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SECTION 1
SEPTEMBER 2006 ERRATA TO FINAL EIR

The following are revisions to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the September Ranch
project. The existing response to comments addresses the substantive issues raised. However, for
clarity, specific responses to these letters are provided in .Appendices A through D of this document.
These revisions are minor modifications and clarifications to this document and do not change the
significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions within the Final EIR. The revisions are
listed by page number.

1.1 Revisions to the Final Environmental Impact Report (July
2006)

Page 4-71
LWMC 1-1, please also see Response to LWMC 1-7.

Page 5-20 to 5-26
The Final EIR incorrectly included the April 22, 2005 letter from the California Department of Fish

and Game (CDFG) in place of the March 30, 2006 letter from the CDFG. Appendix A of this
document contains the correct letter, in addition to the responses that were provided to that letter as
part of the July 2006 Final EIR.

Page 5-231

The Final EIR omitted a response to Mr. Robert Hale’s March 30, 2006 comment letter referred to in
his April 3, 2006 email (responses provided in Final EIR). The response to Mr. Hale’s March 30,
2006 letter is provided in Appendix B of this document.

Page 5-267
The Final EIR omitted a response to Mrs. Cecil M. Wahle’s March 28, 2006 comment letter. The
response to this letter is provided in Appendix C of this document.

Page 5-271
The Final EIR omitted a response to Staub Forestry’s Monterey Pine Forest Habitat Cumulative
Impact Assessment. The response to this assessment is provided in Appendix D of this document.

Pages 6-14, 6-15, 6-38, and 6-39
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 is revised as follows:

The location of future wells on the September Ranch project site shall be based upon the
following:

o Wells will be located based on pumping tests designed and executed to yield
information on the radius of influence of potential multiple pumping wells

e Project applicant will ensure that representative transmissivities for the three
aquifer units are made available for informed decisions on placement of future
wells to ensure new wells will not impact existing wells.

Michael Brandman Associates 1-1
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o Resource Management Agency (RMA) retains discretion to require drilling of
replacement wells if it is demonstrated, to the satisfaction of RMA and the
Environmental Health Division, that the project wells result in impacts to an
existing well in use as of the date of project approval (Environmental Health
and RMA - Planning Department).

Monitoring Action:
Prior to the filing of the first map and prior to the issuance of permits for future groundwater

wells, the County of Monterey shall review and approve well site plans to ensure that the
insertion of new wells will not have an impact on existing wells.

The terms of this mitigation measure shall be included into the Articles of Incorporation for
the mutual water company.

Page 6-19
Mitigation Measure 5.2 is revised as follows:

The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution towards the improvements at the intersection
of Highway 68/Laureles Grade Road.

Michael Brandman Associates 1-2
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Responses to California Department of Fish and Game
March 30, 2006 Letter (CDFG)
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Knaster, Alana x5322

From: Patt Throne-Hetzer [PThrone-Hetzer@dfg.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 03, 2006 9:55 AM

To: Knaster, Alana x56322

Subject: DFG September Ranch letter

SeptRanchSCH1995
08033March06Kn... :
Please see the attached letter—- hard copy to follow by mail.

Patt Throne-Hetzer

Timberland Conservation Support
and Clerical Lead

Central Coast Region

Phone: (707) 944-5503

APR %;- 2006

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING & BUILDING
INSPECTION DEPT.




March 30, 2006

Ms. Alana Knaster, Chief Assistant Director

Monterey County Planning and Building
Inspection Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Ms. Knaster:

September Ranch Subdivision Project
Re-circulated portion of Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report
SCH 1995083033, Monterey County

Department of Fish and Game (DFG) personnel have reviewed the re-circulated
September Ranch Subdivision Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report (DREIR)
dated February 15, 2006. The project is located in Carmel Valley approximately 2.5
miles east of Highway 1 on the north side of Carmel Valley Road. It involves
development of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 015-171-10, 015-171-12, 015-381-13 and
015-381-14. The project as proposed would occupy 891 acres to be subdivided into 94
residential lots, 15 units of inclusionary housing, and a 20.2-acre lot for the existing
equestrian facility. Seven hundred eighty-two (782) acres are planned as open space.
Other facilities and uses would include separate systems for the distribution of potable
water, water tanks for fire suppression, a sewage collection and treatment system,
wastewater treatment system, drainage system, internal road system, sales office and
security gate.

