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DISCUSSION
BACKGROUND
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 FEIR. 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 FEIR; the specific plan, however,
is no longer proposed by the applicant as its means of implementation.
Project Description
The applicant, Rancho Canada Ventures, LLC, proposes residential subdivision 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:
- 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, 130-unit subdivision consisting
primarily of single-family attached and detached lots, along with 12 condominium units.
The application includes a Standard Subdivision and Combined Development Permit for
development in the Carmel River Floodplain, tree removal, and grading and infrastructure
installation will also be required, as well as Design Review and Site approvals.
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 and a residence; the Alternative
would allow for the future redevelopment of one residence on this 4.3-acre parcel. A primary
difference of the Alternative it that it does not require the importation of offsite fill material for
proposed grading and site improvements. Disposition of water not required for the 130-unit
project is proposed as follows:
a) Transfer water to California-American Water (Cal-Am) for other uses (up to 60 acrefeet/year); and
b) Dedicate water for in-stream purposes for the benefit of the adjacent Carmel River (up to
50 acre-feet/year).
While the Rancho Canada Village EIR water analysis includes these components, County action
is focused on having a long-term water supply for the project. Subsequent actions relative to
water rights/credits by other agencies may require further analysis for their consideration.
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Approximately 82-acres 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). This designation is consistent with the site’s long-time use as a
public golf course. A Special Treatment Area (STA) overlay was added as part of the 2010
General Plan update to allow for residential development subject to certain provisions, discussed
in more detail below. This STA overlay would allow residential development without a change
to the underlying land use/zoning designation provided the project conforms to STA provisions.
- The 130-unit Alternative would be allowed under the STA. However, the applicant
proposes to reduce the proportion of affordable units required, which requires a General
Plan Amendment (Amending the STA language in Policy CV-1.27). Although not
technically required, the applicant also requests changing the land use/zoning designation
from P/Q-P to residential. Under the 1982 General Plan, the 130-Unit Alternative would
require changing the land use/zoning designation from P/Q-P to medium density
residential, and be subject to providing 20% affordable units at various income levels
(very low, low, moderate).
- The 281-unit Project would be allowed under the STA and could meet the affordability
proportion. However, a buildout cap established in the 2010 General Plan (CV-1.6) only
has capacity for 160 units. Amending the cap in CV-1.6 would require agreement from
Carmel Valley Association (CVA) in accordance with a settlement agreement between
CVA and County. Under the 1982 General Plan, the 281-Unit Project would require
changing the land use/zoning designation from P/Q-P to high density residential, and be
subject to providing 20% affordable units at various income levels (very low, low,
moderate).
Environmental Review
Both the Project and the Alternative are fully analyzed in the Rancho Canada Village Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR):
- Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) was prepared for this proposal
and re-circulated (a previous Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for comment in
January 2008) for public comment from June 2 through August 8, 2016, a comment
period of 68 days. The Carmel Valley Association requested an extended comment
period in order to prepare their comments; based on this request, RMA-Planning staff
granted the Association until August 31 to submit its comments and, accordingly,
accepted and responded to comments from other individuals, organizations or agencies
that submitted comments between the noticed August 8 RDEIR comment deadline and
August 31.
- Draft Final Environmental Impact Report was provided to the Planning Commission on
November 9, 2016. The draft FEIR includes response to comments received during the
comment period. Some text in the RDEIR was amended as a result of comments
received. Staff finds that responses amplify and clarify the RDEIR analysis and there is
no need to recirculate the RDEIR. The RDEIR and the FEIR combined constitute the
EIR being considered. CEQA requires that the Lead Agency (County) shall provide
written response to public agencies 10 days prior to certifying and EIR (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088). The 10 days is specific to public agencies that submitted
comments, and to the Board of Supervisors as the final decision-making body. Staff will
provide the Final EIR to applicable public agencies at least 10 days prior to the Board
hearing (scheduled for December 13/ 14, pending Commission action).
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The RDEIR addressed a range of CEQA issues and resource areas, including: land use,
traffic and transportation, visual aesthetics, hydrology/flooding, water supply, biological
resources, geology and soils, and construction impacts. Traffic, hydrology and water supply
are the main environmental issues associated with the Project and Alternative, with the
Alternative generally having less of an environmental impact (the RDEIR identified the 130unit Alternative as the “environmentally superior alternative” of the alternatives considered)
than the Project due to its reduced scale. All of these issues are discussed in greater detail
later in this report.
ANALYSIS
General Plan/Carmel Valley Master Plan
At the time the Project was deemed complete in August 2005, the operative policy documents in
effect was the 1982 General Plan and 1987 Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP). These plans
did not contain provisions allowing residential subdivision and land use on the Golf Course site.
As such, the Project was fundamentally inconsistent with the site’s P/Q-P land use designation
(and P/Q-P zoning) under the 1982 General Plan. The application included a Specific Plan that
would become the operative policy regulations for the subject property.
The 1987 CVMP included a buildout cap for new residential units and lots (Policy 27.3.5 CV).
At the time the application was deemed complete, the number of units proposed by the Project
was below that remaining under the 1987 CVMP cap.
On October 26, 2010, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2010 Monterey County General
Plan, including an updated CVMP. Following a lengthy process that included consideration of a
Community Area or Rural Center designation at the mouth of the Carmel Valley, the 2010 GP
established a residential subdivision building cap (CVMP Policy CV-1.6) of 266 new residential
lots or units in Carmel Valley. In recognition of the proposed RCV Project, the 2010 General
Plan also established a Special Treatment Area (CVMP Policy CV-1.27) for the Rancho Canada
Golf Club site that would allow residential development to occur despite the Area’s underlying
P/Q-P General Plan land use and zoning designations. Residential subdivision and development
is not otherwise allowed on P/Q-P designated properties (the exception being one residence on
an existing P/Q-P designated lot) 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, 015-162-035000, 015-162-036-000, 015-162-037-000, 015-162-038-000, 015-021-005000)
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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.
Subsequent litigation by Carmel Valley Association (CVA) resulted in amendments to the
CVMP in February 2013. Amendments included lowering of the building cap to 190 new
residential units, 24 units of which are reserved for the Delfino Property (former Carmel Valley
Airport). Effectively, 166 units would be available for use other than on the Delfino property.
The establishment of the 190-unit cap under CVMP Policy CV-1.6 is a guiding policy in terms
of land use, development and traffic control throughout Carmel Valley.
To date, six (6) units subject to the cap having been approved to date. This essentially means
that with the Delfino property reservation there are 160 new units currently available under the
residential cap. The 281-unit RCV Project would meet the 1987 CVMP unit cap and original
cap of 266 lots/units in 2010 GP (multiple units on a lot), but it exceeds the amended 2010 unit
cap (190 units with 24 allocated to Delfino). The 130-unit Alternative is within the limits of all
three unit caps.
Rancho Canada Village Special Treatment Area allows for residential development on the
Rancho Canada Golf Course site 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 281-unit
RCV Project, as it was then proposed. 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, like the Project, consist of 50% affordable or
workforce housing units, as specified in the Special Treatment Area. The 130-unit Alternative,
submitted to the County after the adoption of the 2010 General Plan, proposes 25 (20%)
moderate units, which requires a General Plan Amendment eliminating or modifying the “50%
Affordable/Workforce Housing” provision of Policy CV-1.27 in order to find the Alternative in
conformance with the 2010 General Plan.
As an alternative to amending the STA language, the 130-unit Alternative could be allowed
through a General Plan Amendment to the CVMP Land Use Plan, amending the land use
designation of the RCV site from P/Q-P to Medium-Density Residential, consistent with the
Alternative’s proposed residential density. This would leave the Special Treatment Area’s 50%
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affordable/workforce housing criteria intact and the Special Treatment criteria could still be
applied to the remainder of the Special Treatment Area, that being the approximately 180-acre
East Golf Course. However, given the recent acquisition of Rancho Canada’s East Golf Course
by the Trust for Public Land for conversion to parkland and open space uses as well as the 40
acre cap in the STA, it is unlikely that a future residential project of any kind would be
developed under the STA.
In consultation with county counsel, staff determined that the superseded 1982 General Plan
cannot be amended. As such, 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, discussed above. As proposed, both the 281-unit Project and the lower-density 130unit Alternative would require amending the 2010 General Plan/CVMP:
- 281-unit Project to allow new units in excess of the 190-unit cap.
- 130-unit Alternative to reduce the 50% affordability requirement to 20%
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.
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
At the time the project was deemed complete in 2005, the County’s Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance (Section 18.40.070A MCC) required subdivision to include 20% of units (very low,
low, moderate income levels) on site. Section 18.40.070A MCC 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.” The Project site consists of five existing parcels that would allow
one residential unit per lot. As such, the 130-unit Alternative would have a net increase of 125
units.
With an interpretation that the terms “lots” and “units” are synonymous, a minimum of 25
inclusionary units would be required for 125 additional lots. If 20% is based on 130 units, the
applicant would be required to provide 26 affordable units. The applicant has proposed to
construct 25 rental units affordable to moderate-income households only (no on site units for low
or very low income levels).
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, unless the decision-maker finds
that the requirements would cause a taking or it would be appropriate to modify the requirements
as a result of unusual or unforeseen circumstances (Section 18.40.050B.2 of Monterey County
Code) ; in this case the applicant has proposed moderate-income rental 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
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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 moderate- income households and approval sought from
the County to pay an in-lieu fee for the required very low and low-income units. Payment of an
in-lieu fee would require applicant to demonstrate that “specific characteristics of the site, such
as lack of access to services, zoning which requires large lot development, or potentially high
site maintenance costs, make the site unsuitable for development.” (Section 18.40.090.C of
Monterey County Code.) Should, ultimately, a fee be paid in lieu of actually building affordable
units onsite, for the foreseeable future there is limited opportunity in Carmel Valley to develop
affordable housing 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
Policy LU-2.13 of the 2010 General Plan requires changing the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
to require a proportion of 25% affordable units, retaining the 20% for low, very-low and
moderate income levels and adding 5% for workforce units. 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
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%-140% 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 regarding affordability is whether the 130-unit
Alternative should:
1)

Comply with the existing Inclusionary Ordinance requirements (20% total
affordable units: 6% very low, 6% low and 8% moderate-income);
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2)
3)

4)

Comply with General Plan Policy LU-2.13 requiring 25% of new housing units to
be affordable (20%) and Workforce I (5%);
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.
Maintain the Special Treatment Area criteria of “a minimum of 50%
affordable/Workforce Housing.” As discussed, the Special Treatment Area
affordability criteria could be maintained and the 130-unit Alternative could be
approved by amending the CVMP Land Use Plan from P/Q-P to Medium-Density
Residential. This, however, would leave only the East Golf Course subject to the
Special Treatment Area and the East Course is likely to be converted to parkland
and open space use in the near future, following its acquisition by the Trust for
Public Land.

Since approval of the 130-unit Alternative would require a General Plan Amendment, either a
text amendment to the site-specific Special Treatment Area language or the CVMP Land Use
Plan, there is flexibility to choose from the options cited, above. Given that General Plan Policy
LU-2.13 specifies 25 % of new housing units be affordable (20%) and Workforce I (5%) that
would appear to be a reasonable requirement for the Alternative based on the significant
reduction in units (281 to 130) proposed by the applicant while maintaining consistency with the
2010 General Plan.
These options were presented to the Housing Advisory Committee (HAC). By Code, the HAC
provides recommendations on variation from the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. The HAC
was not able to reach consensus on a recommendation for this project.
2010 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. During the development of 2010 GP, this area
was considered for designation as a Community Area, Rural Center or Affordable Housing
Overlay recognizing proximity to services at the mouth of the Valley.
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 targeted or especially suited for
development. Essentially, the objective of the DES is to strongly discourage or avoid “leap frog”
development not proximate to urbanized or community areas where public services and facilities
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.
This Project is infill in 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. In addition, the STA designation applies a distinct intent for a higher
level of development in this area.
RCV Project and 130-unit Alternative are consistent with the majority of the specified DES
criteria, if the criteria are deemed to apply to an infill location such as the proposed site. As with
the Special Treatment Area, the Inclusionary Ordinance and General Plan Policy LU-2.13, the
one clear area of inconsistency between the 130-unit Alternative and the DES is the proportion
(and income level) of affordable housing proposed.
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 CV1.27) by the 2010 General Plan; a site-specific designation that was established in
acknowledgement of the RCV Project and, accordingly, treats the property 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 through a settlement agreement.
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 130unit Alternative.
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 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
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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 Carmel-bythe-Sea, Pacific Grove and Monterey are within short travel distance of the site and offer a 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. By adopting the proposed General Plan
Amendment, modifying the Special Treatment Area to allow for a minimum provision of 20%
affordable housing, notwithstanding any other General Plan policies, this inconsistency will be
resolved.
Flood Control and Drainage Improvements
This site is located along the northern levee of the Carmel River. In 1995 and 1998 the northern
levee failed resulting in river flow through Rancho Canada Golf Course, down Rio Road, and
over SR1 into Hatton Fields. Community Service Area (CSA) 50 has commissioned various
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studies to address both riverine and interior drainage impacts. Currently water sheet flows across
properties west of the school toward Val Verde Drive because there is no defined drainage swale.
A study recently completed for CSA 50 in 2014 (updating a 2002 study/plan) identifies a
drainage swale collecting runoff from under Carmel Valley Road along the western border of the
middle school straight down to the Carmel River.
As part of an adopted plan, this property would be subject to dedicating an easement for future
drainage along its western border. At a minimum, the County would be looking to create an
open swale from Carmel Valley Road to Carmel River. The applicant’s design includes a belowgrade pipe oriented in a north-south direction along the site’s western boundary. This pipe
would connect to a future County drainage project, immediately to the north, that would direct
storm water from Carmel Valley Road to the Carmel River, greatly lessening storm water-related
flood impacts in the area.
The Alternative also includes the installation of a large culvert (10’ x 12’) along the site’s
western edge that would address riverine flooding. These improvements, not required through
the CEQA process as mitigations, should lessen both riverine and storm water-related flooding
for properties at the mouth of the Valley.
Policy PS-3.2 Long-Term Sustainable Water
The fundamental intent of the County General Plan Goal PS-3 and associated policies PS-3.1 and
PS-3.9 (and other related policies) is that new development must have a long-term water supply
in terms of quantity and quality. The analysis shows that the Proposed Project or the 130-unit
Alternative would not increase consumptive water use, would result in increased recharge to the
Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer, and would not result in any substantial adverse effect on Carmel
River instream flows. In regards to quality, the Proposed Project or the 130-unit Alternative
would draw water from the same location that Cal-Am already draws water to serve its
customers. Regardless of the mode of water delivery for the proposed residential use (Cal-Am
distribution system or a separate community services district or mutual water company), the
water can be treated to all regulatory standards just like the water being drawn at present from
Cal-Am wells on the Rancho Canada golf course property and in nearby adjacent areas. Thus,
the water source is of an acceptable water quality.
The proposed water supply for this project was reviewed using the criteria in County General
Plan Policy PS-3.2 (Policy criteria in italics):


Water Quality: Water is the same quality as current local Cal-Am wells and is thus of acceptable
water quality. See discussion above.



Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to a permit from a
regulatory agency, production capability, and any adverse effect on the economic
extraction of water or other effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, including recovery
rates: The analysis in the EIR shows that the on-site pumping levels would be less than
baseline pumping levels which will help with groundwater recharge and thus would have
no adverse effects to other wells or groundwater level recovery.



Technical, managerial and financial capability of the water purveyor or water system
operator: If the project is served by Cal-Am, it has proven capabilities to deliver water.
If a separate water system is proposed, the Project Applicant will be required to obtain all
necessary permits for the separate water delivery system and to demonstrate to the
County’s satisfaction that the water delivery system can deliver water consistently and
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perpetually to the project. With mitigation, the project’s water supply can meet this
criteria.


The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to water from the source:
There are riparian rights associated with the project site that meet the water needs of
either the Project or Alternative. The Applicant is also seeking to obtain an appropriative
right from the SWRCB in order to facilitate the proposed water transfer.



Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from the source,
and the ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or otherwise
affecting supply: Cumulative conditions were taken into account when establishing
significance criteria for the water supply analysis in the EIR as no net increase in
consumptive water use, no net reduction in groundwater recharge, and no substantial
adverse change in instream flows in the Carmel River. The project’s water supply impact
will not exceed any of the significance criteria. The project would reduce water use
relative to baseline and help to reverse cumulative trends of water supply impacts on the
Carmel River.



Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment including on instream flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life,
and the migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing impacts on the
environment and to those resources and species: The project’s water supply will not
result in a net increase in consumptive water use, no net reduction in groundwater
recharge, and no substantial adverse change in instream flows in the Carmel River. Thus,
it will not result in any additional extraction or diversion of water impacts on the
environment and will not result in impacts to riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other
aquatic life, or migration potential for steelhead. The project instead should benefit
riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish and other aquatic life and help improve spring and
summer instream flows.



Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of best practices, to renew
or sustain aquifer or basin functions: The project will not adversely affect aquifer or
basin functions and will not hinder other efforts to renew aquifer or basin functions, such
as the development of an alternative water supply to Cal-Am’s withdrawals in excess of
its current water rights or the dedication of water to instream uses by others. The project
will instead contribute to sustaining aquifer and basin functions.



The hauling of water shall not be a fact or nor a criterion for the proof of a long term
sustainable water supply: Hauling of water is not proposed by either the Project or the
Alternative.

With proposed Mitigation Measure PS-1 to ensure delivery of the project’s water supply and
constrain it to a maximum of the amounts estimated in this EIR, the Proposed Project or the 130unit Alternative is considered to have a long-term sustainable water supply because it has already
met the relevant criteria and/or will be required to meet the relevant criteria prior to issuance of
any building permits.
Transportation/Traffic
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130-unit Alternative, unlike the Project, is consistent with abandonment of the Official Plan Line
for the extension of Rio Road (CV-2.19). Access on the western edge of the property connecting
to the existing Rio Road would be limited to pedestrian, bicycle and emergency vehicles only as
part of the Alternative.
Traffic impacts to Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road are the only impacts of the Project and
Alternative that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. The Alternative would
generate far fewer vehicle trips and generate less overall traffic due to the significant reduction in
new residential units in comparison to the Project, but the Alternative would nevertheless result
in traffic impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level, even though traffic
mitigation measures, such as fair-share payment of fees (i.e., CVTIP Traffic Impact fee), are
required.
An additional traffic/transportation-related issue was brought to staff’s attention after the close of
public comment on the RDEIR and the September 14 Planning Commission workshop on the
Rancho Canada proposal. The issue is the retention of the existing parking lot east of the RCV
site that served the 36-hole golf course. Since the RCV Project/Alternative would “remove” 18
holes of the overall golf course (i.e., one full championship course) from operating, the
Transportation and Traffic section of the RDEIR accounted for this loss of 50% of the total golf
course by subtracting (Table 3.7-8 Rancho Canada Village Project RDEIR) the average daily
vehicle trips (414) generated by the 18-hole course from the average vehicle trips that would be
generated by the Project (2,460) or Alternative (1,325). The subtraction of trips in a situation
like this is standard practice in traffic analysis. The golf course is the Project/Alternative’s
baseline condition and 18 holes of the golf course would be displaced by the Project/Alternative
on the West Course. The golf course was the generator of the vehicle trips, not the presence of
the parking lot. So, whether the existing parking lot that served both 18-hole golf courses
remains the trips associated with the use are no longer occurring. Should a subsequent parks or
open space project (the existing parking lot is on land recently acquired by the Trust for Public
Land for park purposes) be proposed in the future, on the site that includes the parking lot, then
the lot’s adequacy to serve the proposed open space use would be a valid issue.
Other Project Alternatives Considered in the EIR
In addition to the 130-unit Alternative, which was described and evaluated at a level equivalent
to the Project, six additional alternatives to the Project were considered in the EIR, they are: 1)
No Project Alternative; 2) East Golf Course Alternative; 3) Medium-Density Alternative (186
units); 4) Low-Density Alternative (40 units); 5) Rio Road Extension Emergency Access-Only
Alternative; 6) Stemple Property Avoidance Alternative.
The No Project Alternative would result in just that, no project; the site would remain the former
West Course (the West Course ceased operation earlier this year) of the Rancho Canada Golf
Club and no development, residential or otherwise, would occur. The East Course Alternative
considered developing the Project on the East Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club in order
to create a greater physical separation from Carmel Middle School, the church and residential
areas to the west of the Project site. The East Course Alternative was not considered viable,
however, since the development area needed would encroach into the Carmel River Floodplain.
Moreover, now that the East Course properties have been acquired by the Trust for Public Land
for park and open space purposes, this alternative is rendered infeasible. The Rio Road
Extension Emergency Access-Only and Stemple Property Avoidance Alternatives considered
minor changes to the Project related to limiting vehicular access (Rio Road) and the exclusion of
a small, oddly-shaped property (Stemple) on the Project’s northern boundary. Neither of these
Rancho Canada Village (PLN040061)
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alternatives would result in any significant differences from the Project and the 130-unit
Alternative already incorporates the defining elements of both these alternatives (i.e., Rio Road
would be used only for pedestrian, bicycle and emergency vehicle access and the Stemple
Property is not included) into its design.
The two remaining alternatives, Medium-Density (186 units) and Low-Density Alternatives,
consider residential projects at densities less than the proposed Project at the Project location.
The Medium-Density Alternative includes 186 residential units, 95 fewer than the original
Project and would therefore lessen, though not avoid, some resource impacts, such as traffic.
Similar to the Project, though, the Medium-Density Alternative would require an increase to the
CVMP Policy CV-1.6 residential unit cap in that it includes 26 more units than the remaining
cap (160) allows. The Medium-Density Alternative would meet the Project objectives of
creating a residential community that would include affordable/workforce housing, though at a
much smaller proportion than the Project (the Medium-Density Alternative would include
approximately 44 affordable/workforce units, 24% of the unit total). From a policy standpoint,
the Medium-Density Alternative does not comply with either the Carmel Valley unit cap or the
Special Treatment Area affordability requirements. The Low-Density Alternative includes 40
new lots/residences and assumes the same amount of open space (approximately 40 acres)
proposed by the Project would be retained. Thus, the site would be developed with lots
averaging about one-acre in area, more in keeping with the semi-rural character of Carmel
Valley. This alternative, however, would obviously result in far fewer new housing
opportunities than both the Project and the 130-unit Alternative and is at a density well below
that anticipated, or allowed, by the Special Treatment Area (10 units/acre).
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DRAFT RESOLUTION
Before the Planning Commission in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California
In the matter of the application of:
RANCHO CANADA VILLAGE (PLN040061)
RESOLUTION NO. 16 - ___
Resolution by the Monterey County Planning
Commission making recommendation to Board of
Supervisors to:
1) Certify the Rancho Canada Village
Environmental Impact Report;
2) AdoptCEQA Findings and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations;
3) Amend Policy CV-1.27 of the 2010 General
Plan/Carmel Valley Master Plan reducing the
proportion of affordability housing required
from 50% to 20%;
4) Rezone site from Public/Quasi-Public to
Medium-Density Residential;
5) Approving the Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map for the 130-unit Alternative;
6) Approve a Combined Development Permit
consisting of a Use Permits for development
in the Carmel River Floodplain, tree removal,
and grading and infrastructure installation;
and
7) Adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Plan.
[4860 Carmel Valley Road, Carmel Valley,
located on the south side of Carmel Valley Road
approximately 0.6 miles east of Highway 1,
APNs: 015-162-009-000, 015-162-017; 015-162025-000, 015-162-026-000, 015-162-033-000,
015-162-039-000, 015-162-040-000, 015-162041-000, 015-162-042-000, 015-162-043-000,
015-162-045-000, 015-162-046-000 and 015162-047-000.]

The Rancho Canada Village application (PLN040061) came on for public hearing before
the Monterey County Planning Commission on November 16, 2016. Having considered all
the written and documentary evidence, the administrative record, the staff report, oral
testimony, and other evidence presented, the Planning Commission finds and decides as
follows:
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FINDINGS
1.

CONSISTENCY – The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the
applicable plans and policies which designate this area as appropriate
for development.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

a)

Project Description. The proposed project, referred to as the 130-unit
Alternative (Alternative) in the FEIR, is a 130-unit residential
subdivision consisting of 118 single-family residential parcels and 12
condominium lots/units (hereafter referred to as “project” or
“Alternative”). The revised Vesting Tentative Map divides
approximately 81.7 acres into 118 single-family residential parcels;
one condominium parcel with 12 condominium lots/units; and seven
(7) parcels for roadway, open space and common area purposes
serving the residential subdivision. The project includes a General
Plan amendment to amend Carmel Valley Master Plan Policy CV-1.27
and rezoning, as described further below. The 130-unit Alternative
occupies an approximately 82-acre area of the former West Course of
the Rancho Canada Golf Club and 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 and a
residence; the Alternative would allow for the future redevelopment of
one residence on Lot 130. Residential lots and roadways make up
approximately 28 acres of the site; approximately 53 acres of the site
are open space, conservation and common areas.
The Alternative includes applicant’s proposal to transfer 60 acrefeet/year (AFY) of water to California-American Water (Cal-Am) and
to dedicate an additional 50 AFY of water for in-stream purposes to
the Carmel River. Additionally, the western portion of the 130-unit
Alternative site includes a below-grade storm drainage pipe to
accommodate off-site drainage and a culvert to address area-wide
riparian flooding.
The entire Alternative site (including Lot 130 of the Alternative) is
designated Public/Quasi-Public (P/Q-P) by the Monterey County 2010
General Plan, with a Special Treatment Area designation allowing for
residential development. 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 the
Alternative requires a General Plan Amendment (amending CVMP
Policy CV-1.27 due to the proportion of affordable units included) and
rezoning to the Medium-Density Residential (MDR) Zoning District,
consistent with the proposed density of the Alternative. In order to
fully develop the Alternative, a Standard Subdivision and Combined
Development Permit for development in the Carmel River Floodplain,
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tree removal (up to 139 native trees would be removed), and grading
(no imported fill material is proposed) and infrastructure installation
will also be required.
b)

c)

The Alternative project area is located on the south side of Carmel
Valley Road, approximately 0.6 miles east of State Highway 1, on the
former West Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club, 4860 Carmel
Valley Road, Carmel Valley. Lot 130 of the Alternative is located on
the south side of Carmel Valley Road, approximately 1 mile east of
State Highway 1. The 130-unit Alternative consists of or includes
portions of Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs): 015-162-009-000, 015162-017; 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000, 015-162-033-000, 015162-039-000, 015-162-040-000, 015-162-041-000, 015-162-042-000,
015-162-043-000, 015-162-045-000, 015-162-046-000 and 015-162047-000. The site is within the Carmel Valley Master Plan area.
The applicant is Rancho Canada Ventures, LLC. The applicant’s
predecessor in interest submitted the original project application to the
County in April 2004, and the application was deemed complete on
August 10, 2005. The application included a specific plan and a 281unit residential subdivision (hereafter the “RCV Project”) and open
space/recreational improvement. The EIR analyzed the RCV Project
and the 130 unit Alternative which is the subject of this resolution.
During the course of review of this application, the Alternative has
been reviewed for consistency with the text, policies, and regulations
in the:
- 2010 Monterey County General Plan;
- Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan;
Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP);
- Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21); and
- Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19).
The Project is subject to the 2010 General Plan. The project
application was deemed complete in August 2005. Per the
Subdivision Map Act, the application is subject to the ordinances,
policies, and standards in effect at the date the application was deemed
complete; however, as an exception to that rule, “if the subdivision
applicant requests changes in applicable ordinances, policies or
standards in connection with the same development project, any
ordinances, policies or standard adopted pursuant to the applicant’s
request shall apply.” (Government Code sec. 66474.2.) The 130 unit
project would need an amendment to the land use designation of the
1982 General Plan if the project were subject to the 1982 General
Plan. Instead, as is allowable under the Map Act, the applicant has
elected to come under the 2010 General Plan Special Treatment Area
Policy with a proposed amendment to modify the requirement for a
minimum of 50% affordable/workforce housing to 20% affordable
housing; therefore, County is applying the 2010 General Plan to this
project. With that amendment,the Alternative is consistent with the
2010 General Plan/CVMP. A rezoning of the site from Public/QuasiPublic (P/Q-P) to Medium-Density Residential (MDR), to conform to
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the General Plan Special Treatment Area, is also proposed. The
proposed General Plan amendment is as follows (changes shown in
strikethrough/italics):
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. Notwithstanding any other
General Plan policies, residential development may be allowed with a
density of up to 10 units/acre in this area with a minimum 520%
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, 015162-026-000, 015-162-039-000 and 015-162-040-000, 015-162-033000, 015-162-035-000, 015-162-036-000, 015-162-037-000, 015-162038-000, 015-021- 005-000)
d)

