under the No-Project Alternative. However, the increase in impervious
area could reduce ground water recharge in the Valley or elsewhere and could cause additional
water quality impacts associated with increased runoff.

Land Use, Population, and Housing—The No-Project Alternative would not result in the
creation of 281 units in a medium- to high-density development, of which 140 units would have
been Affordable and Workforce. As noted above, 190 units due to residential subdivision could
be developed elsewhere in Carmel Valley, but with only 20% (38 units) being required to be
affordable. Furthermore, the Workforce units are not afforded the same provision as Affordable
units (20 percent per development) and are least likely to be constructed elsewhere in Carmel
Valley in association with smaller more dispersed residential development.

Noise—Depending on the proximity and type of sensitive receptors near areas proposed for
housing development, noise effects are unlikely to result in significant impacts under the No-
Project Alternative that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—Overall demand for much of the public services,
recreation and, utilities is likely to be similar to that for the Proposed Project. However,
depending on the site locations chosen, existing infrastructure may not be in place to serve the
developments. This could require additional construction and costs to connect to public utilities,
including water, sewer, and telecommunications. Furthermore, potable water may not be
available on site as under the Proposed Project, resulting in additional demand from Cal-Am to
provide water services. As discussed in Section 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation,
Cal-Am is currently operating beyond its maximum allowed capacity and needs a new source of
water to meet current and future demand. As such, the No-Project Alternative may result in
significant impacts on water supply and/or housing development will be substantially delayed
until additional water supplies are developed.

Transportation and Traffic—The No-Project Alternative would result in the development of
190 units spread throughout Carmel Valley. Regional impacts on traffic and circulation are likely
to be similar to but less than the Proposed Project. Even though development would be
dispersed, it is highly likely that Carmel Valley Road would remain the primary route of access
for new units built in Carmel Valley.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
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Alternative 2—East Golf Course Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

This alternative would locate the residential area along the East Golf Course east of the Rancho
Cafiada clubhouse oriented closer to Carmel Valley Road. The habitat preserve area would be
located along the Carmel River in the adjacent area to the south. Presuming the need for a similar
amount of area, locating the development entirely outside the 100-year floodplain was not
considered feasible, as the area outside the floodplain was too narrow to accommodate the 40-acre
development. Access would be via a combined access road to the clubhouse from Rio Road or
directly from Carmel Valley Road via a new intersection. No connection to Rio Road to the west
would be included in this alternative.

This alternative was developed to examine the potential to avoid impacts related to proximity to the
middle school, the church, and the residential developments west along Rio Road.

Feasibility

The creation of the Project on the east golf course is feasible, in that the developer owns the entire
Rancho Cafiada Golf Club, and land is sufficient to construct such a Project and still allow for 18
holes of golf on a remaining course. Furthermore, access can still be provided, either directly or
indirectly, via Carmel Valley Road for residents of the future development. The east course is also
located in proximity to existing infrastructure that would serve the project area. The water source
for the Proposed Project would be useable for this site as well.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

With the exception of the connection to Rio Road to the west, this alternative would result in the
creation of all the key features of the Proposed Project in an alternative location on the Rancho
Canada Golf Club. In doing so, it would achieve the majority of social, environmental, and economic
goals set forth by the original Project. However, because the location of the project site is located
approximately 0.5 mile farther to the east than is the Proposed Project, pedestrian and bicycle
accessibility to the shopping area outside of the neighborhood would be reduced, thus not fulfilling
the environmental goal for multi-modal transportation. Thus, the East Golf Course Alternative is
considered to meet most, but not all of the Project goals and objectives.

Direct and Indirect Impact Analysis

1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources—Under this alternative, the housing development likely
would be located in the northeastern portion of the east course due to size and environmental
constraints on this area of the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. This would place the residential
development within 300 feet of Carmel Valley Road, thus resulting in significantly higher visual
impacts than under the original Project design. Additional mitigation measures would likely be
necessary for this alternative to screen views from the roadway.

1 Air Quality—This alternative would create identical numbers of residential units and require
similar grading and filling. Construction access would not need to be as close to the middle
school, and thus exposure to construction diesel particulate matter would be lower for school
receptors. Operational air quality impacts would be similar to that of the Proposed Project.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report ICF 05334.05

5.9 May 2016



O©CoOoO~NOULAWNPEF

=
o

el
AWN R

e el e
w~N o o

NNNDNBE
WNEFE OO

N NN
o o1 b~

WNNN
O © 00~

WWwWwwwww
NOoO o~ WDNPRE

A A DMOW
A WONPEFP O OO
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Biological Resources—The east golf course contains biological features similar to those of the
west course. Ponds, trees, and vegetated areas would be disturbed to accommodate the
proposed development, and impacts on these resources would be similar to those for the
Proposed Project. Contiguous open space area is important to accommodate a viable habitat
preserve. The development of the Project on the east course would limit the space available for
the habitat preserve north of the Carmel River. A preserve of size equal to that for the Proposed
Project (31 acres) could be implemented under this alternative; however, it would need to be
located north and south of the Carmel River. Although the location of this preserved open space
would be altered, the impacts (and benefits) of its implementation would also be similar to
those of the Proposed Project.

Cultural Resources—This alternative would likely require similar excavation and ground
disturbing activities as the Proposed Project, and would therefore have similar cultural resource
impacts. No additional resources are known to exist on the east course area of the Rancho
Canada Golf Club.

