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DISCUSSION
Project Description
The applicant, Rancho Canada Ventures, LLC, proposes two residential subdivision scenarios for
the West Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club, located on the south side of Carmel Valley
Road (4860 Carmel Valley Road), approximately 0.6 miles east of Highway 1 (Attachments C
and D - plans for Project and Alternative). The original proposal (Project) is a 281-unit
residential subdivision consisting of a mix of single-family residences (141 units), townhomes
and condominiums (140 units). The alternative proposal (Alternative) is a lower-density, 130unit subdivision consisting primarily of single-family attached and detached lots, along with 12
condominium units. Both the Project and the Alternative are fully analyzed in the Rancho
Canada Village Project Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) which was
prepared and re-circulated (a previous Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for comment in
January 2008, making this a re-circulated environmental document) for public comment from
June 2 through August 8, 2016, a comment period of 68 days. The Carmel Valley Association
made a request for an extended comment period; based on this request, RMA-Planning staff
granted the Association until August 31 to submit its comments; therefore, any individual,
organization or agency that submits comments between the noticed August 8 RDEIR comment
deadline and August 31 will receive a response in the Final EIR when it is prepared.
Both subdivision scenarios, Project and Alternative, occupy the same general, approximately 40acre area of the West Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club; the 130-unit Alternative also
includes a 4.3 acre parcel (Lot 130), approximately one-half mile northeast of the main project
area, which is presently developed with maintenance facilities; the Alternative would allow for
the future redevelopment of one residence on this 4.3-acre parcel (Lot 130 would be rezoned
under the 130-unit Alternative to prevent further subdivision of the parcel). While there are far
more similarities than differences between the Project and the Alternative, there are notable
differences, such as: 1) the Alternative, unlike the Project, does not require the importation of
offsite fill material for proposed grading and site improvements; 2) the Alternative includes a
transfer of 60 acre-feet/year (AFY) of water to California-American Water (Cal-Am) for other
uses and an additional 50 AFY of water would be dedicated for in-stream purposes for the
benefit of the adjacent Carmel River; thus, despite proposing fewer than half the residential units
of the Project the Alternative would have slightly higher overall water usage due to the transfer
and in-stream dedication.
The entire Project site (including Lot 130 of the Alternative) is designated Public/Quasi-Public
(P/Q-P) by the Monterey County 2010 General Plan (2010 General Plan) and Carmel Valley
Master Plan (CVMP; the CVMP is included in the General Plan), with a Special Treatment Area
designation allowing for residential development subject to certain provisions, discussed in more
detail, below. The subject site is in the P/Q-P Zoning District, consistent with its General Plan
land use designation and the site’s long-time use as a public golf course. Approval of either the
Project or the Alternative will require a General Plan Amendment (the Project due to the number
of units proposed; the Alternative due the proportion of affordable units included) and rezoning
to a residential district(s). In order to fully develop either the Project or Alternative a Standard
Subdivision and Combined Development Permit for development in the Carmel River Flooplain,
tree removal, and grading and infrastructure installation will also be required, as well as Design
Review and Site approvals.
BACKGROUND
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Original Proposal: 281-Unit Subdivision and Specific Plan
The Rancho Canada Village (RCV) Project was submitted to the County in April 2004 and
deemed a complete application the following year, on August 10, 2005. At that time the Project
was subject to the provisions and policies of the 1982 General Plan, which was then in effect.
The RCV Project was originally proposed through a Specific Plan consisting principally of a
281-unit residential subdivision and open space/recreational improvements; this remains the
Project described in the present RDEIR. The proposed 281 units consist of a mix of small-lot
single-family residences, townhomes and condominiums, nearly half (140 of the 281 units) of
which are proposed as either affordable (56 affordable units; 20% of total units proposed) or
workforce (84 units; 30% of total units proposed) housing units. In January 2008, the Rancho
Canada Village Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared and
circulated for public comment; however, due to changing economic conditions and other factors
the project did not go forward for consideration by the Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors at that time and was essentially put on hold. The original 281-unit proposal remains
the Project described in the present RDEIR; the specific plan, however, is no longer proposed by
the applicant as its means of implementation.
ANALYSIS
2010 General Plan/Carmel Valley Master Plan
On October 26, 2010, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2010 Monterey County General
Plan, including an updated CVMP, which resulted in the establishment of a residential
subdivision building cap (CVMP Policy CV-1.6) of 266 new residential units in Carmel Valley.
Subsequent litigation, which amended the CVMP in February 2013, resulted in a lowering of the
building cap to 190 new residential units, 24 units of which were reserved for the Delfino
(former Carmel Valley Airport) Property. This 190-unit cap remains in effect, with only five
units subject to the cap having been approved to date. The 190-unit cap is significant in relation
to the RCV Project since the 281-unit proposal, unlike the 130-unit Alternative, exceeds the cap.
In addition to Policy CV-1.6, two additional 2010 General Plan policies bear directly on the
proposal; they are CVMP Policy CV-1.27 and Land Use Policy LU-9.3.
