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Table 5.I provides a breakdown of the three alternative development scenarios listed above. 
Development Scenarios 1 and 2 include more housing units than the proposed project, and Scenario 3 
includes fewer housing units than the proposed project.  
 
Table 5.I: Comparison of the Expanded URL Alternative and the Proposed Project 
 

Expanded URL Alternative  
Proposed Project Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

Use Units/sf Acres* Units/sf Acres* Units/sf Acres* Units/sf Acres*
Other Residential (RR, RS, RSF) 345 302.0 409 58.5 155 39.0 261 58 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) 44 4.0 0 0 390 19.5 14 0.7 
Subtotal Residential 389 306.0 409 58.5 545 58.5 275 58.7 
Highway Retail ≤ 5000 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Neighborhood Retail/Office ≤ 16,000 1.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal Commercial - 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REC/OS - 0 - 0 - 0 -  
Recreation (REC) - 13.1 - 0 - 0 - 0 
Open Space (OS) - 181.0 - 0 - 0 - 0 
Subtotal REC/OS - 194.1 - 0 - 0 - 0 
Public Facilities (Fire Station) - 1.0 - 0 - 0 - 0 
Roads and other Infrastructure - 45.0 - 19.5 - 19.5 - 19.5 
Conservation Areas - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 
Grand Total - 550.6 - 78 - 78 - 78 
* May not be exact due to rounding. All acreages are approximate. 
sf = square feet 
URL = Urban Reserve Line 

 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the Expanded URL Alternative includes the same 
development on the Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion site as proposed by the project. 
 
This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment and land use category change to allow 
construction of residential units in the areas identified on Figure 5.9 and expansion of the URL or 
USL for San Miguel. The scale and complexity of the infrastructure improvements needed for 
implementation of this alternative would be less than the proposed project, as development may be 
able to tie into existing infrastructure (e.g., water and wastewater lines). No changes to the Camp 
Roberts Over Head would be required.  
 
It is important to note that the County cannot approve development at an alternative site within the 
context of this project; it can only deny or condition the proposed project. A proposal to permit the 
project at any other site would require a separate discretionary action (with the consent of the owner 
of said site), separate notice and hearing, and separate environmental review (including consideration 
of other alternative sites).  
 
 
Environmental Analysis. 
 

Land Use: Compatibility with Camp Roberts. Development that is incompatible with existing 
military uses includes any land use activity or civilian development activity that adversely affects 
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the utility or training and readiness missions of a military installation. Incompatible development 
of land close to military installations can affect the ability of an installation to carry out its 
mission. Of the four parcels considered in this alternative, the closest would be located 
approximately 2,870 ft from Camp Roberts. Two of the four parcels are located east of US 101, 
one is located immediately north of Tenth Street, and the other is located south of Cemetery 
Road. Because of their distance from Camp Roberts and their proximity to the existing San 
Miguel Urban Area, development on these sites would be unlikely to result in significant land use 
compatibility conflicts with Camp Roberts.  

 
 

Land Use: Divided Community. The proposed Development project site is located within the 
Salinas River Planning Area, outside the San Miguel URL and the San Miguel CSD boundaries. 
The development project site is located northwest of the San Miguel Urban Area and south and 
east of Camp Roberts. US 101 forms the eastern project boundary, with the San Miguel Urban 
Area located further east and southeast.  
 
With the exception of APN 021-011-018 (far north) the alternatives sites are located adjacent to 
existing development or land designated for future development. It is likely that because the 
parcels are relatively small, and development on these parcels would be located adjacent to or in 
close proximity to existing or planned future development, development of additional residences 
would not result in the creation of a divided community. Development of these parcels would 
appear to be integrated into the existing community by virtue of their locations and connections to 
existing roadways within the San Miguel Urban Area (i.e., Mission Street, Tenth Street, and 
Cemetery Road). Similarly, the addition of 78 ac to the San Miguel Urban Area would increase 
the overall size of the community by 13 percent compared to 90 percent for the proposed project.  
 