Geology and Soils—Development of residential units on the east course of the Rancho Cafiada
Golf Club would have exposure to risks from geology and soils similar to those for the Proposed
Project. As with the west course area, portions of the east course are located within the 100-year
flood zone, such that similar grading and filling of the development area would be required.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change—This alternative would have the same
amount of buildout as the Proposed Project, so building energy emissions would be the same.
The residential area would be slightly farther from the commercial area at the Mouth of the
Valley, which could increase vehicle miles traveled somewhat. Overall, greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions are expected to be similar to those of the Proposed Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—This alternative’s exposure of the environment and
workers to risks from hazards and hazardous materials would likely be similar to that of the
Proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality—This alternative would likely have similar hydrology and
water quality impacts as the Proposed Project, as encroachment on the floodplain, elevation of
the site, site drainage design, and stormwater runoff best management practices also would be
required.

Land Use, Population, and Housing—This alternative would have population and housing
impacts similar to those for the Proposed Project. The east course of the Rancho Cafiada Golf
Club is currently zoned, operated, and maintained in a similar manner as the west course. As
such, land use effects, including the conversion of a golf course to residential development and
zoning conflicts, would be similar to the Proposed Project. The Project land use compatibility
context would shift from the middle school, church, and residential adjacent uses to the
residential adjacent uses east of the east golf course location.

Noise—As the Project would be far closer to Carmel Valley Road, additional mitigation likely
would be required for new residential building design, as noise levels would be substantially
higher for the residences built closer to Carmel Valley Road. This alternative would not result in
increased traffic noise levels for existing land uses west along Rio Road, however this alternative
does not avoid significant impacts as noise level effects in this area were not considered
significant under the Proposed Project. Sensitive receptors under this alternative include
existing single-family residences located immediately east of this portion of the Rancho Cafiada
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Golf Club. The Project would expose these existing residences to new sources of noise, both
temporarily and permanently. However, these increases in noise levels would be similar to
those presented in Section 3.9, Noise, and are not likely to result in additional significant
impacts.

1 Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—Due to existing, adjacent developments, utility
infrastructure is located in proximity to the east course location. Similar to the Proposed Project,
this alternative would require the extension of existing transmission lines for sewer, electricity,
and telecommunications. Because this alternative would result in the same number of residents
at buildout, effects on service providers, schools, and recreation would be similar to those for
the Proposed Project. Impacts related to water supply would be similarly beneficial.

1 Transportation and Traffic—This alternative would shift the residential development
approximately 0.5 mile to the east. Although this does not preclude alternative means of
transportation to the commercial area at the mouth of the Valley, it may discourage residents
from bicycling or walking to conduct everyday activities such as grocery shopping. While this
would not result in a significant impact under CEQA4, it would not fulfill the environmental
project goal of creating a community that encourages multi-modal transportation. To preserve
the west course of the Rancho Cafada Golf Club, vehicular access would be feasible only via
Carmel Valley Road under this alternative. With the inclusion of a traffic signal at the Carmel
Valley road/Rio Road intersection (as assumed for the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit
Alternative), the traffic impact at this intersection would be less than significant. Because this
alternative would result in the same number of residents at buildout, ADT effects and impacts
on other intersections and roadways would be similar to the Proposed Project.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Under this alternative, 281 residential units would be located on the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. As
such, cumulative impacts are nearly the same as for the Proposed Project, with one exception. This
alternative likely would have less construction-period particulate emissions exposure for the middle
school locations, given that the construction location and access are not as close to the school as the
for Proposed Project. Because the Project’s impacts would be less than significant, however, this
difference is not substantial.

Alternative 3—Medium Density Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

This alternative would include 186 residential units on the 40-acre residential site (gross density of
4.5 units per acre). This gross density would be considered medium density (1-5 units/acre) in the
2013 CVMP. The open space area and preserve would be the same as for the Proposed Project.

To ensure that this alternative was economically feasible, this alternative was designed to include as
many market-rate units as the Proposed Project (141 units), would require the mandated
percentage of affordable units (20 percent or 37 units in this alternative), with only a minimal
amount of Workforce housing (4 percent or 7 units). The general amount of infrastructure needed to
support this alternative was presumed to be the similar to that for the Proposed Project, although
specific housing unit utilities and streets would be less.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
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Feasibility

This alternative is technically feasible, as the project site is available, utility connections and road
connections are available, and water supply exists, as for the Proposed Project.

1

2

3

4 This alternative includes the same amount of market-rate units as the Proposed Project, but the

5 number of Affordable and Workforce units is less by nearly 100 units. The cost of major

6 infrastructure (site elevation, road connections, park improvements) is likely similar to the

7 Proposed Project, but the cost of certain infrastructure within the residential development (streets,
8 utilities, etc.) will be less. Given that the market-rate units are the primary economic driver, and the
9 subsidized affordable units are reduced substantially with a corresponding decline in certain

10 infrastructure costs, this alternative is considered potentially feasible at this time.

11 No economic study has been conducted to verify the economic feasibility of this alternative. If this
12 alternative were advanced, an economic feasibility study is suggested to verify the tentative

13 presumption above.

14  Ability to Meet Project Objectives

15 By including the same number of market-rate units, this alternative would also meet the economic
16 goals for infrastructure development and maintenance. To do so, however, the number of Affordable
17 and Workforce housing units would decrease by 100 units. Although this medium-density

18 development would reduce the number of available workforce and affordable housing units,

19 approximately 24 percent of the total development would still comprise these mixed-income and
20 inclusionary units. As such, this alternative would satisfy the Project’s economic and social goals for
21 creating a community that supports a full spectrum of housing opportunities, but not as well as the
22 Proposed Project would. This Project would provide the same habitat and open space conservation
23 identified in the Proposed Project, therefore fulfilling the original Project’s environmental goals.

24 Thus, the Medium Density Alternative would meet most, but not all of the Project goals and

25 objectives.