In recognition of the proposed RCV Project, the 2010 General Plan established a Special
Treatment Area (CVMP Policy CV-1.27) for the Rancho Canada Golf Club site and adjacent
properties that would allow residential development to occur despite the Area’s underlying P/QP land use and zoning designations. Residential subdivision and development would not
otherwise be allowed on P/Q-P designated properties in Monterey County. 2010 General Plan
Policy CV-1.27 states in full:
Special Treatment Area: Rancho Canada Village – Up to 40 acres within
properties located generally between Val Verde Drive and the Rancho
Canada Golf Course, from the Carmel River to Carmel Valley Road,
excluding portions of properties in [the] floodplain shall be designated as a
Special Treatment Area. Residential development may be allowed with a
density of up to10 units/acre in this area and shall provide a minimum of
50% Affordable/Workforce Housing. Prior to beginning new residential
development (excluding the first unit on an existing lot of record), projects
must address environmental resource constraints (e.g.: water, traffic,
flooding). (APN: 015-162-017-000, 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000,
015-162-039-000 and 015-162-040-000, 015-162-033-000, 015-162-035-
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000, 015-162-036-000, 015-162-037-000, 015-162-038-000, 015-021-005000)
Thus, while the Special Treatment Area allowed for residential development on the Ranch
Canada Golf Course site, it did so subject to density (up to 10 units per acre), area (up to 40
acres) and housing affordability (50% affordable/workforce housing) criteria. When the Special
Treatment Area was adopted, all of these criteria had been tailored to accommodate the proposed
281-unit Project, as it was then proposed. Since the 130-unit Alternative, which was submitted
to the County after the adoption of the 2010 General Plan, proposes only 20% of its units as
affordable (the applicant has proposed 25 moderate units; this is discussed in more detail, below)
a General Plan Amendment amending the “50% Affordable/Workforce Housing” provision of
Policy CV-1.27 would be required in order to find the Alternative in conformance with the 2010
General Plan.
The 2010 General Plan also includes Land Use Policy LU-9.3 (consistent with
Subdivision Map Act Section 66474.2), which states:
Tentative subdivision maps for both standard and minor subdivisions that
were approved prior to the adoption of this [2010] general plan may record
final maps subject to meeting all conditions of approval and other legal
requirements for the filing of parcel or final maps. Applications for
standard and minor subdivision maps that were deemed complete on or
before October 16, 2007 shall be governed by the plans, policies,
ordinances and standards in effect at the time the application was deemed
complete (emphasis added). Applications for standard and minor
subdivision maps that were deemed complete after October 16, 2007 shall
be subject to this General Plan and the ordinances, policies, and standards
that are enacted and in effect as a result of this General Plan.
The 1982 General Plan, in effect at the time the Project was deemed complete in August 2005,
did not contain a similar Special Treatment Area provision allowing residential subdivision and
land use; therefore, the Project would be inconsistent with the site’s P/Q-P land use designation
(and P/Q-P zoning) under the 1982 General Plan. Accordingly, since the superseded 1982
General Plan cannot be amended, the Project is subject to the current 2010 General Plan, which
allows residential use on the Rancho Canada Golf Course site through its Special Treatment Area
provisions. However, due to the establishment through CVMP Policy CV-1.6 of the “190 new
residential units cap” a General Plan Amendment increasing the cap would be needed in order to
approve the 281-unit Project. In brief, both the 281-unit Project (to allow new units in excess of
the 190-unit cap) and the lower-density 130-unit Alternative (lessening the 50% affordability
requirement to 20%) would require amending the 2010 General Plan/CVMP. One additional
issue related to amending the 2010 General Plan, Land Use Policy LU-9.6, which states in part:
“The Board shall consider two packages of general plan amendments per
year. Projects deemed complete prior to October 16, 2007 shall not be
subject to this limit;”
Based on this Policy, the project would not be subject to the two-times-per-year General Plan
Amendment limitation due to its August 2005 completion date.
130-Unit Alternative/Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
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In 2014, in response to the CVMP’s 190-unit cap and community concerns expressed about the
original Project being too dense and urban and potentially out of character with semi-rural
Carmel Valley, the applicant, Ranch Canada Ventures, LLC, devised a scaled-down, 130-unit
Alternative consisting of single-family lots, duet units (single-family attached residences that
share a common wall along a property line) and condominiums. Given the significant reduction
in residences, from 281 to 130, the applicant does not propose that the 130-unit Alternative
consist of 50% affordable or workforce housing units, as specified in the Special Treatment
Area. Based on the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance 20% affordability requirement
(Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, Section 18.40.070A), a minimum of 26 units of the 130
proposed units would need to be designated affordable; however, the applicant has proposed to
construct 25 rental units affordable to moderate-income households, rather than 26, based on the
premise that 125 new lots (the Project site consists of five existing parcels) are being created
through the proposed subdivision even though 130 new units are proposed. The Inclusionary
Ordinance (Section 18.40.070A) states, “to satisfy its inclusionary requirement on-site, a
residential development must construct inclusionary units in an amount equal to or greater than
twenty (20) percent of the total number of units approved for the residential development
(emphasis added).” The Alternative seeks approval of 130 total units, 20% of which is 26;
therefore, a minimum of 26 affordable, or inclusionary, units would be required, not 25.