Although neither the proposed project nor the Expanded URL Alternative would physically 
disrupt or divide the existing established community, the proposed project would lead to the 
creation of a divided community, while the alternative sites could be more easily integrated into 
the existing San Miguel Urban Area and would result in a less than significant impact.  
 
 
Agricultural Resources. Implementation of the Expanded URL Alternative would expand 
portions of the San Miguel Urban Area west of US 101 north of the existing community and 
result in the conversion of the approximately 36 ac of agricultural land to urban uses. Even with 
mitigation, the Expanded URL Alternative would reduce the amount of land on which 
agricultural operations could occur. Because the amount of land with the physical characteristics 
conducive for agricultural production is finite (i.e., more cannot be created), any reduction in the 
amount of land where agricultural activities are permitted by right represents a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact. However, in comparison to the proposed project (36 ac vs. 591.1 ac 
[direct impact only]), the Expanded URL Alternative would impact substantially less agricultural 
land. 
 
 
Air Quality. Although the Expanded URL Alternative would require grading for development, it 
would require less overall grading that the proposed project (in terms of acres graded). For the 
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the 6 ac Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion site 
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would require the same grading as was analyzed as part of the proposed project. Despite the 
reduction in on-site grading,1 this alternative would not reduce grading and construction activities 
to such an extent that all significant impacts related to short-term (construction) NOX and fugitive 
dust (PM10) emissions would be reduced to less than significant levels. Construction emissions 
would be expected to be significant with implementation of this alternative.  

 
Once operational, the number of vehicular trips associated with the Expanded URL Alternative 
would depend on the development scenario that was pursued. Table 5.J provides the residential 
trip generation for each of the development scenarios considered by this alternative. Scenarios 1 
and 2 would generate more residential trips than the proposed project, but fewer overall trips than 
the proposed project (6,487 ADT) because there would be no ancillary uses on these sites (e.g., 
commercial, fire station, and park). Scenario 3 would generate fewer residential trips and fewer 
overall trips than the proposed project. Regardless, this alternative would result in more trips 
when compared with existing conditions, but fewer trips compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would be expected to result in significant long-term (operational) Tier 
2 daily emissions for ROG, NOX, and PM10 that would be greater than the proposed project.  
 
In addition, because this alternative would require a General Plan Amendment as well as cause 
significant emissions, it would not be considered to be consistent with the CAP. It should, 
however, be noted that the residential densities proposed under this alternative would largely 
meet the APCD’s recommendation of 7 dwelling units per gross acre needed to support bus 
services. Scenario 1 would be developed with RSF uses at 7 units per acre. Scenario 2 would be 
developed at an average density of 9 units per acre. Scenario 3, which is based on the same land 
use category ratios as the proposed project, would be developed at a density of 4.7 units per acre 
and would be the only scenario that would not meet the APCD’s density recommendation. In 
addition, the Expanded URL Alternative would be a more compact design and possibly more 
pedestrian friendly than the proposed project. Therefore, although the alternative would not be 
consistent with the CAP (because it would require a General Plan Amendment and cause 
significant emissions), it would be less inconsistent than the proposed project.  
 
 
Population Growth. As shown in Table 5.K, the Expanded URL Alternative would increase the 
population in the San Miguel Urban Area. 
 
The projected population increase for Scenario 1 would account for an approximate 37 percent 
increase over County 2020 household population estimates for San Miguel (based on existing 
land use category designations) and a 77 percent increase in the growth of the existing household 
population (2005). The projected population increase for Scenario 2 would account for an 
approximate 50 percent increase over County 2020 household population estimates for San 
Miguel (based on existing land use category designations) and a 103 percent increase in growth 
of existing household population (2005). The projected population increase for Scenario 3 
would account for an approximate 25 percent increase over County 2020 household population 
estimates for San Miguel (based on existing land use category designations) and a 52 percent 
increase in growth of existing household population (2005).  