26  Direct and Indirect Impact Analysis

27 1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources—Although a similar acreage of the parcel would be

28 developed under this alternative, the reduction in the total number of units on the 40-acre

29 parcel would be slightly more compatible with the rural character of Carmel Valley. Although
30 the reduced density would further lessen visual impacts on the character of the project area,
31 these impacts were considered less than significant for the Proposed Project. Visual effects on
32 scenic vistas would also be reduced, but mitigation described for the Proposed Project would
33 still be applicable to screen views from Carmel Valley Road.

34 1 Air Quality—Reduced residential development would result in a reduced site population and
35 Project vehicle trips generated. While this may lessen air quality effects, these impacts are

36 considered less than significant for the Proposed Project. Although the Medium Density

37 Alternative would require less construction, the amount of grading and fill requirements would
38 be similar to the Proposed Project. As such, the alternative would likely result in similar

39 construction-related air quality impacts, and mitigation would still be applicable.

40 1 Biological Resources—Although this alternative would result in fewer residential units, it
41 would require the same area of land on the parcel for development and would create similar
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

areas of open space, habitat preserve, and parks spaces. As such, direct impacts on Biological
Resources would be similar to those for the Proposed Project. The slightly decreased water
requirement for the reduced density population may further result in an indirect benefit for
biological resources associated with the Carmel River.

Cultural Resources—This alternative would have effects similar to those for the Proposed
Project if undiscovered resources were encountered during construction.

Geology and Soils—The same area of land would be developed for residential units. Therefore,
exposure to risks from geology and soils, including the grading and filling requirements, would
be similar to the Proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change— A reduced residential development would
result in a reduced site population and Project vehicle trips generated. This would lessen the
local generation of operational GHG emissions. Although the Medium Density Alternative would
require less construction, the amount of grading and fill requirements would be similar to those
for the Proposed Project. As such, the alternative would likely result in similar construction-
related GHG emissions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—This alternative would have similar exposure of the
environment and workers to risks from hazards and hazardous materials as for the Proposed
Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality—Impacts would be similar to, but slightly less than those for the
Proposed Project on hydrology and water quality. Because the Medium-Density Alternative
would result in a similar development footprint, it would likely result in comparable impervious
surface areas as the Proposed Project would. However, the reduced population would not
require as much potable water from the Carmel River aquifer. Such changes to water usage are
not likely to result in significant effects on hydrology and water quality.

Land Use, Population, and Housing—Any residential development on this parcel would result
in similar land use effects, as the area is zoned only for public and quasi-public uses and visitor
accommodation. As such, a reduced density alternative would not lessen or avoid land use
impacts related to land use designations and zoning. This alternative would create only 186
residential units, 38 of which would be Affordable housing and 7 of which would be Workforce
housing. This alternative would not be consistent with the 2013 CVMP quota of 190 units, of
which only 166 remain (24 are reserved for Delfino), so this alternative would exceed the quota
but by less than the Proposed Project. This alternative would not necessarily displace the
potential for 175 visitor-serving units that are allowed on the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club, as areas
east or west of the clubhouse could be used for visitor-serving units while still allowing for a
single golf course. No new significant effects on population or housing are likely to result under
this alternative.

Noise—Due to the decreased number of residents under this alternative and fewer trips
generated, noise effects along Rio Road to the west of the site would also be slightly lessened.
However, this alternative does not avoid significant impacts, as noise level effects in this area
were not considered significant under the Proposed Project.

Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—The reduced population of this alternative would
result in slightly lessened demands on public services, recreation, and utilities, including potable
water, emergency services, and schools. However, these lessened demands would not likely
change the significance of impacts identified under the Proposed Project with mitigation.
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

1 Transportation and Traffic—The decreased population supported by this alternative would
generate fewer trips along Rio Road, Carmel Valley Road, and regional state routes. Although
impacts on LOS and ADT may be slightly lessened, it is unlikely to change the significance of
impacts identified under the Proposed Project, as most of the project impacts are contributions
of traffic to already failing intersections and roadway segments.

Cumulative Impact Analysis
Under this alternative, 186 residential units would be located on the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club.

As noted above, based on the 2013 CVMP, originally adopted in 2010, new residential subdivisions
are limited to 190 additional housing units, of which 24 units are reserved for the Delfino property,
leaving 166 units. An amendment of CVMP would be required to increase the residential subdivision
limit to 210 units (to allow for 186 units in Alternative 3 plus 24 units for Delfino)

Alternative 4—Low Density Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

This alternative would include 40 residential units on the same residential site (gross density of 1
unit/acre). The open space area would be the same as the Proposed Project. This alternative would
include 33 market-rate units, 7 Affordable units, and no Workforce units (as they are not
mandatory). The percentage of Affordable units in the development would be 20 percent in
compliance with Monterey County minimal requirements. This gross density would be considered
low density (1 unit/acre) in Carmel Valley, although specific densities within the Village could be
medium density in certain locations.

Feasibility
This alternative is technically feasible as the project site is available, utility connections and road

connections are available, and water supply exists as for the Proposed Project.

The cost of major infrastructure (site elevation, road connections, park improvements) are likely
similar to that for the Proposed Project, but the cost of certain infrastructure within the residential
development (streets, utilities, etc.) will be substantially less.

No economic study has been conducted to verify the economic feasibility of this alternative. Given
the extensive infrastructure for the project site, this alternative may not be economically feasible.

For the purposes of this Recirculated Draft EIR, this alternative is considered potentially feasible. If
this alternative were advanced, an economic feasibility study is suggested to verify the tentative
presumption above.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

This alternative would provide the habitat and open space conservation as identified in the
Proposed Project, therefore fulfilling the original Project’s environmental goals.