The Inclusionary Housing Ordinance also requires that the 20% affordability requirement be
dispersed over a range of household income levels (8% moderate-income; 6% low-income; 6%
very low-income) rather than focused on one income category; in this case the applicant has
proposed moderate-income units only. The applicant has stated that due to the significant
reduction in units proposed between the Project and the Alternative it is not financially feasible
to comply with the Inclusionary Ordinance’s requirements, particularly related to providing low
and very low-income units. As an alternative to building 25 moderate-income rental units onsite,
the applicant has stated that 8% (10 units) of the 130 units could be built onsite for moderateincome households and approval sought from the County to pay an in-lieu fee for the required
very low and low-income units. Should, ultimately, a fee be paid in lieu of actually building
affordable units onsite, there is limited opportunity in Carmel Valley to develop affordable units
in the foreseeable future since affordable housing units are not exempt from the 190-unit cap.
In addition to the Inclusionary Ordinance, there are other policy considerations related to
affordable housing that need to be considered in the context of the 130-unit Alternative,
specifically, 2010 General Plan Policies LU-2.13 and LU-1.19.
General Plan Land Use Policy LU-2.13
General Policy LU-2.13 states:
The County shall assure consistent application of an Affordable Housing
Ordinance that requires 25% of new housing units be affordable to very low,
low, moderate, and workforce income households. The Affordable Housing
Ordinance shall include the following minimum requirements:
a) 6% of the units affordable to very low-income households
b) 6% of the units affordable to low-income households
c) 8% of the units affordable to moderate-income households
d) 5% of the units affordable to Workforce I income households
As stated, above, the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Chapter 18.40) requires 20% of
new housing units to be affordable to very low, low and moderate-income households at the
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percentages specified in Policy LU-2.13. Unlike Policy LU-2.13, the Inclusionary Ordinance
does not require 5% of new units to be affordable to Workforce I (120%-160% of median
County household income) income households. To date, no residential projects have been
required to provide 25% affordable units, consistent with Policy LU-2.13.
As stated, the basis for the applicant’s position for the Alternative to provide 20% affordable
units to moderate income households is the significant reduction in units from the original 281unit Project, which understandably made a higher proportion of affordable/workforce units more
financially viable. It is plausible that had the 130-unit Alternative been a likely or foreseeable
option at the time that the site’s Special Treatment Area designation (CVMP Policy CV-1.27)
was adopted the requirement for a minimum of 50% affordable/workforce housing would not
have been included. The 130-unit Alternative, at 3.25 units/acre (based on 40 acres), is well
below the 10 units/acre density allowed by the Special Treatment Area, indicating a fundamental
relationship (i.e., the greater the density the greater the percentage of affordability) between
density and affordability. The issue then is whether the 130-unit Alternative should:
1)
Comply with the existing Inclusionary Ordinance (20% total affordable units: 6%
very low, 6% low and 8% moderate-income);
2)
Comply with General Plan Policy LU-2.13 requiring 25% of new housing units to
be affordable (20%) and Workforce I (5%);
3)
Provide moderate income units onsite, as proposed by the applicant, with the
option of paying an in-lieu fee for the required very low and low-income units
required by the existing Inclusionary Ordinance.
4)
Maintain the Special Treatment Area criteria of “a minimum of 50%
affordable/Workforce Housing” shall be provided.
Since approval of the 130-unit Alternative would require a General Plan Amendment to the sitespecific Special Treatment Area language there is flexibility to choose from the options cited,
above.
General Plan Land Use Policy LU-1.19
An additional consideration in relation to the Project and more particularly the 130-unit
Alternative is General Plan Land Use Policy LU-1.19, which calls for the establishment of a
Development Evaluation System (DES) for areas of the County outside of Community Areas,
Rural Centers and Affordable Housing Overlay Districts. Despite being a distinctive,
identifiable unincorporated community within Monterey County, the General Plan does not
identify Carmel Valley as a Community Area. Once established (the DES is not yet in place),
the DES would provide a quantitative means of evaluating development proposed in areas of the
County not especially targeted or suited for future development. Essentially, the objective of the
DES is to discourage or prevent “leap frog” development not proximate to urbanized or
community areas where public services and facilities already exist. The DES criteria specified in
Policy LU-1.19 are:
a. Site Suitability
b. Infrastructure
c. Resource Management
d. Proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural Center
e. Mix/Balance of uses including Affordable Housing consistent with the
County Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program adopted pursuant
to the Monterey County Housing Element
f. Environmental Impacts and Potential Mitigation
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g. Proximity to multiple modes of transportation
h. Jobs-Housing balance within the community and between the community
and surrounding areas
i. Minimum passing score
Residential development shall incorporate the following minimum
requirements for developments in Rural Centers prior to the preparation of an
Infrastructure and Financing Study, or outside of a Community Area or rural
Center:
1) 35% affordable/Workforce housing (25% inclusionary; 10%
Workforce) for projects of five or more units to be considered.
2) If the project is designed with at least 15% farmworker inclusionary
housing, the minimum requirement may be reduced to 30% total.
This Development Evaluation System shall be established within 12 months of
adopting this General Plan.