The County has updated and recirculated portions of the 2005 Draft EIR. The
project involves tree removal and would require approximately 100,000 cubic yards of
grading. The project would also require a waiver of County regulations prohibiting
development on slopes in excess of 30 percent to allow for construction of internal
access roads.

Terrestrial Resources

The DREIR has addressed most of the terrestrial concerns that we expressed in
our April 22, 2005 letter. A few clarifications on plant abundance and status as well as

the amount of open space to be set aside (in particular Oak and Pine forest) are needed.

Abundant open space has been designated on the Exhibit 4.9-1 (vegetation map) in the

CDFG 2-1



Ms. Alana Knaster
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DREIR, but much of it is on steep grades that may not be suitable as mitigation for
potential impacts to threatened or endangered species potentially found on-site.

In Section 4.9-10.of the Biological Resources section under the heading “Federal
and State Threatened and Endangered species” it appears that some punctuation is
missing which makes it look like Yadon’s piperia (Piperia yadonii) is a California Native
Plant Society List 1B species (CNPS 1B) and not Federally Endangered as itis. Thisis
also the case with Pacific Grove clover (Trifolium polydon), where it reads like the
species is a CNPS 1B species when in fact it is listed as State Rare. Please review this
section to be sure that it is accurate.

In the Executive Summary on page 2-19, mitigation measure 4.9-11 in regard to
protection of the small population of Pacific Grove clover located near lots 18-22,
indicates that a minor road alignment adjustment can be made to avoid impacting the
species. Care should also be used in designing the roadway so that the hydrology of the
area is not altered as plants occur where they do based on edaphic factors such as soils
and hydrology. Hydrology may be an important factor in the distribution of this species
on the property. This area should also be clearly marked on the sensitive species
vegetation map so that herbicide is not applied accidentally as part of roadside
management practices. An exception to the use of herbicide in this area would be if it
were needed to control competition by exotic plant species.

Section 4.9-12 under plant narratives for Eastwood’s goldenbush (Ericameria
fasciculata) and Kellog’s horkelia (horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea) there are conflicting
statements about whether surveys were done for these species. When compared with
“Appendix H” it appears that the sentence “No surveys for this species have been
conducted to date” was not deleted. It should have been deleted as “Appendix H"
indicates that new surveys were conducted in 2005.

In regard to nesting birds (mitigation measure 4.9-12 page 2-19 of the Executive
summary) there seems to be a discrepancy as to what constitutes an allowable working
buffer if habitat removal work cannot be conducted outside the nesting season. The
DEIR indicates that DFG would accept a buffer of 100 to 500 feet around a nest located
on the property. For raptors, 100-foot buffer is not adequate. A 500-foot buffer should
be observed for raptors found to be actively nesting on the property. The Executive
summary acknowledges that removing potential nesting habitat during the nesting
season is problematic and should be avoided.

DFG personnel met with project proponents on March 9, 2005, to discuss
potential impacts. At that time DFG recommended removing parcels 30-58 (based on
the vegetation map Exhibit 4.9-1) which are near Jack’s Peak and adding them to open
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space as a condition of approval. The reason for this recommendation is that steep
areas (much of the current proposed set-aside) do not mitigate all habitat impacts. Many
of the proposed development sites occur on the level or slightly angled ridge top land
that exists on the site. Project proponents indicated that removing these parcels and
placing them in open space was acceptable. None of the proposed alternatives
completely accomplishes this additional protection of some of the best oak and pine
woodland that can be found on the property. The reduced density alternative comes
closest and the reduced forest impact alternatives could also accomplish the task but
additional parcels would still need to be removed from development. It is helpful to
review the number of trees proposed for removal under the following five alternatives
versus their title:

Alternative Removal of Pine Oak
Reduced (housing) Density 1145 502
Reduced Forest Impact,w/High 1459 768
Inclusionary housing.