                                                      
1  A reduction in grading was assumed because 78 ac would be graded for this alternative, 

compared to approximately 550 ac for the proposed project. 
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Table 5.J: Expanded URL Alternative Trip Generation 
 

Trip Generation 
Land Use Size Unit ADT 

Trip Rates1 
Single-Family Detached 345 DU 9.57 
Condominium 44 DU 5.86 
Residential Trip Generation (Proposed Project) 
Single-Family Detached 345 DU 3,302 
Condominium 44 DU 258 
Total Residential Trip Generation 389 DU 3,560 
Residential Trip Generation (Scenario 1) 
Single-Family Detached 409 DU 3,914 
Condominium 0 DU 0 
Total Residential Trip Generation 409 DU 3,914 
Residential Trip Generation (Scenario 2) 
Single-Family Detached 155 DU 1,483 
Condominium 390 DU 2285 
Total Residential Trip Generation 545 DU 3,769 
Residential Trip Generation (Scenario 3) 
Single-Family Detached 261 DU 2,498 
Condominium 14 DU 82 
Total Residential Trip Generation 275 DU 2,580 
1 Trip rates referenced from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation, 7th Edition (2003). 
ADT = average daily trips 
DU = dwelling units 

 
 
Table 5.K: Comparison of Population Growth Associated with the Expanded URL 
Alternative and the Proposed Project 

 
Expanded URL Alternative  Proposed Project 

Growth Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
Year 

Planned 
Growth People Percentage People Percentage People Percentage People Percentage 

2005 1,608  1,179  73% 1,239  77% 1,651  103% 833 52% 
2020 3,309  1,179  36% 1,239  37% 1,651  50% 833 25% 

Sources: County of San Luis Obispo (2004). Housing Element Appendix G: Population Projections. 
U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000. American FactFinder. San Miguel CDP, California. 
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Population growth associated with the Expanded URL Alternative would be an increase over 
existing and forecast growth, as three of the four parcels included in this alternative are 
designated for agricultural uses in the existing condition, and none are located within the existing  
URL. This increase would exceed levels anticipated in plans adopted by the County and would 
therefore be potentially inconsistent with the population projections in the County General Plan 
Housing Element.  
 
This unplanned growth would cause physical environmental effects on limited resources and 
other environmental issue areas including, but not limited to, agricultural resources, biological 
resources, potable water, sensitive visual areas, traffic, air quality, and noise. No specific 
mitigation is solely applicable for reduction of the number of residents, based on the alternative as 
described above. Therefore, the substantial growth in population associated with two of the three 
development scenarios for this alternative, which would be greater than the proposed project, 
would result in a significant unavoidable adverse impact. 
 
Similarly, significant population growth on site was not anticipated in plans adopted by the 
County and the San Miguel CSD; potential inconsistencies with the County General Plan 
Housing Element and the San Miguel Wastewater Master Plan are the purview of those agencies 
and would be considered by agency decision-makers.  
 
 
Aesthetics: Horizon and Ridgeline Views. With the exception of APN 021-011-018 (far north), 
the alternatives sites are located adjacent to existing development or land designated for future 
development. Development of these parcels would appear to be integrated into the existing 
community by virtue of their locations and connections to existing roadways within the San 
Miguel Urban Area (i.e., Mission Street, Tenth Street, and Cemetery Road). It should be noted 
that APN 027-061-027 may be located in a SRA; this parcel may provide views of hills and 
ridgetops, undulating topography, natural vegetative patterns, and open space. Therefore, the 
designated SRA would still be impacted by development of this alternative; however, the impact 
would be greatly reduced and would be limited to impacts associated with development of APN 
027-061-027.  
 