This alternative would change the community dynamic from mixed-income and inclusionary to
primarily market rate, to one that is far less economically diverse. Thus, this alternative would result

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 514 May 2016
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

in a potential loss of Affordable and Workforce housing for Carmel Valley. As such, this alternative
would not satisfy some of the Project’s economic goals, or any of the Project’s Social goals.

Thus, while this alternative is feasible, it meets only a few of the Project’s goals and objectives and
does not meet most of the project objectives.

Although CEQA requires no analysis of alternatives that do not meet most of the project objectives,
this alternative was analyzed to disclose what low-density residential use of the site might entail.

Direct and Indirect Impact Analysis

Aesthetics and Visual Resources—Although a similar acreage of the parcel would be
developed under this alternative, this low-density development would be more compatible with
the rural character of the Carmel Valley. Although the reduced density would further lessen
visual impacts on the character of the project area, these impacts were considered less than
significant. Visual effects on scenic vistas would also be reduced.

Air Quality—A reduced residential development would result in a reduced population and
vehicle trips generated. While this would lessen air quality effects, operational impacts are
considered less than significant as for the Proposed Project. Although this alternative would
require less construction, the amount of grading and fill requirements would be similar to that
for the Proposed Project. As such, the alternative would likely result in similar construction-
related air quality impacts in character (but somewhat reduced in scale).

Biological Resources—The project footprint would be similar for both the Proposed Project
and this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would not avoid or increase direct impacts on
biological resources. The decreased water requirement for the reduced population would

further result in an indirect benefit for biological resources associated with the Carmel River.

Cultural Resources—This alternative would have similar effects as the Proposed Project
would, if undiscovered resources were encountered during construction.

Geology and Soils—Exposure to risks from geology and soils under this alternative would be
similar to that of the Proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change— A reduced residential development would
result in a reduced population and vehicle trips generated, which would result in lower GHG
emissions. Although this alternative would require less construction, the amount of grading and
fill requirements would be similar to that for the Proposed Project. As such, the alternative
would likely result in similar construction-related air quality impacts in character (but
somewhat reduced in scale).

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—No additional environmental and worker exposure to risk
from hazards and hazardous materials would result under this alternative. This alternative
would have effects similar to those for the Proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality—Because this alternative would result in a similar development
footprint but would be less dense, it would reduce the amount of new impervious surface areas
compared to the Proposed Project and associated stormwater runoff. The reduced population
would not require as much potable water from the Carmel River aquifer.

Land Use, Population, and Housing—Any residential development on this parcel would result
in similar land use effects, as the area is zoned only for public and quasi-public uses and visitor
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

accommodation. As such, this alternative would not lessen or avoid land use impacts related to
consistency with land use designations or zoning. As a low-density development, the level of
compatibility with adjacent land uses would in general be higher, but the Proposed Project,
while inconsistent with land use designations/zoning, was not considered to result in significant
impacts related to land use compatibility. Also, as a low-density development, this alternative
would be more consistent with the general rural character of the 2013 CVMP, but again, the
Proposed Project was not considered inconsistent with the 2013 CVMP rural character due to its
location, setting, and design. This alternative would be consistent with the2013 CVMP
residential quota. No new significant effects on population or housing are likely to result under
this Low-Density Alternative.

1 Noise—Due to the decreased number of residents under this alternative and fewer trips
generated, noise effects along Rio Road to the west of the project site would also be slightly
lessened. However, this alternative does not avoid significant impacts, as noise level effects in
this area were not considered significant under the Proposed Project.

1 Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—The reduced population of this alternative would
result in lessened site demands on public services, recreation, and utilities, including potable
water, emergency services, and schools. However, these lessened demands would not likely
change the significance of impacts identified under the Proposed Project.

1 Transportation and Traffic—The decreased population supported by this alternative would
generate fewer trips along Rio Road, Carmel Valley Road, and state routes. Although impacts on
LOS and ADT may be slightly lessened, this alternative is unlikely to change the significance of
impacts identified under the Proposed Project, as most of the project impacts are contributions
of traffic to already failing intersections and roadway segments.

Cumulative Impacts
Under this alternative, 40 residential units would be located on the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club.

As noted above, based on the 2013 CVMP, originally adopted in 2010, new residential subdivisions
are limited to 190 additional housing units, of which 24 units are reserved for the Delfino property,
leaving 166 units. With 40 units in the alternative, there would be 126 units remaining for the CVMP
area.

Similar to the No-Project Alternative, the 126 units would be spread throughout Carmel Valley and
outside the CVMP area on residentially designated sites and result in similar impacts as for the No
Project Alternative but on a slightly smaller scale.

Alternative 5—Proposed Project with Rio Road Extension
Emergency Access Only

Alternative Characteristics

This alternative would be the same as the Proposed Project, but would have site access only via Rio
Road to the east to Carmel Valley Road. This alternative would provide for pedestrian, bicycle, and
emergency access along the Rio Road between Rancho Cafiada Village and the current terminus of
Rio Road at Val Verde Street. Vehicle access would be restricted to emergency access only with a
locked gate.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 516 May 2016
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Feasibility

This alternative is feasible because access would be provided via Carmel Valley Road and a
secondary emergency access route would be available. Emergency providers would be able to use
access from the west or the east so that adequate service ratios can be maintained for the
development.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

This alternative would result in the creation of all the key features of the Proposed Project in the
same location on the west course of the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. The restriction of site access to
Rio Road would not impede or restrict the attainment of project objectives or goals.

Impact Analysis

1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources—This alternative would have identical visual and aesthetic
impacts as for the Proposed Project with perhaps a slight reduction in road width possible along
the emergency road segment to Rio Road.