Reduced Forest Impact, w/20% 1438 583
Inclusionary housing.

82/27 version of the 3 other 1464 819

Inculsionary housing proposals
identified in the document as
the preferred alternative.

Full project 2692 890

In the DREIR there is mention of Yadon’s piperia and an anecdotal report that 65
plants were found in the vicinity south of Jack’s Peak, but that exact location records
were not kept. During surveys in 2005, Michael’s piperia (Piperia michaelii) was located
and not Yadon'’s piperia.

Given the project impacts to Monterey pine and oak woodlands, the more intact
mature forest areas such as those near the Jack’s Peak boundary (referenced parcels
30-58), which do not occur elsewhere on the property, should be protected. Removal of
Monterey pines and oaks in this area would be difficult to mitigate elsewhere on the
project site. Whenever possible, avoidance is the preferred form of mitigation, and it is
appropriate here. This area provides a needed buffer between the proposed September
Ranch, Monterra, and Jack’s Peak Park. Buffers play an important role in aiding wildlife
movement between the coast and interior foothill areas.

CDFG 2-6
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Aguatic Resources

Federally endangered Southern steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus) and the
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a Federally threatened and State
species of special concern, are known to occur in the Carmel River and throughout its
watershed in appropriate habitats. The DREIR contains some re-analysis of potential
direct and cumulative impacts to steelhead, California red-legged frog, and other species
of concern from water use by this subdivision and the resulting effect on aquatic habitats
of the Carmel River and Carmel River watershed.

The previous DEIR stated that the project would only pump the groundwater
aquifer for seven months of the year (November 1 through May 31), in order to avoid
diminishing flows in the Carmel River during the period of June 1 through October 31,
where National Marine Fisheries Service has recommended no further diversions be
allowed for the protection of steelhead. However, State Water Resources Control Board
Order 98-08 says the Carmel River is fully appropriated for the period of May 1 through
December 31 of each year, an eight-month period. Both the DEIR and DREIR
acknowledge that the project will reduce inflow to AQ3 by an estimated 12 AF per year.
Therefore, the project could only claim to have no effect on diminishing the already fully
appropriated flows of the Carmel River via reduced groundwater recharge if it pumps for
only four months of the year, January 1 through April 30. This prior DFG comment does
not appear to have been addressed in the DREIR. As we inquired in our previous
comments on the DEIR, regardless of which groundwater pumping period is used (four
or seven months), how will the water demand for the rest of the year be met without an
off-stream storage component of approximately 23.84 acre-feet (AF) to as much as
38.14 AF, in order to supply the average monthly demand of 4.77 AF per month the
project is predicted to use during periods when it will not be pumping groundwater.

DFG remains concerned that even if this sub-basin is geologically somewhat

separated from the Carmel River's flood plain and underflow by a small shallow bedrock |

sill, this watershed still contributes to the maintenance of flows in the Carmel River and
tapping it will diminish flows in the already over-drafted lower Carmel River basin.
Therefore, any new wells that tap of the watersheds tributary to the Carmel River will
diminish the Carmel River surface and underflow to some degree. The DREIR shows in
Table 4.3-9 that on an instantaneous basis this may be a 0.05% to 0.13% reduction in
flow; however, this still amounts to a loss of at least 12 AF per year in below normal
water years when the yield from the whole Carmel River basin is only 1,000 AF.
Therefore, in below normal water years, the project is reducing total flows in the lower
basin by 1.2%. The DREIR further argues that once the main river is dewatered by the
current levels of diversion, the project induced reduction in water table levels of AQ3 will
only be a few millimeters. Therefore, the DREIR admits that the project will have some
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME (CDFG)
Response to CDFG 2-1

Surveys for 23 special status plants have been conducted over the site. However, the building
envelopes, approximately 0.33 acres of each 5-acre site, will be limited to comply with the Monterey
County regulations and will require County approval prior to issuance of individual building permits.
In addition, only 4 species were observed on site, Pacific Grove clover, small-leaved lomatium,
California adder’s tongue, and Michael’s piperia. Only the Pacific Grove clover, which occurs in
closed cone coniferous forest and Valley and foothill grasslands, is California rare. A total of 866.77
acres will be open space in which suitable habitat occurs for special-status plants.