 
Biological Resources: San Joaquin Kit Fox. As previously discussed, there is a well-studied 
population of San Joaquin kit fox on Camp Roberts. The County, CDFG, and USFWS have 
identified the corridor between Camp Roberts and the Carrizo Plain as important dispersal habitat 
for the San Joaquin kit fox. With the possible exception of APN 027-011-018, none of the parcels 
included in this alternative are within the movement corridor of the San Joaquin kit fox. The other 
three parcels are located south of the movement corridor and abut existing development or land 
previously designated for development. Therefore, the direct impact of this alternative on the San 
Joaquin kit fox would be less than the proposed project and would possibly be less than 
significant after implementation of mitigation, if necessary.  
 
 
Noise: Aircraft Noise. Aircraft operations within Camp Roberts include four typical events. 
These events include simulated bombing and strafing, Twin Brothers drop zone, Nacimiento drop 
zone, and Nap of the Earth flying. In an effort to be considerate of its neighbors with regard to 
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noise, Camp Roberts currently has an unofficial “no overflight zone” over the San Miguel Urban 
Area. According to Camp Roberts, this “no overflight zone” can and may change based on 
training needs. Camp Roberts also attempts to notify neighbors in advance when heavy use of air 
space is planned. 1  
 
With the exception of APN 027-011-018, the parcels included in this alternative are located 
immediately adjacent to areas located within the Camp Robert’s unofficial “no overflight zone” 
over the San Miguel Urban Area. In addition, neither of the flight paths for Camp Roberts crosses 
over any of the parcels included in this alternative. Therefore, although development on these 
parcels may experience significant noise levels due to aircraft operations at Camp Roberts, they 
would be less than the proposed project. This alternative would result in a significant impact 
related to aircraft noise. 
 
 
Noise: Blast Noise. Blast noise within Camp Roberts is generated by artillery/mortar rounds, 
grenades, and explosives. Although blast noise levels would not exceed the County’s 60 dBA 
CNEL exterior noise standard at any of the parcels included in this alternative, noise levels may 
exceed 75 dBA. This noise level would exceed the County’s daytime threshold of 70 dBA Lmax 
and the nighttime threshold of 65 dBA Lmax. Therefore, although infrequent, the blast noise within 
Camp Roberts may result in significant unavoidable noise impacts under the Expanded URL 
Alternative. 
 
 
Public Services and Utilities: Police. The proposed project, which includes the construction of 
residential and recreation facilities, land for a future fire station, open space, and expansion of a 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, would increase population in the project area, which could result in 
an increase in calls for law enforcement services. According to the San Luis Obispo County 
Sheriff Department, the proposed project would result in a need for two (1.5 rounded to 
2) additional sworn officers in order to maintain the current ratio of sworn officers.  
 
The Expanded URL Alternative Scenario 1 would result in the need for two (1.7 rounded to 
2) additional sworn officers to maintain the current ratio of sworn officers in the County. Scenario 
2 would result in the need for two (2.3 rounded to 2) additional sworn officers to maintain the 
current ratio of sworn officers in the County. Scenario 3 would result in the need for one (1.2 
rounded to 1) additional sworn officer to maintain the current ratio of sworn officers in the 
County. 
  
The need for additional deputies would be considered by the San Luis Obispo County Board of 
Supervisors as part of its annual budgeting process. If this alternative were implemented, it would 
be expected that sales tax and property tax generated by residents on the Development project site 
would become part of the general fund and be used to pay the salaries of additional deputies.  
 
There may, however, be a delay between the time the deputies are needed to maintain current 
staffing ratios and the time when the proposed project generates sufficient taxes (e.g., property 
taxes and/or sales taxes) to pay the deputies’ salaries. As such, the Expanded URL Alternative 

                                                      
1  Mark E. Williams, NGCA, Camp Roberts. Personal Communication. July 9, 2008. 
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may result in a short-term significant adverse impact related to police services. The impact would 
eventually be remedied through the County’s annual budgeting process, but this impact would 
remain significant and adverse until such time that funds are available for two new deputies.  
 