The Alternative site is located on the south side of Carmel Valley
Road, approximately 0.6 miles east of State Highway 1 on the western
portion of the former West Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club;
one additional, noncontiguous, 4.6-acre parcel (Lot 130) included in
the Alternative is located approximately 0.5 miles east of the former
West Course site.
The total area of the Alternative site is approximately 81.7 acres, 39.4
acres of which, adjacent to the Carmel River, is designated as
permanent open space and conservation uses, leaving 42.3 acres for
residential use and common areas serving the residential lots. Based
on an area of 42.3 acres the residential density is 3.07 units/acre. Of
the approximately 42.3 acres, 28.5 of which are devoted to residential
use, for density of 4.56 units/acre. Whether density is considered at
either 3.07 units/acre or 4.56, the Alternative is consistent with the
Medium-Density Residential (MDR) General Plan and Zoning District
density ranges of 1-5 units/acre. A zoning change re-designating the
site from the existing P/Q-P to MDR is included in the Alternative
project description. Like other Carmel valley properties, the
Alternative site, including Lot 130, is presently in the Site Plan
Review (S) and Design Control (D) overlay Zoning Districts. The
rezoning of the western portion of the Alternative site to from P/Q-P
to MDR will not alter the S and D overlay designations, the site will
remain in both the S and D districts and subject to the districts’
requirements. A zoning ordinance would be presented to the Board to
rezone the site from Public/Quasi-Public to Medium-Density
Residential and Low-Density Residential .
The entire Alternative site, including Lot 130, is designated
Public/Quasi-Public (P/Q-P) by the General Plan//CVMP, with a
Special Treatment Area (CVMP Policy CV-1.27) designation
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allowing for residential development subject to certain provisions,
despite the P/Q-P designation. Due to the existing Special Treatment
Area, which allows residential development, the Alternative is not
inconsistent with the General Plan in terms of land use. The
Alternative includes an amendment to modify the text of the Special
Treatment Area solely to address the issue of the required amount of
affordable/Workforce housing, reducing the requirement from 50%
affordable/workforce to 20% affordable. Therefore, the Alternative is
consistent with the General Plan relative to land use.
.
In order to develop the Alternative, a Standard Subdivision and
Combined Development Permit for development in the Carmel River
Floodplain, tree removal, and grading and infrastructure installation is
included in the project description. Through approval of the
Combined Development Permit and Standard Subdivision as well as
the General Plan amendment and zoning, the project is consistent with
the land use and zoning for the site.
e)

The Alternative site is located on the south side of Carmel Valley
Road at the mouth of Carmel Valley. The site is bordered by
residentially-developed and designated (though undeveloped)
properties to the west, parkland and open space to the south, the East
Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club to the east, and the Carmel
Middle School and a church to the north. The site will take access
from Carmel Valley Road, the principal east-west corridor in the area
and is near (0.6 miles) Highway 1, the major north-south corridor in
the area. Significant commercial development lies west of the
Alternative site, abutting Highway 1. The Alternative is located on an
infill site at the mouth of the Valley and is compatible with the nearby
residential uses, which include both higher density development to the
west and lower density development to the east, as well as the
institutional, open space and commercial uses in the vicinity.

f)

The project planner conducted site inspections in May and June 2015,
when the West Course was operational, and in September 2016, after
the course ceased operation. Through these visits project planner
verified that the project conforms to the plans listed above and is
suitable for the proposed development and uses.

g)

2010 Monterey County General Plan Policy LU-1.19. The project, as
proposed and conditioned, is consistent with the provisions of General
Plan Policy LU-1.19, though the Policy’s applicability to the site is
uncertain due to the existing Special Treatment Area (CV-1.27) and
the Policy’s intent to apply to areas of the County not targeted for
development. The Special treatment Area designation clearly targets
the site for development. Given the Alternative’s location in Carmel
Valley, it is outside of a Community Area, Rural Center or Affordable
Housing Overlay, the areas that specified as exempt from Policy LU1.19. While the Alternative is being considered in advance of
adoption of the Development Evaluation System (DES), County has
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applied the DES evaluation criteria to projects pending development
of the DES. This project meets the evaluation criteria set forth in
Policy LU-1.19, with the exception of not providing a minimum 35%
affordable/Workforce housing. Based on the specific facts associated
with this application it is determined that the project would pass the
DES, if a pass/fail scoring system were in place. Policy LU-1.19
states: “Community Areas, Rural Centers and Affordable Housing
Overlay districts are the top priority for development in the
unincorporated areas of the County. Outside of those areas, a
Development Evaluation System shall be established to provide a
systematic, consistent, predictable, and quantitative method for
decision-makers to evaluate developments of five or more lots or units
and developments of equivalent or greater traffic, water, or
wastewater intensity. The system shall be a pass-fail system and shall
include a mechanism to quantitatively evaluate development in light of
the policies of the General Plan and the implementing regulations,
resources and infrastructure, and the overall quality of the
development. Evaluation criteria shall include but are not limited to:
a. Site Suitability
b. Infrastructure
c. Resource Management
d. Proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural Center
Mix/Balance of uses including Affordable Housing consistent with
the County Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program
adopted pursuant to the Monterey County Housing Element
e. Environmental Impacts and Potential Mitigation
f. Proximity to multiple modes of transportation
g. Jobs-Housing balance within the community and between the
community and surrounding areas
h. 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 36hole public golf course for over 40 years) and location at the Mouth of
Carmel Valley, near existing communities, major roadways and
services, the 130-unit Alternative is consistent with the majority of the
specified DES criteria, if the criteria are deemed to apply to an infill
location such as the proposed site. As with the Special Treatment
Area, the Inclusionary Ordinance and General Plan Policy LU-2.13,
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the one potential area of inconsistency between the 130-unit
Alternative and the DES is the proportion of affordable housing
included. In areas subject to the DES, the DES calls for new
residential development to provide “35% affordable/Workforce
housing,” or 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 sitespecific designation that was established in acknowledgement of the
RCV Project and, accordingly, treats the property in a manner unique
to its location. Under the Special Treatment Area designation, the
originally proposed 281-unit Project would have provided nearly 50%
affordable/workforce housing, but, 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. Therefore, as previously discussed, a General Plan Amendment
modifying the Special Treatment Area’s 50% affordable/workforce
housing provision is included as part of the Alternative..
Specifically addressing Policy LU-1.19’s criteria: 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 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 Carmel-by-the-Sea,
Pacific Grove and Monterey are within short travel distance of the site
and offer a 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 130unit Alternative will use approximately one-third the water historically
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
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balance,” the Alternative proposes a significant amount of muchneeded 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.
By adopting the proposed General Plan Amendment, modifying the
Special Treatment Area to allow for a minimum provision of 20%
affordable housing, notwithstanding any other General Plan policies,
this inconsistency will be resolved. Under the proposed General Plan
amendment, 20% of the units would be deed-restricted to be
affordable to moderate income households (up to 120% of median
income), which would still result in needed affordable housing in
Carmel Valley.
Finally, regarding “resource management” and “environmental
impacts and potential mitigations,” the Alternative would create a
residential development 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 Alternative would add and enhance
native landscaping, trails and natural-looking 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 and with the proposed
General Plan amendment, the Alternative is consistent.
h)

The project was referred to the Carmel Valley Land Use Advisory
Committee (LUAC) for review on three occasions: May 2004
(original 281-unit Project only); September 21, 2015 and February 1,
2016 meetings. At both the September 21 and February 1 meetings
the 130-unit Alternative was presented and discussed in detail. Both
the applicant and County staff attended the LUAC meetings, presented
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information and responded to questions from LUAC members and the
public. At the conclusion of the February 1 meeting (continued from
September 15, 2015), the LUAC voted to not provide a
recommendation to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors regarding the RCV Project or Alternative based on the
RDEIR not being completed and available for their review. Similarly,
when the 281-unit Project was presented to the LUAC in May 2004,
the LUAC voted to not make a recommendation due to the
unavailability of the DEIR.

2.

i)

The Project and Alternative were presented to the Housing Advisory
Committee (HAC) at its March 9, 2016 meeting. Both the applicant
and County staff attended the HAC meeting, presented information
and responded to questions from HAC members. The HAC’s
discussion focused on the proportion of affordable units that should be
required of the 130-unit Alternative, but ultimately, after three
separate motions, the HAC did not provide a recommendation due a
lack of majority on the motions.

j)

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the
proposed development found in Project File PLN040061.
SITE SUITABILITY – The site is physically suitable for the use
proposed.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

a)

The project has been reviewed for site suitability by the following
departments and agencies: RMA-Planning; Cypress and Carmel
Highlands Fire Protection Districts; Parks Department, RMA-Public
Works, RMA-Environmental Services; Environmental Health Bureau,
Water Resources Agency; Economic Development Department
(Housing); and Monterey County Sheriff’s Office; Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District; Transportation Agency of
Monterey County; Monterey-Salinas Transit District; Caltrans;
Carmel Unified School District; National Marine fisheries Service.
There has been no indication from these departments/agencies that the
site is not suitable for the proposed development. Standard and
project-specific conditions of approval and mitigation measures to
insure orderly development and compliance with current development
standards have been attached to this resolution and are part of this
project’s approval.

b)

Staff identified potential impacts to Geology and Soils; Hydrology;
Biological Resources; Aesthetics; Land Use; Hazards and Hazardous
Materials; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; Noise; Public
Services, Utilities and recreation; Cultural Resources; Population and
Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change. . The
The project planner conducted site inspections in May and June 2015,
when the West Course was operational, and in September 2016, after
the course ceased operation. Through these visits project planner

c)
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verified that the project conforms to the plans listed above and is
suitable for the proposed development and uses.
d)

3.

4.

HEALTH AND SAFETY / NO VIOLATIONS - The establishment,
maintenance, or operation of the project applied for will not under the
circumstances of this particular case be detrimental to the health,
safety, peace, morals, comfort, and general welfare of persons residing
or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use, or be
detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County. The subject
property is presently in compliance with all rules and regulations
pertaining to zoning uses, subdivision, and any other applicable
provisions of the County’s zoning ordinance. No violations exist on
the property.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning for
the proposed development found in Project File PLN040061.

a)

All necessary public facilities are available to the project site. The
sewer service is provided by the Carmel Area Wastewater District
(CAWD) and water is provided by the California American Water
Company. Water and Sewer are available to the site from Carmel
Valley Road as well as gas, electric, telephone, and television
utilities.

b)

A medium density residential project on an infill site that the General
Plan considers for densities up to 10 units/acre is consistent with the
land use pattern in the area and will not adversely affect the
surrounding residential areas.

c)

Staff conducted site inspections on May and June2015 and September
2016; and researched County records to assess if any violation exists
on the subject property. Staff reviewed Monterey County RMA Planning and Building Services records and is not aware of any
violations existing on subject property, and there no known violations
on the subject parcel.

d)

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning for
the proposed development found in Project File PLN1040061.
CEQA (EIR) –The “draft” Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the Rancho Canada Village Project, including the fully analyzed
130-unit Alternative, has been completed in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); the draft Final EIR
was presented to the County of Monterey Planning Commission, and
the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information
contained in the EIR prior to recommending approval of the project;
and the Planning Commission finds the EIR reflects the County of

Rancho Canada Village (PLN040061)

Page 10

Monterey’s independent judgment and analysis.
EVIDENCE:

a)

CEQA requires preparation of an environmental impact report if there
is substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment.

b)

The draft FEIR for the Rancho Canada Village Project application
(RMA-Planning File No. PLN040061) was prepared in accordance
with CEQA. The Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) for PLN040061
was circulated for public review from June 2, through August 8, 2016
(SCH#: 2006081150); however, comments received through August
31, 2016 were responded to and included in the FEIR.

c)

Issues that were analyzed in the EIR include Aesthetics, Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate
Change, Cultural Resources, Geology, Seismicity and Soils,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use, Noise and Vibration, Public
Services and Utilities, Transportation and Circulation and Hazards and
Hazardous Materials. The EIR identified potentially significant
impacts that are either less than significant or can be mitigated to less
than significant levels associated with Aesthetics; Air Quality;
Biological Resources; Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate
Change; Cultural Resources; Geology, Seismicity and Soils;
Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use; Noise; Transportation and
Circulation, and Public Services and Utilities and Hazards; Population
and Housing; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR also
identified unavoidable significant impacts associated with
Transportation and Circulation that cannot be mitigated to less than
significant levels . As described in these findings and in the Final
EIR, the mitigation measures avoid or substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects to less than significant levels (see
Finding No. 6), or, for impacts identified as significant and
unavoidable, all feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated,
but even with such mitigation, the impacts remain significant.

d)

Public review of the RDEIR generated comments from the public and
public agencies. The County responded to these comments and made
revisions to the RDEIR. Response to comments and revisions to the
RDEIR constitute the Final EIR. The FEIR made available to the
public on November 9, 2016. Together, the RDEIR, the revisions to
the RDEIR, the comments of persons and organizations commenting
on the RDEIR, and a list of all such persons and organizations, the
November 9, 2016 draft FEIR containing responses to the comments
constitute the draft Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) on the
project. The November 9, 2016 draft FEIR will be finalized prior to
the Board of Supervisors’ hearing on the project and presented to the
Board of Supervisors for their consideration.

e)

No consultation required under Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) was
conducted with a Native American Tribe relative to Tribal Cultural
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Resources because the Notice Of Preparation (NOP) for this project
was issued on August 30, 2006 and was available for public review
until September 29, 2016. The requirement for tribal consultation
pursuant to AB52 is for projects that had a NOP issued on or after July
1, 2015.

5.

FINDING:

f)

All project changes required to avoid significant effects on the
environment have been incorporated into the project and/or are made
conditions of approval. A Condition Compliance and Mitigation
Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan will be prepared in accordance with
Monterey County regulations and is designed to ensure compliance
during project implementation. The applicant must enter into an
“Agreement to Implement a Mitigation Monitoring and/or Reporting
Plan” as a condition of project approval

g)

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), upon finalizing the
FEIR and at least 10 days prior to the Board of Supervisors’
consideration of the FEIR, the County will notify those public
agencies that submitted comments on the DEIR that a FEIR is
available for review and provides the proposed responses to the public
agency comments.

h)

Evidence that has been received and considered includes: the
application, technical studies/reports (see Finding No. 2, Site
Suitability), staff report that reflects the County’s independent
judgment, and information and testimony presented during public
meetings and hearings (as applicable). These documents are on file in
RMA-Planning (File No. PLN040061) and are hereby incorporated by
reference.

i)

Monterey County RMA-Planning, located at 168 W. Alisal, 2nd
Floor, Salinas, California, 93901, is the custodian of documents and
other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which
the decision to certify the Final EIR will be based.
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR THAT ARE REDUCED
TO A LEVEL OF “LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” BY THE
MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR AND
ADOPTED FOR THE PROJECT – The project would result in
significant and potentially significant impacts that will be mitigated to
a less than significant level due to incorporation of mitigation
measures from the EIR into the conditions of project approval.
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the
environment as identified in the draft FEIR. This Resolution
incorporates all of the mitigation measures, identified in the Rancho
Canada Village Project draft FEIR, which are not cited individually in
this document, and makes them conditions of approval of the
Alternative. All resource areas that could result in a potentially
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significant environmental impact can be mitigated through the
measures cited in the draft FEIR to a level of less than significance,
with the exception of project and cumulative traffic impacts.
EVIDENCE:

6.

a)

FINDING:

The EIR identified potentially significant impacts that require
mitigation to Aesthetics; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources;
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change; Air Quality; Public
Services, Utilities and Recreation; Geology, Seismicity and Soils;
Land Use; Noise; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Population and
Housing and Transportation and Circulation which could result from
all components of Project. These impacts will be mitigated to a less
than significant level with incorporation of mitigation measures from
the EIR into the conditions of project approval. In its
recommendation to the Board, the Planning Commission considered
project approval subject to conditions of approval that incorporate the
proposed mitigation.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS –
(POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR THAT ARE NOT
REDUCED TO A LEVEL OF “LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” BY
THE MITIGATION MEASURES) – The project will result in
significant and unavoidable impacts that will not be mitigated to a less
than significant level even with the incorporation of mitigation
measures from the EIR into the conditions of project approval.
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations, including considerations for the provision of
affordable housing opportunities for workers, make infeasible
additional mitigation.

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

The EIR identified potentially significant impacts to Transportation
and Circulation, which could result from the project. Mitigation
measures have been identified which reduce some of these impacts,
but not to a level of insignificance, these impacts are significant and
unavoidable and will not be mitigated to a less than significant level.
Transportation and Circulation. The RDEIR identified significant and
unavoidable impacts to the following areas. Full description and
analysis of transportation and traffic impacts is provided in Chapter
3.7 of the RDEIR and draft FEIR:
- Construction traffic associated with the Alternative is not
expected to lower LOS levels on any affected roadway. However,
given that there are failing operations under existing conditions at
certain locations, such as along Highway 1 and at the Laureles
Grade/SR 68 intersection, the addition of construction traffic
would result in a significant impact. Mitigation Measure (MM)
TRA-3 would reduce construction impacts, but would not avoid all
contributions to locations with existing failing traffic operations.
- Traffic on segments of State Highway 1 and Carmel Valley
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Road. The Alternative would increase local traffic on these major
area roadways and would contribute to regional traffic. The
Alternative would have lower direct traffic generation but would
still contribute cumulatively to significant traffic impacts on State
Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road. At these locations
cumulative impacts are considered unavoidable due to the
unavailability of feasible mitigation measures to sufficiently
improve traffic flow without resulting in secondary impacts and
fundamental inconsistency with the intent of the CVMP relative to
maintaining the semi-rural character of Carmel Valley and
community preferences to not widen Highway 1.

7.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT - The EIR
evaluated a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the
proposed project in compliance with CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations make infeasible the project alternatives identified in the
EIR. The alternatives identified in the EIR and the reasons they are
infeasible are described below:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (f)(2), an alternative
project location need only be analyzed if the significant effects of the
proposed project would be avoided or substantially lessened by
putting the project in another location.
In addition to the 130-unit Alternative, which was described and
evaluated at a level equivalent to the Project, six additional
alternatives to the Project were considered in the EIR, they are: 1) No
Project Alternative; 2) East Golf Course Alternative; 3) MediumDensity Alternative (186 units); 4) Low-Density Alternative (40
units); 5) Rio Road Extension Emergency Access-Only Alternative; 6)
Stemple Property Avoidance Alternative.
The No Project Alternative would result in just that, no project; the
site would remain the former West Course (the West Course ceased
operation earlier this year) of the Rancho Canada Golf Club and no
development, residential or otherwise, would occur.
The East Course Alternative considered developing the Project on the
East Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club in order to create a
greater physical separation from Carmel Middle School, the church
and residential areas to the west of the Project site. The East Course
Alternative was not considered viable, however, since the
development area needed would encroach into the Carmel River
Flooplain. Moreover, now that the East Course properties have been
acquired by the Trust for Public Land for park and open space
purposes, this alternative is rendered infeasible.
The Rio Road Extension Emergency Access-Only and Stemple
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Property Avoidance Alternatives considered minor changes to the
Project related to limiting vehicular access (Rio Road) and the
exclusion of a small, oddly-shaped property (Stemple) on the Project’s
northern boundary. Neither of these alternatives would result in any
significant differences from the Project and the 130-unit Alternative
already incorporates the defining elements of both these alternatives
(i.e., Rio Road would be used only for pedestrian, bicycle and
emergency vehicle access and the Stemple Property is not included)
into its design.
The two remaining alternatives, Medium-Density (186 units) and
Low-Density Alternatives, consider residential projects at densities
less than the proposed Project at the Project location. The MediumDensity Alternative includes 186 residential units, 95 fewer than the
original Project and would therefore lessen, though not avoid, some
resource impacts, such as traffic. Similar to the Project, though, the
Medium-Density Alternative would require an increase to the CVMP
Policy CV-1.6 residential unit cap in that it includes 26 more units
than the remaining cap (160) allows. The Medium-Density
Alternative would meet the Project objectives of creating a residential
community that would include affordable/workforce housing, though
at a much smaller proportion than the Project (the Medium-Density
Alternative would include approximately 44 affordable/workforce
units, 24% of the unit total). From a policy standpoint, the MediumDensity Alternative does not comply with either the Carmel Valley
unit cap or the Special Treatment Area affordability requirements.
The Low-Density Alternative includes 40 new lots/residences and
assumes the same amount of open space (approximately 40 acres)
proposed by the Project would be retained. Thus, the site would be
developed with lots averaging about one-acre in area, more in keeping
with the semi-rural character of Carmel Valley. This alternative,
however, would obviously result in far fewer new housing
opportunities than both the Project and the 130-unit Alternative and is
at a density well below that anticipated, or allowed, by the Special
Treatment Area (10 units/acre).

8.

FINDING:

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS - Per
Public Resources Code section 21081(b) and section 15093 of the
CEQA Guidelines, with respect to the identified significant
unavoidable environmental effects of the project, the Planning
Commission has weighed the economic, legal, social, technological,
and other benefits, including region-wide and statewide environmental
benefits, of the project against its unavoidable significant
environmental impacts in making its recommendation to the Board
regarding the project. The Planning Commission recommends that the
Board of Supervisors find that the benefits of the project outweigh its
unavoidable, adverse environmental impacts such that the adverse
environmental effects may be considered acceptable. Each benefit set
forth below constitutes an overriding consideration warranting
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approval of the project, independent of other benefits, despite each
and every unavoidable impact.
EVIDENCE: a)

The proposed Alternative will result in development that will provide
benefits described herein to the surrounding community and the
County as a whole. Any one of the facts listed below would be
sufficient, in balancing the public good in approving this project
against the unavoidable significant impacts identified, to find that the
benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects. The project would provide the following
benefits to the public:
i. The Alternative provides housing in an area of limited new home
construction and provides a range of housing types, such as smalllot single-family and condominium units that are not typical of the
Carmel Valley area and are relatively more affordable in
comparison to the typical large-lot single-family residences and
ranch homes that characterize Carmel Valley. Carmel Valley, like
much of the Monterey Peninsula, is an area of the County where
there has been little success in providing affordable housing. The
project proposes to provide 25 Inclusionary units of rental
affordable housing at Moderate income levels in the Carmel
Valley/Greater Monterey Peninsula Planning Area - an area with a
recognized need for affordable housing. The 2015 – 2023 County
of Monterey Housing Element Update, adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on January 26, 2016, identifies a shortage of
affordable housing in the unincorporated areas of the county.
Based upon the fact that the rents in the Greater Monterey
Peninsula Planning area are higher than elsewhere in the County,
resulting in housing which is not affordable, this project will
provide housing affordable to moderate income households. This
project helps achieve Policy H-3.7 of the Housing Element, to
“work to achieve balanced housing production proportional to the
job-based housing demand in each region of the unincorporated
area.” This project will assist in providing the jobs/housing
balance, as the project will provide housing affordable to the young
professionals who work on the Monterey Peninsula and are trying
to enter the housing market, as well as seniors or other residents
looking to downsize from a larger single-family residence and
move to a condominium, duet unit or small-lot single-family
residence. The Alternative provides housing opportunities for
targeted Workforce housing groups and young professionals who
may not otherwise get into the Carmel Valley/Monterey Peninsula
housing market.
ii. The Alternative will permanently preserve approximately 40 acres
of open space of the 81.7-acre project site. The open space would
consist of naturally-landscaped areas and ponds/drainage basins
adjacent to the Carmel River. Several conditions of approval of
this project require the preservation and active management of this
area. Without approval of the project and the imminent closure of
the golf course, the area’s future use would remain uncertain. The
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Alternative includes a condition of approval requiring the applicant
to place the majority of the area in permanent conservation
easement or to actively protect and manage the area;
iii. The Alternative will install new trails open to the public and
strengthen connections to existing open space areas, including
Palo Corona Park..
iv. The Alternative will create economic benefits to the County and
the economy through the creation of jobs for construction
(temporary), and the creation of new property tax revenue through
higher property valuation. Given the intent to build the
subdivision out over time by individual property owners this
could also have the added benefit of involving local contractors
and trade persons and enabling them to acquire current job skills
and familiarity with current codes.
v. The Alternative includes a dedication of water to the Carmel River
for instream purposes that is not imposed through mitigation
measures or other regulatory requirements.
vi. The Alternative includes flood control and drainage improvements
unrelated to any required mitigations measures. The two principal
elements are a below-grade pipe oriented in a north-south direction
along the site’s western boundary. This pipe would connect to a
future County drainage project, immediately to the north, that would
direct storm water from Carmel Valley Road to the Carmel River,
greatly lessening storm water-related flood impacts in the area. The
Alternative also includes the installation of a large culvert (10’ x 12’)
along the site’s western edge that would address riverine flooding.
These improvements, not required through the CEQA process as
mitigations should lessen both riverine and storm water-related
flooding for properties at the mouth of the Valley.
9.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

c)
d)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM - Per Public
Resources Code section 21081.6 and the County-adopted Condition of
Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the
County is, as part of this action, adopting a reporting or monitoring
plan for the changes made to the project or conditions of project
approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment.
Adoption of the MMRP is part of the Planning Commission’s
recommendation. The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR will
be incorporated as conditions of approval and are included as an
attachment to this resolution recommending approval of the project.
The Applicant/Owner of the project will be required to enter into an
“Agreement to Implement a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Plan” as a condition of approval for the project .
Mitigation measures are found in the draft FEIR for the Rancho
Canada Village Project, November 2016. .
The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the
project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the proposed
development found in Project File PLN040061.
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10.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

11.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

RECIRCULATION NOT REQUIRED – No new significant
information has been added to the EIR since circulation of the DEIR
that would require recirculation of the EIR. Per Section 15088.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines, the County of Monterey is required to
recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the
EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for
public review but before certification. “Significant new information”
requiring recirculation may include, for example, a disclosure
showing:
1) A new significant environmental impact resulting from the
project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be
implemented;
2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance;
3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure,
considerably different from others previously analyzed, that
clearly would lessen the significant environmental impacts of
the project, but that the project’s proponents decline to adopt;
or
4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and
comment were precluded.
No such significant new information has been added.
Per Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required where the new information merely clarifies,
amplifies or makes minor modifications to an adequate EIR. The
information provided since the draft EIR meets those criteria.
All the text revisions to the draft EIR and revisions to mitigation
measures since the DEIR provide clarification and additional detail.
The changes do not result in a new significant impact or substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact and therefore
recirculation is not required.
FISH AND GAME FEE – For purposes of the Fish and Game Code,
the project will have a significant adverse impact on the fish and
wildlife resources upon which the wildlife depends.
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) reviewed the
DEIR. Analysis contained in the EIR and the record as a whole indicate
the project could result in changes to the resources listed in DFW
regulations. All land development projects that are subject to
environmental review are subject to a State filing fee plus the County
recording fee, unless the DFW determines that the project will have no
effect on fish and wildlife resources. The site supports biological and
forest resources. For purposes of the Fish and Game Code, the project
will have a significant adverse impact on the fish and wildlife
resources upon which the wildlife depends. Therefore, the project will
be required to pay the State fee in effect at the time of the recordation of
the Notice of Determination to the Monterey County Clerk/Recorder for
processing said fee and posting the Notice of Determination (NOD).
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b)

c)
12.

13.

TREE REMOVAL – The tree removal is the minimum required
under the circumstances and the removal will not involve a risk of
adverse environmental impacts.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the
project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the proposed
development found in Project File PLN 040061.
Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing Project Final EIR.

a)

The Alternative includes the removal of up to 435 trees (139 native
trees, including Cottonwood, Sycamore, Willow, Box Elder and Coast
Live Oak). In accordance with the applicable policies of the 2010
General Plan, Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan, Carmel Valley
Master Plan and Monterey County Code (Title 16 and Title 21), a Use
Permit is required and the criteria to grant said permit have been met.

b)

A Restoration Plan was prepared by Zander Associates (2006) and
incorporated into the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the
project. The 130-unit Alternative is subject to Mitigation Measures
BIO-4, BIO-5 and BIO-6.

c)

The project site consists of approximately 81.7 acres of land used as a
golf course for over 40 years. The southern portion of the property,
adjacent to the Carmel River, includes more mature trees and natural
terrain, but is still part of the West Course of the Rancho Canada Golf
Club. As proposed, the development would result in the removal of
up to approximately 435 trees.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

c)
d)

WILDFIRE PROTECTION STANDARDS IN STATE
RESPONSIBILITY AREAS – The subject project, as conditioned,
will ensure standardized basic emergency access and fire protection
pursuant to Section 4290 of the Public Resource Code.
The project site is within the Monterey County State Responsibility
Area, and the project would expose people and structures to risk of
wildland fire where proposed residential development is adjacent to
undeveloped open space.
Monterey County Code Section 18.56, Wildfire Protection Standards
in State Responsibility Areas, requires that future design and
construction of structures, subdivisions and developments in State
Responsibility Areas shall provide for emergency access and
perimeter wildfire protection measures. The proposed development,
as designed and conditioned, provides for emergency access and fire
suppression.
Emergency vehicle access to the project site would be from Carmel
Valley Road .
Conditions of Approval have been applied to the project to ensure the
following: 1) all driveways meet minimum requirements regarding
width, surface, grade, and turning radius or turnaround; 2)
maintenance of adequate defensible space around all structures; and 3)
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all structures have adequate fire protection equipment [sprinkler
systems], fire alarms systems, and roof construction.
14.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

c)

LONG-TERM SUSTAINABLE WATER SUPPLY AND
ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM – The project has a
long-term, sustainable water supply, both in quality and quantity, and
an adequate water supply system to serve the development as required
by General Plan Policies PS-3.1 and PS-3.2, respectively.
The new development will use or require the use of water. The 130
residential units and associated facilities will use approximately 70
acre feet per year (AFY) of water and up to 60 AFY is proposed to be
transferred to Cal-Am users through a subsequent permit issued by the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. (MPWMD)
The fundamental intent of the County General Plan Goal PS-3 and
associated policies is that new development must have a long-term
water supply in terms of quantity and quality. The analysis shows that
the 130-unit Alternative would not increase consumptive water use,
would result in increased recharge to the Carmel Valley Alluvial
Aquifer, and would not result in any substantial adverse effect on
Carmel River instream flows. In regards to quality, the 130-unit
Alternative would draw water from the same location that Cal-Am
currently draws water to serve its customers. Regardless of the mode
of water delivery for the proposed residential use (Cal-Am distribution
system or a separate community services district or mutual water
company), the water can be treated to all regulatory standards just like
the water being drawn at present from Cal-Am wells on the Rancho
Canada Golf Course property and in nearby adjacent areas. Thus, the
water source is of an acceptable water quality.
The proposed water supply for this project was reviewed using the
criteria in County General Plan Policy PS-3.2 (Policy criteria in
italics):
- Water Quality: Water is the same quality as current local CalAm wells and is thus of acceptable water quality.
- Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to
a permit from a regulatory agency, production capability, and
any adverse effect on the economic extraction of water or other
effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, including recovery
rates: The analysis in the FEIR shows that the on-site pumping
levels would be less than baseline pumping levels which will
help with groundwater recharge and thus would have no
adverse effects to other wells or groundwater level recovery.
- Technical, managerial and financial capability of the water
purveyor or water system operator: If the project is served by
Cal-Am, it has proven capabilities to deliver water. If a
separate water system is proposed, the Project Applicant will
be required to obtain all necessary permits for the separate
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water delivery system and to demonstrate to the County’s
satisfaction that the water delivery system can deliver water
consistently and perpetually to the project. With mitigation,
the project’s water supply can meet this criteria.
- The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to
water from the source: There are riparian rights associated
with the project site that meet the water needs of either the
Project or Alternative. The Applicant is also seeking to obtain
an appropriative right from the SWRCB in order to facilitate
the proposed water transfer.
- Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for
water from the source, and the ability to reverse trends
contributing to an overdraft condition or otherwise affecting
supply: Cumulative conditions were taken into account when
establishing significance criteria for the water supply analysis
in the EIR as no net increase in consumptive water use, no net
reduction in groundwater recharge, and no substantial adverse
change in instream flows in the Carmel River. The project’s
water supply impact will not exceed any of the significance
criteria. The project would reduce water use relative to
baseline and help to reverse cumulative trends of water supply
impacts on the Carmel River.
- Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the
environment including on in-stream flows necessary to support
riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, and the
migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing
impacts on the environment and to those resources and species:
The project’s water supply will not result in a net increase in
consumptive water use, no net reduction in groundwater
recharge, and no substantial adverse change in instream flows
in the Carmel River. Thus, it will not result in any additional
extraction or diversion of water impacts on the environment
and will not result in impacts to riparian vegetation, wetlands,
fish or other aquatic life, or migration potential for steelhead.
The project instead should benefit riparian vegetation,
wetlands, fish and other aquatic life and help improve spring
and summer instream flows.
- Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of
best practices, to renew or sustain aquifer or basin functions:
The project will not adversely affect aquifer or basin functions
and will not hinder other efforts to renew aquifer or basin
functions, such as the development of an alternative water
supply to Cal-Am’s withdrawals in excess of its current water
rights or the dedication of water to instream uses by others.
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The project will instead contribute to sustaining aquifer and
basin functions.
- The hauling of water shall not be a fact or nor a criterion for the
proof of a long term sustainable water supply: Hauling of
water is not proposed by either the Project or the Alternative.
-

15.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a.)