Response to CDFG 2-2

The comments are noted that Yadon’s piperia is federally endangered and that the Pacific Grove
clover is State rare. On page 4.9-10, the first paragraph under Federal and State Threatened and
Endangered Species is revised as follows:

It was initially determined that eight special status plant species had the potential to
occur on the site, including CNPS List 1B Monterey pine, CNPS List 1B Hickman’s
onion (Allium hickmani), CNPS List 4 Gairdners yampah (Perideridia gairdnen),
federally endangered and CNPS List 1B Yadon’s piperia (Piperia yadoni), CNPS
List 1B Santa Cruz clover (Trifolium buckwestorium), California rare and CNPS List
1B Pacific Grove clover (Trifolium polydon), CNPS List 4 small-leaved lomatium
(Lomatium parvifolium), and the CNPS List 4 California adder’s tongue
(Ophioglossum californicum) (Denise Duffy and Associates 1998).  Another
federally-listed species addressed in this Draft REIR is the Monterey spineflower
(Chorizanthe pungens var. pungens), a federally threatened and CNPS list 1B. Please
refer to Appendix A of Appendix H of this REIR for a list of special status plant
species and their survey dates.

The revision is referenced in Section 6, Errata.

Response to CDFG 2-3

The comment is noted. Project implementation will occur in accordance with Carmel Valley Master
Plan Policy 11.1.1.2, as required, which will in part require that the County Planning Department
maintain records of the locations of all rare or endangered plant species, such as the CNPS List 1B
Pacific Grove clover and that the location shall be noted on resource maps. In addition, as identified
in Mitigation Measure 4.9-11, the applicant is required to identify the population of Pacific Grove
clover and the roadway realignment on the tentative map. As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.9-
10, the applicant is required to consult with CDFG in regard to any special status plant species that
may potentially be affected by the proposed project. At such time, CDFG may review the roadway
realignment in regards to hydrology concerns. Lastly, Mitigation Measure 4.9-8 precludes the use of
herbicides unless applied directly to invasive, non-native species.

Michael Brandman Associates A-9
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\Errata 09-06 to FEIR 07-06\21370002_Errata to FEIR Errata Final.doc



September Ranch Subdivision Project
Errata to Final EIR Appendix A - Responses to CDFG Letter

Response to CDFG 2-4

Please refer to Response to ZA 2-5.

Response to CDFG 2-5

The comment is noted. The second bullet point of Mitigation Measure 4.9-12 has been revised as
follows:

e The CDFG Central Coast Regional office does allow grading/or tree removal to occur if
nesting birds are observed onsite, providing that a 500-foot buffer zone is created around
the observed nest. Because nests may occur in the middle of the grading area, this method
is not advised.

This revision is included in Section 6, Errata of this document.

Response to CDFG 2-6

The proposed project does not include the removal of Lots 30-58 as a block as this is not necessary to
mitigate impacts to the forest or forest habitat, please see MR-4 (Loss of Trees and Mitigation for
Tree Removal), MR-5 (Monterey Pine Forest Biological Sensitivity), MR-6 (Monterey Pine Forest
Fragmentation and Pitch Canker Susceptibility); however, as identified the Recirculated DREIR
Section 6.0 alternatives are evaluated that remove some lots in order to reduce significant impacts to
trees.

Response to CDFG 2-7

As stated on page 4.9-11 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, “...during the focused surveys conducted in
April 2005 a small colony of unidentifiable species of piperia was observed onsite, a later survey in
May 2005 determined that the species was Michael’s piperia and not Yadon’s piperia.”

Response to CDFG 2-8

Please refer to MR-1: Biological Resources Impacts: Mitigation Revisions and Clarifications; MR-2:
Adequacy of Mitigation Measures; MR-4: Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal.