 
Public Services and Utilities: Library. Implementation of the Expanded URL Alternative has 
the potential to increase population in the project area from between 833 and 1,651 residents. 
According to library standards provided by the San Luis Obispo City-County Library, the San 
Miguel Branch Library is undersized for the existing service population. The library currently 
meets the requirement for the number of items in stock; however, it is undersized by 351 sf for 
the surrounding existing service population. Implementation of the alternative would contribute to 
an existing deficiency related to library services by increasing the potential use demand. Although 
implementation of this alternative requires a fair-share cost of expanding the San Miguel Branch 
Library, there are currently no plans to expand the facility. The payment of fees would mitigate 
this alternative’s long-term impacts to library services; however, the short-term impact of the 
project on library services (i.e., the time between project completion and expansion of the 
library) would remain significant and adverse. Until the County proposes, approves, and 
implements plans to enlarge the San Miguel Library or build a second library facility in San 
Miguel, this impact would remain significant and adverse.  
 
 
Attainment of Project Objectives. The Expanded URL Alternative would attain four of the 
eight project objectives (does not attain Objectives 1, 4, 6, and 8). The Expanded URL  
Alternative includes a range of housing opportunities for people at varying income levels near the 
San Miguel Urban Area and may provide safe pedestrian and bicycle connections to the larger 
community along the existing roadway network. In addition, development on these sites would 
likely be sensitive to the existing natural and topographic features (including floodplains).  
 
The Expanded URL Alternative would not provide a master-planned community with a mix of 
land uses, create a logical transition for uses on the Development project site, provide recreational 
amenities that would benefit the larger community, or be consistent with County planning 
documents (although it would be more consistent overall than the proposed project).  
 

 
5.3.14  Overview of Potential Impact/Comparison to Proposed Project 
As previously stated, the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts 
related to land use (land use compatibility with Camp Roberts and the creation of a divided 
community), agricultural resources, air quality, population growth, aesthetics (horizon and ridgeline 
views), biological resources (the San Joaquin kit fox), noise (aircraft and blast noise from Camp 
Roberts), and public services and utilities (police and library services).  
 
The Expanded URL Alternative would result in significant impacts related to agricultural resources, 
air quality, population growth, noise (aircraft and blast noise from Camp Roberts), and public services 
and utilities (police and library services). The Expanded URL Alternative does somewhat reduce the 
degree of several of the significant adverse impacts (when compared to the proposed project) and may 
reduce land use (creation of a divided community) to a less than significant level. In addition, with 
implementation of this alternative, impacts related to aesthetics, land use (compatibility with Camp 
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Roberts), and biological resources (San Joaquin kit fox) may be able to be reduced to a less than 
significant level with mitigation.  
 
In summary:  
 
• The magnitude of the significant impacts related to noise would be reduced because of the 

increased distance between proposed development areas and Camp Roberts, as well as the 
reduced size of the project.  

• The magnitude of the significant construction impacts related to air quality may be somewhat 
reduced due to the reduced grading (in terms of acres graded). In addition, the Expanded URL 
Alternative may result in reduced air quality impacts due to the reduced number of vehicular trips 
associated with the overall development. Regardless, air quality impacts for this alternative would 
be significant and adverse. 

• The magnitude of the significant impacts related to agricultural resources would be reduced, as 
78 ac would be developed for urban uses compared to 550 ac for the proposed project.  

• With mitigation, the Expanded URL Alternative would reduce, possibly to a less than significant 
level, impacts related to land use (compatibility with Camp Roberts), horizon and ridgeline 
silhouetting, and biological resources (San Joaquin kit fox).  

• The Expanded URL Alternative may reduce impacts related to the creation of a divided 
community to a less than significant level.  

• The magnitude of the significant impacts related to public services and utilities and population 
may be roughly equal to or greater than the proposed project due to the higher increased number 
of residential units (and the corresponding increase in the number of estimated residents on the 
Development project site).  

 
Although the Expanded URL Alternative does not avoid all significant adverse impacts associated 
with the proposed project, the overall environmental impact of this alternative is considered to be less 
than that of the proposed project. With mitigation, the Expanded URL Alternative would reduce 
potential impacts related to land use (compatibility with Camp Roberts and creation of a divided 
community), biological resources (San Joaquin kit fox), and aesthetics to a less than significant level. 
 