Given the Project’s infill nature (the site has been developed as a 36-hole public golf course for
over 40 years) and location at the Mouth of Carmel Valley, near existing communities, major
roadways and services, the RCV Project and 130-unit Alternative are consistent with the
majority of the specified DES criteria, if the criteria were deemed to apply to an infill location
such as the proposed site. The one clear area of inconsistency between the 130-unit Alternative
and the DES concerns the proportion of affordable housing. In areas subject to the DES, the
DES calls for new residential development to provide 35% affordable/Workforce housing, 10%
more than General Plan Policy LU-2.13. However, as discussed, above, the RCV site is
designated as a Special Treatment Area (CVMP Policy CV-1.27) by the 2010 General Plan; a
designation that was established in acknowledgement of the RCV Project and, accordingly, treats
the site in a manner unique to its location. Under the Special Treatment Area designation, the
281-unit Project would provide nearly 50% affordable/workforce housing, but, as discussed, due
to the unit cap in CVMP Policy CV-1.6 the 281-unit Project cannot be approved without a
General Plan Amendment increasing or eliminating the 190-new units cap, an unlikely
occurrence given the community’s support of the cap, which was established just over three
years ago. Therefore, as previously discussed, a General Plan Amendment modifying the
Special Treatment Area’s 50% affordable/workforce housing provision is proposed in order to
allow for the 130-unit Alternative.
Given the project’s location at the Mouth of Carmel Valley, and the site’s direct access to/from
Carmel Valley Road, the RCV project is, overall, consistent with the infill-oriented criteria
specified in Policy LU-1.19.
Specifically, in terms of “site suitability,” “proximity to cities and communities,” and “multiple
modes of transportation,” the project’s location at the Mouth of Carmel Valley, near a mix of
commercial development and immediately adjacent to higher-density housing, makes the site
suitable for the type of residential development that is proposed. Moreover, the site’s suitability
for a residential project like the RCV proposal is reflected in the Special Treatment Area
designation and criteria placed on the project site, allowing for a residential project of this scale
and density on the existing Rancho Canada Golf Course. The site’s location also provides direct
access to Carmel Valley Road, the principal east-west transportation corridor through the valley,
and efficient access to Highway 1, the major north-south transportation corridor 0.6 miles west
of the proposed RCV site. Additionally, the nearby Monterey Peninsula communities of Carmelby-the-Sea, Pacific Grove and Monterey are within short travel distance of the site and offer a
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wide range of commercial and personal services, employment opportunities and, alternate modes
of transportation, including bus access, bicycling and walking.
Regarding “infrastructure and services,” the site has long been developed and used as a public
golf course, meaning that the proposed RCV project will result in less water usage than baseline
conditions. For instance, it is estimated that the residential component of the 130-unit
Alternative will use approximately one-third the water currently used by the West Course. To
reiterate, the site’s location in the more intensely developed Mouth of the Valley also makes it a
suitable location to more efficiently connect to other necessary infrastructure, such as sewer, and
to be more conveniently served by existing services, such as fire, police and schools.
Regarding the criteria “mix/balance of uses” and “jobs-housing balance,” the Project and
Alternative propose a significant amount of much-needed housing at the Mouth of the Valley.
As discussed, the Alternative is subject to the County’s Inclusionary Housing Program, and
through the mix of housing types (i.e., small-lot single-family detached, duet units and
apartments/condominiums) proposed should be “affordable by design” relative to the large-lot,
single-family detached residences more characteristic of Carmel Valley. While the majority of
the Alternative’s proposed units would not be subject to deed restriction, ensuring long-term
affordability based on income category (such as very low, low, moderate or workforce), the
proposed mix of small-lot attached and detached housing units builds in a degree of relative
affordability and would, based on recent housing trends, provide housing types more in sync
with younger, working families and seniors. As stated by the applicant, due to the significant
reduction in housing units from the original 281-unit Project, the 130-unit Alternative would not,
however, meet the “35% affordable/workforce housing criteria specified in Policy LU-1.19.
Finally, regarding “resource management” and “environmental impacts and potential
mitigations,” the RCV Project and Alternative propose to create a residential development that
would be compatible with the remaining18-hole East Golf Course (which will likely become
permanent open space and park land in the near future based on the site’s recent purchase by the
Public Trust for Land) and the surrounding park and open space land to the south. Specifically,
the RCV Project and Alternative would add and enhance native landscaping, trails and naturallooking ponds to accommodate onsite drainage and benefit wildlife. The project site will also
include connections to the existing bridge over the Carmel River, linking the site with Palo
Corona Regional Park, and will maintain wildlife corridors allowing species access through the
site to regional open space areas.
In summary, when considered in relation to the DES criteria specified in General Plan Land Use
Policy LU-1.19, the Project is, overall, consistent and, excepting the Policy’s 35% affordable
housing criteria, the Alternative is consistent as well.
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Figure 2-4
Proposed Project Lots and Parcels
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Figure 2-8
130-Unit Alternative Site Plan
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Connolly, Luke T. x5173
Nickerson, Jacquelyn x5240
FW: Rancho Canada Village
Wednesday, September 7, 2016 2:44:32 PM