16.

FINDING:

With proposed Mitigation Measure PS-1 to ensure delivery of the
project’s water supply and constrain it to a maximum of the
amounts estimated in this EIR, the Proposed Project or the 130unit Alternative is considered to have a long-term sustainable
water supply because it has already met the relevant criteria and/or
will be required to meet the relevant criteria prior to issuance of
any building permits.

SUBDIVISION – Section 66474 of the California Government Code
(Subdivision Map Act) and Title 19 (Subdivision Ordinance) of the
Monterey County Code require that a request for subdivision be denied
if any of the following findings are made:
1. That the proposed map is not consistent with the applicable general
plan and specific plans.
2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not
consistent with the applicable general plan and specific plans.
3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of
development.
5. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is
likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially
and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.
6. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely
to cause serious public health problems.
7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.
The Alternative includes a General Plan text Amendment to ensure
consistency with the General Plan. The design and improvements
included in the Alternative are consistent with the General Plan and
provide benefits to surrounding properties. The site is physically
suitable for the type of development at the density proposed. The
Alternative will not cause substantial environmental damage or result in
damage to fish and wildlife and their habitat. The Alternative not result
in any serious public health problems and will not conflict with
easements or access acquired for the public; conversely, the Alternative
will enhance public access and grant an easement to improve offsite
drainage.
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING: The Alternative complies with the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Chapter 18.40) requirement to
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EVIDENCE a)

17.

FINDING:

EVIDENCE a)

provide a minimum of 20% onsite affordable housing units.
Unusual circumstances (pursuant to Section 18.40.050B.2 of
Monterey County Code) may exist making it appropriate to modify
the requirements of the Inclusionary Ordinance so that 20%
Moderate-income housing, as proposed by the Alternative, is allowed
in-lieu of the required 8% Moderate-income, 6% Low-income and 6%
Very Low-income.
PROCESS: The Planning Commission considered the draft Final
EIR, the General Plan amendment, rezoning, and project application at
a duly noticed public hearing on November 16, 2016, at which hearing
all persons had the opportunity to be heard.
Public notice for the November 16 Planning Commission was
provided through notice in the Monterey County Weekly of general
circulation, mailing to residents within 300 feet of the Alternative
project site, onsite posting of notices, and mailing to interested parties
who had previously asked to receive notice. The Planning
Commission also held a publicly-noticed workshop on the RCV
Project and Alternative on September 14, 2016.

DECISION
NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings and evidence and the administrative record
as a whole, the Planning Commission does hereby recommend that the Board of Supervisors take
the following actions:
1. Certify the Rancho Canada Village Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (SCH#:
20006081150);
2. Adopt the above CEQA findings for Project approval and Statement of Overriding
Considerations;
3. Amend the text of General Plan Policy CV-1.27 so that the 130-unit Alternative shall be
required to provide a minimum of 20% affordable housing, rather than 50%,
affordable/workforce housing;
4. Rezone the 130-unit Alternative site that occupies the former Rancho Canada West
Course from Public/Quasi-Public (P/Q-P) to Medium-Density Residential (MDR) and
Lot 130 from Public/Quasi-Public (P/Q-P) to Low-Density Residential (LDR);
5. Approve the Rancho Canada Village Subdivision Project 130-unit Alternative, consisting
of a:
a. Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for the 130-unit Alternative, subdividing 81.7
acres into 130 residential lots, common areas and roadways and a 39.4-acre open
space lot;
b. Combined Development Permit for development in the Carmel River Floodplain;
tree removal, allowing the removal of up to 139 native trees; and grading and
infrastructure installation, including installation of a below-grade drainage pipe
and culvert to improve area-wide flood control and drainage, in general
conformance with the attached plans and subject to 135 conditions, all being
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; and
6. Adopt the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of November, 2016, upon motion of Commissioner
__________, seconded by Commissioner __________, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

______________________________________________
Jacqueline R. Onciano, Planning Commission Secretary

COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO APPLICANT ON _______________.
This decision, if this is the final administrative decision, is subject to judicial review pursuant to
California Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1094.5 and 1094.6. Any Petition for Writ of Mandate
must be filed with the Court no later than the 90th day following the date on which this decision
becomes final.
NOTES
1.

You will need a building permit and must comply with the Monterey County Building
Ordinance in every respect.
Additionally, the Zoning Ordinance provides that no building permit shall be issued, nor
any use conducted, otherwise than in accordance with the conditions and terms of the
permit granted or until ten days after the mailing of notice of the granting of the permit
by the appropriate authority, or after granting of the permit by the Board of Supervisors
in the event of appeal.
Do not start any construction or occupy any building until you have obtained the
necessary permits and use clearances from Monterey County RMA-Planning and RMABuilding Services in Salinas.

2.

This permit expires 3 years after the above date of granting thereof unless construction or
use is started within this period.
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Monterey County RMA Planning
DRAFT Conditions of Approval/Implementation Plan/Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan
PLN040061

1. PD001 - SPECIFIC USES ONLY
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The Rancho Canada Village Ventures Combined Development Permit (PLN040061)
allows: 1) A Vesting Tentative Map for a 130 unit subdivision consisting mostly of
single family attached and detached lots along, with 12 condominium units, and a 4.3
acre non contiguous parcel; 2) A Use Permit to allow development in the Carmel River
floodplian; 3) A Use Permit to allow the removal of 435 trees; 4) A Use Permit for
Development within the site plan review zoning district; and 5) A Design Approval. The
property is approximately 40 acres located at 4860 Carmel Valley Road; the West
Course
of
the
Rancho
Canada
Golf
Club
(Assessor's
Parcel
Numbers
015-162-009-000;
015-162-016-000;
015-162-017-000;
015-162-025-000 ;
015-162-026-000;
015-162-027-000;
015-162-033-000;
015-162-039-000 ;
015-162-040-000;
015-162-041-000;
015-162-042-000;
015-162-043-000 ;
015-162-045-000; 015-162-046-000; and 015-162-047-000 ), Carmel Valley Master
Plan area. This permit was approved in accordance with County ordinances and land
use regulations subject to the terms and conditions described in the project file .
Neither the uses nor the construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless
and until all of the conditions of this permit are met to the satisfaction of the Director of
RMA - Planning.
Any use or construction not in substantial conformance with the
terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of County regulations and may result
in modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent legal action. No use or
construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed unless additional
permits are approved by the appropriate authorities.
To the extent that the County
has delegated any condition compliance or mitigation monitoring to the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency, the Water Resources Agency shall provide all
information requested by the County and the County shall bear ultimate responsibility
to ensure that conditions and mitigation measures are properly fulfilled. (RMA Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit on an
ongoing basis unless otherwise stated.
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2. PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
The applicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice. This notice shall state:
"A Combined Development Permit and Vesting Tentative standard subdivision
(Resolution Number ***) was approved by the Board of Supervisors for Assessor's
Parcel
Parcel
Numbers
015-162-009-000;
015-162-016-000;
015-162-017-000;
015-162-025-000;
015-162-026-000;
015-162-027-000;
015-162-033-000 ;
015-162-039-000;
015-162-040-000;
015-162-041-000;
015-162-042-000 ;
015-162-043-000;
015-162-045-000;
015-162-046-000;
and
015-162-047-000 on
December 13, 2016.
The permit was granted subject to 119 conditions of approval
which run with the land. A copy of the permit is on file with Monterey County RMA Planning."
Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of RMA - Planning
prior to issuance of grading and building permits, Certificates of Compliance, or
commencement of use, whichever occurs first and as applicable. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, certificates of compliance, or
commencement of use, whichever occurs first and as applicable, the Owner /Applicant
shall provide proof of recordation of this notice to the RMA - Planning.

PLN040061
Print Date: 11/10/2016

2:55:40PM

Page 2 of 39

3. PD003(B) - CULTURAL RESOURCES POSITIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORT
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
If archaeological resources or human remains
construction, the following steps will be taken:

are

accidentally

discovered

during

There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the coroner of the
county in which the remain are discovered must be contacted to determine that no
investigation of the cause of death is required.
If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
- The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission and RMA Planning within 24 hours.
- The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons from
a recognized local tribe of the Esselen, Salinan, Costonoans /Ohlone and Chumash
tribal groups, as appropriate, to be the most likely descendant.
- The most likely descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided
in Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 and 5097.993, Or
Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representatives
shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface
disturbance:
1.
The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely
descendant or the most likely descendant failed to make a recommendation within 24
hours after being notified by the commission.
2. The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or
3. The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to
provide measures acceptable to the landowner.
(RMA - Planning)
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits or approval of Subdivision
Improvement
Plans,
whichever
occurs
first,
the
Owner/Applicant,
per
the
archaeologist, shall submit the contract with a Registered Professional Archaeologist
for on-call archaeological services should resources be discovered during construction
activities. Submit the letter to the Director of the RMA – Planning for approval.
Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits and /or prior to the
the final/parcel map, whichever occurs first, the Owner/Applicant
requirements of this condition as a note on all grading and building
Subdivision Improvement Plans, in the CC&Rs, and shall be included as
additional sheet of the final/parcel map.

recordation of
shall include
plans, on the
a note on an

Prior to Final, the Owner/Applicant, per the Archaeologist , shall submit a report or
letter
from
the
archaeologist
summarizing
their
methods,
findings,
and
recommendations if their services are needed during construction or if no resources
were found.

PLN040061
Print Date: 11/10/2016

2:55:40PM

Page 3 of 39

4. PD005 - FISH & GAME FEE NEG DEC/EIR
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Pursuant to the State Public Resources Code Section 753.5, State Fish and Game
Code, and California Code of Regulations, the applicant shall pay a fee, to be
collected by the County, within five (5) working days of project approval. This fee shall
be paid before the Notice of Determination is filed. If the fee is not paid within five (5)
working days, the project shall not be operative, vested or final until the filing fees are
paid. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Within five (5) working days of project approval, the Owner/Applicant shall submit a
check, payable to the County of Monterey, to the Director of RMA - Planning.
If the fee is not paid within five (5) working days, the applicant shall submit a check,
payable to the County of Monterey, to the Director of RMA - Planning prior to the
recordation of the final/parcel map, the start of use, or the issuance of building permits
or grading permits.

5. PD006 - CONDITION OF APPROVAL / MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the County to implement a Condition
of Approval/Mitigation Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan (Agreement) in accordance
with Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of
Title 14, Chapter 3 of the California Code of Regulations.
Compliance with the fee
schedule adopted by the Board of Supervisors for mitigation monitoring shall be
required and payment made to the County of Monterey at the time the property owner
submits the signed Agreement. The agreement shall be recorded. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Within sixty (60) days after project approval or prior to the issuance of building and
grading permits, whichever occurs first, the Owner/Applicant shall:
1)
Enter into an agreement
Approval/Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

with

the

County

to

implement

a

Condition

of

2)
Fees shall be submitted at the time the property owner submits the signed
Agreement.
3) Proof of recordation of the Agreement shall be submitted to RMA-Planning.
6. PD007- GRADING WINTER RESTRICTION
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

No land clearing or grading shall occur on the subject parcel between October 15 and
April 15 unless authorized by the Director of RMA - Building Services. (RMA Planning and RMA - Building Services)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

The Owner/Applicant, on an on-going basis, shall obtain authorization from the
Director of RMA - Building Services Department to conduct land clearing or grading
between October 15 and April 15.
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7. PD011 - TREE AND ROOT PROTECTION
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Trees which are located close to construction site(s) shall be protected from
inadvertent damage from construction equipment by fencing off the canopy driplines
and/or critical root zones (whichever is greater) with protective materials, wrapping
trunks with protective materials, avoiding fill of any type against the base of the trunks
and avoiding an increase in soil depth at the feeding zone or drip -line of the retained
trees.
Said protection, approved by certified arborist, shall be demonstrated prior to
issuance of building permits subject to the approval of RMA - Director of Planning. If
there is any potential for damage, all work must stop in the area and a report, with
mitigation measures, shall be submitted by certified arborist.
Should any additional
trees not included in this permit be harmed, during grading or construction activities, in
such a way where removal is required, the owner/applicant shall obtain required
permits. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the Owner/Applicant shall submit
evidence of tree protection to RMA - Planning for review and approval.
During construction, the Owner/Applicant/Arborist shall submit on-going evidence that
tree protection measures are in place through out grading and construction phases. If
damage is possible, submit an interim report prepared by a certified arborist.
Prior to final inspection, the Owner/Applicant shall submit photos of the trees on the
property to RMA-Planning after construction to document that tree protection has been
successful or if follow-up remediation or additional permits are required.

8. PD013 - STREET LIGHTING
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
All street lights in the development shall be approved by the Director of RMA
Planning.
(RMA - Planning Department)

-

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits for street lights, the
Owner/Applicant shall submit three copies of the lighting plans to the RMA - Planning
for review and approval.
Approved lighting plans shall be incorporated into final
building plans.
Prior to occupancy and on an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall ensure that
the lighting is installed and maintained in accordance with the approved plan.
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9. PD015 - NOTE ON MAP-STUDIES
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

A note shall be placed on the final map or a separate sheet to be recorded with the
final map and shall be included on the subdivision improvement plan, subdivision
grading permit and in the CC&R's stating that:
The following reports have been prepared for the Rancho Canada Village project:
- Geotechnical Reports;
- Hydrogeolgical Reports
- Drainage Reports;
- Traffic Reports;
- Archaeological Reports;
- Air Quality Reports;
- Noise Impact Analysis;
- Biological Resources Reports;
- Foresters Reports;
These reports are on file in Monterey County RMA - Planning. Recommendations
contained in said reports shall be followed in further development of this property.
The note shall be located in a conspicuous location, subject to the approval of the
County Surveyor.
(RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of final/parcel map, the Owner Applicant shall submit the final map
with notes to the RMA - Planning and RMA - Public Works for review and approval.

10. PD032(A) - PERMIT EXPIRATION
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The permit shall be granted for a time period of 3 years, to expire on December 13,
2019 unless use of the Final Map has been filed. (RMA-Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to the expiration date stated in the condition, the Owner /Applicant shall Final the
Final Map. Any request for extension must be received by RMA -Planning at least 30
days prior to the expiration date.

11. PD035 - UTILITIES UNDERGROUND
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
All new utility and distribution lines shall be placed underground. (RMA - Planning and
RMA- Public Works)
On an on-going basis, the
distribution lines underground.

Owner/Applicant

shall

install

and

maintain

utility

and
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12. PD036 - UTILITIES-SUBDIVISION
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

A note shall be placed on the parcel/final map or a separate sheet to be recorded with
the parcel/final map indicating that "Underground utilities are required in this
subdivision in accordance with Chapter 19.10.095, Title 19 of the Monterey County
Code." Such facilities shall be installed or bonded through a Subdivision Improvement
Agreement prior to filing the parcel/final map.
The note shall be located in a
conspicuous manner subject to the approval of the Director of RMA -Public Works.
(RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recording the parcel/final map, the Owner/Applicant shall place a note on the
map or on a separate sheet and submit to RMA - Planning for review and approval.
The Owner/Applicant shall install or bond
Agreement for the underground utility facilities.

through

a

a

Subdivision

Improvement

13. PD050 - RAPTOR/MIGRATORY BIRD NESTING
Responsible Department:

RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Any tree removal activity that occurs during the typical bird nesting season (February
22-August 1), the County of Monterey shall require that the project applicant retain a
County qualified biologist to perform a nest survey in order to determine if any active
raptor or migratory bird nests occur within the project site or within 300 feet of
proposed tree removal activity. During the typical nesting season, the survey shall be
conducted no more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance or tree removal.
If
nesting birds are found on the project site, an appropriate buffer plan shall be
established by the project biologist. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

No more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance or tree removal, the
Owner/Applicant/Tree Removal Contractor shall submit to RMA-Planning a nest
survey prepare by a County qualified biologist to determine if any active raptor or
migratory bird nests occur within the project site or immediate vicinity.
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14. CC01 INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT
Responsible Department:

County Counsel

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The property owner agrees as a condition and in consideration of approval of this
discretionary development permit that it will, pursuant to agreement and /or statutory
provisions as applicable, including but not limited to Government Code Section
66474.9, defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County of Monterey or its agents,
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its
agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval, which
action is brought within the time period provided for under law, including but not limited
to, Government Code Section 66499.37, as applicable.
The property owner will
reimburse the County for any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may be
required by a court to pay as a result of such action. The County may, at its sole
discretion, participate in the defense of such action; but such participation shall not
relieve applicant of his/her/its obligations under this condition.
An agreement to this
effect shall be recorded upon demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the
issuance of building permits, use of property, filing of the final map, recordation of the
certificates of compliance whichever occurs first and as applicable. The County shall
promptly notify the property owner of any such claim, action or proceeding and the
County shall cooperate fully in the defense thereof.
If the County fails to promptly
notify the property owner of any such claim, action or proceeding or fails to cooperate
fully in the defense thereof, the property owner shall not thereafter be responsible to
defend, indemnify or hold the County harmless. (County Counsel)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Upon demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the issuance of building permits,
use of the property, recording of the final/parcel map, or recordation of Certificates of
Compliance, whichever occurs first and as applicable, the Owner /Applicant shall
submit a signed and notarized Indemnification Agreement to the County Counsel for
review and signature by the County.
Proof of recordation of the Indemnification Agreement, as outlined, shall be submitted
to the Office of County Counsel.

15. CALIFORNIA CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT
Responsible Department:

Environmental Services

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The applicant shall submit a Waste Discharger Identification (WDID) number certifying
the
project
is
covered
under
the
California
Construction
General
Permit .
(RMA-Environmental Services)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a WDID
number certifying the project is covered under the California Construction General
Permit or a letter of exemption from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board.
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16. FIELD VERIFICATION OF POST-CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER CONTROL MEASURES (PR4)
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Environmental Services
The applicant shall provide certification from a registered Professional Engineer that
the stormwater control facilities have been constructed in accordance with the
approved Stormwater Control Plan. (RMA – Environmental Services)
Prior
to
final
inspection,
the
owner/applicant
RMA-Environmental Services for review and approval.

shall

submit

a

letter

to

17. GEOTECHNICAL CERTIFICATION
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Environmental Services
The applicant shall provide certification from a licensed practitioner that all
development has been constructed in accordance with the recommendations in the
project Geotechnical Report.
(RMA- Environmental Services)
Prior to final inspection, the owner/applicant
Services a letter from a licensed practitioner.

shall

provide

RMA-Environmental

18. GEOTECHNICAL REPORT
Responsible Department:

Environmental Services

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The
applicant
shall
submit
a
geotechnical
report
with
project
specific
recommendations.
The report shall include data regarding the nature, distribution,
and strength of existing soils, as well as, a description of the site geology and any
applicable geologic hazards. (RMA – Environmental Services)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a
geotechnical report to RMA-Environmental Services for review and approval.
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19. GRADING PLAN
Responsible Department:

Environmental Services

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The applicant shall submit a grading plan incorporating the recommendations from the
project geotechnical report.
The grading plan shall include contour intervals and
cross-sections that identify the existing grade, proposed grade, and the extent of any
proposed excavation and/or fill.
The grading plan shall include the geotechnical
inspection schedule that identifies when the inspections will be completed, who will
conduct the inspection (i.e., PG, PE, and/or Special Inspector), a description of the
required inspection, inspector name, and the completion date.
The applicant shall
also provide certification from the licensed practitioner that the grading plan
incorporates their geotechnical recommendations. (RMA-Environmental Services)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a
grading plan to RMA-Environmental Services for review and approval.
Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit
certification from a licensed practitioner that they have reviewed the grading plan for
conformance with the geotechnical recommendations.

20. INSPECTION-DURING ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Environmental Services
The applicant shall schedule an inspection with RMA-Environmental Services to
inspect drainage device installation, review the maintenance and effectiveness of
BMPs installed, and to verify that pollutants of concern are not discharged from the
site.
At the time of the inspection, the applicant shall provide certification that all
necessary geotechnical inspections have been completed to that point.
This
inspection requirement shall be noted on the Erosion Control Plan. (RMA –
Environmental Services)
During
construction,
the
RMA-Environmental Services.

applicant

shall

schedule

an

inspection

with

21. INSPECTION-FOLLOWING ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Environmental Services
The applicant shall schedule an inspection with RMA-Environmental Services to
ensure all disturbed areas have been stabilized and all temporary erosion and
sediment control measures that are no longer needed have been removed. This
inspection requirement shall be noted on the Erosion Control Plan. (RMA –
Environmental Services)
Prior to final inspection, the
RMA-Environmental Services.

owner/applicant

shall

schedule

an

inspection

with
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22. INSPECTION-PRIOR TO LAND DISTURBANCE
Responsible Department:

Environmental Services

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The applicant shall schedule an inspection with RMA-Environmental Services to
ensure all necessary sediment controls are in place and the project is compliant with
Monterey County regulations. This inspection requirement shall be noted on the
Erosion Control Plan. (RMA – Environmental Services)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to commencement of any land disturbance, the owner/applicant shall schedule
an inspection with RMA-Environmental Services.

23. FIRE001 - ROAD ACCESS
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Access roads shall be required for every building when any portion of the exterior wall
of the first story is located more than 150 feet from fire department access. All roads
shall be constructed to provide a minimum of two nine-foot traffic lanes with an
unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 15 feet.
The roadway surface shall
provide unobstructed access to conventional drive vehicles including sedans and fire
apparatus and shall be an all-weather surface designed to support the imposed load
of fire apparatus (22 tons). Each road shall have an approved name.
Responsible Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the Applicant shall incorporate the
specification of the roadway into design and print the text of this condition as Fire
Department Notes on plans.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete the
installation of roadway improvements and obtain fire department approval the final fire
inspection.
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24. FIRE002 - ROADWAY ENGINEERING
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The grade for all roads shall not exceed 15 percent. Where road grades exceed 8
percent, a minimum structural roadway surface of 0.17 feet of asphaltic concrete on
0.34 feet of aggregate base shall be required.
The length of vertical curves in
roadways, exclusive of gutters, ditches and drainage structures designed to hold or
divert water, shall not be less than 100 feet.
No roadway turn shall have a horizontal
inside radius of less than 50 feet. A roadway turn radius of 50 to 100 feet is required
to have an additional 4 feet of roadway surface. A roadway turn radius of 100 to 200
feet is required to have an additional 2 feet of roadway surface.
Roadway
turnarounds shall be required on
dead-end roads in excess of 150 feet of surface
length. The minimum turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 feet from the center
line of the road. If a hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of
60 feet in length. Responsible Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the Applicant shall incorporate the
specification of the roadway into design and print the text of this condition as 'Fire
Department Notes' on improvement plans.
Prior to issuance of building
permit(s) for development on individual lots within the
phase of the subdivision, the Applicant shall complete the installation of the roadway
improvements and shall obtain fire dept. approval of the fire clearance inspection for
each phase of development.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete the
installation of roadway improvements and obtain fire department approval the final fire
inspection.
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25. FIRE007 - DRIVEWAYS
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Driveways shall not be less than 12 feet wide unobstructed, with an unobstructed
vertical clearance of not less than 15 feet.
The grade for all driveways shall not
exceed 15 percent.
Where the grade exceeds 8 percent, a minimum structural
roadway surface of 0.17 feet of asphaltic concrete on 0.34 feet of aggregate base
shall be required. The driveway surface shall be capable of supporting the imposed
load of fire apparatus (22 tons), and be accessible by conventional-drive vehicles,
including sedans.
For driveways with turns 90 degrees and less, the minimum
horizontal inside radius of curvature shall be 25 feet. For driveways with turns greater
than 90 degrees, the minimum horizontal inside radius curvature shall be 28 feet. For
all driveway turns, an additional surface of 4 feet shall be added.
All driveways
exceeding 150 feet in length, but less than 800 feet in length, shall provide a turnout
near the midpoint of the driveway.
Where the driveway exceeds 800 feet, turnouts
shall be provided at no greater than 400-foot intervals. Turnouts shall be a minimum
of 12 feet wide and 30 feet long with a minimum of 25-foot taper at both ends.
Turnarounds shall be required on driveways in excess of 150 feet of surface length
and shall be located within 50 feet of the primary building.
The minimum turning
radius for a turnaround shall be 40 feet from the center line of the driveway. If a
hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of 60 feet in length.
Responsible Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the Applicant shall incorporate the
specification of the driveway into design and print the text of this condition as "Fire
Department Notes" on plans.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete the
installation of driveway improvements and obtain fire department approval the final fire
inspection.