Response to CDFG 2-9

The comment is noted that the Recirculated Draft REIR contained some addition analysis of potential
direct and cumulative impacts to the red-legged frog and other species of concern from the result of
the project’s water use and the potential effects on aquatic habitats of the Carmel River and Carmel
River watershed. No specific comments/questions on the Recirculated Draft REIR were made and no
further response is required.

Response to CDFG 2-10

As noted in the Recirculated DREIR, water will be pumped throughout the year. Section 4.9 of the
Recirculated DREIR refers in part to monthly impacts on the Carmel River; in terms of annual

Michael Brandman Associates A-10
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impacts, the Recirculated DREIR conservatively evaluates a maximum potential impact of a 1:1
reduction in the CVA and Carmel River of 57.21 AFY. Please see MR-18: Hydrology and Water
Availability. This is considered an unlikely scenario, but even at that maximum potential impact, the
physical change to Carmel River flow does not affect the essential functions of steelhead in the
Carmel River. Please see MR-20 (Aquatic Biological Resources).

Response to CDFG 2-11

The Recirculated Draft REIR Table 4.3-9 values translate to 0.01 to 0.05 %, not 0.13%. The 1,000
AF “yield” of the Carmel River is of limited relevance to the analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR,
as the Recirculated Draft REIR relies on actual gauge readings in the Carmel River to identify flows,
rather than assuming a third party number based on unknown assumptions. Again, CEQA prefers
actual data to interpreted numbers where available and feasible, and the Recirculated DREIR has
attempted to so provide. The Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 presents the opinion of expert
hydrologists and biologists, including Entrix, Inc., that a reduction in River flow of 0.034 cfs would
be less than significant because it would not affect the essential functions of steelhead in the
potentially affected area of the Carmel River, including the lagoon. See MR-20 (Aquatic Biological
Resources). It is noted that DFG supports CAWD receipt of project wastewater with the potential for
wastewater flows to augment flows in the lagoon, which is anticipated to occur.

Response to CDFG 2-12

The Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 5.0 provides a quantitative analysis of potential cumulative
impacts to Carmel River resources. The Carmel River is not legally declared over-drafted in a
manner that precludes the type of water use proposed by the project. Please see MR-19: Significance
Thresholds for Water Supply & Availability. Based on the quantitative analysis in Sections 5 of the
Recirculated Draft REIR, the Recirculated Draft REIR concludes that cumulative impacts would be
less than significant.

Response to CDFG 2-13

The Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 quantifies maximum potential maximum impact to Carmel
River flow as .034 cfs on a monthly basis. This analysis concludes that during months in which water
is in the River, the potential reductions are so small relative to River flow that they will not affect fish
migration, much less affect riparian resources.

In light of this conclusion, it is neither feasible nor helpful to further calculate reductions on the
degree, date, and (finer scale) rate on the dry back of the River’s wetted front. The Recirculated Draft
REIR, page 4.3-48 second paragraph states that reduction of flows would likely occur in the summer
months and during those months the baseline condition is that the River has no flows under existing
pre-project conditions. The Recirculated Draft REIR, page 4.3-48, paragraph four states that, since
there are no flows in the River, reduction cannot be quantified by comparison with the USGS gauge
readings. As noted in Section 4.9 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, the maximum potential reduction
in water table has been calculated to be less than one millimeter and thus would not affect riparian
resources.
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Response to CDFG 2-14
Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-69.

Response to CDFG 2-15

Measures are proposed that would limit project water use to a maximum cap at 57.21 AFY evaluated
in the Recirculated Draft REIR. Additionally, the County has conditioned the project to restrict any
separate wells being drilled on individual properties within the September Ranch subdivision. Please
also see MR-17: Water Demands.

Response to CDFG 2-16

Please see Responses to CDFG 2-1 to 2-15 and MR-19: Significance Thresholds for Water Supply
and Availability, and MR-10: Aquatic Biological Resources. As noted in the Recirculated Draft
REIR, it is anticipated that wastewater generated by the project would be used where feasible to
augment inflow to the Carmel Lagoon. Please see Response to CAWD 2-1.