This alternative would meet four of the project objectives; it would not attain objectives related to the 
creation of a master-planned community with a mix of land uses, creation of a logical transition for 
uses on the Development project site, providing recreational amenities that would benefit the larger 
community, or be consistent with County planning documents (although it would be more consistent 
than the proposed project). Refer to Table 5.L for a summary of the relative impacts of each 
alternative.  
 
 
5.4  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
5.4.1  Requirements under CEQA  
CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally superior alternative. Section 
15126.6(e)(2) states that if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, then 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 
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Table 5.L provides, in summary format, a comparison of the level of impacts for each alternative to 
the proposed project.  
 
The No Project/No Build Alternative has the least impact to the environment because it would not 
locate intensive residential development in close proximity to a military installation, generate any 
significant additional traffic or air emissions, cause significant population growth beyond what is 
projected in County planning documents, create visual impacts related to horizon and ridgeline views, 
or impact the federally endangered and State-threatened San Joaquin kit fox. This alternative would, 
however, only meet two of the eight project objectives.  
 
With regard to the remaining alternatives, the Expanded Open Space Design Alternative (Alternative 
2), the Visual Resources Mitigation Plan Alternative (Alternative 3), the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative (Alternative 4), the Compact Design Alternative (Alternative 6), and the Expanded URL 
Alternative (Alternative 7) would reduce potential impacts related to horizon and ridgeline views to 
less than significant levels (either with or without mitigation). The San Joaquin Kit Fox Design 
Alternative (Alternative 5), Compact Design Alternative (Alternative 6), and the Expanded URL 
Alternative would reduce or avoid significant adverse unavoidable impacts to the federally 
endangered and State-threatened San Joaquin kit fox. The Compact Design Alternative (Alternative 
6) would also, however, increase or worsen impacts related to air quality, population growth, and 
public services and utilities (police and library services). The Expanded URL Alternative (Alternative 
7) would reduce or avoid significant adverse unavoidable impacts related to the creation of a divided 
community and reduce compatibility impacts with Camp Roberts.  
 
The Expanded Open Space Design Alternative (Alternative 2), the Visual Resources Mitigation Plan 
Alternative (Alternative 3), the Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative 4), and the Compact 
Design Alternative (Alternative 6) would not be considered Environmentally Superior Alternatives 
because they only substantially reduce or avoid one significant unavoidable impact of the proposed 
project, or they result in some increased or worsened significant environmental impact.  
 
Of the remaining two alternatives—the San Joaquin Kit Fox Alternative (Alternative 5) and the 
Expanded URL Alternative (Alternative 7)—one features a substantially reduced project area on the 
proposed Development project site and the other divides the project among four potential project 
locations to the east.  
 
The San Joaquin Kit Fox Design Alternative would result in significant impacts related to land use 
(land use compatibility with Camp Roberts and the creation of a divided community), agricultural 
resources, air quality, population growth, aesthetics, noise and public services and utilities. The 
magnitude of the significant impacts related to all of these topics would be somewhat lessened 
compared t that of the proposed project due to the reduction in the size and scale (e.g., acreage and 
number of residential units) of the alternative. As stated above, this alternative would allow impacts 
to the San Joaquin kit fox to be mitigated below a level of significance.  
 
The Expanded URL Alternative would result in significant impacts related to agricultural resources, 
air quality, population growth, noise, and public services and utilities. The magnitude of the 
significant impacts related to all of these topics would be somewhat lessened (with the possible 
exception of population and housing and public services and utilities, depending on which 
development scenario were pursued) due to the reduction in the size and scale (e.g., acreage and/or 
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number of residential units) of the alternative and its location close to the San Miguel Urban Area. As 
stated above, this alternative would allow impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox and aesthetics to be 
mitigated below a level of significance. This alternative would also reduce or avoid land use impacts 
related to compatibility with Camp Roberts and the creation of a divided community. Therefore, 
when taken as a whole, this alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative, 
as it reduces or possibly avoids four significant unavoidable project impacts. 
 