26. FIRE008 - GATES
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

All gates providing access from a road to a driveway shall be located at least 30 feet
from the roadway and shall open to allow a vehicle to stop without obstructing traffic
on the road. Gate entrances shall be at least the width of the traffic lane but in no
case less than 12 feet wide. Where a one-way road with a single traffic lane provides
access to a gated entrance, a 40-foot turning radius shall be used. Where gates are
to be locked, the installation of a key box or other acceptable means for immediate
access by emergency equipment may be required. Responsible Land Use
Department: Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the Applicant shall incorporate the
specification of the entry gate into design and print the text of this condition as "Fire
Department Notes" on plans.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete
installation of the entry gate and obtain fire department approval the final
inspection.

the
fire
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27. FIRE010 -ROAD SIGNS
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

All newly constructed or approved roads and streets shall be designated by names or
numbers, posted on signs clearly visible and legible from the roadway. Size of letters,
numbers and symbols for street and road signs shall be a minimum 4-inch letter
height, ½-inch stroke, and shall be a color that is reflective and clearly contrasts with
the background color of the sign. All numerals shall be Arabic. Street and road signs
shall be non-combustible and shall be visible and legible from both directions of
vehicle travel for a distance of at least 100 feet.
Height, visibility, legibility, and
orientation of street and road signs shall be meet the provisions of Monterey County
Ordinance No. 1241. This section does not require any entity to rename or renumber
existing roads or streets, nor shall a roadway providing access only to a single
commercial or industrial occupancy require naming or numbering.
Signs required
under this section identifying intersecting roads, streets and private lanes shall be
placed at the intersection of those roads, streets and /or private lanes.
Signs
identifying traffic access or flow limitations (i.e., weight or vertical clearance limitations,
dead-end road, one-way road or single lane conditions, etc.) shall be placed: ( a) at the
intersection preceding the traffic access limitation; and (b) not more than 100 feet
before such traffic access limitation. Road, street and private lane signs required by
this article shall be installed prior to final acceptance of road improvements by the
Reviewing Fire Authority. Responsible Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to filing of the final map, the Applicant shall incorporate the road sign
specification into design and print the text of this condition as "Fire Department Notes"
improvement plans.
Prior to issuance of building permit(s) for development on individual lots within the
phase of the subdivision, the Applicant shall complete the installation of road signs
and shall obtain fire dept. approval of the fire clearance inspection for each phase of
development.
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28. FIRE011 - ADDRESSES FOR BUILDINGS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Fire
All buildings shall be issued an address in accordance with Monterey County
Ordinance No. 1241. Each occupancy, except accessory buildings, shall have its own
permanently posted address.
When multiple occupancies exist within a single
building, each individual occupancy shall be separately identified by its own address .
Letters, numbers and symbols for addresses shall be a minimum of 4-inch height,
1/2-inch stroke, contrasting with the background color of the sign, and shall be Arabic .
The sign and numbers shall be reflective and made of a noncombustible material .
Address signs shall be placed at each driveway entrance and at each driveway split .
Address signs shall be visible and legible from both directions of travel along the road .
In all cases, the address shall be posted at the beginning of construction and shall be
maintained thereafter. Address signs along one-way roads shall be visible from both
directions of travel. Where multiple addresses are required at a single driveway, they
shall be mounted on a single sign. Where a roadway provides access solely to a
single commercial occupancy, the address sign shall be placed at the nearest road
intersection providing access to that site.
Permanent address numbers shall be
posted prior to requesting final clearance.
Responsible Land Use Department :
Cypress Fire District
Prior to issuance of building permit, Applicant shall incorporate
design and print the text of this condition as "Fire Dept. Notes" on plans.

specification

into

Prior to requesting a final building inspection, Applicant shall install the required
address signage and shall obtain fire department approval of the fire department final
inspection.
29. FIRE012 - EMERGENCY WATER STANDARDS - WATER SYSTEMS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Fire
The provisions of this condition shall apply when new parcels are approved by a local
jurisdiction.
The emergency water system shall be available on-site prior to the
completion of road construction, where a community water system is approved, or
prior to the completion of building construction, where an individual system is
approved. Approved water systems shall be installed and made serviceable prior to
the time of construction. Water systems constructed, extended or modified to serve a
new development, a change of use, or an intensification of use, shall be designed to
meet, in addition to average daily demand, the standards shown in Table 2 of the
Monterey County General Plan, NFPA Standard 1142, or other adopted standards.
The quantity of water required pursuant to this chapter shall be in addition to the
domestic demand and shall be permanently and immediately available Responsible
Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District
Prior to issuance of building permit, Applicant shall incorporate specification
design and print the text of this condition as "Fire Dept. Notes" on improvement plans.

into

Prior to issuance of building permit(s) for development on individual lots within the
phase of the subdivision, the Applicant shall complete the installation of water system
improvements and shall obtain fire dept. approval of the fire clearance inspection for
each phase of development.
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30. FIRE014 - EMERGENCY WATER STANDARDS - FIRE PROTECTION WATER SUPPLY - (SINGLE PARCEL)
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

For development of structures totaling less than 3,000 square feet on a single parcel,
the minimum fire protection water supply shall be 4,900 gallons. For development of
structures totaling 3,000 square feet or more on a single parcel, the minimum fire
protection water supply shall be 9,800 gallons. For development of structures totaling
more than 10,000 square feet on a single parcel, the reviewing authority may require
additional fire protection water supply. Other water supply alternatives, including ISO
Rural Class 8 mobile water systems, may be permitted by the fire authority to provide
for the same practical effect. The quantity of water required by this condition shall be
in addition to the domestic demand and shall be permanently and immediately
available. Responsible Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, Applicant shall incorporate
specification into design and print the text of this condition as "Fire Dept. Notes" on
plans.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete the
installation of the water system improvements and shall obtain fire department
approval of the final fire inspection.

31. FIRE015 - FIRE HYDRANTS/FIRE VALVES
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

A fire hydrant or fire valve is required. The hydrant or fire valve shall be 18 inches
above grade, 8 feet from flammable vegetation, no closer than 4 feet and no further
than 12 feet from a roadway, and in a location where fire apparatus using it will not
block the roadway. The hydrant serving any building shall be not less than 50 feet
and not more than 1000 feet by road from the building it is to serve. Minimum hydrant
standards shall include a brass head and valve with at least one 2 1/2 inch National
Hose outlet supplied by a minimum 4 inch main and riser.
More restrictive hydrant
requirements may be applied by the Reviewing Authority. Each hydrant /valve shall be
identified with a reflectorized blue marker, with minimum dimensions of 3 inches,
located on the driveway address sign, non-combustible post or fire hydrant riser.
If
used, the post shall be within 3 feet of the hydrant/valve, with the blue marker not less
than 3 feet or greater than 5 feet above the ground, visible from the driveway.
On
paved roads or driveways, reflectorized blue markers shall be permitted to be installed
in accordance with the State Fire Marshal's Guidelines for Fire Hydrant Markings
Along State Highways and Freeways, May 1988. Responsible Land Use Department:
Cypress Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, Applicant shall incorporate
specification into design and print the text of this condition as "Fire Dept. Notes" on
construction plans.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete the
installation of the water system improvements and shall obtain fire department
approval of the final fire inspection.
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32. FIRE017 - DISPOSAL OF VEGETATION AND FUELS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Fire
Disposal, including chipping, burying, or removal to a landfill site approved by the local
jurisdiction, of vegetation and debris caused by site development and construction,
road and driveway construction, and fuel modification shall be completed prior to final
clearance of the related permit.
Responsible Land Use Department:
Cypress Fire
District
Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, Applicant shall incorporate
specification into design and print the text of this condition as "Fire Dept. Notes" on
construction plans.
Prior to requesting a final building inspection, the Applicant shall complete the
vegetation management and disposal and shall obtain fire department approval of the
final fire inspection

33. FIRE018 - GREENBELTS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Fire
Subdivisions and other developments, which propose greenbelts as a part of the
development plan, shall locate said greenbelts strategically as a separation between
wildland fuels and structures.
The locations shall be approved by the Reviewing
Authority. Responsible Land Use Department: Cypress Fire District
Prior to filing of final map for subdivisions, Applicant shall incorporate specification into
the improvement plans and print the text of this condition as "Fire Dept. Notes" on the
improvement plans
Prior to issuance of building permits, Applicant shall complete the greenbelt (s) and
shall obtain fire department approval of the subdivision improvements
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34. NON-STANDARD CONDITION - HYDRANTS AND FIRE FLOW
Responsible Department:

Fire

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Hydrants for fire protection shall be provided at locations approved by the fire code
official and shall conform to the following requirements:
a. FIRE FLOW - Pursuant to California Fire Code Appendix B, the minimum fire flow
requirement for
square foot commercial facilities built with Type
construction is
gallons per minute with a residual pressure of 20 psi under normal operating
conditions for a duration of
hours. Fire flow for facilities protected with automatic
fire sprinkler systems may be reduced to
gallons per minute with a residual
pressure of 20 psi under normal operating conditions for a duration of
hours.
b. TIMING OF INSTALLATION - Approved fire protection water supply systems must
be installed and made serviceable prior to the time of construction.
c. HYDRANT/FIRE VALVE (ADDITION) - New hydrant(s) shall be installed as
determined by the fire code official.
d. HYDRANT/FIRE VALVE (LOCATION) - The hydrant or fire valve shall be 18
inches above grade, 8 feet from flammable vegetation, no closer than 4 feet nor
further than 12 feet from a roadway, and in a location where fire apparatus using it will
not block the roadway.
e. FIRE HYDRANTS - Hydrants shall be installed in accordance with spacing set
forth in California Fire Code Appendix B and in accordance with the following
specifications:
f. HYDRANT SIZE - The hydrant shall have a minimum of two (2)
inch outlets
NST and one (1)
inch outlet NST. The riser shall be a minimum of six (6) inches
and shall be wet barrel type with a coefficient of 0.9.
g. SIGNING OF WATER SOURCES - Hydrant or fire valve identification may be
allowed as specified in the State Fire Marshal¿s Guidelines for Fire Hydrant Markings
Along State Highways and Freeways, May 1988.
Responsible Land Use Department:
Fire District

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of building permit, the Applicant shall print the text of this condition
as "Fire Department Notes" on the improvement plans and/or construction plans, shall
complete the installation of water system improvements and shall obtain fire
department approval of the water system acceptance test.
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35. EHSP01 - WATER SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department
The project includes three alternatives for domestic water service.
lots would be supplied by one of the following:

Water for the new

Alternative A: On-site wells and creation of a public water system; or
Alternative B:
Individual meters
Company-Monterey water system; or

at

each

home

served

by

Cal-Am

Water

Alternative C: A single, master meter served by Cal-Am Water Company-Monterey
water system and creation of a public water system to serve each individual lot.
The applicant will be required to comply with the conditions applied to the water
system alternative that is ultimately pursued.
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall comply with all conditions
applicable to the water system alternative that is ultimately pursued.

36. EHSP02A - WATER SYSTEM PERMIT: ALTERNATIVE A (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

If the applicant elects to pursue water system Alternative A, the applicant shall
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Environmental Health Bureau (“EHB”) that the
on-site well(s) proposed to serve a new public water system meet minimum water
quality, quantity and construction requirements. The applicant shall apply for a water
system permit from the EHB and pay applicable fees.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall submit water quality
analysis, source capacity documentation and well construction documentation for the
well(s) proposed to serve the public water system. The applicant shall apply for and
obtain a water system permit from the EHB and pay all applicable fees.

37. EHSP02B – WATER SYSTEM PERMIT: ALTERNATIVE B (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

If the applicant elects to pursue water system Alternative B, it is not necessary to
amend the Cal-Am Water Company – Monterey water system permit.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall provide documentation to
the satisfaction of the Environmental Health Bureau (“EHB”) that the project will be
served by Cal-Am Water Company – Monterey water system and specify that each lot
will be provided an individual meter.
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38. EHSP02C – WATER SYSTEM PERMIT: ALTERNATIVE C (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

If the applicant elects to pursue Alternative C, the applicant shall apply for a public
water system permit from the Environmental Health Bureau and pay applicable fees.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall apply for and obtain a
public water system permit from the Environmental Health Bureau and pay applicable
fees.

39. EHSP03AC- DESIGN WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS: ALTERNATIVE A OR C (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

If the applicant elects to pursue either Alternative A or C, the applicant shall design the
water system improvements to meet the standards as found in Titles 17 and 22 of the
California Code of Regulations and as found in the Residential Subdivision Water
Supply Standards. (Environmental Health)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall submit engineered plans
for water system improvements to the Environmental Health Bureau (“EHB”) for review
and approval.

40. EHSP03B - DESIGN WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS: ALTERNATIVE B (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

If the applicant elects to pursue Alternative B, the applicant shall design the water
system improvements to meet the standards as found in Titles 17 and 22 of the
California Code of Regulations and as found in the Residential Subdivision Water
Supply Standards. (Environmental Health)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall submit engineered plans
for water system improvements to the Environmental Health Bureau (“EHB”) and
Cal-Am Water Company – Monterey water system for review and approval.
Submit
evidence of approval by Cal-Am Water Company – Monterey water system to EHB.
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41. EHSP04 – INSTALL OR BOND WATER SYSTEM
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Pursuant to Monterey County Code Chapter 19.13 Improvement Agreements, the
owner shall install the water system improvements to and within the subdivision and
any appurtenances needed.
OR
The owner shall enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement with the County that
shall provide security guaranteeing the installation of the water system improvements .
(Environmental Health)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of the first final map, install the water system improvements to and
within the subdivision and any appurtenances needed and obtain approval of
installation from Drinking Water Protection Services of the Environmental Health
Bureau.
OR
Prior to recordation of the first final map, provide Environmental Health Bureau with a
draft of the Subdivision Improvement Agreement for review and approval. Record the
approved Subdivision Improvement Agreement concurrent with the first final map.

42. EHSP05 - FIRE FLOW STANDARDS (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Health Department
Design the water system improvements to meet fire flow standards as required and
approved by the local fire protection agency.
Prior to recordation of
proposed water system
and approval. Submit a
the local fire protection
acceptance.

the first final map, the applicant shall submit plans for the
improvements to the local fire protection agency for review
set of signed or wet-stamped water system plans approved by
agency to the Environmental Health Bureau for review and

43. EHSP06 - WELL AND WATER SYSTEM EASEMENTS (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The Final Map shall denote the proposed well easement(s), water distribution and tank
easement(s), and access easement(s) for the water system to the Environmental
Health Bureau for review and approval. Once approved, well lots and easements shall
appear as part of the final map and shall meet the requirements of Monterey County
Code, Section 15.04.050 and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Chapter 16,
Section 64560 (Water Works Standards).

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to filing the first final map, the applicant shall submit a draft of the final map to
the Environmental Health Bureau for review and approval.
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44. EHSP07 – WELL(S) NOT IN SERVICE (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Pursuant to State of California Bulletin 74-90, and Chapter 15.08 of the Monterey
County Code, a well is considered abandoned if it has not been used for one year,
unless the owner demonstrate intention to use the well again. The well owner shall
properly maintain an inactive well as evidence of intention for future use in accordance
with the standards of Bulletin 74-90.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to filing the first final map, the applicant shall submit to the Environmental Health
Bureau (“EHB”) a log of all wells associated with the project, including but not limited
to domestic water wells, which specifies the status of each well (active/inactive) and its
long-term operational plan.
The EHB will determine if any well(s) is considered abandoned and in need of
destruction. As determined to be necessary by the EHB, a CA licensed well drilling
contractor shall obtain a well destruction permit from the Environmental Health Bureau
on behalf of the property owner and destroy the well.

45. EHSP08 – SEWER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS: DESIGN (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:

Health Department

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Engineered plans for the sewer system, including all necessary appurtenances, shall
be submitted to and approved by the Carmel Valley Wastewater District and the
Environmental Health Bureau. Plans shall be in conformance with Monterey County
Code, Chapter 19.13 and the California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 5
(California Plumbing Code).

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to filing the first final map, the applicant shall submit sewer system improvement
plans to Environmental Health Bureau (“EHB”) and the Carmel Area Wastewater
District (“CAWD”) for review and approval.
Submit evidence to the EHB that plans
have been reviewed and approved by CAWD.

46. EHSP09 – SEWER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS: INSTALL/BOND (NON-STANDARD)
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Health Department
The applicant shall install the approved sewer system improvements to and within the
subdivision and any appurtenances needed per Monterey County Code, Chapter
19.13 (Improvement Agreements).
OR
The developer shall enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement with the County
that shall provide security guaranteeing the installation of the sewer system
improvements per Monterey County Code, Chapter 19.13 (Improvement Agreements).
Prior to filing the first final parcel map, the applicant shall install the sewer system
improvements to and within the subdivision and any appurtenances needed and obtain
approval of installation from the Carmel Area Wastewater District (“CAWD”).
Submit
evidence of approval by CAWD to the Environmental Health Bureau (“EHB”).
OR
Prior to recordation of the first final map, the applicant shall provide EHB with a draft of
the Subdivision Improvement Agreement for review and approval.
Record the
Subdivision Improvement Agreement with the first final map.
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47. PW0001 - ENCROACHMENT (COM)
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Obtain an encroachment permit from the Resource Management Agency (RMA) and
construct roadway connections to Rio Road. The design and construction is subject to
the approval of the Resource Management Agency.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to or concurrent with issuance of building or grading permits, Owner /Applicant
shall obtain an encroachment permit from RMA. Improvements are to be completed
prior to occupancy or commencement of use. Applicant is responsible to obtain all
permits and environmental clearances.

48. PW0006 - CARMEL VALLEY TRAFFIC
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The Applicant shall pay the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area Traffic Mitigation fee
pursuant to the Board of Supervisors Resolution NO. 95-140, adopted September 12,
1995 (Fees are updated annually based on CCI).

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Building Permits Issuance Owner/Applicant shall pay to RMA the required
traffic mitigation fee.

49. PW0014 - DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT STUDY
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Provide an on-site/off-site drainage improvement study prepared by a registered Civil
Engineer. Study to include analysis of Drainage Area 27, the study to be approved by
Public Works Department and the Water Resources Agency and shall be incorporated
in the improvement plans.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Building/Grading Permits Issuance or recordation of Final Map, Applicant’s
Engineer shall prepare drainage study and improvement plans for review and approval
by DPW.

50. PW0015 – UTILITY’S COMMENTS
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Submit the approved tentative map to impacted utility companies.
Subdivider shall
submit utility company recommendations, if any, to the RMA- Public Works for all
required easements.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Recordation of Map Owner/Applicant/Subdivider shall provide tentative map to
impacted utility companies for review. Subdivider shall submit utility comments to
RMA-PW.
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51. PW0016 - MAINTENANCE OF SUBDIVISIONS
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Subdivider shall pay for all maintenance and operation of subdivision improvements
from the time of installation until acceptance of the improvements for the Subdivision
as computed by the Board of Supervisors in accordance with the subdivision
improvement agreement and until a homeowners association or other agency with
legal authorization to collect fees sufficient to support the services is formed to
assume responsibility for the services.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

As an ongoing condition Subdivider shall be responsible to maintain improvements
until maintenance is assumed by another entity.

52. PW0017 - DRAINAGE EASEMENT
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works
Designate all drainage easements and natural drainage channels on the Final Map.
Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider’s surveyor shall identify and designate
easements and natural drainage easements on the Final Map. Easements shall be
dedicated as required by county.

53. PW0019 - EROSION, CONTROL
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Improvement and grading plans shall include implementation schedule of measures
for the prevention and control of erosion, siltation, and dust during and immediately
following construction, and until erosion control planting becomes established.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider’s Engineer shall include measures on
improvement and grading plans and submit plans for county approval.

54. PW0020 - PRIVATE ROADS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works
Designate all subdivision roads as private roads.
Ongoing condition, Subdivider’s Surveyor shall designate private roads on Final Map.
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55. PW0021 - ROAD NAMES
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Submit all proposed road names to RMA- Public Works for approval by County
Communications.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall submit proposed road names to
DPW. DPW will submit to County Communications for Approval.

56. PW0030 - HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Form a homeowners association for road and drainage maintenance.
Prepare an
operation and maintenance plan for all facilities.
Implement a fee program to fund
operation and maintenance, and have appropriate documentation recorded against
each parcel within the subdivision.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall submit documentation to DPW and
WRA for formation of homeowners association or other entity to maintain roads and
drainage improvements.

57. PW0032 - AS BUILT PLANS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works
A Registered Civil Engineer shall file as built plans (originals) in the Department of
Public Works with a letter certifying improvements have been made in conformance to
improvement plans and local ordinance.
Prior to Release of Bonds Subdivider/Engineer shall submit
stamped notice of completion letter to DPW for review and approval.

as

built

plans

and

58. PW0036 - EXISTING EASEMENTS AND ROW
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works
Provide for all existing and required easements or rights of way.
Prior to recordation of the Subdivision Map, Subdivider’s Surveyor shall include all
existing and required easements or rights of way on Final Map.

59. PW0043 - REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Prior to issuance of building permits, applicant shall pay the Regional Development
Impact Fee (RDIF) pursuant to Monterey Code Chapter 12.90. The fee amount shall
be determined based on the parameters adopted in the current fee schedule.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to issuance of Building Permits Owner/Applicant shall pay Monterey County
Building Services Department the traffic mitigation fee. Owner/Applicant shall submit
proof of payment to the DPW.
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60. PWSP01- NON-STANDARD
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The owner/applicant shall construct intersection improvements, such as but not limited
to a traffic signal or roundabout, at Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road (project’s
proposed access).
The design and construction is subject to the approval of
RMA-Public Works.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior
to
building/grading
permit
issuance,
the
owner/applicant
shall
submit
improvement plans for RMA-Public Works approval.
Construct improvements prior to
occupancy or commencement of use. Applicant is responsible to obtain all necessary
additional right of way, permits and environmental clearances.

61. PWSP02 – ENCROACHMENT NON-STANDARD
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works
Obtain an encroachment permit from the RMA-Public
intersection improvements at Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road.

Works

and

construct

Prior
to
Building/Grading
Permit
Issuance
Owner/Applicant
shall
obtain
an
encroachment permit from RMA-Public Works prior to issuance of building permits
and complete improvement prior to occupying or commencement of use. Applicant is
responsible to obtain all permits and environmental clearances.

62. PWSP03 – SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENTS
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Prepare detailed improvement plans for approval of the RMA.
Plans shall include, but
not limited to, utilities, roads, storm water, waste water, earthwork and grading .
Roads shall be constructed in accordance with the typical section shown on the
tentative map and as required by the County.
Improvement security agreement for
improvements not constructed shall be required prior to the acceptance of the Final
Map.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall submit improvement plans
prepared by his Engineer to the RMA for review and approval. Subdivider shall enter
into a subdivision improvement agreement to install improvements not constructed
prior to acceptance of the Final Map.
Improvements shall be bonded prior to
recordation of Final Map.
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63. PWSP04 – DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS
Responsible Department:

RMA-Public Works

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

The applicant shall submit a drainage improvement plan incorporating the CSA 50
Stormwater Management and Flood Control Report recommendations for drainage
area number 27.
Alternate drainage improvements may be considered, subject to
RMA approval.
The drainage improvements shall be constructed in accordance with
approved plans. Prior to the acceptance of the Final Map, subdivider shall enter into a
drainage improvement agreement.
Subdivider shall pay for all maintenance and
operation of drainage improvements from the time of installation until a homeowners
association or other agency with legal authorization to collect fees sufficient to support
the services is formed to assume responsibility or as provided in the drainage
improvement agreement.

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall submit a drainage improvement
plan prepared by a licensed engineer to the RMA for review and approval. Prior to
acceptance of the Final Map, the subdivider shall enter into a drainage improvement
agreement to construct drainage improvements for drainage area number 27.
Improvements shall be bonded prior to recordation of Final Map. Subdivider shall be
responsible to maintain improvements until maintenance is assumed by another entity
or as provided in the drainage improvement agreement. Consideration of provisions, if
applicable, to address cost-sharing or fair-share contributions for improvements with
regional benefits, dedication of easements, and annexation into county service area
may be included in the drainage improvement agreement.

64. PWSP05 – BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATHS
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works
Improvement plans shall include
subject to the approval of the RMA.

on-site

and

off-site

bicycle/pedestrian

facilities,

Subdivider’s Engineer shall include on-site and off-site bicycle/pedestrian facilities,
including the connection along the levee from the project site to Rio Road. The site
bicycle/pedestrian improvements shall be constructed in accordance with approved
plans.

65. AES-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
AES-1: Implement Measures to Reduce Light and Glare, and Visual Intrusion to
Surrounding Land Uses and Other Public Viewpoints

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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66. AIR-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
AIR-1: Prohibit Wood-Burning Fireplaces

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

67. BIO-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-1: Conduct a Floristic Survey of Coast Live Oak Woodland Habitat in Lot 130
during the Blooming Period for Potential Special-Status Plant Species

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

68. BIO-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-2: Measures to Avoid or
Populations Relative to Lot 130

Minimize

Impacts

on

Special-Status

Plant

Species

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

69. BIO-3
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-3: Conduct
Personnel

Mandatory

Contractor/Worker

Awareness

Training

for

Construction

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

70. BIO-4
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-4: Provide Funding Assurances and Reporting Concerning Restoration Progress
and Success

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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71. BIO-5
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-5: Restore Riparian Forest/Woodland Concurrent with Impact to Compensate for
the Permanent Loss of Riparian Forest Habitat

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

72. BIO-6
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-6: Minimize Disturbance of Riparian Forest and Woodland

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

73. BIO-8
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-8: Create Coast Live Oak Woodland Habitat to Mitigate Permanent Loss of Coast
Live Oak Woodland Habitat

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

74. BIO-9b
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-9b: Restore or Create Wetland and Pond Habitat to Mitigate Permanent Loss of
Waters of the United States and State

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

75. BIO-10
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-10: Compensate for Removal of Protected Trees

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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76. BIO-11
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-11: Conduct Formal Site Assessment and Consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to Determine if Protocol-Level Surveys are Necessary OR Assume CRLF
Presence

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

77. BIO-12
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-12: Restrict Filling of Ponds/Wetlands and Initial Ground-Disturbing Activities in
CRLF Habitat to the Dry Season (May 1 to October 15)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

78. BIO-13
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-13: Conduct a Preconstruction Survey for CRLF

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

79. BIO-14
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-14: Monitor Initial Ground-Disturbing Construction Activities within CRLF Habitat

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

80. BIO-15
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-15: Compensate for the Removal and Disturbance of CRLF Breeding Habitat

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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81. BIO-16
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-16: Conduct a Preconstruction Survey for Southwestern Pond Turtles and Monitor
Construction Activities within Suitable Aquatic Habitat

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

82. BIO-17
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-17: Conduct Surveys for Nesting Tricolored Blackbirds

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

83. BIO-18
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-18: Redesign Restoration Plan (Proposed Project) to Replace Lost Tricolored
Blackbird Nesting Colony Habitat or Incorporate Tricolored Blackbird Nesting Habitat
into the Newly Developed 130-Unit Alternative Restoration Plan (If Developed)

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

84. BIO-19
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-19: Conduct Surveys for Woodrat Middens and Relocate Woodrats and Middens
Prior to Construction Activity

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

85. BIO-20
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-20: Remove Vegetation during the Nonbreeding Season and Avoid Disturbance
of Nesting Migratory Birds and Raptors

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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86. BIO-21
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-21: Conduct a Survey for Suitable Roosting Habitat and Evidence of Roosting
Bats and Avoid Disturbing Them

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

87. BIO-22
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-22: Rescue Steelhead, if Stranded in Site Basin during High-Flow Events

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

88. BIO-23
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
BIO-23: Install Signs Along and Within the Habitat Preserve about Restraining Dogs
and Encouraging Cats to be Kept Inside

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

89. CR-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
CR-1: Archaeological Resources- Stop
Encountered During Construction Activities

Work

if

Buried

Cultural

Deposits

are

Within

the

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

90. CR-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
CR-2: Archaeological Monitoring
Project Area During Construction

During

Ground

Disturbing

Activities

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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91. CR-3
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
CR-3: Archaeological ResourcesDuring Construction Activities

Stop

Work

if

Human

Remains

are

Encountered

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

92. CR-4
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
CR-4: Paleontological Resources- Stop Work if Vertebrate Remains are Encountered
During Construction

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

93. CR-5
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
CR-5: Consult
Impacts

With

a

Qualified

Archaeologist

to

Identify

Resources

and

Assess

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

94. GEO-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
GEO-1: Design All Proposed Structures in Accordance with
the Requirements of the California Building Code, Current
Edition, and Recommendations Contained in the SiteSpecific
Geologic and Geotechnical Reports
Prior to the issuance of granding permits, the approval of subdivision improvements,
or recordation of the final map, Geologic and Geotechnical reports shall be submitted
to the Division of Planning and the Division of Building of the Resource Managment
Agency for review and approaval.
A Not shall be placed on an additional sheet of the final map that indicates that a
geothecincal report was prepared all structures shall be designed in accordance with
the reports and the current edition of the California Building Code.
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95. GEO-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
GEO-2: Conduct Additional Site-Specific Investigation
Relative to Lot 130 and Implement Recommended Grading
and Slope Design Criteria of the Site-Specific Geotechnical
Reports
Prior to the issuance of grading permits for lot 130, a site-specific geotechnical report
shall be submitted the the Building Division of the Resource Management Agency for
review and approval

96. GEO - 3
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
GEO-3: Prepare and Implement an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan
Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the approval of subdivision improvement
plans, or recordation of the final map, whichever occurs first, an erosion and sediment
control plan shall be submitted the the RMA - Planning Division for review and
approval.

97. GEO-4
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
GEO-4: Remove Localized Zones of Overly Loose Materials
Prior to final inspection of grading permits or subdivision improvements, the applicant
shall submit a letter from a licensed geotechnical engineer indicating that all work has
been preformed in accordance with approved plans and geotechnical reports.