1 Air Quality—The number of trips generated from this alternative would be identical to that of
the Proposed Project. Residences using vehicles to access the commercial area at the mouth of
the Valley would have a slightly longer drive, which would increase operational emissions
slightly. Opportunities for non-vehicular travel would be the same as for the Proposed Project.
In addition, this alternative would result in similar construction related emissions. As such, air
quality impacts are considered similar to those for the Proposed Project.

1 Biological Resources—This alternative would not avoid or increase impacts on biological
resources. Effects similar to those for the Proposed Project would result.

1 Cultural Resources—This alternative would have similar effects as the Proposed Project
would, if undiscovered resources were encountered during construction.

1 Geology and Soils—Effects on geology and soils under this alternative would be similar to
those for the Proposed Project.

1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change—The number of trips generated from this
alternative would be identical to that of the Proposed Project. Residences using vehicles to
access the commercial area at the mouth of the Valley would have a slightly longer drive, which
would increase operational GHG emissions slightly. Opportunities for non-vehicular travel
would be the same as for the Proposed Project. In addition, this alternative would result in
similar construction-related emissions. As such, GHG emission impacts are considered similar to
those for the Proposed Project.

1 Hazards and Hazardous Materials—No additional hazardous materials effects would result
under this alternative. This alternative would have similar effects to those for the Proposed
Project.

1 Hydrology and Water Quality—This alternative would not avoid or increase impacts on
hydrology or water quality. Effects similar to those for the Proposed Project would result.

1 Land Use, Population, and Housing—Effects on land use, population, and housing under this
alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project.
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1 Noise—A slight decrease in noise levels for receptors along Rio Road west of the project site
would result from the prohibition of vehicular site access to the west. However, as discussed in
Section 3.9, noise effects in this area were not considered significant under the Proposed
Project. Although traffic would be routed through Carmel Valley Road, a significant increase in
noise levels is unlikely to result.

1 Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—This alternative would close Rio Road to the west
to site vehicular access, however access for emergency service providers and recreational access
would be maintained. For fire and police departments, a key or code would be provided for the
gate that would separate the development from Rio Road. This gate would be constructed to
effectively restrict vehicle egress and ingress while allowing for pedestrian and bicycle access.
Therefore, no additional effects to public services or recreation would result. Effects on utilities
would remain similar to those of the Proposed Project.

1 Transportation and Traffic—Under this alternative, all site access would be via Rio Road east
to Carmel Valley Road. Overall ADT effects would be similar to those of the Proposed Project due
to the same amount of traffic generation. This alternative would result in similar traffic effects at
intersections as for the Proposed Project in general but would have greater LOS impacts at the
intersection of Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road. The 130-Unit Alternative was studied with all
access from Rio Road via Carmel Valley Road, and the 130-Unit Alternative had nearly the same
trip generation as the Proposed Project (and thus nearly the same as Alternative 5). Presuming
the intersection of Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road is signalized, as is presumed for the
Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative, impacts at this intersection would be less than
significant. This alternative would have the same impacts as would the Proposed Project on
Carmel Valley Road segment operations. Likewise, this alternative would have similar impacts
on SR 1 operations.

Alternative 6—281-Unit Stemple Property Avoidance Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

A portion of the Proposed Project is on a property not owned by the Project Applicant, referred to as
the Stemple Property. The Proposed Project includes the northernmost roadway development on
the Stemple property. This alternative, as shown in Figure 5-1, would redesign the Project so that it
would not include any permanent development on the Stemple Property. This would reduce the
area of the development by several acres, would require realignment of the east-west road on the
northern side of the development, and would increase the density of the development slightly.

The Lombardo Land Group has an access easement, as shown on Figure 5-1 on part of the Stemple
Property, but this alternative would not use the Stemple Property for new roadways or residences.

Feasibility

In concept, this alternative is feasible as it is similar to the Proposed Project, but in a slightly smaller
area.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

This alternative would meet the objectives of the Project.
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

Impact Analysis

This alternative would have virtually the same impacts as those for the Proposed Project as it is
expected to have the same number of units and other infrastructure, with only a slight reduction in
project area. The residential area would be slightly denser than in the Proposed Project.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources—This alternative would have virtually the same visual and
aesthetic impacts as the Proposed Project would. The slight increase in density is not likely to
change the visual perception of the Project substantially.

Air Quality—The number of trips generated from this alternative would be identical to that of
the Proposed Project. Opportunities for non-vehicular travel would be the same as those for the
Proposed Project. In addition, this alternative would result in similar construction-related
emissions. As such, air quality impacts are considered similar to those of the Proposed Project.

Biological Resources—This alternative likely would not substantially reduce or increase
impacts on biological resources, as the area of reduced impact on the Stemple property is
disturbed coyote brush scrub and is unlikely to contain special status plant or wildlife species.
Thus, biological impacts would be similar to those for the Proposed Project.

Cultural Resources—This alternative would have similar effects as the Proposed Project
would, if undiscovered resources were encountered during construction.

Geology and Soils—Exposure to risks from geology and soils events under this alternative
would be similar to that of the Proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change—The number of trips generated from this
alternative would be identical to that of the Proposed Project. Opportunities for non-vehicular
travel would be the same as for the Proposed Project. In addition, this alternative would result
in similar construction-related emissions. As such, GHG emission impacts are considered similar
to those of the Proposed Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—No additional exposure to risks from hazards and
hazardous materials would result under this alternative. This alternative would have effects
similar to the Proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality—This alternative would not substantially change impacts on
hydrology or water quality relative to the Proposed Project although the area of impermeable
surfaces may be slightly reduced, depending on design.

Land Use, Population, and Housing—Effects on land use, population, and housing under this
alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Project.