Final message for PC workshop packet.
Luke Connolly, AICP
Management Specialist
County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency-Planning
T: 831.755.5173
E: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us
From: Jacqueline Zischke [mailto:jzischkelaw@charter.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2016 11:56 AM
To: Connolly, Luke T. x5173
Cc: Holm, Carl P. x5103; Ford, John H. x5158; Strimling, Wendy
Subject: Rancho Canada Village

I understand that the Carmel Valley Association is continuing in their efforts to delay the processing
of the Rancho Canada Village project, this time with a request to continue the Planning Commission
workshop currently scheduled for September 14th. On behalf of the project applicant, we formally
object to any continuance of the Planning Commission workshop, and respectfully request that the
County proceed as scheduled.
Sincerely,
Jacqueline Zischke

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL -- ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGE -- ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
The information contained in this electronic transmission is legally privileged and confidential, and it is intended
for the sole use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, please
take notice that any form of dissemination, distribution or photocopying of this electronic transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please immediately contact Jacqueline M.
Zischke, Attorney at Law, A professional Corporation at 831-761-8714 or at jzischkelaw@charter.net and
immediately delete this transmission.
Jacqueline M. Zischke, Attorney at law
A Professional Corporation
PO Box 1115
Salinas, Ca 93902
Phone: 831-761-8714
Fax: 1-888-385-9198
jzischkelaw@charter.net