98. GEO-5
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning
GEO-5: Prepare a Geotechnical Report for Lot 130 Concerning Expansive Soils
Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits on lot 130, the applicant shall
submit to the Building Division of the RMA a geotechnical report for review and
approval.
Prior to recordation of final maps, the requirements of this mitigation measure shall be
included as a note on an additional sheet .
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99. GHG-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
GHG-1: Implement
during Construction

Best

Management

Practices

for

Greenhouse

Gas

Emissions

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

100. GHG-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
GHG-2: Reduce Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions to below the Efficiency Threshold
Using a Combination of Design Features, Replanting, and/or Offset Purchases

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

101. HAZ-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HAZ-1: Follow Cypress Fire Protection District and Other Guidelines for Storage and
Handling of Hazardous Materials

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

102. HAZ-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HAZ-2: Immediately Contain Spills, Excavate Spill-Contaminated Soil, and Disposal at
an Approved Facility

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

103. HAZ-3
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department
HAZ-3: Develop and Implement Plans to Reduce Exposure
Environment to Hazardous Conditions During Construction Activities

of

People

and

the

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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104. HAZ-4
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department
HAZ-4: Test for the Presence of Asbestos or Lead-Based Paint and Remove in
Accordance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and the
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD)Procedures

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

105. HAZ-5
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department
HAZ-5: Participate in the Local Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

106. HYD-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:
Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Environmental Services
HYD-1: Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Control Plan
Prior to the issuance of grading permits or approval of subdivision impovement plans,
the applicant shall prepare a Stormwater Control Plan.
Note on map

107. HYD-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HYD-2: Prepare
Control Measures

and

Implement

Operation

and

Maintenance

Plan

for

Stormwater

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

108. HYD-3
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HYD-3: Enter into Maintenance Agreement for Stormwater Control Measures

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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109. HYD-4
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HYD-4: Implement a Spill Prevention and Control Program

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

110. HYD-5
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HYD-5: Implement Measures to Maintain Surface Water or Groundwater Quality

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

111. HYD-6
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HYD-6: Protect Eastern Slope of Excavated Basin

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

112. HYD-7
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
HYD-7: Avoid Encroachment into the 100-year Floodplain for Lot 130 Uses

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

113. NOI-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
NOI-1: Implement Noise-Reducing
Batting Practice Area and Lot 130

Treatments

at

Residences

Located

Near

the

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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114. NOI-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Planning
NOI-2: Employ Noise-Reducing Construction Practices

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

115. PSU-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Water Resources Agency
PSU-1: Dedicate Water Rights for the Project; Design for, Meter, and Monitor Water
to meet Water Budgets; Implement Remedial Action if Water Budgets Exceeded

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

116. PSU-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department
PSU-2: Test Well Supply, Identify Water Treatment and Distribution Facilities, and
Avoid Impacts on Biological Resources

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

117. PSU-3
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Public Works
PSU-3: Coordinate with Appropriate Utility Service Providers and Related Agencies to
Reduce Service Interruptions

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

118. TR-1
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Public Works
TR-1: Contribute Fair-Share to Interchange Improvements
Carmel Valley Road through the CVTIP Traffic Impact Fee

of

Laureles

Grade

and

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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119. TR-2
Responsible Department:
Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

RMA-Public Works
TR-2: Develop and Implement a Construction Traffic Control Plan

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:
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Graphics…05334.05 RDEIR (8-25-2015)

Figure 2-8
130-Unit Alternative Site Plan
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Figure 2-8
130-Unit Alternative Site Plan
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Graphics…05334.05 RDEIR (3-21-2016)

Figure 2-9
130-unit Alternative Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan
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MONTEREY COUNTY
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
David L. Spaur, CEcD, Director
168 West Alisal Street, 3rd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901
(831) 755-5390
Fax: (831)755-5398

MEMORANDUM
Date:
To:
From:

November 9, 2016
Luke Connolly, Management Specialist
Darby Marshall, Redevelopment & Housing Analyst

SUBJECT:

Rancho Canada Village Specific Plan: PLN040061 – INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
REQUIREMENT

The Housing Office has reviewed the above referenced application for compliance with the County’s
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. An analysis of the condition of approval follows.
Analysis:
The Rancho Canada Village Specific Plan consists of a 125 new residential development on
approximately 82 acres. The parcels in the Specific Plan include 5 existing residential lots for a total of
130 residential lots allocated to 12 condominiums and 118 residential lots. The property is located at the
end of 4860 Carmel Valley Road, Carmel Valley (APNs 015-162-009-000, 015-162-017; 015-162-025000, 015-162-026-000, 015-162-033-000, 015-162-039-000, 015-162-040-000, 015-162-041-000, 015162-042-000, 015-162-043-000, 015-162-045-000, 015-162-046-000 and 015-162-047-000), Carmel
Valley Master Plan.
Under the terms of the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance #5175, Section 18.40.060 (A), it
appears that the ordinance applies. According to Section 18.40.110.A of the Ordinance the project is
required to provide 25 Inclusionary Units (20% X 125 new residential lots). The Ordinance further
requires that 6% of the total residential units be restricted to very low income households; 6% of the
total Residential units be restricted to low income households and 8% of the units be restricted to
moderate income households.
The applicant has indicated that they wish to comply with the requirements of the Ordinance by
providing 25 on-site rental units.
Condition of Approval
The project shall provide a minimum of 20% of the total number of residential units as inclusionary
housing units to be located on the project site. Of total residential units, 6% shall be in the very lowincome category (7 units), 6% in the low-income category (8 units), and 8% in the moderate-income
category (10 units). Prior to recordation of the final subdivision map that will cover the entire

development the developers and property owners shall execute a Master Developer Inclusionary
Housing Agreement or Developer Agreement.
Compliance or Monitoring Actions
Applicant shall execute a Master Developer Inclusionary Housing Agreement or Developer Agreement
with the County that will provide the specific requirements for the project’s Inclusionary Housing
component, in substantial compliance with Ordinance #04185 and the adopted Inclusionary Housing
Administrative Manual.
Party Responsible for Compliance
Applicant
Timing
Prior to recordation of final map
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
µ/m3

micrograms per cubic meter

µP

micro-Pascals

µS/cm

microSiemens/cm

AB

Assembly Bill

ADT

Average daily traffic

AGR

Agricultural Supply

AMBAG

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

APN

Assessor Parcel Number

AQMP

Air Quality Management Plan

ARB

California Air Resources Board

Area Plan

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan

Area Plan

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan

ASTM

American Society for Testing and Materials

BA

Biological assessment

BMP

best management practices

Board

County Board of Supervisors

CAA

federal Clean Air Act

CAAA

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

CAAQS

state ambient air quality standards

Cal-OSHA

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Caltrans

California Department of Transportation

CAWD

Carmel Area Wastewater District

CCAA

California Clean Air Act

CCR

California Code of Regulations

CCR

California Code of Regulations

CCRWQCB

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

CEC

California Energy Commission

CERCLA

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

CESA

California Endangered Species Act
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CF

Code of Federal Regulations

CFPD

Cypress Fire Protection District

cfs

Cubic feet per second

CH4

methane

CIP

Capital Improvement Projects

CLOMR

Conditional Letter of Map Revision

CMI

County Median Income

CMP

Congestion Management Program

CNEL

Community Noise Equivalent Level

CNPS

California Native Plant Society

CO

carbon monoxide

CO2

carbon dioxide

COLD

Cold Fresh Water Habitat

COMM

Commercial and Sport Fishing

CORTESE

Cortese Hazardous Waste and Subastance Site List

County

Monterey County

CRHR

California Register of Historical Resources

CRLF

California Red-Legged Frog

CSD

Community Services District

CT

Census Tract

CUSD

Carmel Unified School District

CVMP

Carmel Valley Master Plan

CVSIM

Carmel Valley Simulation Model

CVTIP

Carmel Valley Traffic Improvement Plan

CWA

Clean Water Act

CWA

Clean Water Act

CY

cubic yards

DA 26

Drainage Area 26

DA 27

Drainage Area 27

dB

decibels

dBA

A-weighted decibels

DEIR

Draft Environmental Impact Report
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DFG

California Department of Fish and Game

DTSC

Department of Toxic Substances Control

DWR

Department of Water Resources

Earthquake Fault
Zones

corridors along active faults

EPA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ESA

environmental site assessment

ESA

Federal Endangered Species Act

F

Fahrenheit

FEMA

Federal Emergency Management Agency

FINDS

Facility Index System

fps

Feet per second

FR

Federal Register

General Plan

Monterey County General Plan

GHGs

Greenhouse gases

GMPAP

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan

GP 2007

General Plan Update

Gt

metric tons

GWR

Ground Water Recharge

HCM

Highway Capacity Manual

HCP

Habitat Conservation Plan

HIST UST

Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database

HOA

Homeowners Association

HWCA

Hazardous Waste Control Act

Hwy 101

U.S. Highway 101

Hz

Hertz

IPCC

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

ITE

Institute of Transportation Engineers

ITP

Incidental take permit

kHz

kilohertz

LAFCO

Local Agency Formation Commission

Ldn

Day-Night Level
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Leq

Equivalent Sound Level

Leq[h]

1-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level

Lmax

Maximum Sound Level

LOS

level of Service

LUST

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System

Lx

Percentile-Exceeded Sound Level

Master Plan

Carmel Valley Master Plan

MBTA

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MBUAPCD

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

MCWRA

Monterey County Water Resources Agency

mg/L

Milligrams per liter

MIGR

Migration of Aquatic Organisms

MMTCO2 eq

Million Metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent

MPWMD

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District

MRWPCA

Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency

MS4s

municipal separate storm sewer systems

MST

Monterey-Salinas Transit

MUN

Municipal and Domestic Supply

MUTCD

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices

Mw

moment magnitude

N2O

nitrous oxide

NAAQS

national ambient air quality standards

NCCAB

North Central Coast Air Basin

NFIP

National Flood Insurance Program

NO2

nitrogen dioxide

NOAA

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NOI

Notice of Intent

NOX

oxides of nitrogen

NTU

Nephlometric turbidity units

NWP

Nationwide permit

OES

California Office of Emergency Services

PCWQCA

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969
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PM10

particulate matter smaller than 10 microns or less in diameter

PM2.5

particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter

ppm

parts per million

PRC

Public Resources Code

PRG

Preliminary Remedial Goals

Proposed Project

Rancho Cañada Village Specific Plan

RCRA

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RCRA Info database Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCSP

Rancho Cañada Specific Plan

RCV

Rancho Cañada Village

RCVSP or Specific
Plan

Rancho Cañada Village Specific Plan

REC-1

Water Contact Recreation

REC-2

Non-Contact Water Recreation

ROG

reactive organic gases

RWQCB

Regional Water Quality Control Board

SAA

Streambed Alteration Agreement

SARA

Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act

SEIR

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

SIP

State Implementation Plan

SO2

sulfur dioxide

SPL

sound pressure level

SPWN

Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development

SR

State Route

SWMP

Storm water management program

SWPPP

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB

State Water Resources Control Board

TAC

Toxic air contaminant

TAMC

Transportation Agency for Monterey County

TCM

traffic control measure

TMDL

Total maximum daily load

UBC

Uniform Building Code
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UFC

Uniform Fire Code

USACE

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USC

U.S. Government Code

USFWS

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

USGS

U.S. Geological Survey

USTs

underground storage tanks

VOC

volatile organic compounds

WARM

Warm Fresh Water Habitat

WILD

Wildlife Habitat

WMZ

Watershed Management Zone

WSEL

Water surface elevation
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Chapter 1

Introduction
This document contains comments submitted by agencies, organizations and individuals concerning
the May 2016 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Rancho Cañada
Village Project (the Proposed Project) and the 130-Unit Alternative, responses to those comments,
and appropriate revisions to the RDEIR. The Monterey County Planning Department (County) is the
CEQA lead agency for this project.
The RDEIR was made available to the public and regulatory agencies for review and comment
during a 68-day comment period between June 1, 2016 and August 8, 2016. The County also
accepted and responded to all comments received from August 9th through August 31, 2016 at the
request of certain commenters.
The Guidelines implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that written
responses be prepared for all written comments received on a DEIR during the public review period.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifically states:
The Final EIR shall consist of:
1. The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft.
2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a
summary.
3. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.
4. The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.
5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
This Final EIR has been prepared in compliance with these Guidelines, as well as with applicable
procedures of Monterey County, and includes the following.
Volume I Recirculated DEIR, May 2016 (not reprinted)


Executive Summary



Chapter 1. Introduction



Chapter 2. Project Description



Chapter 3. Environmental Analysis



Chapter 4. Other CEQA-Required Sections



Chapter 5. Alternatives Analysis



Chapter 6. References Cited



Chapter 7. Report Preparation
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Monterey County

Volume II Recirculated DEIR Appendices, May 2016 (not reprinted)


Appendix A: Notice of Preparation and Written Comments



Appendix B: Rancho Cañada Village Pattern Book



Appendix C: Restoration Plan



Appendix D: CVMP Policy Consistency Analysis



Appendix E: Rancho Cañada Residential Development Traffic Study



Appendix F: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Calculations



Appendix G: Noise Evaluations

Volume III Comments, Responses to Comments, Revisions to Recirculated Draft EIR (this
document)


Chapter 1. Introduction



Chapter 2. Comments Received on the Recirculated Draft EIR



Chapter 3. Responses to Comments



Chapter 4. Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR



Appendix H: Water Supply Calculations
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1

Chapter 2

2

Comments Received on the Recirculated Draft EIR

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

This chapter includes the letter of receipt from the State Clearinghouse; a list of the agencies,
organizations and individuals who commented on the Recirculated Draft EIR (Table 2‐1); and the
actual comment letters submitted. The comment letters have been numbered as shown in Table 2‐1
and include both letters and emails. The individual comments within each letter have been
numbered in the right margins. There is a response for each comment in Chapter 3, Responses to
Comments. Each individual response in Chapter 3 is numbered to correspond with the comment to
which it responds.

Table 2‐1. List of Commenters
Letter #

Commenter

Federal Agencies
1
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
2

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

State Agencies
3
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Local Agencies
4
Carmel Unified School District (CUSD)
5
CSA #50 Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CSA #50)
6
Monterey County Sheriff’s Office (MCSO)
7
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD)
8
Monterey –Salinas Transit (MST)
9
Transportation Agency For Monterey County (TAMC)
Organizations
Carmel Valley Association (CVA 1)
10
Carmel
Valley Association (CVA 2)
11
12
13

LandWatch Monterey County (LandWatch)
The Open Monterey Project (TOMP)

Individuals
14
Susie Franklin –(Franklin)
15
Lea Magee (Magee)
16
Lea Magee (Magee)
17
Lea Magee (Magee)
18
William H. Soskin (Soskin)
19

Dr. Mel Spehn (Spehn)

20
21

Richard Stott (Stott)
Jacqueline M. Zischke, Attorney at Law (Zischke)

11
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Letter1 1
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4-3

4-3
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4-4

4-5

4-6

4-7

4-9

4-10

4-10

4-11

Letter5 5
Letter

CSA #50
Flood Control for the Lower Carmel River
Mission Fields

Arroyo Carmel

Riverwood

Crossroads

Carmel Center
July 28, 2016

Mr. Luke Connolly, AICP
Management Specialist
County of Monterey RMA-Planning
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Rancho Canada Village Project Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR),
# PLN040061.
Dear Mr. Connolly:
On behalf of Monterey County Service Area 50 (CSA #50) and acting on a unanimous decision of its
Citizens Advisory Committee, I am submitting this comment in support of the Environmental Impact
Report and project plan of the 130-unit Rancho Canada Villages Project.
Since the two devastating floods of 1995 in our area, CSA #50 has been developed to take on the work of
planning and implementing flood control and drainage projects designed to protect the residential and
business properties of our neighborhoods (mentioned in the letterhead above) from future flooding, with
the ultimate goal of protection from a “100-year flood”. Ours is a relatively small district, with a very
modest annual revenue flow, and multi-million dollar flood control needs. Given this, it has been vital for
us to forge partnerships with other entities to implement projects that can accomplish our goals. Over
these years, these partners have included not only the Monterey County Department of Public Works and
Monterey County Water Resources Agency, but also the Big Sur Land Trust, the Monterey Peninsula
Water Management District, Caltrans, and others.
The Rancho Canada property is a close neighbor to the east of CSA #50, and our neighborhoods are
susceptible to flooding both from heavy rainfalls on the Carmel hills, and from flooding of the Carmel
River, which water can flow through Rancho Canada and down Rio Road. We experienced great damage
from such flooding in March of 1995.
For this reason, we have followed the proposals for development projects on the Rancho Canada property
as they developed over the years, first a proposed resort hotel, then a 281-unit residential development
which would have imported large amounts of fill into the area, and now this 130-unit alternative that does
not involve any imported fill. Our interest here has always focused on any impact these proposals might
have, negative or positive, on flooding and drainage within our CSA #50 area.
In reviewing and discussing the current 130-unit alternative project and its EIR, we especially noted that
this smaller project would have no negative impacts on our flooding and drainage situation. Even more,
the plan includes a raised emergency access road that, according to Balance Hydrologics, Inc., which has
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-2done extensive analysis related to CSA #$50 flood control needs and other projects in our Lower Carmel
River area, would actually divert potential flows from the Carmel hills to the river, and would reduce the
budget of future CSA #50 projects by an estimated $1.6 million. This would be a tremendous benefit to
CSA #50 and its residential and business properties, significantly reducing the budget of work yet to be
done. Especially for this reason ,we would welcome the project, and urge that it be approved to move
forward.
While we of CSA #50 have not discussed in any detail other aspects of the project, beyond those related
to flooding and drainage, certainly we understand that other impacts of this 130-unit project would be
considerably less than the earlier resort hotel and 281-unit proposals.
We will look forward to following the progress of this proposed project.
Thank you very much.
Sincerely,

Lawrence V. Levine, Chair
CSA #50 Citizen’s Advisory Committee
P.O. Box 222182, Carmel, CA 93922
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Letter66
MontereyCountyChapter3.10PublicServices,Utilities,andRecreation
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PoliceServices
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SinceinputwasprovidedfortheDraftEIR,therehavebeensignificantchanges
inthestaffinglevels.ThebelowinformationiscurrentasofAugust1,2016.
ThesecurrentstaffinglevelshavebeenineffectsinceOctober3,2015.
Pleasedeletethestrikeoutsinredaboveandinsertthefollowing:
TheprojectareaislocatedintheBeat7Area.TheNorthandSouthboundariesof
Beat7arebothsidesofHwy1fromCarmelHighSchooltoRockyPoint.TheEast
andWestboundariesarebothsidesofCarmelValleyRoadfromHwy1toRancho
SanCarlosRoad.
TheprojectsiteiswithinthejurisdictionoftheCoastalStationinMonterey.
ThisisaSheriff’sOfficeSubstation.ThenearbyBeatareasalsoencompassed
withintheCoastalStationjurisdictionare6A,6B,8A,8Band9.
DuringtheLincoln(Day)shiftwhichisfrom7amͲ5pmthereisonedeputyina
patrolvehiclepatrollingBeat7.
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DuringtheXͲRay(Swing)shiftwhichisfrom3p.m.Ͳ1a.m.,thereisnotaCoastal
StationDeputyassignedtoBeat7.
Therearetwodeputies(eachinapatrolvehicle)assignedfromtheXͲRayshiftat
theCentralStationinSalinas.TheytraveltotheMontereyPeninsulatocoverall
theCoastalStationBeatareas.InadditiontoBeat7,thesetwopatrolunitsalso
coveralltheCallsforServiceintheotherbeatareasof6A,6B,8A,8Band9.

DuringtheZebra(MidnightShift)whichisfrom9p.m.Ͳ7:00a.m.,liketheXͲRay
shift,thereisnotadedicatedCoastalStationassignedtoBeat7.
Therearetwodeputies(eachinapatrolvehicle)assignedfromtheZebrashiftat
theCentralStationinSalinas.TheytraveltotheMontereyPeninsulatocoverall
theCoastalStationBeatareas.InadditiontoBeat7,thesetwopatrolunitsalso
coveralltheCallsforServiceintheotherbeatareasof6A,6B,8A,8Band9.

DuringthetimeframeofJanͲDec2013theaverageresponsetimewas9minutes,
7seconds.Thisstatisticincludesbothemergencyandnonemergencycallsfor
service.
However,nowwithmuchlowerstaffinglevelsandnotoneunitdedicatedtoBeat
7forthetheSwingandMidnightshift,thisresponsetimewouldbemuchhigher.
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Letter77
Letter

August 8, 2016
Mr. Luke Connolly, AICP
Monterey County Resource Management Agency – Planning
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, California 93901
Subject: MPWMD Comments on Re-circulated Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Rancho Cañada Village Project, Carmel Valley; SCH#2006081150; PLN040061
Dear Mr. Connolly:
The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD or District) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on Monterey County’s Re-circulated Draft Environmental Impact
Report (RDEIR) for the Rancho Cañada Village (RCV) Project in Carmel Valley. The RCV
Project is described as a residential subdivision with a lower-density, 130-unit Alternative,
consisting of Single-Family Dwellings and 12 condominium units on an approximately 81-acre
Site located on Carmel Valley Road in Carmel Valley. The 130-unit Alternative will occupy the
same general approximately 40-acre area of the West Course of the Rancho Cañada Golf Club.
The remainder of the Site is proposed for parkland, open space, habitat and common area usage.
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The MPWMD is responsible for integrated water resources management for the Monterey
Peninsula, including the RCV Project area. The District, as a California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Responsible Agency, will rely on the County’s certified EIR for the RCV Project as
part of our decision-making process, as specified in MPWMD Rules & Regulations. As
described below, an amended Water Distribution System (WDS) Permit is needed, in addition to
a Water Permit for the new construction to be served by the WDS. For proposed work within the
Carmel River riparian corridor, a valid River Work Permit is required.
The District’s March 7, 2008 and April 7, 2008 comment letters on the original Draft EIR are
provided as Enclosure 1 and are incorporated by reference. It is not clear that the RDEIR has
addressed all of the concerns raised in 2008, as the text has been re-numbered. Some of the
previous concerns identified in 2008 may be partially addressed with the 130-unit Alternative.

7-2

MPWMD recognizes that the proposed Rancho Cañada Village could result in significant
benefits to the Carmel River environment and the community of the Monterey Peninsula;
however, MPWMD has concerns about potential effects to the Carmel River and about the
description and usage of existing and potential future water rights to the Carmel River.
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CARMEL RIVER RIPARIAN CORRIDOR
There appear to be two alternatives concerning grading and drainage improvements and possible
restoration work. Depending on which alternative is selected, proposed improvements may
require a MPWMD River Work Permit for work within the MPWMD Riparian Corridor.
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5 Harris Court, Building G, Monterey, CA 93940 y P.O. Box 85, Monterey, CA 93942-0085
831-658-5600 y Fax 831-644-9560 y http://www.mpwmd.net

Mr. Luke Connolly, AICP
Page 2 of 7
August 8, 2016

Figure 2-5: Section D-D shows a new cut slope along the south side of the project that would be
exposed to high flows in the Carmel River. Analysis of the potential for scour in the right
overbank described on p. 3.2-24 states that implementation of the Restoration and Mitigation
Plan would reduce the potential for scour to a less than significant level. The plan describes
revegetation of the site basin with grass. What is the velocity of flow along the new cut bank?
Would grass slopes be protected from erosion during high flow events?
The Proposed Project retains the proposed storm drain system that includes placing several new
outfalls along the river. This does not address MPWMD’s previous concern about installing
multiple storm drain outlets into the Carmel River. There is no description of the impact to the
riparian corridor from construction of new drainage facilities in the riparian corridor that would
require permanent removal of riparian vegetation for construction and would likely require
removal of vegetation for maintenance of the outlet. Mitigation Measures HYD-1, HYD-2, and
HYD-3 do not propose any mitigation for temporary or permanent loss of riparian vegetation that
would result from installation of new storm drains into the river. The description of installing
“energy dissipation devices” for drainage facilities is not detailed enough to determine if there is
the potential for temporary or permanent impacts to river substrate due to scour from stormwater
point discharges and from the effects of any structural protection that would be required to
prevent undermining or damage to an outfall.
Figure 2-9: The 130-Unit Alternative Project appears to show no new storm drain facilities
from the project area discharging directly into the river and the text describes that all stormwater
drainage would be retained on site, where it would percolate into the underlying aquifer. This
project alternative would address MPWMD concerns about new outfalls discharging into the
river and appears to be an environmentally superior alternative to installing several new storm
drain outfalls to the river.
P. 3.2-6: The text should be revised in line 26 to delete reference to San Clemente Dam, which
was removed in 2015.
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7-6

7-7

7-8

P. 3.2-14: Local Policies and Regulations. Add a section to describe MPWMD Rules and
Regulations for alteration of the Riparian Corridor. Please consult the following web location:
http://www.mpwmd.net/regulations/rules-regulations/carmel-river-rules-regulations/
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These rules apply to work in the vicinity of the Carmel River 10-year flow line, including work
to install outfalls into the Carmel River.
Table 3.3-6 (page 3.3-56): The listing of red alder should be changed to white alder; this is also
true for the second paragraph on page 3.3-56, line 19.
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P. 3.3-75: Mitigation Measure BIO-22. A high flow runoff event in the river that would cause
overtopping into the site basin would likely fill the basin with turbid water that would make
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Mr. Luke Connolly, AICP
Page 3 of 7
August 8, 2016
inspection for steelhead difficult or impossible. How soon after overtopping would an inspection
for stranded steelhead occur? A method of rescue for any steelhead that are found stranded
should be proposed. MPWMD experience shows that at water depths that would fill the site
basin (e.g., up to about 8 or 9 feet deep), rescue using electrofishing techniques would be
impossible due to the depth of water and seining the site basin would likely be ineffective.
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RANCHO CAÑADA BRIDGE NO. 5: In 1995, bridge no. 5, located at the downstream end of
the west course, was washed away (see Figure 1). A portion of the concrete bridge decking
landed at the bottom of the left bank and became partially buried by sediment; the center pier
was pushed over and buried by sediment. The FEIR should address removal of the concrete
deck and pier now completely exposed in the riverbed.

7-12

Figure 1 above – Bridge No. 5
Left: March 24, 1995. Right: partially buried bridge deck in November 1996 (at right) with
former center pier completely buried (in background under new bridge span constructed in
1995).

Figure 2 above – Bridge No. 5
May 2009 – former center pier left in the riverbed after bridge failure in 1995. Now fully
exposed in the river bottom at low flows.

Mr. Luke Connolly, AICP
Page 4 of 7
August 8, 2016
WATER RIGHTS, SUSTAINABLE WATER SUPPLY AND MPWMD WATER
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
Prior to modifying the existing Water Distribution System (WDS) on the property to allow
development, the project applicant will need to obtain a WDS Permit Amendment that sets a
limit on connections and water production for the project.
Global (examples on Page 3.10-8, line 34 and Page 3.10-10 lines 20 and 26): Please change all
instances of “Carmel Valley Aquifer” to “Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer” to avoid confusion
and to be consistent with MPWMD and other agency terminology that is currently used to
describe the mapped subterranean stream of the Carmel River subject to SWRCB regulation.
Water Supply, Table 3.10-2, Summary of Providers: The table should describe “Water” with
“on-site wells” as the service provider. It is noted that California American Water (Cal-Am)
serves potable supply to the existing golf course clubhouse, but that the clubhouse area is not
part of the proposed development.
Water Supply, Page 3.10-6, line 6: The sentence should also include the Monterey County
Health Department and State Water Resources Control Board, which also may regulate water
supply from private wells.
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P. 3.10-10 and 3.10-11: The discussion of water rights as they apply to the Proposed Project and
130 Unit Alternate Project is unclear and should be clarified. The FEIR should clearly state how
riparian and potential appropriative rights will be used for the project. The FEIR should amend
this paragraph to include the recent SWRCB Board action in July 2016 that extended the CDO
deadline for five years and made other changes.
Application A30111 to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) included 263.7 acres
of golf course turf on property owned and leased by Rancho Cañada de la Segunda, Inc.
Whereas, the RDEIR describes development on what appears to be a subset of the parcels
included in A30111. This is an important point, as existing or potential future water rights
associated with the development parcels are likely less than the amounts described in the RDEIR
that are attributable to the combination of the two Rancho Cañada golf courses.
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Page 4-5 describes the transfer of most of the 140-acre Rancho Cañada East golf course to the
Trust for Public Land and a potential transfer of another 50-acre parcel also owned by the
Lombardo family. How does the transfer of land affect the water rights that the applicant is
relying on for development? In order for MPWMD to determine that riparian water rights are
available for a WDS Permit amendment to support development of the 81-acre Rancho Cañada
Village, there must be a clear description of the division of the claimed water rights and an
analysis of the consumptive uses among the various parcels.
Page 3.10-10, line 34: This text is inaccurate. The SWRCB did not recognize a right to 700
acre-feet per year (AFY) for the Rancho Cañada property. In Decision 1632, the SWRCB
reserved 700 AFY for a future appropriation. The SWRCB subsequently reduced that amount in
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2003 to 545 AFY in order for the applicant to qualify for an exemption from CEQA. As of
August 2011, several outstanding protests remained on Application 30111 and the SWRCB had
not issued a draft permit. The text should describe the current status of the water rights
application to SWRCB and should also describe that any potential appropriative permit is likely
to be conditioned on meeting instream flow requirements that are protective of threatened
steelhead in the Carmel River. It should be noted that incorporation of current instream flow
requirements into a water rights permit significantly reduces the opportunity to divert flow from
the subterranean stream of the Carmel River with a well. In extended dry periods, such as in
2013 and 2014, little or no diversion may be allowed under this type of a conditioned water right.
MPWMD considers a supply of water based on this type of right to be interruptible.
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If the applicant proposes to rely on an appropriative water rights permit from SWRCB for
irrigation or other purposes, MPWMD’s protest on A30111 must be resolved and a copy of a
water rights permit from SWRCB must be submitted prior to the District making a determination
on an application for an amended WDS permit.
Page 3.10-10, beginning Line 45: A future action to submit a change petition concerning a
potential future transfer of water using a permit that is not yet issued appears highly speculative.
If the SWRCB were to issue a permit based on A30111 and the Applicant submitted a change
petition on such a permit, a proposed transfer of water would likely be subject to a separate
CEQA action. References to a potential water transfer do not appear to be ripe for consideration
in the question of whether the Rancho Cañada Village development proposal should be approved
and should be deleted. It is also noted that while this section speculates on a potential water
transfer, Chapter 4 Cumulative Impacts does not appear to contain any description of the effect
of a water transfer.
Page 3.10-11, Lines 33 and 34 describe that a water rights analysis is included in the RDEIR.
No such analysis was found in the document.
Section D. Water Demand, p. 3.10-23: The baseline use analysis concentrates on historical
production of water from the golf course wells; however, there is no description of the
consumptive use, which should be the baseline for a comparison between pre- and post-project
water consumption. As described above in the water rights section, the portion of pre-project
water use assigned to the Rancho Cañada Village should be clearly defined and the method of
dividing the water use among the various existing parcels should be described.
Please note that on August 15, 2016, the MPWMD Board will consider a change to the existing
District policy for water use from the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer (see Enclosure 2). If the
Board adopts the proposed policy (or similar version), the Applicant will need to submit a study
showing consumptive water use, which would form the baseline for determining a production
limit in an MPWMD WDS Permit amendment. MPWMD requests that the County and
MPWMD work together to determine the allowable level of water use that would be consistent
with both agencies policies for discretionary permits for water use from the CVAA.
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WATER DEMAND AND MPWMD WATER PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
In the District’s April 7, 2008, comment letter on the Draft EIR, the District confirmed that it
concurred with the Jones & Stokes water demand estimates (DEIR, Table 3.1-5b). Current
estimates are provided in the RDEIR Tables 3.10-5 and 3.10-6. Since changes to a project can
occur between the EIR phase and the building permit, final MPWMD review of the proposed
water capacity will be required as the step prior to building permit approval, based on the waterusing fixtures and landscaping shown in the final construction plans. The following three
paragraphs provide more detail about current District requirements as they relate to the
MPWMD Water Permit. The FEIR should confirm that the RDEIR water use estimates are
consistent with the regulations described below.
Water Efficiency Standards in New Construction
Water Permit applications are processed in accordance with MPWMD Rules and
Regulations. In 2012, MPWMD adopted and implemented water efficiency measures for
the installation of plumbing fixtures in New Construction, and requires all water fixtures
to be High Efficiency models. Installation of water efficiency plumbing fixtures reduces
the burden of new, expanded or modified uses on the water resources. Current MPWMD
Rules and Regulations are available at the following website: www.mpwmd.net. All
Residential and Non-Residential users must comply with MPWMD’s extensive water
conservation and water efficiency standards (Regulation XIV, Water Conservation and
Regulation XV, The 2016 Monterey Peninsula Water Conservation and Rationing Plan).
Model Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance
New development projects that include landscape areas of 500 square-feet or more must
install and maintain Landscaping that complies with the California’s Model Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) and District rules. The MWELO promotes
efficient landscapes in new developments that provide substantial water savings through
proper landscape design, installation, and maintenance. Complete Landscape
Documentation Packages and landscape plans must be submitted to the District. The
Landscape Documentation Package is available at www.mpwmd.net/regulations/waterpermits/landscape-permit-requirements/. The Rancho Cañada Village project is subject to
these rules and regulations prior to issuance of a Water Permit by the District.
Separate Water Meters
As a condition of the Water Permits, each Residential User and common area will be
required to have individual water meters. District Rule 23-B-2-a requires that each new
water “User” shall install a separate water meter. A “User” is defined as a customer or
consumer of water delivered by a Water Distribution System. Each residence,
commerical enterprise, or industrical enterprise shall be deemed a separate and distinct
User. “Each residence and every non-residential enterprise that has water uses, including
a separate water meter for exterior water use.” District Rule 23 B-2 (c) also requires all
fire suppression systems to be separately metered from the domestic supply.
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MPWMD Monitor Well
In 1993, Rancho Cañada granted MPWMD permission to install a monitor well (Rancho Canada
West Monitor) on the north side of the west course (see Enclosure 3). This has been helpful in
refining the configuration of the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer in the vicinity of the golf
courses. If possible, MPWMD would like to retain access to this well or relocate it to an area
near the existing well site.
Thank you for the opportunity to review the RDEIR and provide feedback. We trust that our
comments will be addressed in the Final EIR for the RCV Project. If you have any questions or
would like to discuss our technical comments, please contact the following staff members:
Riparian Corridor – Thomas Christensen at 831/658-5627 or thomas@mpwmd.net
Water Rights/Supply – Larry Hampson at 831/658-5620 or larry@mpwmd.net
Water Demand – Gabriela Ayala at 831/658-5631 or gabby@mpwmd.net
Monitoring Wells – Jon Lear at 831/658-5647 or jlear@mpwmd.net
For policy issues, you may contact me at: 831/658-5650 or dstoldt@mpwmd.net
Sincerely,