Noise—This alternative would have similar noise impacts to those of the Proposed Project.
Noise levels would be lower for new houses along the north side of the development and would
be higher for some new houses along the south side of the development than for the Proposed
Project due to the relocation of roadways. Noise impacts outside the project site would be the
same as those for the Proposed Project.

Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities—This alternative would have the same impacts on
public services, recreation, and utilities as the Proposed Project would.

Transportation and Traffic—Under this alternative, site access would be the same as for the
Proposed Project, but the roadways through the Project would be redesigned to avoid the
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Monterey County Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis

Stemple property. Overall traffic generation and access to and from the site would be the same
as for the Proposed Project.

Although this alternative would avoid one private piece of property, which may ultimately prove to
be necessary unless a willing seller is identified, this alternative would not avoid or substantially
reduce a significant environmental impact of the Proposed Project. If this alternative were to be
advanced, the impact analysis and mitigation recommended for this alternative would be the same
as for the Proposed Project and this Recirculated Draft EIR could be used to comply with CEQA for
this alternative.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

The following alternatives are dismissed from consideration as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.

1 Alternative 2 (East Golf Course Alternative) does not avoid or substantially reduce any of the
significant impacts of the Proposed Project.

1 Alternative 4 (Low-Density Alternative) does not meet most of the project goals and objectives.
Itis not included in the identification of the environmentally superior alternative, which per
CEQA, must meet most of the project goals and objectives.

1 Alternative 5 (Proposed Project with Rio Road Extension Emergency Access Only) would not
avoid or substantially avoid significant direct or indirect impacts of the Proposed Project as it
would have virtually the same traffic impacts, presuming that signalization of the Rio
Road/Carmel Valley Road intersection is included in the alternative.

1 Alternative 6 (Stemple Property Avoidance Alternative) has virtually the same impacts as the
Proposed Project has and thus is considered the same for this identification of the
environmentally superior alternative.

There are two aspects to the determination of the environmentally superior alternative: (1) direct
and indirect impacts related to development at the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club itself; and (2)
cumulative impacts related to the development at the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club plus residential
development off site due to housing demand being met elsewhere inside and outside the CVMP.

CEQA requires that if the No-Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior
alternative, the EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other action
alternatives as well.

Environmentally Superior Alternative for Direct and Indirect
Impacts

Alternative 1 (No-Project Alternative) would have less direct and indirect effects compared with the
Proposed Project and with the feasible alternatives analyzed in this Recirculated Draft EIR because
it would avoid the physical environmental effects of development on the site. It would also avoid
inconsistency with the 2013 CVMP land use designations and zone, and it would avoid the indirect
effects related to traffic generation.
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The 130-Unit Alternative would result in less residential development at the Rancho Cafiada site. As
described in the traffic analysis, the 130-Unit Alternative would have lower traffic impacts
compared to the Proposed Project because it would generate less daily and peak-hour traffic. As
described in the water supply analysis, when including the 60 AF water transfer, this alternative
would result in water use greater than the Proposed Project would, but would also result in a
reduction in baseline water use, which would be a water supply and biological resource benefit.

Alternative 3 (Medium-Density Alternative) would have fewer direct and indirect effects compared
to the Proposed Project because it would have fewer aesthetic impacts, less water demand on-site,
and would result in less traffic generation. Alternative 3 would have greater aesthetic impacts and
traffic generation but lower water use than the 130-Unit Alternative.

Thus, for direct and indirect impacts, Alternative 1 (the No-Project Alternative) would be the
environmentally superior alternative. CEQA requires that if the No-Project Alternative is identified
as the environmentally superior alternative, then the environmentally superior of the action
alternatives must be identified. Of the action alternatives, the 130-Unit Alternative would be the
environmentally superior alternative because it has lower traffic generation than the Proposed
Project and Alternative 3 and less aesthetic impacts. While the 130-Unit Alternative would have
higher water use (due to the water transfer), this alternative would result in a reduction of water
use compared to baseline use and would also dedicate 50 AF for instream beneficial use, and thus
water supply effects are not considered to make this alternative environmentally inferior to the
Proposed Project or Alternative 3.

Environmentally Superior Alternative for Cumulative Impacts

The No-Project Alternative would have the same CVMP buildout as the 130-unit Alternative (190
units), but in a more dispersed pattern of residential development that would require more land,
more vehicular travel, and likely more extensive infrastructure (in particular concerning water
supply) than would the Proposed Project, the 130-unit Alternative, and Alternative 3.

The 130-Unit Alternative would result in less residential development at the Rancho Cafiada site
compared to the Proposed Project and Alternative 3. The remaining allowable 60 units allowed in
the CVMP area would occur in other parts of the CVMP provided water supplies could be secured.
This alternative, because it would not require an amendment of the CVMP related to allowable
residential subdivisions, would result in less overall buildout in Monterey County as a whole
compared to the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 and the same amount of buildout as the No-
Project Alternative.!

Alternative 3 (Medium-Density Alternative) would accommodate more development on-site than
the 130-Unit Alternative but less than the Proposed Project. This alternative would require an
amendment of the CVMP concerning allowable residential subdivisions (the current CVMP

1 As discussed concerning growth inducement in Chapter 4, depending on the character of development, the 60 AF
water transfer could result in perhaps 120 to 240 new single-family residential units (assuming average water
demand per unit of 0.25 to 0.5 AF) or more units (if apartments or condominiums). The water transfer could also
remove a constraint to growth for commerecial, institutional, or other uses in the Cal-Am service area. However, as
concluded in Chapter 4, the proposed water transfer would not induce residential, commercial, or other
development that is not otherwise allowable in local land use plans. Since the water transfer would only result in
development inside and outside the CVMP that is consistent with local land use plans, the additional amount of
growth is not considered further in the assessment of the environmentally superior alternative.
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residential subdivision cap would need to be expanded to 210 units to accommodate 24 units for
Delfino, plus 186 units for Alternative 3). Thus this alternative would result in less overall buildout
in Monterey County compared to the Proposed Project, but more than the 130-Unit Alternative.