It should be noted that the Expanded URL Alternative attains four of the eight project objectives (not 
the majority, as suggested by State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(c)). In addition, the 
County cannot approve development at an alternative site within the context of this project; it can 
only deny or condition the proposed project. A proposal to permit the project at any other site would 
require a separate discretionary action (with the consent of the owner of said site), separate notice and 
hearing, and separate environmental review (including consideration of other alternative sites), and 
those environmental topics not considered in this alternatives analysis. 
 
Refer to Table 5.L for a summary of the relative impacts of each alternative. 
 
 
5.4.2  Consideration of Project Alternatives by County Decision Makers 
As discussed in Section 5.1.1, in determining whether to approve a proposed land use category 
amendment (like the ones required for the proposed project and most of the alternatives considered in 
this analysis), the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors may consider, but are not be 
limited to, consideration of existing planning policies, including the General Plan and Land Use 
Ordinance, area character, environmental impacts, accessibility/circulation, soils classification, slope 
and other terrain characteristics, vegetation, hazards, existing parcel size and ownership patterns, 
availability of public services and facilities, land inventory, and mineral resources.  
 
As such, County decision-makers may consider or weigh certain project impacts or project 
characteristics more heavily than others. For example, it is conceivable that some decision-makers 
may weigh potential impacts to Agricultural Resources more heavily than they would weigh potential 
impacts to Land Use, while others may weigh potential impact to Biological Resources more heavily 
than they would weigh potential impacts to Aesthetics. Still others may consider and weigh heavily 
issues that are beyond the scope of this alternatives analysis (e.g., economic development, community 
desires). Understanding the full range of information and often conflicting desires that County 
decision-makers must consider shows that, although the Expanded URL Alternative is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative under CEQA, it may not be the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative in the eyes of County decision-makers. 
 
The following discussion is a qualitative discussion of the relative merits and limitations of the 
alternatives as they may be considered by County decision-makers. 
 
 
No Project/Development Pursuant to Existing General Plan (Alternative 1). This would 
essentially result in no development or other changes to the project site. This alternative may appeal 
to no-growth proponents or those who weigh the preservation of agricultural land higher than any 
other considerations. Others may view this alternative as an interim or short-term alternative because 
(1) it does not guarantee future preservation of agricultural uses on the privately owned project site, 
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and (2) it does not guarantee that the land owner would not propose additional or different 
development in the future. 
 
 
The Visual Resources Mitigation Design Plan (Alternative 3), and Reduced Intensity Design 
Plan (Alternative 4). The Visual Resources Mitigation Design Plan Alternative and the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative substantially reduce impacts associated with aesthetics and slightly reduce 
several other impacts, but are otherwise very similar to the proposed project. For this reason, these 
alternatives may appeal to those who weigh project objectives most heavily and who may consider 
the applicant’s original design a key factor in their decision. 
 
 
San Joaquin Kit Fox Design Plan (Alternative 5). The San Joaquin Kit Fox Design 
Alternative would allow impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox to be mitigated below a level of 
significance. This alternative would also slightly reduce impacts related to land use (land use 
compatibility with Camp Roberts and the creation of a divided community), agricultural resources, air 
quality, population growth, aesthetics, noise, and public services and utilities. This alternative also 
includes substantial conservation areas that would allow for on-site conservation of habitat and 
possible continuation of limited agricultural activities while still allowing development of uses similar 
to the proposed project. As such, this alternative may appeal to those who place high importance on 
reducing impacts to biological resources, preserving agricultural land, and meeting most project 
objectives. 
 