David J. Stoldt
General Manager
Enclosures:
1.
March 7, 2008 and April 7, 2008 MPWMD comment letters
2.
Proposed District Policy for Development Overlying the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer
(July 12, 2016)
3.
Monitor Well Agreement
Cc:

David C. Laredo, District Counsel
Larry Hampson, District Engineer
Thomas Christensen, Riparian Projects Coordinator
Gabriela Ayala, Conservation Analyst
Jon Lear, Senior Hydrogeologist

U:\mpwmd\WDS\WDSPermits\RANCHO CANADA VILLAGE\RDEIR\RCV-RevisedDraftEIR-MPWMD-comments20160805.docx
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Enclosure 2
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
Proposed District Policy for Development Overlying the
Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer

SUMMARY: At the May 24, 2016 meeting, the Committee considered the MPWMD policy
and the Monterey County General Plan policy for approving discretionary permits to use water
produced from the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer (CVAA) for new commercial and residential
development projects. The Committee asked staff to develop a recommendation about
modifying the District’s current policy for Water Distribution System permits and permit
amendments in light of the General Plan Policy. The key question that must be addressed is
whether the Carmel River (and associated CVAA) can be described as a long-term sustainable
water supply using the factors set out in the General Plan policy. Two of the key factors
involved in determining whether the CVAA can be considered a long-term sustainable water
supply include the following from Policy PS-3.2:
e.
Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from the
source, and the ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or
otherwise affecting supply; and
f.
Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment
including on instream flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or
other aquatic life, and the migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing
impacts on the environment and to those resources and species.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: The District’s Water Supply Planning Committee met July
12, 2016 and recommends a new production limit for a site in the CVAA be established as
follows:
x

Upon conversion from vacant or agricultural to single connection residential: Determine
existing consumptive use on site (evaporation & transpiration) and set as new production
limit (adjusted for new project’s consumptive use.)

x

Upon conversion from vacant or agricultural, or single connection residential, to 2 or 3
residential connections: Establish new limit at 85% of existing consumptive use and
“retire” 15% to the benefit of the river.

x

Upon conversion from vacant or agricultural, or from less than 4 residential connections,
to 4 or more connections or to non-residential: Establish new limit at 75% of existing
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consumptive use and “retire” 15% to the benefit of the river, and 10% to the District
Reserve for re-allocation to Public Benefit Projects.
Here, District Reserve refers to the reserve referenced by District Rules 30A and 33B and Public
Benefit Projects refers to projects determined by a jurisdiction to be in the public interest, and
includes publicly-owned facilities, non-profits, and/or projects with benefits to the public as
determined by the jurisdiction. Both definitions will likely need to be better described in an
enacting ordinance.
DISCUSSION: Combined production from Cal-Am and non-Cal-Am wells in the CVAA likely
peaked in the late 1980s as a result of the 1987-91 drought. Although Cal-Am has been required
to report daily production data to MPWMD, accurate methods to determine non-Cal-Am
production were not put in place until the early 1990s (e.g., see Ordinances 48 and 56).
The chart below shows CVAA diversions for all diverters for the period from 1995 to 2015.
Total production from the aquifer did not drop off significantly until the issuance of Cease-andDesist Order 2009-0060 by the State Water Resources Control Board and the adoption of a
steeply tiered water rate structure for Cal-Am deliveries, also in 2009. Non-Cal-Am producers
are not affected by either the CDO or Cal-Am rates and remained at nearly the same level (about
2,000 AFY) for the 1995-2015 period, showing that non-Cal-Am pumpers have not significantly
contributed to a reversal of trends contributing to an overdraft condition or otherwise affecting
supply, nor toward minimizing impacts on the environment and species.
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Currently, most non-Cal-Am pumpers in the CVAA have riparian rights to divert flow. The
SWRCB declined to evaluate riparian rights in Order 95-10, stating that there was not enough
information provided by non-Cal-Am pumpers; however, MPWMD requires an evaluation and
demonstration of riparian rights in order to process a WDS permit or amendment for wells in the
CVAA. This is not a determination of a right, but is a basis for MPWMD to confirm that the
permittee has a long–term right to divert flow.
Riparian pumpers generally return a variable portion of the applied water and a portion of indoor
water use back into the aquifer (the latter amount through septic system return flow in areas not
served by the Carmel Area Wastewater District). The amount of applied water returned depends
on land use. For example, agricultural production may require a different volume of water per
acre than either turf irrigation or domestic landscape irrigation. To reverse the trend in seasonal
dewatering, a baseline amount of water use should be established and a reduction factor applied
to the baseline. Staff recommends that project proponents be required to provide an analysis of
the consumptive use of water on the property under existing conditions for a period of 10 years
(note that the consumptive use amount will be less than the historical pumped amount). The
consumptive use amount would become the baseline.
Staff recommends that the Committee consider applying a minimum of a 15% reduction to the
baseline for any conversion greater than a single residential connection in order to continue
reversing the trend of dewatering of the aquifer and reducing flows when steelhead are migrating
through the river. This is consistent with District’s 1984 goal of a 15% reduction in demand by
the year 20201 as shown in its 1984 Water Conservation Plan, as supported by the Board in
Resolution 84-4. The 15% goal was also indicated on page VI-9 in the Water Allocation
Program Final Environmental Report (SCH87030309) certified by the Board in 1990. The same
15% goal is highlighted in Rule 25.5 B and was applied to the City of Monterey’s public water
credit for the El Estero irrigation conversion project and to the City of Pacific Grove’s local
water project. A higher permanent retirement was undertaken in the Pebble Beach (52.5%) and
Malpaso LLC (35%) water entitlements. The Sand City water entitlement applied approximately
31% to offset Cal-Am Carmel River pumping.
For larger developments, the District will receive a portion of the water for reallocation for
Public Benefit Projects. The details of such an approach would need to be established in a future
ordinance reestablishing an allocation to the District Reserve.

1

The District has achieved the 15% goal and has, in fact, reduced demand by 43% since Order 95-10
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479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940
T: (831) 373-1214
F: (831) 373-0242

August 31, 2016
Via E-Mail to connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us
Luke Connolly
Management Specialist
Planning Department
Monterey County Resources Management Agency
168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901
Re:

Comments on 2016 “Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Report” for the Rancho Canada Village Project

Dear Mr. Connolly:
We represent the Carmel Valley Association, which makes the following
comments on the Rancho Canada Village Project Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR).

10-1

The RDEIR preparer inappropriately relied on water usage reported by the
applicant, which the Monterey Superior Court and the Sixth District Court of
Appeal have rejected with regard to another Carmel Valley Ranch subdivision.
The RDEIR states that the RDEIR relied on the claims of water use provided by
the applicant's attorney, Jacqui Zischke and attorney Tony Lombardo. There is
no evidence that the EIR preparer performed an independent investigation and
evaluation of the claims.
That approach is contrary to the holdings of the Monterey County Superior Court
and the Sixth District Court of Appeal. In the County’s processing f the first
September Ranch subdivision application approximately one mile from the
Rancho Canada Village site, the applicant’s attorney, Tony Lombardo, made
representations to the County as the past irrigation amounts had been. The
County relied on those representations.
In Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th
99, 122, the Court of Appeal stated:
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Here it would appear that the only evidence that the
terrace on the September Ranch property was irrigated
pasture was the representation of the applicants
themselves, who clearly had a vested interest in
establishing a water use baseline high enough to allow
the project to go forward. On this record, we must
question the premise accepted in the EIR, that
pre-project water usage on the September Ranch
property was for irrigating the pastureland.
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It is similarly improper for the County to rely on claims of Mr. Lombardo and Ms.
Zischke here. The developer has a vested interest in establishing a water use
baseline high enough to allow the project to go forward.
Further, the claims of overall pumped production are not helpful when, as here,
the proposed project site is a small portion for the overall site on which the
pumped production water was used.
The RDEIR failed to investigate the claims of prior water use, even if the total
amounts claimed accurate.
The RDEIR water use baseline analysis says this:
In order to assess water supply impacts, an existing use
baseline must be established. The existing golf courses
use between 309 and 522 AFY for irrigation (based on
1991 to 2014 data shown in Table 3.10-3), with an
average use of 410 AFY. The Project will result in the
elimination of one of the two Rancho Cañada golf
courses and the baseline is considered to be 50% of the
current golf course irrigation use which on average
would be about 205 AFY.
The analysis is materially flawed.
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There is no analysis and investigation of the claim that “Baseline use is assumed
to be the water use of one of the two golf courses on-site because with the
Project, only one golf course will remain in operation.” Who made that
assumption, and on what basis, and with what prior investigation?
The other golf course is on the 140-acre Hatton property and the second is the
50-acre Lombardo II property, which are both part of the deal with the Trust for
Public Land group, and which will no longer be used as a golf course. That
changes the analysis of water use. Each of those parcels has rights to water that
the RDEIR has not adequately disclosed and considered.
The “baseline” for the entire former golf course area and all of its uses is not the
proper baseline for the proposed Rancho Canada Village project. The RDEIR
selection of 50% of the baseline as the Project baseline is arbitrary and
unsupported.
On what basis does the RDEIR state that “one golf course will remain in
operation”?
Has the County confirmed that one golf course will remain in operation?
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10-4

10-5

10-6

10-7

How many acres were each of the golf courses, and what was the water demand
for all uses on each course, including the water that supplied water features?

10-8

What was the source of water supply for each of the uses at the Rancho Canada
Golf Course site, including each of the golf courses, the clubhouse, and the other
uses?

10-9

A public source reports that “There are two Cal Am wells on the Lombardo II
property that are used to irrigate the golf courses.” Is that accurate? If so or if
not, please provide independent support for the response. Which parcels are the
“Lombardo II” properties?
Public sources report that as of July 2016, one golf course had ceased operating,
and the other was schedule to cease operating by the end of 2016.
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The subdivision project site is on part of one of the two golf courses. It is not n
the entire former golf course site. Thus, at best, the subdivision is not entitled to
half of the amount pumped for the golf course uses.
There were other uses on the large Rancho Canada site, in addition to the two
golf courses. There was a large clubhouse that held many special events. There
were bathrooms and other facilities. The pumping provided water for all those
uses, as well. Again, at best, the subdivision project might have claim to a
fraction of the past water pumping, but far less than half.
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The RDEIR failed to adequately limit the actual usage of the project. It is
reasonably foreseeable that the project will use more water than estimated. No
mitigation is proposed. The RDEIR should require a mitigation of actual reporting
of total pumping, and reporting by residential unit, by irrigation use, and by total
development on a monthly basis, the reporting records should be public records,
and the total water use may not exceed the amount estimated in the RDEIR.

10-14

The RDEIR omitted an estimate for the water demand for the park that is
proposed as part of the RCV subdivision project and its alternative.

10-15

The RDEIR assumption of a 7% system loss (e.g. Table 3.10-6) is unreasonably
low. Cal Am’s system loss is higher than that, and most of the small water
systems in the region have a higher system loss.

10-16

7% system loss is not a “conservative assumption” as the RDEIR claims (e.g., p.
3.10-27)
The RDEIR recommends several “conditions of approval” that are not described
as “mitigations,” but whose effect appear to be as mitigations. (E.g., p. 3-10.26
and 27, two “conditions of approval” regarding water impacts, which refer to the
RDEIR analysis of impacts; p. 3.10-28, two more “conditions of approval.”) This
is confusing. Are these “conditions of approval” intended to act as mitigations of
potential impacts? That is what the RDEIR says. All of them should be placed as
mitigations, so they are enforceable under CEQA.
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Why does the RDEIR call them “conditions of approval” instead of “CEQA
mitigations”? What different meaning and effect does the RDEIR intend by
calling them “conditions of approval”?
One of the “conditions of approval” recommended by the RDEIR states that “the
County, as a condition of approval, require monthly reporting of water use on the
golf course to verify that water use does not exceed the estimated remaining
amount of the Project Applicant’s water right (402 AF).” That condition should be
a mitigation, not a condition. And it needs to be rewritten to be effective and
enforceable, which it is not. 402 AF is materially more than the “remaining
amount” of the past usage. The applicant does not have a “water right.” The
reporting of water use should be public record. The reporting of water use should
extend to all uses at the project site and former golf courses and clubhouse sites.
The RDEIR cannot legally require other persons, not the Project Applicant, to
comply with reporting requirements about water use or anything else. If the
County disagrees, please provide specifics, and the authority on which the
County relies.
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The 130-unit alternative has an unclear project description. For example, at p. 214, the project description includes, in addition to the 130 residential units and
parkland and related uses, the project would include both of the following:
C

“A proposal to dedicate 60 AFY for new connections (subscriber
uses) to be served by Cal-Am and to be used by Cal-Am in the
interim to offset its unauthorized diversions until subscription water
use occurs. This water use would be offsite and could be anywhere
within the Cal-Am service area.”

and
C

The applicant proposes to dedicate an additional approximately 50
AFY beyond the uses noted above, to bring the total project water
use up to 180 AFY.

The two amounts the applicant proposes to “dedicate” are 60 AFY and 40 AFY,
which would total 110 AF, in addition to the water demand of the project itself,
which the RDEIR assumes to be 70 AFY. Thus, the total water use of the 130-
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unit alternative would be 180 AFY. However, the RDEIR incorrectly states that
“The overall proposed water use would be 130 AFY, including the proposed
dedications.” This error should be corrected.
The RDEIR fails to explain the applicant’s proposal “to dedicate 60 AFY for new
connections (subscriber uses) to be served by Cal-Am and to be used by Cal-Am
in the interim to offset its unauthorized diversions until subscription water use
occurs. This water use would be offsite and could be anywhere within the
Cal-Am service area.” The RDEIR contains essentially no other discussion of this
proposed use.
What are “subscriber uses”? The RDEIR does not define the term. CVA cannot
comment meaningfully on this confusing term and proposed use because CVA
does not understand what it is.
The RDEIR does not include the required analysis of the growth-inducing impacts
and cumulative impacts of the 60 AFY that would go to “new connections.” 60
AFY could mean 60 to 240 new homes, or a new large hotel/resort facility. It
would mean more traffic and other impacts. Anticipating that the County may
claim that such impacts are speculative as to the location, we point out that it is
not speculative. The County simply has to look at who has purchased the waterfor-sale from the Pebble Beach Company and from the Malpaso sale of other
“water rights.” The information is available and provides a basis for an analysis of
the reasonably foreseeable impacts. This information and analysis should have
ben included in this RDEIR, and was not.
How can the applicant dedicate 60 AFY of water to “other Cal Am users” when
the applicant has not perfected those rights through the SWRCB?
The Table 3.10-8 used unsupported claims of the impacts of rainfall on domestic
water demand. The table assumes that a wet year would be 80% of average
water demand, a dry year would be 110% of average, and a very dry year would
be 125% of average. On what are these assumptions based? They are arbitrary.
The Table contains no notes as to the assumptions used and other bases for the
analysis. Absent that information, we cannot comment meaningfully on the table

10-20
ŽŶƚ͘

10-21

10-22

10-23

10-24

10-25

10-26

Luke Connolly
Planning Department
Monterey County Resources Management Agency
August 31, 2016
Page 7
and its conclusions, which the EIR relies on. The table, along with its parallel
table for the 281-unit alternative, is highly suspect and should not be relied on.
It appears that the RDEIR analysis of the water demand do not adequately
consider the water features that are shown in the park. Please explain in detail
how the “open space irrigation” figure was determined, and whether it includes
the park and its water features.
If the water features are seasonal, please explain what the areas would look like
during the dry season, and how public health and safety would be affected.
The RDEIR references to “other Cal Am users” is confusing and inaccurate. The
term assumes that the project’s residences are also “Cal Am users,” which
conflicts with the RDEIR claims that no Cal Am water will be used. Please
explain and clarify.
The RDEIR fails to explain the applicant’s proposal “to dedicate an additional
approximately 50 AFY beyond the uses noted above.” What is the significance of
50 AFY? To what would that 50 AFY be dedicated? To whom would that 50 AFY
be dedicated? Why “approximately” 50 AFY? How was the 50 AFY determined?
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10-28

10-29

10-30

How can the applicant dedicate 50 AFY of water when the applicant has not
perfected those rights through the SWRCB?

10-31

How can the applicant dedicate 60 AFY of water for sale when the applicant has
not perfected those rights through the SWRCB?

10-32

The RDEIR discussion of water rights mixes up its references to riparian rights
and appropriative rights, which are very different. That adds to the RDEIR
confusion as to who owns the different rights or who might claim them. Each time
the EIR mentions water rights, the EIR should clearly state which right the EIR is
describing, based on which claim, on behalf of which named entity or property.
The RDEIR claims that “The 130-Unit Alternative would reduce the amount of
potable water demand on the project site compared to the Proposed Project and
compared to existing conditions.” (Project Description, p. 2-14.) That is a
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conclusory and unsupported statement that has no place in the project
description. That is advocacy, not independent EIR analysis.
CVA disputes that the alternative would use less water than the proposed project,
especially because the EIR fails to place enforceable mitigations to keep water
demand below specific levels assumed in the RDEIR, and because the EIR water
demand analysis and water supply is inadequate.
The analysis of the water use does not look at the worst case scenario and add
up very dry year consumption, and does not adequately analyze the impacts of
that, or of a drought scenario of a sequence of multiple dry and very dry years.
To make matters worse, the project (either 281 or 130 units) would created yearround residential demand, which would have materially different impacts on the
water supply than golf course irrigation, which would not have as much or any
water demand during the rainy season. In contrast, residential use would have
more of a year-round demand.
The RDEIR improperly advocates for the 130-unit alternative and fails to describe
it accurately. The introductory paragraph that describes the 130-unit alternative
fails to state that the 130-unit alternative would not provide 50% affordability, and
not even provide the 20% affordability required by County ordinance. This
preferential treatment by the RDEIR is demonstrated by the contrast with the
RDEIR introductory paragraph of the 281-unit project, which the RDEIR describes
as including 50% affordable units. The RDEIR’s introductory paragraph of the
130-unit alternative further tried to obscure the facts by claiming that the
alternative “proposes similar uses as the Proposed Project, but with a lower
number of overall units and lower density,” while omitting the material information
about the very different affordability aspects of the 130-unit alternative.
The RDEIR claims this: “The golf club has a series of five on-site wells that it
presently uses to draw water for irrigation from the lower Carmel Valley aquifer”
(p. 3.10-10). The claim is inaccurate. It does not present an adequate
description of the on-the-ground situation.
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C

What “golf club”? The Rancho Canada golf operation leased the
large site.

C

The “golf club” does not own the five wells, in any event.

C

What does the RDEIR mean by “five on-site wells”?

C

Are they all on the site of the proposed RCV project? If not, that
changes the analysis.

C

Where are each of the wells located? The RDEIR should show the
location of each of the wells, and state the parcel each is located on.

C

Are any of the wells located on a parcel that is not part of the
project?

C

Does anyone else or any other entity or use have a claim to any of
the wells?

C

Is the RDEIR including the Cal Am well(s) in the “five on-site wells”?
The RDEIR merely says that the Cal Am Rancho Canada well is “in
the area,” without further elucidation.

C

Does anyone else or any other entity or use have a claim to water
supply from any of those wells?

C

Does anyone else or any other entity or use have a claim to water
rights under any theory from any of the wells?

C

What is the documentary basis for the RDEIR claim that there are
five wells?

C

When was each well drilled?

C

Has the County confirmed the existence and location of each well?
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C

How deep is each well, and from what level does pumping occur?

According to the RDEIR, the wells on the site are a combination of (1) existing
and (2) wells that could be rehabilitated. Please identify with specificity how
many of each there are.
The RDEIR fails to identify the location of each of the wells and the owner of
each. The RDEIR muddles the facts repeatedly. The RDEIR claims are
internally inconsistent, so we do not know what the true on-the-ground facts are.
The RDEIR should present the on-the-ground facts, including:
C

The location of each well.

C

The ownership of each well.

C

The pumping of each well for as long a time period as information is
available. The pumping information should be verified from other
independent sources.

C

The use of the water from each well, both for type of use and amount
of use for that purpose, on a yearly basis, for as long a time period
as information is available.

C

The known or anticipated future use of that well, including amounts
pumped and land uses supplied.

The RDEIR says that the water supply could be through the Cal Am system. In
that case, what will happen to the on-site wells? The RDEIR fails to address this
important issue. Will they be capped or destroyed? There should be a required
mitigation that ensure that further pumping will not be done from the wells,
because otherwise there will be unanalyzed and unmitigated cumulative impacts.
RDEIR Page 3.10-10 includes at least one typographical error at lines 26-29,
apparently merging sentences and/or words. Please clarify what each sentence
was intended to say.
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RDEIR page 3.10-10 improperly characterizes decision 1632, and does not
mention the modification(s) to decision 1632. The SWRCB did not “recognize
that Rancho Canada holds a superior water right.”

10-42

Decision 1632 did not “recognize a right to 700 AF for the Rancho Canada
property.” If you insist the sentence is accurate, the County should state exactly
what kind of “right” was addressed in Decision 1632, in the County’s opinions.
The RDEIR repeatedly refers to “the Rancho Canada property” and “Rancho
Canada” without specifying what the RDEIR intends to describe. (See, e.g,.
Discussion at p. 3.10-10, and other pages.) As another example, the RDEIR
refers to “Rancho Canada’s water rights” (e.g., RDEIR p. 2-7.)
C

As far as we know, there is no entity called “Rancho Canada,” and
there is no property called “Rancho Canada.”

C

Are the EIR references to “the Rancho Canada property” and
“Rancho Canada” the same or different?

C

What do each of the term mean?
10-43

C

How does each term’s definition compare to the RDEIR term “the
golf club” (e.g., RDEIR 3.10-10)

C

Do the terms refer to the project site?

C

Do the terms refer to the golf courses?

C

Do the terms refer to the entire property including the two golf
courses and the Rancho Canada clubhouse, parking, and
appurtenent uses?

C

Or Rancho Canada de la Segunda?

The County should correct each and every reference in the RDEIR as to which
entity and property the County intends to refer, and make sure that each
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reference is clear. As presented, the RDEIR presents such confusing information
as to ownership (e.g., of water rights, property, of the proposed project, etc.), and
such inconsistent information as to ownership, that we cannot meaningfully
comments, although we would like to.
The RDEIR argues that “the Rancho Canada property” has a “right to 700 AF.”
Then the RDEIr says that “the Project Applicant has submitted an application” to
the SWRCB pursuant to that so-called “right.” Then the RDEIR says that the
applicant for the SWRCB appropriation permit was “Rancho Canada.” (RDEIR,
p. 3.10-10.) But the Project Applicant is not “Rancho Canada,” contrary to the
RDEIR.

10-43
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Elsewhere, the RDEIR claims that “the Proposed Project has existing water
rights” (RDEIR, p. 2-7). That is not correct. The Proposed Project is an
application for a 281-unit development. The application does not have water
rights. This sloppy and imprecise language and similar imprecise language
described elsewherein this letter show how superficial and shallow is the EIR
preparer’s accuracy and understanding of the facts and issues.
I have provided a single example about the confusing and inconsistent terms –
“applicant” vs., “golf club” vs. “Rancho Canada” vs. “Rancho Canada property” –
used on RDEIR page 3-10.10, and the problem is throughout the RDEIR and
renders is unusable as an informational document. The EIR should be corrected
and clarified so that each time there is a reference to “the Rancho Canada
property” and “Rancho Canada,” the text should be very clear as to what property
and/or entity is meant.

10-45

Absent this material information, we cannot provide meaningful comments on
numerous impacts and mitigations, including on land use and water issues.
The RDEIR fails to state with certainty which water source and distribution would
be used. Instead, the RDEIR suggests various alternatives, which include:
C

Perhaps “through the Cal Am distribution system.” Does this mean
using the Cal Am water, or some other water? Please clarify the
water source, as well as the distribution mechanism and ownership.
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C

If this means new Cal Am connections, that would not be
consistent with the SWRCB Cease and Desist Order.

C

The RDEIR says that “The Project would not necessarily rely
solely on Cal Am water service, but rather . . . the water will be
supplied either through the Cal Am distribution system, or
through” another district or water company. Which is it? The
RDEIR claims that the project will “not rely solely” on Cal Am
service, which implies that the project will rely partially on Cal
Am service. Then the RDEIR contradicts itself, and claims
that the water will only come from the “Cal Am Distribution
system” or another water district or company. Am water,

C

Or perhaps “the existing Rancho Canada wells” which are not
explained whether they are onsite or not. Please explain. How
many wells would be used for this purpose?

C

Or perhaps a mysterious “independent community services contract”
which is not further explained. This option should be explained, and
the impacts analyzed and mitigated.
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The project’s water source and distribution arrangement should have been
established before the RDEIR was prepared and released? There is no fixed and
final project description, as CEQA requires. We cannot adequately and
meaningfully comment on a moving target, which is what the County has
presented here.
The RDEIR admits that the water quality of the Rancho Canada wells is unknown
(e.g., RDEIR p. 3.10-29.) The RDEIR has not even confirmed that the “existing
wells” would provide potable water. The RDEIR should have investigated and
disclosed the water quality.
The RDEIR failed to describe the nature and location of treatment facilities, which
the RDEIR admits are “expected” to be “necessary.” This should have been done
prior to the release of the RDEIR.
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Mitigation Measure PSU-1 proposes to improperly defer mitigation. The testing
should have been done before the RDEIR was released.
Mitigation Measure PSU-1 is poorly worded. For example, saying “under no
circumstances will the new facilities result in permanent loss of native vegetation,
ponds, or wetlands” does not adequately mitigate for potential impacts to other
resources. MM PSU-1 clearly expects that further mitigations will be required,
because it refers to “all biological resource mitigation” in the future, presumably
for impacts of future unidentified facilities Those further impacts and mitigations
should be known and disclosed and mitigated now.
Mitigation Measure PSU-1 says “The Project Applicant will be required to fund all
necessary improvements.”
C

Are there any mitigation measures that the Project Applicant will not
be required to fund?

C

Why does the measure not also say that the Project Applicant will be
required to carry out the mitigation measure?

C

Are there any mitigation measures that the Project Applicant will not
be required to carry out?
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The RDEIR assumes that 700 AFY are somehow available to this project or this
project site or this applicant. The assumption is inaccurate. The RDEIR says
“Table 13 of Decision 1632 recognizes a right to 700 AF for the Rancho Cañada
property.” The assumption is materially flawed.
As stated by the Chief of the Division of Water Rights, “Decision 1632 contains
condition 10, which provides an opportunity for the persons named in Table
13 of Decision 1632 to obtain a water right permit with a priority superior to
the District's Permit 20808.” (Emphasis added; March 21, 1997.)
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As stated in Application No. 30111 seeks water right permits
for ten parcels which Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc.
{"Rancho Canada} leases from other parties. The Assessor
Parcel Numbers for these parcels are: 015-162-009,
015-162-012, 015-162-017, 015-162-024, 015-162-025,
015-162-026, 015-162-033, 015-162-035, 015-162-036,
015-162-037. If Rancho Canada does not obtain a water right
permit for these parcels pursuant to Application No. 30111, the
owners of the parcels may pursue water right permits for them
up to, but not in excess of, the percentage share by acreage of
the 700 afa quantity allocated here, notwithstanding any other
statements on this table to the contrary.
The RDEIR states that “The Project Applicant has also identified a prior 155 AFY
reduction in water allocations for instream beneficial purposes, which results in a
remaining 545 AFY for the property.”