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Connolly, Luke T. x5173
Nickerson, Jacquelyn x5240
FW: Rancho Canada Workshop
Wednesday, September 7, 2016 2:43:15 PM

Message for PC workshop packet.
Luke Connolly, AICP
Management Specialist
County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency-Planning
T: 831.755.5173
E: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us
From: Priscilla Walton [mailto:priswalton@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 5:27 PM
To: Ford, John H. x5158; Holm, Carl P. x5103; Mendez, Jose; ambrizal@co.monterey.ca.us; Padilla,
Cosme; Rochester, Don; Getzelman, Paul C.; duflock1@co.monterey.ca.us;
amyroberts@co.monterey.ca.us; Hert, Luther; kvandervere@co.monterey.ca.us;
mvdiehl@co.monterey.ca.us
Cc: Connolly, Luke T. x5173
Subject: Re: Rancho Canada Workshop

Dear John:
I appreciate your quick response. I apologize for the flurry of the many copies you
received of our email. For some reason they kept coming back as undeliverable so I
thought you were not receiving them. I am happy to know that you have received
them.
In spite of your clarification, it still does not make sense to do this workshop now. It
would have when or before the draft EIR was released. The public would have had an
opportunity to ask questions at that time. The problem is that if CVA learns new
information it is too late to make DEIR comments.
The purposes of the workshop would have been much more productive and met
better if the workshop had been held (1) BEFORE the RDEIR was released, or (2)
AFTER THE FEIR IS RELEASED. Right now is a very odd time to have a workshop,
when the process is in limbo, awaiting responses to the RDEIR comments.
I also noted that the workshop was not noted on the RCV website. CVA believes that
the workshop should not proceed given these circumstances. We would request that
it be delayed until the FDEIR is released. This would serve the involvement of the
public review process better. We hope that you will consider this.
Thank you,

Pris Walton, President, Carmel Valley Association

On Tuesday, September 6, 2016 3:12 PM, "Ford, John H. x5158" <FordJH@co.monterey.ca.us> wrote:

Hi Pris:
We have received CVA’s various emails and letters requesting the County not hold the
currently scheduled September 14, 2016 workshop on the Rancho Canada Village project
until the release of the FEIR. CVA expresses concern related to what the Workshop will
entail. First, a workshop is not a public hearing and does not take the place of the future
public hearings on the project.   No action on any element of the project will be taken at the
workshop. A workshop is informational. It is an opportunity for staff to present the project
and identify areas of controversy, and an opportunity for the Commission to learn about the
proposed project and ask questions. The public will have the opportunity to speak. The
workshop will be run by the Chair of the Planning Commission. I would anticipate that there
will be an overview of the project provided by staff, the applicant will be given the
opportunity to present information, the public will have the opportunity to speak, and the
Commission may have questions and then staff will be able to respond to questions.
In addition, the letters and emails state that CVA was not noticed of the Workshop.
Perhaps our notices have passed in route. On Thursday, September 1, 2016, an email
was sent to the CVA Attorney, Molly Erickson, advising of the workshop, and on Friday
September 2, 2016 CVA was mailed a notice of the Workshop at PO BOX 157, CARMEL
VALLEY CA 93924. The County mailed 720 notices to interested parties, including to
property owners in Community Services Area 50 boundaries, the applicant posted the site
and the County placed a notice in the Monterey County Weekly. Even though the
workshop is not a public hearing, we are endeavoring to make sure all interested parties
are notified, so the public can participate.   These courtesy notices went out more than 10
days in advance of the workshop.
We also recognize CVA has concerns with the EIR. No action is being taken on the EIR on
September 14. We are currently in process of preparing the FEIR, and do not believe it
premature to hold a workshop because the focus of the workshop is to provide the public
and Commission with an understanding of the project prior to being asked to weigh the
merits of the project.   The workshop will include identifying some of the types of comments
received.
We believe the Workshop is an important step in beginning the public review process. It
will familiarize the public and the Commission with what is proposed so they are better
prepared for the public hearing to begin.
If you have any additional questions, please contact me.
John