Response to CDFG 2-17

Section 4.9 of the Recirculated Draft REIR and the Final EIR incorporate several of CDFG’s
suggestions, as noted above. Please see Responses to CDFG 2-1 to 2-16.

Michael Brandman Associates A-12
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Appendix B
Responses to Robert Hale
March 30, 2006 Letter (RH II)
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RESPONSE TO ROBERT HALE (1)
Response to RH Il 2-1

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project (CEQA Guideline 15126.6).
Please note that the Recirculated Draft REIR examined three additional alternatives that evaluated
alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations. The County Board of Supervisors
will examine the proposed project in relation to the alternatives evaluated in the Draft REIR and
Recirculated Draft REIR Section 6.0, including a reduced density alternative (see Section 6.2 of the
Draft REIR) prior to making a final determination of project approval.

The suggestion to eliminate lots along the northern ridge was not adopted because the analysis
demonstrated that the placement of these lots do not result in fragmentation or other significant
environmental impacts and therefore there was no material benefit related to significant impacts that
would be realized from removing them; at the same time, keeping these lots in allowed the project to
be configured to include additional inclusionary housing, a project priority.

Please also refer to Response to Comment MPRPD 1-1.
Responseto RH Il 2-2

As discussed on pages 4.9-10 and 4.9-11 of the Recirculated REDEIR, it was initially determined that
CNPS List 1B Gairdner’s yampah (Perideridia gairden) had the potential to occur onsite. Surveys
were conducted in 1995 to determine the presence or absence of Gairdner’s yampah in March before
the blooming period but when characteristic vegetative parts were identifiable. Survey results were
negative in March 1995 for Gairdner’s yampah and subsequent surveys conducted in April 1995 for
Garirdner’s yampah were negative. Specifically, page 4.9-11 of the Recirculated RDEIR states,

A total of five special status plant species have been observed on the project site: small-leaved
lomatium, California Adders tongue, Pacific Grove clover, Michael’s piperia and Monterey pine.
Although focused surveys were conducted for the remaining 5 species, Hickman’s onion, Gairdner’s
yampah, Yadon’s piperia, Santa Cruz clover, and Monterey clover, none of these species were
observed. Repeated surveys by qualified botanists covering a representative area over a range of
times and conditions on September Ranch has provided a level of effort that is required for a CEQA
analysis and is sufficient to allow for the following conclusions:

1. The federally-listed plants identified above, specifically the Monterey clover and Yadon’s
piperia, were not found onsite during the surveys and therefore, none would be impacted by
the project;

2. One population of Pacific Grove clover (CDFG Rare) is located onsite;

3. Native Monterey pine forest is present onsite and approximately 34.9 acres of Monterey
forest/oak woodland will be impacted by the September Ranch Subdivision project;

4. California Adders tongue and small-leaved lomatium (CNPS List 1B) have been found on
site.

5. Michael’s piperia (CNPS List 1B) has been located on site.

Michael Brandman Associates B-5
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Please see Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 of the Recirculated RDEIR.
Response to RH Il 2-3

Please see MR-8.

Response to RH Il 2-4

Please see MR-6.

Response to RH Il 2-5

The proposed project would result in direct impacts to approximately 34.9 acres of the 426 acres of
Monterey pine/coast live oak forest on the project site, representing approximately 1% loss of
Monterey pine forest habitat in the cumulative study area of approximately 3,758 acres. Existing and
proposed dedicated acreage in the study area totals about 1,552.5 acres or about 50% of the pine
habitat. As noted in the REIR, the project would not result in fragmentation of the pine forest within
the study area or result in adverse edge effects. The project would be conditioned with a requirement
to replace lost acreage of Monterey pines at a 3:1 ratio, and lost trees at a 1:1 ratio with a 100%
survival rate, with the County reserving discretion to preclude build-out if this performance standard
is not met. Approval of an alternative with fewer units than the proposed project would further
reduce the already less than significant direct and cumulative impacts to Monterey pines.