10-48
ŽŶƚ͘

Please identify the “prior 155 AFT reduction in water allocations”. Please explain
in detail why the County reduced a hypothetical amount of 700 AFY by 155 AFY
reduction.
Please explain in detail exactly what “545 AFY” means in that sentence. This is a
critical issue.
Does the County mean “545 AFY water rights”?
Or “opportunity to claim 545 AFY”? Or something else?
There is much uncertainty involved in water permits. The RDEIR treatment of the
issue muddles that uncertainty even further. The RDEIR’s job is to make things
clearer to review, not more obscure, as this RDEIR has done.
Too late, the RDEIR adds that “A reservation of an amount of water on Table 13
of State Water Board Decision 1632 is not the same as obtaining an
appropriative water right permit from the State Water Board, which entails a
formal approval process." But that hedging is done after the fact, not up front,
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and the RDEIR ignored that “a reservation” on Table 13 is “not the same as” a
formal water right permit, when the RDEIR claimed that “the Rancho Canada
property” has “right to 700 AF” (p. 3.10-10).
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The RDEIR refers to “545 AFY remaining site appropriation.” (E.g., p. 3.10-27)
What does that mean?

10-51

The RDEIR does not document any water “appropriation” of 545 AFY. And to the
extent that the RDEIR is relying on its flawed calculation pf 700 AFY less 145
AFY, that is not a “remaining appropriation” under the applicable laws and
regulations. Further, it is not associated with the project site, but with a much
larger property. As a result, the RDEIR”s use of the term “site” is confusing and
ambiguous. The RDEIR does not seem to know which property it is or should be
referring. As a result, the entire paragraph - which is a proposed condition of
approval – is filled with loopholes and confusing terms, and is unenforceable, and
we cannot make meaningful comments on the adequacy of the analysis.
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The RDEIR says this:
“the Project would not necessarily rely solely on Cal-Am
water service, but rather as set forth in Chapter 2,
Project Description, the water will be supplied to the
Project either through the Cal-Am distribution system, or
through the creation of a separate community services
district or mutual water company.” (Emphasis added.)
C

What is meant by the use of the word “solely”? Would the project
rely to any extent on Cal Am’s Monterey Peninsula systems? And if
so, please explain the extent and quantify it.

C

What is meant by “Cal Am water service”? That is an ambiguous
and confusing phrase. Does it mean Cal Am’s Monterey Peninsula
water system? Or does it mean that Cal Am might operate the
system which would not be owned by Cal Am?

C

Please explain what difference these clarified options would have on
the impacts.
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The RDEIR says:
“From the 545 AFY remaining portion of the site’s
appropriation, this would leave up to 348 AFY for use for
the remaining golf course and the clubhouse. Based on
historical data, this appears adequate to cover these
remaining uses.”
The statement is not supported. The RDEIR does not present any data about the
water demand and water use of the “remaining golf course and the clubhouse.”
The RDEIR does not disclose any investigation into that issue. Please explain in
detail.
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A reservation of an amount of water on Table 13 of State Water Board Decision
1632 is not the same as obtaining an appropriative water right permit from the
State Water Board, which entails a formal approval process."
The RDEIR says:
“The water source for the Project would be the on-site
wells using water rights held by the property, as
described above, or a connection to Cal-Am facilitated
by dedication of an appropriate amount of the Project
Applicant’s water right to Cal-Am. The state has
reserved 700 AFY for allocation to the Rancho Cañada
property, of which 545 AFY remain which exceeds the
amount needed for golf course irrigation and the
Project.”
(P. 3.10-24)
C
What is meant by “water rights held by the property”? There are no
such rights. Table 13 allows the opportunity to get rights, but is not a
water right, contrary to the RDEIR claims.
C

The “property” does not hold the water rights, in any event. The
“‘property” is reportedly 13 or more different parcels, many in
different ownership, none of which is reportedly owned by the Project
Applicant.
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C

The County’s EIR documents are materially inconsistent as to the
name and identify of the Project Applicant, in any event.
10-55

The RDEIR should investigate and disclose the ownership of each parcel
considered to have possible rights under Table 13 and each parcel’s clams to
water pursuant to Table 13. The other parcels’ claims and rights could materially
affect the claims and rights of the project site.
What is the location of each of the weather station(s) relied on the RDEIR for
climate, weather, and precipitation? No location is provided in the RDEIR.
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The RDEIR should have relied on the closer weather stations that record the
relevant information for the project site.
The RDEIR admits that the County approach and the project would be
inconsistent with the 2010 General Plan (e.g., p. 2-1). Among other violations,
the project and approach is not consistent with GP Policy LU-9.3 Why does the
RDEIR fails to admit that an amendment to this policy would be required to
process this application as the County has done.

10-57

HOUSING
The EIR was widely considered to be inaccurate and inadequate. But the County
released it, and the public had no real choice but to spend thousands of hours
reviewing and commenting on the EIR, and to retain legal and other expert
counsel at significant expense to advise them to make comments.
County did not respond to the hundreds or thousands of comments on the 2008
EIR. Instead In 2016,, the County released a documents called a “recirculated”
EIR. Not accurate claim and not appropriate under the law. The County has not
withdrawn the EIR. County should withdraw the EIR in its entirety, and the
County should apologize for wasting the thousands of hours that the public, CVA
included, spent commenting on the EIR.
Ths County should label this new EIR what it is: the only EIR. To call it
“recirculated” when the County has not provided
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The RDEIR failed to adequately consider the scientific information that due to
climate change, groundwater recharge over the next 30 years would be reduced
by 7 percent. That reasonably foreseeable information would impact this project
and its water supply.

10-59

The RDEIR swimming pool unit count appears to be incorrect. (E.g., Table 3.1025.) The RDEIR assumes that there will be only one pool that is a total of only
450 square feet, without any support.
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Table 3.10-5 says that all assumptions are by ICF. There is no mitigation
requiring the Project to comply with the water use and water fixture assumptions.
Absent such a mitigation, the table is meaningless, under the circumstances.
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The RDEIR assumes “limited yards” but there is nothing to prevent occupants
from having water-intensive gardens.

10-62

The RDEIR says this: “Although the Project’s application was deemed complete
before the new General Plan and new CVMP were adopted, the County has
determined that the project is subject to the current 2010 General Plan and 2013
CVMP land use plans and not the previous plans.” (RDEIR, p. ES-1.) That
conclusion appears to be inconsistent with Government Code section 66474.2,
which states as follows:
66474.2. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subdivision (b) or
(c), in determining whether to approve or disapprove an application
for a tentative map, the local agency shall apply only those
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the local
agency has determined that the application is complete pursuant to
Section 65943 of the Government Code.
(b) Subdivision (a) shall not apply to a local agency which,
before it has determined an application for a tentative map to be
complete pursuant to Section 65943, has done both of the following:
(1) Initiated proceedings by way of ordinance, resolution, or
motion.
(2) Published notice in the manner prescribed in subdivision (a)
of Section 65090 containing a description sufficient to notify the
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public of the nature of the proposed change in the applicable general
or specific plans, or zoning or subdivision ordinances.
A local agency which has complied with this subdivision may apply
any ordinances, policies, or standards enacted or instituted as a
result of those proceedings which are in effect on the date the local
agency approves or disapproves the tentative map.
(c) If the subdivision applicant requests changes in applicable
ordinances, policies or standards in connection with the same
development project, any ordinances, policies or standards adopted
pursuant to the applicant's request shall apply.
Thus, the applicant was locked into the 1982 General Plan because the
application was deemed complete when the 1982 General Plan was in effect.
The County RDEIR admits that the two requirements of subdivision (b) were not
met.
Please explain in detail why the County has determined that the 2010 General
Plan is the one that applies to this application and its alternative, and please
provide legal authority for your response.
The applicant has not met the requirements of subdivision (c), which require the
applicant to identify changes to the applicable General Plan as part of his
applications. The applications are not consistent with either the 1982 General
Plan or the 2010 General Plan, and the applicant has not included any proposed
changes in his application to either of those plans. The County simply cannot
legally proceed as it is doing. The RDEIR must be revised and Recirculated.
Please explain in detail why the County has determined that the 2013 Carmel
Valley Master Plan is the one that applies to this application and its alternative,
and please provide legal authority for your response.
The applicant has not met the requirements of subdivision (c), which require the
applicant to identify changes to the applicable specific plan as part of his
applications. The applications are not consistent with the 2013 CVMP, and the
applicant has not included any proposed changes in his application to the CVMP.
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The County simply cannot legally proceed as it is doing. The RDEIR must be
revised and Recirculated.
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The RDEIR does not adequately analyze the impacts of the fill because No
specific analysis of the fill site shall be included in the EIR. The RDEIR claims
the project would require 100,000 CY of fill, which is a very large amount of fill.
The RDEIR does not adequately analyze the impacts of the fill because the
RDEIR describes the off-site fill source Is unknown. The assumptions made by
the EIR preparer about the offsite fill source should have been required as
mitigations, but were not. By not making these mitigations, the project likely
would have unmitigated impacts. (See p. 2-10.) Making them conditions of
approval makes them far less enforceable, and not enforceable pursuant to
CEQA and case law that supports the enforceability of mitigations and requires
specific steps to change mitigations. The rules for conditions of approval are
weaker.
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It appears that the EIR preparer called mitigations “conditions of approval” to try
to avoid CEQA’s mandates. All “conditions of approval” recommended in the
RDEIR should be called mitigations, because that is what they really are. If the
County refuses, please specifically identify for which the County refuses, and
why.
It appears that the amount of fill for both projects was materially underestimated.
The RDEIR improperly relied on the representations of the Project Applicant with
regard to the quantity of the fill material to be imported from off-site fill sources for
both the proposed project and the 130-unit alternative. The EIR preparer did not
do an adequate independent good-faith investigation of the fil amounts, which
affects the adequacy of the analysis and conclusions.
Because the Applicant claimed that the 130-unit project would not involve fill frm
an off-site source, the EIR should place a mitigation ensuring that no off-site fill
will be used.
The RDEIR improperly relied on the representations of the Project Applicant with
regard to the water rights for the project. This includes relying on the project
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Applicant’s responses to comments by the Applicant to specific comments on the
2008 Draft EIR, and the EIR preparer’s failure to do an independent good-faith
analysis of the facts.
The RDEIR fails to adequately consider the proposed change in the nature and
type of water use. Golf course irrigation can be stopped at any time, and the area
fallowed, with no impact to human health and safety. The harm caused by that
action is simply a financial issue. Thus, in drought times, or low-water years, or
for any other reason, pumping for golf course irrigation can be reduced or
suspended. In contrast, residential land use requires water year round. The use
cannot be stopped or even reduced significantly, without impacts to human health
and safety. To that end, the change in use from golf course to residential use
would have potentially significant impacts.
The County failed to circulate a new notice of preparation. The August 2006
NOP was for a substantially different project: the 281-unit project that was 50%
affordable. Since then, many changes have occurred. Relevant issues and
information has changed. These changes include, for example:
C
The project description has materially changed to a 130-unit project
that does not even meet the 20% mandatory inclusionary housing
ordinance.
C
New general plan amendments are being proposed by the County,
instead of by the applicant as part of the new project description.
C
The County has unilaterally decided to apply the 2010 General Plan
and 2013 CVMP.
C
The applicant changed at least once, and possibly more often, from
Rancho Canada Community Partners LLC (per 2006 NOP) to
Rancho Canada Venture, LLC (per 2015 County contract), with
multiple mentions of other applicants, as well (e.g., 2006 NOP states
applicant is Lombardo Land Group I LP).
C
The surroundings have changed significantly and there are new
responsible agencies and adjacent property owners.
C
The SWRCB Cease and Desist Order affects Cal Am pumping
C
The Carmel River Free project involving several public agencies and
private organizations and individuals will change the drainage and
flooding in the area.
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C

The record-breaking multi-year drought has caused phenomenal
effects never recorded before.

10-67

Under the circumstances, the County should have issued a revised Notice of
Preparation for the project.
The County contract with the EIR preparer "presumes that the County will provide
the text of any required amendments to the 2010 General Plan and the 2013
CVMP necessary to be able to approve the proposed project or the 130-unit
alternative." Please explain why the County provided the amendments, and not
the Project Applicant.
Water supply: If Cal Am is involved in the water supply or distribution, how would
the project comply with the CDO prohibition on new water meters and
connections? Please be specific. Please include in your answer the discussion
of the extra 50 AFY that is proposed to be sold and transferred.
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The RDEIR fails to identify a critical water supply goal and policy in the 2010
General Plan. The RDEIR does not mention Goal PS-3, and Policy PS-3.1 and
Policy 3.9, and provides no analysis of them. (See RDEIR 3.10-12 through 3.1015.) Each is applicable to the project. The project is not consistent with the goal
and the policies.
LONG-TERM WATER SUPPLY
GOAL PS-3 ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT
IS ASSURED A LONG-TERM SUSTAINABLE WATER
SUPPLY.
Policy PS-3.1
Except as specifically set forth below, new development
for which a discretionary permit is required, and that will
use or require the use of water, shall be prohibited
without proof, based on specific findings and supported
by evidence, that there is a long-term, sustainable water
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supply, both in quality and quantity to serve the
development. . . . .
Policy PS-3.2
Specific criteria for proof of a Long Term Sustainable
Water Supply and an Adequate Water Supply System
for new development requiring a discretionary permit,
including but not limited to residential or commercial
subdivisions, shall be developed by ordinance with the
advice of the General Manager of the Water Resources
Agency and the Director of the Environmental Health
Bureau. A determination of a Long Term Sustainable
Water Supply shall be made upon the advice of the
General Manager of the Water Resources Agency. The
following factors shall be used in developing the criteria
for proof of a long term sustainable water supply and an
adequate water supply system:
a. Water quality;
b. Authorized production capacity of a facility operating
pursuant to a permit from a regulatory agency,
production capability, and any adverse effect on the
economic extraction of water or other effect on wells in
the immediate vicinity, including recovery rates;
c. Technical, managerial, and financial capability of the
water purveyor or water system operator;
d. The source of the water supply and the nature of the
right(s) to water from the source;
e. Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future
demand for water from the source, and the ability to
reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or
otherwise affecting supply; and
f. Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water
on the environment including on in-stream flows
necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish
or other aquatic life, and the migration potential for
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steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing impacts on the
environment and to those resources and species.
g. Completion and operation of new projects, or
implementation of best practices, to renew or sustain
aquifer or basin functions.
The hauling of water shall not be a fact or nor a criterion
for the proof of a long term sustainable water supply
Policy PS-3.9
A tentative subdivision map and/or vesting tentative
subdivision map application for either a standard or
minor subdivision shall not be approved until the
applicant provides evidence of a long-term sustainable
water supply in terms of yield and quality for all lots that
are to be created through subdivision.
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The RDEIR does not mention, much less discuss, whether the Rancho Canada
Village site has a “long term sustainable water supply,” contrary to the General
Plan requirements. The Carmel River is overdrafted, and its use is not
sustainable.

The RDEIR failed to consider and analyze the project’s lack of consistency with
the County subdivision ordinance requirements for a Water Supply and Nitrate
Loading analysis, including the information and presentation of the Initial Water
Use and Nitrate Loading Impact Questionnaire that is required as part of a
subdivision application. The Questionnaire must be accompanied by a location
map; a to-scale site plan showing the entire parcel and proposed and existing
structures, roads, land use, landscaping, wells and water lines, and hydrologic
and drainage features. The Questionnaire shall be accompanied by written
verification of legal water rights to the quantity of water necessary to assure an
adequate and reliable drinking water supply. No such information is referenced in
the RDEIR, and the equivalent information has not been provided in the RDEIR.
Please respond.
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The RDEIR failed to consider and analyze the project’s lack of consistency with
the County subdivision ordinance requirements for a hydrogeologic report based
on a comprehensive hydrological investigation prepared by a certified
hydrogeologist. The hydrogeologic report shall contain the following elements:
1. Summary. The summary shall include a condensed version
of the hydrogeologic report, the conclusions of the author, and
any mitigation measures.
2. Introduction. The introduction shall contain the purpose and
scope of the proposed project, along with its location and areal
extent. A description of the existing site including to-scale site
plans showing existing structures and landscaping, roads, land
use, wells, and water lines.
3. Site Description. A description of the proposed project
including to-scale site plans showing proposed building foot
prints and landscaping, streets and roads, water supply,
sewage disposal, and stormwater runoff facilities.
4. Hydrogeologic Setting. The topography, geology, recharge
area, and soils of the proposed project site shall be discussed
along with any groundwater exploration programs undertaken
in the area.
5. Hydrometeorologic Setting. The historic rainfall and
evapotranspiration shall be quantified. Include an isohyetal
map and a discussion of any long-term fluctuations.
6. Surface Water Resources. This Section shall include
discussion of and a map showing all watershed and drainage
features. Any wetlands shall be identified and the impacts of
the proposed project on them shall be discussed. Any
streamflow shall be quantified along with a discussion of the
water quality. A discussion of the stormwater drainage caused
by the proposed project's impervious surfaces and how it will
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be controlled shall be included. An analysis of the potential for
the beneficial use of captured stormwater shall be included.
7. Groundwater Resources—Four items shall be quantified and discussed
in this Section as follows:
a. Hydrogeologic environment shall include aquifer identification and
characterization, groundwater basin delineation, well yields, and a
characterization of soils.
b. Groundwater levels and flow shall include a discussion of
groundwater levels, a groundwater contour map, and a discussion of
any seasonal and/or long-term fluctuations. This Section shall also
include a discussion of the recharge areas and the amount of
recharge shall be quantified using monthly time-step methodology. It
shall also evaluate the impact of pumping on neighboring wells.
c. Groundwater in storage shall be quantified by discussing the
amount of groundwater in storage and the amount that can be
recovered.
d. Groundwater quality shall be discussed and any impacts on the
groundwater by the proposed project shall be discussed and
mitigation measures listed.
8. Water Demand. The current water use for the site shall be described,
quantified and documented. The projected water demand for the proposed
project shall be described and quantified (show source of information and
method of calculations).
9. Water Balance. Discuss and calculate the water balance for the
proposed project using monthly time-step methodology. The groundwater
recharge shall include groundwater inflow plus the average precipitation
minus evapotranspiration, runoff or streamflow, and soil moisture demands.
The net groundwater recharge minus the existing demand and proposed
project water demands equals change in storage. The report shall identify
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the long-term safe yield of the aquifer and the long-term source of water for
the proposed project.
10. Nitrate Balance. Discuss and calculate the nitrate balance for the
proposed project. The source of any nitrate contamination should be
included along with the effects of the proposed project on the nitrate
balance. Calculated nitrate levels shall be compared to actual levels.
11. Mitigation Measures. This Section should analyze project-caused
water quality impacts and water quality impacts, in addition to impacts of
the individual project when viewed in connection with the corresponding
effects of other past, current, and reasonably likely future projects, and
recommend mitigation measures that will lessen the proposed project's
water quality impacts and water quality impacts, and also the project's
effects on riparian resources.
12. Conclusions. The author's conclusions as to the adequacy of water for
the project in terms of quality, quantity, and assured long term water
supply, and the effect(s) of the project on the groundwater of the area.
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13. References.
14. Appendices.
15. Additional Information. Such other information as the Health Officer
may specify, identify, or request following the assessment of the Initial
Water Use and Nitrate Loading Questionnaire.
No such information is referenced in the RDEIR, and the equivalent information
has not been provided in the RDEIR. Please respond.
The RDEIR says this: “Although the Project’s application was deemed complete
before the new General Plan and new CVMP were adopted, the County has
determined that the project is subject to the current 2010 General Plan and 2013
CVMP land use plans and not the previous plans.” (RDEIR p ES-1.) That
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conclusion appears to be inconsistent with Government Code section 66474.2,
which states as follows:
66474.2. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subdivision (b) or
(c), in determining whether to approve or disapprove an application
for a tentative map, the local agency shall apply only those
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the local
agency has determined that the application is complete pursuant to
Section 65943 of the Government Code.
(b) Subdivision (a) shall not apply to a local agency which,
before it has determined an application for a tentative map to be
complete pursuant to Section 65943, has done both of the following:
(1) Initiated proceedings by way of ordinance, resolution, or
motion.
(2) Published notice in the manner prescribed in subdivision (a)
of Section 65090 containing a description sufficient to notify the
public of the nature of the proposed change in the applicable general
or specific plans, or zoning or subdivision ordinances.
A local agency which has complied with this subdivision may apply
any ordinances, policies, or standards enacted or instituted as a
result of those proceedings which are in effect on the date the local
agency approves or disapproves the tentative map.
(c) If the subdivision applicant requests changes in applicable
ordinances, policies or standards in connection with the same
development project, any ordinances, policies or standards adopted
pursuant to the applicant's request shall apply.
Under section 66474.2, the Rancho Canada Village applicant was locked into the
1982 General Plan because the application was deemed complete when the
1982 General Plan was in effect. The statements of County Counsel are
consistent with this conclusion. The County RDEIR admits that the two
requirements of subdivision (b) were not met.
Please explain in detail why the County has determined that the 2010 General
Plan is the one that applies to this application and its alternative, and please
provide legal authority for your response.
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The applicant has not met the requirements of subdivision (c), which require the
applicant to identify changes to the applicable General Plan as part of his
applications. The applications are not consistent with either the 1982 General
Plan or the 2010 General Plan, and the applicant has not included any proposed
changes in the project application to comply with either of those plans. The
County simply cannot legally proceed as it is doing.
Please explain in detail why the County has determined that the 2013 Carmel
Valley Master Plan is the one that applies to this application and its alternative,
and please provide legal authority for your response.
The applicant has not met the requirements of subdivision (c), which require the
applicant to identify changes to the applicable specific plan as part of his
applications. The applications are not consistent with the 2013 CVMP, and the
applicant has not included any proposed changes in his application to the CVMP.
The County simply cannot legally proceed as it is doing. The RDEIR must be
revised and recirculated.
RDEIR states things differently on page 2-1 as follows:
However, even though the Project’s application was
deemed complete before the new General Plan/ CVMP
were adopted, the County has determined that the
project is subject to the current 2010 General Plan and
2013 CVMP since its approval requires an amendment
to the General Plan/CVMP[.]
The County determination that “that the project is subject to the current 2010
General Plan and 2013 CVMP since its approval requires an amendment to the
General Plan/CVMP” makes no sense under the law or basic planning. Good
planning requires following the law, and the law says that the Plan in effect when
the application is deemed complete is the applicable Plan. The County’s claim is
that the County can follow its own whim and change the applicable plan merely
because the County thinks that approval of the application “requires an
amendment to the General Plan/CVMP.” That determination does not comport
with the requirements of Planning & Zoning Law or CEQA. In any event, the
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County’s determination is not supported because the application does not include
a amendment to any plans, as required pursuant to the Government Code in
such situations.
The RDEIR makes this claim at page 2-2:
Since the project was deemed complete prior to the
adoption of the 2010 General Plan and 2013 CVMP, this
Recirculated Draft EIR includes discussion of the prior
land use plans and policies for informational use only
but they are not used for impact analysis.
Please explain the logic of that statement. The RDEIR is claiming that “this
Recirculated Draft EIR includes discussion of the prior land use plans and
policies for informational use only because the project was deemed complete
prior to the adoption of the 2010 General Plan and 2013 CVMP”

10-73
ŽŶƚ͘

The RDEIR also is clams that “because the project was deemed complete prior to
the adoption of the current General Plan and current CVMP, and therefore the
prior land use plans are the applicable plans, this Recirculated Draft EIR does not
use the prior land use plans and policies for impact analysis.” That makes no
sense and is inconsistent with Planning & Zoning law and Government Code
section 66474.2. Please explain your logic, and delete that meaningless and
internally inconsistent sentence.
The RDEIR is inadequate because it failed to address adequately each and every
one of the issues raised above,
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Page ES-2 includes various goals of the project stated by the applicant.
Economic Goals
Create Affordable (Inclusionary) and Workforce Housing
that remains affordable for as long as possible.
Create a mixed-income community with a range of
housing opportunities across the economic spectrum.
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Ensure that new development pays for 100% of
infrastructure and services needed to support the new
neighborhood.
Establish mechanisms for maintaining and operating
private infrastructure.
Social Goals
Create a diverse, mixed-income community with a full
spectrum of life cycle housing opportunities.
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The applicant has stated, as has the County, that the applicant has essentially
abandoned its original project and instead the applicant is proceeding with its
preferred alternative, the 130-unit Alternative Project. But the 130-unit alternative
is inconsistent with the applicant’s own goals. For example, the 130-alternative
does not include low and very low housing. Thus, the 130-alternative does not
comply with the claimed Economic Goal to “Create a mixed-income community
with a range of housing opportunities across the economic spectrum.” and the
”Social Goal” to “Create a diverse, mixed-income community with a full spectrum
of life cycle housing opportunities.”
The RDEIR references to Monterey County 2015a and 2015b go to dead links.
In any event, the RDEIR makes no citation to 2015a. It is not appropriate to cite
to either, because they are environmental documents for a project that was
denied and none of the environmental analysis was certified. Thus, the sources
are not reliable. Please explain exactly what parts of the RDEIR relied on 2015a
and 201b.
The change in use from golf course to residential and parkland and other uses
would introduce many dogs to the riparian and riverine areas at the site and
nearby. The RDEIR fails to adequately address the impacts of dogs on wildlife.
Studies show that dogs kill, harass or chase native species. Tadpoles and other
juvenile amphibians can be crushed underfoot, splashed out of the water,
mouthed, eaten, pawed, or otherwise impacted by the presence of dogs in rivers.
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Studies show that the mere presence of dogs - even on leashes – alters the
patterns of wildlife, and that small mammals are less active in the presence of
dogs. The RDEIR fails to consider these impacts.
Even dogs on leashes can displace and disturb birds. Studies show that wildlife
does not become habituated to the presence of dogs, and that the effects of dogs
occurred even in places where dog walking was frequent. Studies show that dog
walking displaces native birds from natural areas. This is true regardless of
whether the dog is on a leash.
Requiring dogs to be leashed is not adequate mitigation. Retractable leashes
commonly extend to twenty-six feet or longer. Thus, a park user or dog walker
easily could have a leashed dog that is fifty feet away affecting wildlife and
habitat.
Dogs carry transmissible disease pathogens including rabies, parvovirus and
canine distemper virus, all of which can be transmitted and contribute to
significant population declines of native and endangered species. This impact of
dogs on wildlife populations has been ignored by the DEIR. Leashing a dog has
no impact on the dogs’ ability to transmit the disease.
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Studies show that domestic dogs that accompany residences and recreationists
cause disturbance, harassment, displacement, or direct mortality of wildlife. At
some level, domestic dogs still maintain instincts to hunt and/or chase. Given the
appropriate stimulus, those instincts can be triggered in many different settings.
Even if a dog is on a leash, it is common for a dog to be triggered into chase
mode, and run after an animal, thereby jerking the leash from the owner’s hand.
Even if the chase instinct is not triggered, the presence of dogs in and of itself
has been shown to disrupt many wildlife species. Authors of many wildlife
disturbance studies concluded that dogs – whether with people, on a leash, or
loose – provoked significant behavioral changes in wildlife and mortality.
Reports of California red-legged frogs include the area on both sides of the Via
Majorca Bridge, which is the Project area.
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What was the status of the Carmel River when each biological survey was done?
Please be specific.
Were biological surveys done when the Carmel River was flowing, and when the
presence of special status fish and herpetofauna would be normal? If so, what
was the result? If not, why not? The responsibility is on the EIR preparer to
perform the necessary investigation and research. It is not reasonable, and it is
not compliance with CEQA, to rely solely on technical information that is
acknowledged to have been derived from efforts undertaken only during
abnormal times.
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What is “a broad alluvial low”? (RDEIR, p. 3.1-4)
The DEIR fails to adequately investigate, evaluate and mitigate for the impacts of
the proposed project’s use on the wildlife corridor that is the Carmel River and its
riparian borders.
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At least four special-status wildlife species have been documented in the project
area which include the State Species of Special Concern (SSC) and federally
threatened California red legged frog (Rana draytonii), the SSC western pond
turtle (Emys marmorata), the SSC and federally threatened steelhead - south
central California coast DPS ( Oncorhynchus mykiss) and the SSC Monterey
dusky-footed wood rat (Neotoma fuscipes /uciana). An additional dozen or so
special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur on the Project site due
to the presence of potential suitable habitat in and along the Carmel River and
uplands including the State and federally threatened California tiger salamander
(Ambystoma californiense, CTS) which is known to occur in the vicinity of the
Project, along with riparian nesting bird species.
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Hydrology: Certain fish and wildlife resources are reliant upon aquatic
ecosystems, which in turn are reliant upon adequate flows of water. The RDEIR
states that water for the proposed use will come from the Carmel Valley Alluvial
Aquifer (Aquifer). As stated, the Aquifer is in an over-appropriated condition;
therefore, any use of water from the aquifer (not just additional use over the
baseline, the standard utilized in the RDEIR) may have significant impacts to the
critical habitat for the SSC and federally listed California red-legged frog and SSC
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and federally listed steelhead trout. The County is requested to identify as a
standard of significance any Project element which would substantially decrease
the amount of streamflow such that there would be a potential for impacts to
public trust resources.
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Did the County consult with California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) as
part of its EIR preparation? Please be specific as to dates, the person(s)
consulted, the content and scope of the conversation, and the records that
document it.
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Did the County consult with the USFWS as part of its EIR preparation? Please
be specific as to dates, the person(s) consulted, the content and scope of the
conversation, and the records that document it.
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Take under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) is more stringently
defined than under CESA; take under FESA may also include significant habitat
modification or degradation that could result in death or injury to a listed species,
by interfering with essential behavioral patterns such as breeding, foraging, or
nesting.
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The County has independent obligation to address public trust resources, as
required by the 1983 Supreme Court decision in National Audubon Society v.
Superior Court of Alpine County; this decision requires these agencies to balance
potential value of the project against the impact on trust resources.
Certain fish and wildlife resources are reliant upon aquatic ecosystems, which in
turn are reliant upon adequate flows of water. The County and CDFW therefore
has a material interest in assuring that adequate water flows are maintained
within streams for the protection, maintenance and proper stewardship of those
resources. On a similar project, the CDFW recommended that water allocated
for this Project be done in a manner which protects a bypass flow, the amount of
which is determined to avoid impacts to public trust resources. The bypass flow
requirements for the Carmel River should require the cessation of pumping
whenever river flow drops below a specified rate(s) as measured at an
appropriate river gage. Has the EIR preparer allocated water for the project in a
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manner that protects a bypass flow, the amount of which is determined to avoid
impacts to public trust resources?