The 130-unit Alternative is considered to be the environmentally superior alternative related to
cumulative impacts because it would result in less cumulative development in the CVMP (and the
County as a whole) than the Proposed Project and Alternative 3 and thus result in less cumulative
traffic. The 130-Unit Alternative would result in the same level of residential growth in the CVMP as
the No Project Alternative but a more concentrated growth pattern than the No-Project Alternative
which would result in a smaller overall development footprint and less cumulative traffic
generation.

Environmentally Superior Alternative Overall

The 130-unit Alternative is considered to be the environmentally superior alternative related to
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts and is thus considered the environmentally superior
alternative overall.

Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Further
Analysis

The following alternatives were considered, but dismissed from further analysis because they were
determined to be infeasible, did not meet most of the project objectives, or did not avoid or
substantially reduce one or more significant impacts of the Proposed Project.

CEQA defines “feasibility” as follows: “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological
factors.” Project objectives and Proposed Project impacts were described above at the beginning of
this chapter.

Compliance with Existing Zoning Alternative

The current zoning in the project area is Public/Quasi-Public. The following land uses are permitted
under the Public/Quasi-Public zoning: crop and tree farming; grazing of cattle, sheep, and goats;
water system facilities; home occupations; public recreational uses; golf courses and country clubs;
mineral and natural materials removal; and public/quasi-public facilities such as hospitals, hospices,
churches, cemeteries, firehouses, schools, and convalescent homes. This alternative would include
one or more of these uses in the 40-acres proposed for housing under the Proposed Project.

This alternative would not meet most of the project objectives because it would not provide housing.
Thus, it was dismissed from further evaluation.

Care Facilities Prohibition Alternative

One scoping comment suggested that secondary units, care facilities, and day care facilities should
be prohibited from the development and Workforce I and Workforce II units should be limited to
one family per unit. The Proposed Project will not have secondary units, but would allow care
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facilities and day care facilities. Per County code, dwelling units are limited to one family per unit,
and thus the units at Rancho Cafiada Village will be limited to one family per unit. Thus, this
alternative is the same as the Proposed Project but would prohibit care facilities inside the
development.

This alternative is feasible as one could technically prohibit care facilities. In general, this alternative
would meet most of the project objectives, as the Project does not hinge on having care facilities
within the development.

However, this alternative does not avoid or substantially lessen any of the identified significant or
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project. Prohibition of care facilities in the project area is not
likely to substantially lower traffic generation and could actually increase it, as residences would
need to seek care facilities in other off-site locations; however, this might be offset by traffic
resulting from off-site residences seeking to use a care facility in the project area. At any rate, such a
prohibition is not likely to reduce traffic substantially, if at all. Small-scale care facilities would not
per se result in noticeable significant impacts on neighboring land uses, and would be governed by
applicable County regulations and standards.

Flood Control Alternatives

The Project Applicant initially proposed development within the designated floodway along Carmel
River. Several Lower Carmel Valley flood control alternatives were considered pursuant to
comments made in scoping. A floodwall/levee alternative was developed by ICF International
(formerly Jones & Stokes Inc.) to examine potential ways to lower site fill importation volumes.
These alternatives are considered below.

Floodway Development Alternative

The original application proposed development in the designated floodway of the Carmel River. This
application was rejected by the County due to inconsistency with County policies for flood
protection. The application was revised to move development out of the floodway for the currently
Proposed Project. This alternative is not considered feasible as it violates County flood control
policies

Lower Carmel Valley Flood Control Alternatives

A comment in scoping suggested that flood control improvements should be incorporated into the
Project consistent with recommendations for flood control for lower Carmel Valley found in several
prior assessments aimed at reducing flood damages to properties along the lower Carmel River. The
purpose of these studies was to inform broader efforts at flood control by the Monterey County
Water Resources Agency (Monterey County Water Resources Agency 2003).

As described in Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project is not estimated to increase
flooding upstream or downstream of the Rancho Cafiada property. Mitigation is identified to address
certain local drainage, scour/erosion, and stormwater runoff impacts. Thus, while additional flood
control improvements might be feasible that could also benefit other adjacent properties, such
improvements are not necessary to address the impacts of this Project, and thus would be in excess
of mitigation proportionality and nexus allowed by CEQA. For this reason, alternatives seeking to
address preexisting flood risk (as opposed to Project-related flood risks) are beyond the scope of
this Project and mitigation for this Project.
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Floodwall/Levee Alternative

The Proposed Project intends to provide flood control by raising the elevation of the residential site
above the elevation of the 100-year flood elevation. This alternative would not raise the elevation of
the residential site but would install a tieback levee that would be above the 100-year flood
elevation. The levee/floodwall would be constructed along the southern perimeter of Rancho
Cafiada Village and would transition into the raised tieback levee. This alternative would still require
the same amount of excavation in the existing golf course to compensate for the loss of floodplain
due to construction of the floodwall/levee but would likely require no fill to be imported from off
site for elevating the site, as the golf course excavation would produce ample material (120,000
cubic yards) for levee construction and site leveling. This alternative would likely have a similar
effect on flooding and river velocities as the Project would because the floodplain would have a
similar cross-section as that for the Proposed Project.

This alternative is nominally feasible, although with the residential development at a lower
elevation, pumping may be necessary to drain the project site drainage/runoff that could no longer
flow via gravity due to the presence of the floodwall/levee. This alternative would meet most of the
Project goals and objectives as it would allow the residential development and the habitat elements
to proceed. Site design would need to be altered to accommodate the floodwall/levee footprint.