 
Compact Design Alternative (Alternative 6). The Compact Design Alternative was not selected as 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative under CEQA because it has more units than the proposed 
project and several other alternatives, which in turn result in greater impacts related to Public 
Services, Population Growth, Transportation, Air Quality. The Compact Design Alternative is, 
however, in a design form that is more consistent with County Smart Growth Principles, which 
County decision-makers have previously identified as being desirable (i.e., compact, less sprawling). 
The Compact Design Alternative also reduces potential impacts to Aesthetics and the San Joaquin Kit 
Fox to less than significant levels after incorporation of mitigation and, like the San Joaquin kit fox 
Alternative, the Compact Design Alternative includes substantial conservation areas that would allow 
for on-site conservation of habitat and possible continuation of limited agricultural activities. As such, 
it may appeal to those who support dense development that is more consistent with established 
County Smart Growth policies while also reducing impacts to biological resources and aesthetics, 
preserving agricultural land, and meeting most of the project objectives.  
 
 
Expanded URL Alternative (Alternative 7). As stated above, the Expanded URL Alternative would 
allow impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox and aesthetics to be mitigated below a level of significance. 
This alternative would also reduce or avoid land use impacts related to compatibility with Camp 
Roberts and the creation of a divided community. Because it reduces the greatest number of 
significant impacts to less than significant levels, it is the environmentally superior alternative under 
CEQA. This alternative may also appeal to those who believe that growth should occur within or 
immediately adjacent to existing URL boundaries. Conversely, this alternative may not appeal to 
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Table 5.L: Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 

Possible Significant 
Unavoidable Adverse 

Impacts 
Proposed 
Project 

No Project/
Development 
Pursuant to 

Existing General 
Plan and Zoning 

Expanded 
Open 
Space 
Design 
Plan 

Alternative 

Visual 
Resources 
Mitigation 

Design 
Plan 

Alternative 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

San 
Joaquin 
Kit Fox 
Design 

Alternative 

Compact 
Design 

Alternative 

Expanded 
URL 

Alternative 
Number of Residential Units 389 0 345 346 199 252 494 275 or 409 

or 545 
Attainment of project objectives Meets 6 of 

8 project 
objectives 

Meets two of the 
project objectives 

Meets 6 of 8 
project 

objectives 

Meets 6 of 8 
project 

objectives 

Meets 6 of 8 
project 

objectives 

Meets 6 of 8 
project 

objectives 

Meets 6 of 8 
objectives 

Meets 4 of 8 
objectives 

Land Use (Compatibility with 
Camp Roberts) 

3 1- 3= 3= 3= 3- 3- 2- 

Land Use (Creation of a Divided 
Community) 

3 1- 3= 3= 3= 3- 3- 1- 

Agricultural Resources 3 1- 3= 3= 3= 3- 3- 3- 
Air Quality 3 1- 3- 3- 3- 3- 3+ 3- 
Population Growth 3 1- 3- 3- 3- 3- 3+ 3- 
Biological Resources (San 
Joaquin Kit Fox)  

3 1- 3- 3- 3- 2- 2- 2- 

Aesthetics (Horizon and Ridgeline 
Views) 

3 1- 3- 2- 2- 3- 2- 2- 

Noise (Aircraft Noise) 3 1- 3= 3= 3= 3- 3- 3- 
Noise (Blast Noise) 3 1- 3= 3= 3= 3- 3- 3- 
Public Services and Utilities 
(Police Services) 

3 1- 3- 3- 3- 3- 3+ 3= 

Public Services and Utilities 
(Library) 

3 1- 3- 3- 3- 3- 3+ 3= 

1: Less than significant or no impact 
2: Impact that can be mitigated to a less than significant level 
3: Impact that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level/significant unavoidable adverse impact/significant unavoidable adverse cumulative impact 
 
Comparison to Proposed Project: 
(=): Impacts would be the same as or similar to the proposed project 
(+): Impacts would be greater than the proposed project. 
(-): Impacts would be less than the proposed project. 
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those who place high importance on meeting project objectives, and as mentioned above, this 
alternative cannot be approved within the context of this project because it involves land that is not 
owned by the project applicant or proposed for development as part of the proposed project. 
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