From: Priscilla Walton [mailto:priswalton@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 8:31 AM
To: Holm, Carl P. x5103; Ford, John H. x5158; Mendez, Jose; ambrizal@co.monterey.ca.us; Padilla,
Cosme; Rochester, Don; Getzelman, Paul C.; duflock1@co.monterey.ca.us;
amyroberts@co.monterey.ca.us; Hert, Luther; kvandervere@co.monterey.ca.us;
mvdiehl@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: Rancho Canada Workshop

September 6, 2016
Carl Holm
John Ford
Chair, Martha Diehl, Commissioners
Subject:Rancho Canada Workshop, Planning Commission September 14, 2016

The Carmel Valley Association requests that the Planning Commission not hold
the "Workshop" proposed for September 14 the Rancho Canada Village
subdivision. Instead, the County should postpone it until the County has
released the Final EIR for.
No County notice sent to Carmel Valley Association: It is now Tuesday,
September 6. The County did not send CVA a notice of the September 14
meeting. We found out about it second hand. It is less than ten days before the
workshop’s scheduled date. The County has known of CVA’s close attention to
this project for ten years. I, as CVA president, met with John Ford and have had
numerous email exchanges with John Ford in the last few weeks. Molly Ericson,
CVA attorney in this matter, as also had numerous email exchanges and
conversations with John Ford and Luke Connelly. At no time did the County staff
mention a Planning Commission workshop, much less have a workshop before
the Final EIR was released. There is no excuse for the failure to inform CVA
about the workshop, and for the failure to notify CVA at least ten days before the
Workshop.
Problems with EIRs for this project: As you may recall, the County issued a Draft
EIR in 2008 that was later withdrawn after the County saw the public comments
from CVA and others.
Then it took the County nearly 8 years to issue the Recirculated Draft EIR. The
Recirculated Draft EIR was extraordinarily long: more than three reams of
paper. On top of the sheer volume of pages was the unorthodox manner in
which the Recirculated DEIR it was put together – two different projects,
analyzed under two different General Plans (1982 and 2010) and two different
Master Plans in two different periods of time extending over nearly 10 years.

The Recirculated Draft had many of the same problems as the Draft EIR.
We believe it is likely that given the considerable number of serious and complex
questions posed on the Recirculated DEIR by the Carmel Valley Association,
Land Watch, other local agencies and others members of the public, another
draft EIR should be required. It is premature to have a workshop before then.
Critical issues of water and traffic are still unanswered. The Final EIR should
have information the Planning Commission needs – and the public needs to see
the responses to the public’s comments before making meaningful input to the
Commission on the project. Not having the Final EIR would severely limit the
meaningful public input, and may require it all to be redone in the future after the
Final EIR has been released. It would be a waste of the Planning Commission’s
time and the public’s time, and staff resources would be better spent on other
things. The workshop should be continued.
Questions about the proposed “Workshop”: The Carmel Valley Association asks
the following questions:
·      What's the difference between a Workshop and a Hearing before the
Planning Commission? We need a precise delineation between what occurs in
each, and what outcome of each is intended.
·      What is the purpose of this particular proposed workshop? Why is it being
held before the Final EIR has been released?
·      Why is it being held? On whose initiative? “The initiative of the Commission”
is not an acceptable answer; please point us to any public discussion of the
Commission as to a workshop for this project. What events or conversations
with what specific parties stimulated the decision to hold the workshop?
·      What is the agenda for the proposed workshop? What issues are to be under
consideration? Are any matters to be excluded?  What is the format? Who
moderates or facilitates the workshop? Who are scheduled speakers or panels?
How long is it scheduled for?
These are questions to which the public should be given firm answers by the
Planning Commission well ahead of any workshop.
Conclusion: In the interest of good government and the practice of democracy
by inclusion of the public in what is supposed to be a "Public Process," the
Planning Commission workshop should be continued until after the Final Rancho
Canada EIR is released.
Please respond promptly. Our Board and our membership deserve to know why
the County staff is pushing so hard to force this project through the County
approval process.

Sincerely.
Pris Walton, President, Carmel Valley Association
Attachment: Carmel Valley Association comments on “Recirculated EIR Draft
Environmental Impact Report” for Rancho Canada Village subdivision application
submitted August 31st, 2016