Overall, this alternative would result in similar impacts as for the Proposed Project within most
impact subject areas. The alternative would require less fill than the Proposed Project because of the
lower elevation for the residential area. This would lower or eliminate the need for as much
importation of fill as the Proposed Project would need from off site and lower or eliminate the
associated air emission impacts, but would not necessarily avoid the need for mitigation for diesel
emissions. However, as discussed in Section 3.8, Air Quality, these impacts can be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.

Although this alternative would affect the site aesthetics because the levee/floodwall would affect
some views from the residential development of the habitat/open space are and the river, this is not
considered a significant impact as these residential site views do not exist today (and thus are not
part of the baseline), and views can be obtained by a short walk to the habitat/open space areas
with ease.

Because the only impact reduced by this alternative (construction emissions) can be readily
mitigated through proposed mitigation in this Recirculated Draft EIR, this alternative was not
considered further.

Reclaimed Water Reuse Alternative

A scoping comment suggested that the Project should be required to use reclaimed water for site
irrigation and for the remaining golf course. This alternative would require the Project Applicant to
use reclaimed water to irrigate the remaining golf course and all landscaped areas on the project
Site.

This alternative would lower the potable water use relative to the Proposed Project. However,
because the Project overall would decrease use of the Carmel River aquifer, the Project will not
result in a significant impact on the Carmel River aquifer. Thus, this alternative would not avoid or
substantially lessen a significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project and was not considered
further.
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Rio Road Extension Alternative

The adopted 1986 CVMP circulation element (Monterey County 1986) included an extension of Rio
Road from its existing terminus eastward and northward to link with Carmel Valley Road. This
alternative would meet the project objectives.

This alternative is considered technically feasible as land is available to complete the extension and
the Proposed Project could be designed to accommodate a through road. However, the Project
Applicant does not control the land west of the project site and thus securing the land, absent public
agency involvement, may be problematic and could imperil the logistical feasibility of this
alternative.

The CVTIP Traffic Study (DKS Associates 2007) and the associated Supplemental EIR (Jones &
Stokes 2007) identified that the Rio Road Extension is not necessary in order to address cumulative
traffic impacts along Carmel Valley Road or other local roadways. Thus, the County has no current
planning to complete this extension. Lacking a public agency involvement, the Project Applicant
would have no choice but to acquire the necessary land through a willing-seller approach were this
alternative to be advanced. The Project Applicant has not proposed this alternative, but rather has
proposed access to the west and east of the Project site with design of internal development roads to
discourage cut-through traffic.

However, this alternative would not avoid or substantially reduce any significant impacts of the
Proposed Project. Extension of Rio Road as a through road would likely divert traffic from Carmel
Valley Road as motorists may use Rio Road as an alternative route of travel to and from the mouth of
Carmel Valley to avoid congestion on Highway 1. This could result in increased traffic impacts
relative to the Proposed Project at Highway 1/Rio Road and Rio Road/Carmel Valley Road. In
addition, traffic noise would increase west of the project site along Rio Road that might exceed
residential standards.

Because this alternative would not avoid or substantially reduce any significant impacts of the
Proposed Project and has been determined not to not be necessary as part of the CVTIP circulation
program, this alternative was dismissed from further consideration.

Traffic/Transit Improvements Alternative

In scoping, comments suggested the following additions to the Project: (1) a Monterey-Salinas
Transit (MST) bus stop inside the project area; (2) a stoplight at Via Nona Marie Road and Rio Road;
and (3) relocation of the stoplight at the middle school to the entrance to Rancho Cafiada.

As described in Section 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, MST provides bus service along Carmel
Valley Road in front of the project site. The 24 line provides service between Carmel Valley Village
and the Monterey Transit Plaza with 60-minute headways during weekday peak hours. Lines 4, 5,
24, and 36 provide service in the shopping area at the mouth of the valley and travel near the project
area. A bus stop is located in the project vicinity, on Carmel Valley Road near the Rio Road/Carmel
Valley Road intersection.

Although feasible to place a bus stop inside the development itself, this is not necessary to address
any significant impact of the Project that is not otherwise addressed by other mitigation. It is
unlikely that, given the proximity to an existing bus stop, the addition of such a bus stop would avoid
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or substantially reduce any significant impacts of the Proposed Project, as it is unlikely to change the
transport modes of the residents of the project area substantially.

The addition of a signal at the currently unsignalized intersection of Rio Road and Via Nona Marie
Road is not necessary to address a significant impact at this location. This site has low traffic
volumes at present and would continue to have low volumes in the future that would not result in
level-of-service impacts. All road extensions will meet County requirements for safety and thus a
signal is not necessary for safety purposes at this location.

The Proposed Project (and the 130-Unit Alternative) already includes signalization of the
intersection at Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road. As presented in Section 3.7, Transportation and
Traffic, the Proposed Project would not have a significant impact on the Rio Road/Carmel Valley
Road intersection with the presumed signalization.

Thus, while feasible, these suggestions were not carried forward for further analysis as they do not
avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts of the Proposed Project.

Visitor-Serving Development

Prior to the current application, the owner of the property had considered developing a resort/hotel
complex in the location of the current Project that included 175 visitor-serving units. The 2013
CVMP allows for developing up to 175 units at the project site.

This alternative is considered feasible as the project site is available, water is available to serve the
development, mitigation is available to address project impacts (as for the Proposed Project), and
the Project is consistent with the 2013 CVMP.

This alternative would not avoid the land use/zoning inconsistency of the Proposed Project. Project
site impacts are likely similar to the Proposed Project.

However, this alternative would not meet most of the project objectives because it would not
provide housing, and thus it was dismissed from further consideration.
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