Please see MR-4 and MR-6.
Response to RH Il 2-6

The Monterey pine is classified as a special status natural community under the California Natural
Diversity Data Base, whereas the oak dominated forest is not classified as such, but does require
mitigation for loss of individuals. Nonethless, the project mitigates for the loss of individuals at 1:1,
with a 100 percent survival rate required. The impact analysis treats all pines on the property as
sensitive species entitled to protection.

The USACE 404 protects plant species that are federally listed as they pertain to wetlands. Some
jurisdictions of the USFWS will protect upland species under a 404, but it is on a case-by-case basis.

In addition, please see Exhibit 4.9-1 of the Recirculated DREIR, Appendix A of this document, and
Response to Comment RH 11 2-5.

Response to RH Il 2-7
Please see MR-5.
Response to RE Il 2-8

Please see MR-2.
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RESPONSE TO MRS. CECIL M. WAHLE (CW)
Response to CW 2-1

Please see Section 4.9 of the Recirculated Draft Revised EIR and Responses to MR-6.

Response to CW 2-2

As identified in the Draft REIR, Section 4.7, with the implementation of mitigation, the proposed
project will not result in any significant air quality impacts. In addition, please refer to Response to
MBUAPCD 1-1 and 1-4 of the Final EIR.

Response to CW 2-3

Water use for the equestrian center is baseline, not an impact of the proposed project. The REIR
quantitatively evaluates whether the SRA can sustain existing uses plus project demand with respect
to the supplies of the SRA itself, the CVA and the Carmel River. The project will not require any
user to forego water use or seek out new supplies. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the Recirculated Draft
REIR,

Appendix C, MR-17, MR-18 and the Final REIR Technical Memo 7.

Response to CW 2-4

The proposed development better achieves the goals, policies, and objectives of the Monterey County
General Plan and Carmel Valley Master Plan related to aesthetics, general land use policies, and
residential land use than other alternatives. Development envelopes, including all building sites and
septic disposal areas, have been located on slopes of less than 30 percent. The areas of 30 percent
slope where development is allowed consist of existing ranch roads that need to be improved to
accommodate the project, fire safety requirements, and county private road requirements. The road
system has been designed to achieve the maximum amount of resource protection while taking
advantage of existing ranch roads, where possible, to minimize resource disturbance. Portions of the
building sites for some inclusionary units (lots 5-11) are located on slopes greater than thirty percent,
but these are small portions of thirty percent slope within the proposed development envelopes. All
undeveloped areas of the project with slopes over 30 percent will be placed into a conservation and
scenic easement, per conditions of approval.

Response to CW 2-5

Please see Responses please see the Carmel Area Wastewater District (CAWD) comment letter and
Responses CAWD 1-1 and 1-2. CAWD has capacity to serve the project.

Response to CW 2-6

As identified in the Draft REIR, Section 4.6, with implementation of mitigation, the proposed project
will not result in any significant transportation and traffic impacts.
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Response to CW 2-7

The project applicant will be required to pay either fair share, in-lieu, or development fees to provide
the infrastructure needed to support the proposed project. Please see Response MR-13 and Section
4.13, Public Services and Utilities of the Draft REIR. Please see Response to CW 2-6.

Response to CW 2-8

Please see Response MR-14, MPRPD 1-1, SOCR 1-152, and SOCR 1-159. Please see Section 4-11
of the Draft REIR.

Response to CW 2-9

The comment is noted. As identified in the Draft REIR and the Recirculated DREIR, with mitigation,
all project-related and cumulative impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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STAUB FORESTRY (SF) Il
Response to SF Il 2-1

Comment noted. Although not specifically referenced in the REIR, this information was independ-
ently reviewed by the project consultants in reaching impact conclusions.

Response to SF 11 2-2
See Response to SF 11 2-1.
Response to SF Il 2-3
See Response to SF 11 2-1.
Response to SF Il 2-4
See Response to SF 11 2-1.
Response to SF Il 2-5
See Response to SF 11 2-1.
Response to SF Il 2-6

See Response to SF 11 2-1.
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