10-87
ŽŶƚ͘

Did the County consult with CDFW on this specific issue? Please be specific as
to dates, the person(s) consulted, the content and scope of the conversation, and
the records that document it..
The RDEIR did not adequately address the potential discharge of storm water
runoff or other potential discharges from the facility site where animal wastes and
other constituents of concern could impact seasonal wetlands and the Carmel
River and riparian corridor adjacent to the Project site. Surface water and
groundwater contamination includes the increase of nitrogen compounds, salts,
pesticides, pathogens, dissolved solids, and other constituents of concern.
The RDEIR states that water for the proposed use will come from the Carmel
Valley Alluvial Aquifer (Aquifer). The Aquifer is in an over-appropriated condition;
therefore any use of water from the aquifer may have significant impacts to the
critical habitat for the CSSC and federally listed California red-legged frog and
CSSC and federally listed steel head trout. As stated elsewhere in this letter, the
allocation of water includes an independent obligation to address public trust
resources per the National Audubon decision. This obligation is independent of
any baseline determination, impact analyses or mitigation which might be applied
to a project subject to review under CEQA.
The County has not investigated or identified as a standard of significance any
Project element which would substantially decrease the amount of streamflow
such that there would be a potential for impacts to public trust resources.
Additionally, there does not appear to be any section of the RDEIR which actually
discusses what public trust resources would be subject to this independent
obligation; nor any descriptions, standards, thresholds or any other such analysis
or requirements which would clarify how the County actually considered such
resources and identified a project or project alternative, including appropriate
limits on allowable diversions, which would feasibly protect public trust values.
As to a similar nearby project, the CDFW was concerned that the diversion will
result in direct and cumulative adverse impacts to the resources of the river by
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reducing instream flow and water availability needed to maintain fish and wildlife
habitat within and adjacent to the river. The RCV RDEIR did not adequately
investigate and analyze whether the diversion will result in direct and cumulative
adverse impacts to the resources of the river by reducing instream flow and water
availability needed to maintain fish and wildlife habitat within and adjacent to the
river.
The killing behavior of cats is well known and recently has been documented to
an extraordinary degree. To protect wildlife, including birds, rodents, and small
mammals, from predation by cats, the County should consider a mitigation that
prohibits all cats, including domestic and feral, from the subdivision.
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The County should consider a mitigation of prohibiting outdoor cats in order to
mitigate potential impacts on birds and other wildlife.
It is foreseeable that if cats were allowed in the subdivision, cats would be killed
by larger wildlife such as coyotes or mountain lions. If that happened, then it is
foreseeable that the residents would seek a depredation permit to kill the coyotes
or mountain lions. Therefore, a mitigation to prohibit cats from the subdivision
would also protect coyotes and mountain lions, and should be considered for that
reason, as well.
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The RDEIR says this:
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Monitor Bank Erosion in
Project 1 Reach and Restore Riparian Vegetation and
River Bank, as Necessary
The Project Applicant will monitor the portion of the
Carmel River adjacent to the Project for potential bank
erosion and will monitor potential sedimentation and
erosion around the new storm drain outfalls. A baseline
survey of the river bank and riparian vegetation
conditions will be conducted prior to construction.
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It is not proper to defer the “baseline survey” of the river bank and riparian
vegetation conditions to after the RDEIR. Many changes could take place to the
river bank and riparian vegetation conditions between now and then, both
permitted and unpermitted. The baseline survey should have been performed as
part of the RDEIR.
Exactly who is responsible for the mitigations and other project conditions? Will
the developer be responsible for all of them? That is the only way to reliably
ensure they will be completed. It is not responsible to assign responsibilities to
HOA or “managers” at the site because they may not understand their duties,
may not have the fiscal or knowledge wherewithal to carry out the mitigations as
intended, or other reasons.
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Only the developer has the fiscal wherewithal and the accountability to carry out
the mitigations, and the property owners should be held responsible only if the
developer defaults.
The mitigations are poorly written, and the mitigation text uses passive voice
which leads to confusion as to responsible parties. For example, “A remedial
plan will be submitted to the County within 90 days of identification of bank
erosion and riparian vegetation loss for review and approval. Riparian plantings
and bank erosion repair will be completed before the next winter season after the
identification of bank erosion and riparian vegetation loss.” Instead, it should say
“The applicant will submit a remedial plan...” and “The applicant will complete
riparian plantings and bank erosion repair...” Similar problems are throughout the
RDEIR mitigations. The RDEIR should correct each one to clearly state the
responsible party.
Requiring that something be placed in the project’s Codes, Covenants and
Restrictions is ineffective as CEQA mitigation (e.g, p. 3.3-51). The proposed
mitigations would mean merely that the homeowners are required to have
CC&Rs that say x, y or z. Once the CC&Rs are adopted, the County would not
have the ability to enforce the enforcement of the CC&Rs. The mitigations must
be fully enforceable by the County, or they are ineffective. It is the County’s
responsibility to make them effective. Please respond in detail.
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“Mitigation Measure AES-1: Implement Measures to Reduce Light and Glare, and
Visual Intrusion to Surrounding Land Uses and Other Public Viewpoints” is not
effective mitigation to accomplish what the RDEIR claims. As one example, MM
AES-1 requires “The Project Applicant will implement the following measures
during the construction of the Project” but fails to require ongoing compliance with
the mitigation. So all the applicant has to do is plant the required vegetation
during construction, then abandon it, or allow it to die over time. The mitigation
should require maintenance of the vegetation in a healthy state in perpetuity,
otherwise there would be unanalyzed and unmitigated impacts.
The County’s Standard Condition of Approval PD047 should be placed as a
mitigation.
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The RDEIR says this:
The Project would be required to implement the
County’s Condition of Approval for Lighting. PD014(A),
Lighting – Exterior Lighting Plan, states that all exterior
lighting shall be downlit to light only the intended area
and to further help control offsite glare.

10-99

This should be a mitigation, not a condition of approval.
Mitigation Measure BIO-23 is “Monterey County to Require Dedication of an
Open Space Easement on a Portion of the Rancho Cañada Golf Course for a
Wildlife Movement Corridor as a Condition of Approval of Future Development on
the Remaining Portion of the Golf Course.” Why does this mitigation require a
condition of approval? Why is this not simply a mitigation? Why is “condition of
approval” mentioned? Who would hold the easement? The County should
require the applicant to fund the easement in perpetuity. Open space easements
must be enforced by responsible entities, and effective stewardship takes
funding. Non-profit organizations who hold easements cannot do it unless there
is an income stream to support stewardship. The mitigation should include
permanent and ongoing adequate funding for enforcement.
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As to the open space easement, exactly which parcels would be affected, and
who owns them? If the project applicant does not own them, then the mitigation
would not be effective and achievable, and there would be unanalyzed
unmitigated impacts.
As to CV-3.19, the RDEIR claims that “A condition of approval requiring a trail
easement at the point of connection to the regional trail system will be required.”
Why does this mitigation require a condition of approval? Why is this not simply
a mitigation? Why is “condition of approval” mentioned? Who would hold the
easement? The County should require the applicant to fund the easement in
perpetuity. Trail easements must be enforced by responsible entities, and
effective stewardship takes funding. Non-profit organizations who hold
easements cannot do it unless there is an income stream to support stewardship.
The mitigation should include permanent and ongoing adequate funding for
enforcement.
Given the numerous unknown problems with Lot 130 in the 130-unit alternative,
the County should consider a mitigation of eliminating Lot 130.
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Mitigation Measure HYD-1 is not effective because it does not require review and
approval of the stormwater control plan by the County prior to recording the final
map. Mitigation Measure HYD-2 and HYD-3 should be rewritten so as to require
review and approval prior to recording the final map. As written, they merely
require submital.
Mitigation Measures HYD-5 and BIO-6 fail to identify the responsible party: the
project applicant.
Mitigation Measure HYD-6 says “No protection should be needed for the
downstream portions of the excavated area because rapid movement of water
over a drop is not expected to occur there. To the extent that the upstream
portion of the excavated area is exposed to higher velocities, erosion risks can be
mitigated through slope protection measures that could include rock or turf
reinforced mats.” MM HYD-6 should require protection for the downstream
portions in the event rapid movement of water over a drop is observed or
reasonably anticipated. The second sentence, as to upstream, is not effective
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mitigation. It merely observes that something “can be mitigated.” It requires
nothing. And the mitigation fails to identify the responsible party and the timeline.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 – Conduct a Floristic Survey of Coast Live Oak
Woodland Habitat in Lot 130 during the Blooming Period for Potential
Special-Status Plant Species (130-Unit Alternative only) – should have been
performed prior to release of the RDEIR, so the public could know the results of
the study and the EIR could disclose the on-the-ground information and state
informed effective mitigation.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 – Avoid or Minimize Impacts on Special-Status Plant
Species Populations by Redesigning the Project, Protecting Populations, and
Implementing a Compensation Plan (If Necessary) (130-Unit Alternative only) –
should have been performed and implemented prior to release of the RDEIR, so
the public could know the results of the protection and compensation plan. As it
is, the deferral of the mitigation is not acceptable. The mitigation says “the
Project Applicant will redesign or modify the Project to avoid direct and indirect
impacts on special-status plant species, if feasible.” The public will not know
whether the project was redesigned and who decided whether the redesign was
“feasible.”
As to MM BIO-9a and 9b, the RDEIR has failed to adequately anticipate and
mitigate the impacts of bullfrogs in the ponds. Where would offsite ponds and
offsite wetlands be created, and what would the impacts be?
Mitigation Measure BIO-11: Conduct Formal Site Assessment and Consult with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to Determine if Protocol-Level Surveys are
Necessary OR Assume CRLF Presence should have been performed prior to the
release of the RDEIR, or the assumption should have been included in the
biological studies. After RDEIR is released, this mitigation is not effective and
does not meet CEQA’s informational requirements.
The several mitigation measures that allow the Project Applicant to lob
responsibility onto its contractor are not appropriate under CEQA. (E.g., BIO-12,
BIO-20, and PSU-1, to name a few.) The Applicant should be the responsible
party, not the contractor.
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The project does not have an effective cap on water use and water demand. The
RDEIR fails to require effective mitigation to keep water use and water demand to
the levels assumed in the EIR. County records show that County estimates are
often materially incorrect and below what water use and water demand actually
turns out for be. The County has not effectively limited the actual water pumping
and water demand in any way. The County should place effective mitigation on
the project – all versions of the project – to ensure there are no unanalyzed and
unmitigated impacts.
The two Zischke emails dated 9/15/14 and 12/22/14 contain important water
information on which the RDEIR relied. They were omitted from the RDEIR
references. They should have been included. This week the County informed
me that the “‘Zischke 2015' reference is in error, no such reference was used to
develop data in Table 3.10-3.”
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Numerous other important records should have been available to the public as
RDEIR references, but the County omitted then from the RDEIR and the RDEIR
references. These records include the project application materials and the
revised project application materials for the 130-unit alternative. These omitted
records also include the "Project Applicant's response to specific water rights
comments" on the DEIR by MPWMD and The Open Monterey Project. The EIR
preparer used and relied on the Project Applicant's responses but I do not see
them referenced in the RDEIR or included in the RDEIR references. I have
requested the records but the County has not produced them.
For each of these reasons, and all of them, the RDEIR should be revised and
recirculated.

10-111

10-111
ŽŶƚ͘

>ĞƚƚĞƌϭϭ
Letter
11

Luke Connolly
Management Specialist
Planning Department
Monterey County Resource Management Agency
168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2487
email: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject:

2016 “Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report” for
Rancho Canada Village subdivision application

Dear Mr. Connolly:
The Carmel Valley Association (CVA) is the oldest and largest civic association in
Carmel Valley. CVA was established in 1949 and has hundreds of loyal members.
We submit these comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) for the
proposed subdivision at Rancho Canada in Carmel Valley.
The RDEIR claims to analyze two different projects: the proposed Rancho Canada
Village (RCV) 281-unit project and the developer’s preferred alternative 130-unit
project. Both proposed projects would dramatically affect Carmel Valley forever.
Due to eight years that the County and the developer have taken since 2007, the
year the last document was released for public review, CVA hoped that the County
would prepare a thorough study of the impacts of the proposed subdivision of the
Rancho Canada Village site.
This 2016 document falls far short of adequate.
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The RDEIR’s combining of an eight-year old Project document under the old 1982
General Plan with what is essentially a new application for a 130-units project to
the 2010 General Plan and the 2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan has made a public
review challenging and unnecessarily difficult. The document appears to have
been pieced together in a sloppy manner. The sheer volume of the 1600 page
document and referencing of two district projects from two distinct time periods
under two different General Plans (one of which is no longer operative) obfuscates
rather than clarifies the project document for the reader. This document does not
provide a logically developed and coherent document for public review. We
believe this document has not been prepared to elicit meaningful analysis and
response from the public but rather prevent it.
In this letter CVA refers to the 1982 General Plan (as amended) and the Carmel
Valley Master Plan (as amended) as the “previous Plans” and the 2010 General
Plan and the 2010 Carmel Valley Master Plan as amended in 2013 (referred to at
times in this letter as “the 2010 Plans”).
The Carmel Valley Association has reviewed the RDEIR for Rancho Canada and
submits the following comments and questions for the County’s response. The
short time extension was not enough time to review this 1600-page document. We
twice asked for an extension to the end of September and the County refused.
Planning Manager John Ford told CVA that he would revise the Notice of
Availability and send it out but he did not . The RDEIR is more than three reams
of paper and four inches thick. The sheer volume of the document has made our
review very challenging and unnecessarily difficult. The County has essentially
combined (1) much of the very poor quality Rancho Canada DEIR written in 2008
with (2) what is essentially a new Rancho Canada Project, the 130-unit alternative.
CVA has substantive general and specific concerns and questions. All of them
require responses. We are dismayed that the County has not even bothered to
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respond to our 67 pages of comments on the DEIR that we submitted in 2008 .
The CVA Board and our members devoted considerable effort and expense in
preparing those comments. Our comments deserve thoughtful responses. Instead,
the County has ignored CVA’s comments and all the other DEIR comments made
in 2007 and 2008. Why was there no response to comments?
We are concerned that the County has failed to respond to CVA’s 67 pages of
comments submitted in 2008. The County has the discretion to respond to those
comments. Nothing prevents the County from responding to the individual
comments. (See CEQA Guidelines sections 15088(d) and 15089.)
Guidelines section 15088 (f) states as follows
“The lead agency shall evaluate and respond to comments as provided
in Section 15088. Recirculating an EIR can result in the lead agency
receiving more than one set of comments from reviewers. The
following are two ways in which the lead agency may identify the set
of comments to which it will respond. This dual approach avoids
confusion over whether the lead agency must respond to comments
which are duplicates or which are no longer pertinent due to revisions
to the EIR. In no case shall the lead agency fail to respond to
pertinent comments on significant environmental issues.
(1) When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is
recirculated, the lead agency may require reviewers to submit new
comments and, in such cases, need not respond to those comments
received during the earlier circulation period. The lead agency shall
advise reviewers, either in the text of the revised EIR or by an
attachment to the revised EIR, that although part of the administrative
record, the previous comments do not require a written response in
the final EIR, and that new comments must be submitted for the
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revised EIR. The lead agency need only respond to those comments
submitted in response to the recirculated revised EIR.
CVA has not found the required notification, shown underlined above, in the
RDEIR. We have spoken to individuals and organizations who believed that their
comments on the 2008 Draft EIR would be sufficient and would be responded to,
and they did not make any new comments on the RDEIR in reliance on that belief.
Thus, CVA attaches as Exhibit A to this letter, CVA’s 2008 comment letter on the
project. CVA requests for individual responses to each and every one of its
questions.
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For each of our comments made in 2007 and 2008, and in this letter, CVA asks
that the EIR preparer investigate and discuss the issue, and respond fully, with a
description of the investigation undertaken in support of the response to the
comment. CVA specifically asks that responses to CVA’s comments not be
conclusory.
CEQA Guidelines 15088 (g) says this “When recirculating a revised EIR, either in
whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in the revised EIR or by an attachment to
the revised EIR, summarize the revisions made to the previously circulated draft
EIR.” The County did not adequately comply with this CEQA requirement in the
2016 Recirculated Draft EIR.
Instead, the RDEIR merely makes general statements on page 1-1 of the
Introduction:
“The 2008 Draft EIR only presented project-level analysis for the
Proposed Project; this recirculated Draft EIR analyzes the 130-Unit
Alternative at the same project-level as the Proposed Project.”
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and
“New information added to the 2008 Draft EIR includes the analysis
of a feasible project alternative at a project-level of detail, updates in
the environmental setting taking into account current conditions (e.g.,
updated traffic analysis), and changes in the analysis of certain
environmental impacts (e.g., construction-related air quality impacts).
This recirculated Draft EIR has also been updated in consideration of
comments on the 2008 Draft EIR...”
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These conclusory statements do not adequately “summarize the revisions made to
the previously circulated draft EIR” as required by the CEQA Guidelines. Please
explain in detail how the data, analysis, and conclusions in the 2008 Draft EIR
were revised in the RDEIR. CVA should not have to do a line-by-line comparison
of the 2008 document with the 2016 document, to see what has changed. This
information should have been part of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the
revised EIR. The RDEIR failed to comply with the CEQA requirement.
To the extent any of the questions asked by CVA in this letter are applicable to the
281-unit Proposed Project and also to the 130-unit Alternative Project, please
provide separate responses as to each project. CVA makes this request in the
interest of efficiency.
CVA is disturbed by the poor quality of this RDEIR. CVA found the DEIR to
contain numerous important factual mistakes and omissions, and the analysis is of
poor quality. The RDEIR’s arguments for purported 281-unit project
compatibility with the County General Plan/Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP)
are illogical and unsupported, and take the approach that any inconsistent project
can be made consistent by amending the Plans. Under that approach, all General
Plan policies, all Master Plan policies, and all zoning and planning become
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irrelevant because inconsistencies, even material and devastating inconsistencies,
can be resolved by amending the plans.
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A presented, the Proposed Project is 281 units. The Proposed Project would
violate the 2012 settlement agreement between CVA and the County in the CVA
litigation over the County’s approvals of the 2010 General Plan, in Monterey
County Superior Court Case No. M109442. That settlement agreement involved
the County amending CVMP policy CV-1.6 to establish the 190-unit limit that
exists today in the CVMP as amended.
281 units is 91 units more than the total 190-unit limit established in Carmel
Valley Master Plan policy CV-1.6. The 281-unit Project is not consistent with the
policy cannot be approved.
Policy CV-1.6 expressly reserves 24 units for the Delfino property in Carmel
Valley Village, which means that the remaining balance of the 190 units is 166.
The 281-unit Proposed Project therefore is 115 units over the unit limit stated in
Carmel Valley Master Plan policy CV-1.6. Why was this project allowed to move
forward? Please explain.
Once the County decided that the 2010 Plans applied to the Rancho Canada
Village subdivision application, the 281-unit project should have been taken to the
County decision makers for an immediate denial due to the inconsistencies with
the 2010 Plans, without wasting time and resources on another EIR that requires
extensive expense and resources by CVA and others to review. Why did the
County not take the project to the decision makers for a denial?
The RCV project applicant does not propose to amend policy 1.6 to allow the 281unit project. That in itself seems inconsistent with subdivision (c) of Government
Code section 66474.2. Please address that situation.
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If the County’s position is that subdivision (c) is being complied with or that
subdivision (c) does not apply, please explain that position in detail, addressing
the facts and the law.
Instead, the RDEIR (the County/EIR preparer) proposes to enable the 281-unit
Proposed Project by amending CVMP policy CV-1.6 to accommodate the excess
units that are prohibited by the unequivocal language of CVMP policy 1.6 as
amended by the settlement agreement. Why is the the County/EIR preparer
proposing this amendment? The proposed amendment should have been part of
the proposed project, and thus proposed by the applicant.
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Is the amendment to policy CV-1.6 proposed as a CEQA mitigation? If so, please
explain why such an amendment is proper as a CEQA mitigation. If not, please
define and explain exactly what the amendment is intended to be, and under what
authority.
This County-proposed amendment of the Carmel Valley Master Plan would
violate section 2.3 of the CVA/County litigation settlement agreement, which
states as follows:
2.3. Subsequent Amendments; Material Default.
Following adoption of the Agreed Amendments, should
County adopt any further amendment to the 2010
General Plan that obviates or nullifies the effect of the
Agreed Amendments without CVA’s written approval,
such action shall constitute a Material Default of this
agreement, unless such action was taken in response to a
final court order, or final administrative order or action
by a federal or state agency, in which case such action
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shall not constitute a Material Default, or a default of any
kind, of this Agreement.
CVA has not given written approval to a change to policy CV-1.6, and no court or
federal or state agency has acted on this matter. Amending policy CV-1.6 would
nullify the effect of the Agreed Amendments without CVA’s written approval.
Thus, amending the policy CV-1.6 to allow the 281-unit Proposed Project would
be a Material Default, and settlement agreement section 5.8 would apply. It states:
5.8. Effect of Material Default. In the event of a
Material Default as described in Section 2.3, in addition
to any other remedy provided in this Agreement,
pursuant to the retained court jurisdiction set forth in
Section 5.2, CVA may request the court to set aside this
Agreement and reinstitute all or any portion of the
Litigation.
If the County takes an action that is a Material Default, CVA will not hesitate to
enforce the settlement agreement and take all actions it deems necessary. The
settlement agreement is a County contract. It has a material impact on the
analysis. If approving a change to policy CV-1.6 would mean that the litigation is
re-opened, that would have foreseeable environmental impacts.
Please respond in detail as to whether the County considered the CVA/County
settlement agreement in preparing the RDEIR. If the County did, why did the
County not mention it in the analysis or include the settlement agreement in the
reference materials identified in the RDEIR?
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CVA also comments that the 2010 Plans are still in litigation with other
Petitioners, and if those Petitioners prevail, the County approvals of the 2010
Plans could be set aside. The RDEIR did not mention that important fact.
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Applicable Plan.
The County deemed the 281-unit Proposed Project complete in approximately
2005. Government Code section 66474.2(a) states that “in determining whether to
approve or disapprove an application for a tentative map, the local agency shall
apply only those ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the local
agency has determined that the application is complete pursuant to Section 65943
of the Government Code.” Therefore the applicable plans are those plans that
were in effect as of 2005: the 1982 General Plan (as amended) and the Carmel
Valley Master Plan (as amended). In this comment letter, CVA refers at times to
those Plans as “the previous Plans.”
ϭϭͲ12

•

If the County’s position is that the applicable plans are those in effect
in 2005, please explain the County’s position in detail, and state the
facts on which the County rely.

•

If the County’s position is that the applicable plans are those that
were not in effect in 2005, please explain the County’s position in
detail, and state the facts on which the County rely.

•

Please explain how the County’s position is consistent with the
mandatory language in section 66474.2(a), which states that “the
local agency shall apply only those ordinances, policies, and
standards in effect at the date the local agency has determined that the
application is complete,” which was 2005.

Carmel Valley Association comments:
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The Rancho Canada Village application was deemed complete prior to adoption in
October 2010 of the County’s General Plan and its Carmel Valley Master Plan.
Thus the previous General Plan and Carmel Valley Master Plan are the applicable
plans, and not the 2010 General Plan (see Gov. Code § 66474.2). Please respond
to this analysis.
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The exceptions to the rule in Government Code section 66474.2(a) do not apply
here. If the County disagrees, please explain the County’s position in detail, and
state the facts on which the County rely.
The project cannot be approved because the 281-unit Proposed Project is
inconsistent with the land use designation in the previous Plans. Please respond.
If the County disagrees, please explain all reasons and support for the County’s
position, and provide legal authority.
Any alternative to the 281-unit Proposed Project should also be considered under
the previous Plans, because an alternative should be considered under the same
plans as the Project. Please respond. If the County disagrees, please explain all
reasons and support for the County’s position, and provide legal authority.
Please explain when the decision was made to use the 2010 General Plan/Master
Plan for purposes of processing the Rancho Canada Village application. Please
identify all persons who had input into that decision, and the role of the applicant
in that decision. The decision was not legal and not proper, and gave favorable
treatment to the application.
A new application is required for the 281-unit Project and its Alternative, if the
projects are to be considered under the 2010 Plans. If the County disagrees, please
explain all reasons and support for the County’s position, and provide legal
authority.
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Please explain why the County did not require a new application to be submitted
after the 2010 Plans became applicable, in order to trigger the applicability of the
2010 Plans.
What steps, rules, fees, triggers, and other consequences would flow from a
subdivision application made after October 2010, different from those that applied
to the subdivision application deemed complete in 2005? Please list and describe
all of them in detail.
CVA’s position is that the 2010 Plans do not apply to this 281-unit project. In this
letter CVA asks numerous questions about the 2010 Plans solely because the
RDEIR analysis assumed that the 2010 Plans apply to this 281-unit project.
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General Concerns.
The Recirculated Draft EIR is extremely confusing and unclear. The reasons
include the following.
•

•

The Recirculated Draft EIR takes the Draft EIR the County released
in 2007 under the 1982 General Plan (for the 281-unit Project
originally submitted and then withdrawn in 2008) and combines part
of that analysis with an analysis of the same project and its
subsequently proposed 130-unit alternative under the 2010 General
Plan and 2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan. CVA commented on the
2007 Draft EIR for the 281-unit Project, and the County has failed to
respond to CVA’s comments. This confuses the analysis of the 2016
document.
As laypersons, CVA could not understand the underlying rationale
and much of the RDEIR discussion because of the sheer volume of
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pages – more than 600 pages of text not including the appendices! –
and the confusing added discussion and analysis based on plans that
according to the RDEIR are not applicable. The RDEIR/County
claim that the previous Plans does not apply and at the same time the
County/RDEIR present an “analysis” of the 281-unit project under the
previous Plans. The result is a chaotic and incomprehensible
document.
•

•

•

The RDEIR is not a coherent document. The County should either
present a draft environmental impact report that analyzes the 281-unit
project under the previous Plans and state that the previous Plans
apply, or the County should analyze the 281-unit project under the
2010 Plans and state that the 2010 Plans apply.
The hybrid approach makes it look too much like the County is trying
to have it both ways. The effect is to completely confuse CVA, and
CVA members are sophisticated reviewers of County environmental
documents. CVA does not know whether to take the RDEIR analysis
of the 2010 Plan seriously, or to take the RDEIR analysis of the
previous Plans seriously. The County has failed to make clear which
analysis it is going to use. By including the analysis of the previous
Plans, CVA is concerned that the County will rely on it in some way
that the RDEIR has not explained.
The County should formally withdraw the 2007 Draft EIR, if the
County no longer stands behind it. The County should make its
position crystal clear as to the meaning and weight of the 2007 Draft
EIR.
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•

•

•

•

As to the current 2016 RDEIR document, the County should formally
withdraw whichever analysis the County is not relying on to process
the 281-unit Project and the 130-unit Alternative. That is the only
way to clarify what the County’s position really is. The County is
responsible for a clear and transparent analysis for public review.
This document muddles the two different analyses of the two
different sets of Plans in a way that prevents a meaningful review by
CVA and other members of the public.
The 281-unit "Proposed Project" presented and analyzed in the
RDEIR is not in fact the Proposed Project, apparently. The applicant
and the County staff have told CVA and its representatives that the
281-unit project has been withdrawn and the applicant no longer
supports that project. Given that, why is the 281-unit Proposed
Project being analyzed in the RDEIR? That is very confusing.
The 2008 DEIR for the 281-unit "Proposed Project" was discarded by
the applicant and the County almost immediately after the public
comment period closed. Thus the current "RDEIR" is not a
recirculation of the withdrawn DEIR but actually a brand new DEIR
for a new very distinct 130-unit project. This analysis should have
been presented as a separate document with a DEIR that addresses
current context and conditions, not combined and shuffled into earlier
analyses of plans that the County states are not applicable.
The RDEIR includes discussion of the withdrawn 281-unit project for
consistency with the 1982 plans and policies – the previous Plans –
even though they are no longer applicable adding to the confusion of
the document.
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•

The RDEIR states, "However, even though the Project's application
was deemed complete before the new General Plan/CVMP were
adopted, the County has determined that the project is subject to the
current 2010 General Plan and 2013 CVMP since its approval
requires an amendment to the General Plan/CVMP." (p. 2-1)
ϭϭͲ28

Why and for what purpose did the County include in the RDEIR an analysis of a
281-unit project under a plan – the previous Plans – that the County claims do not
apply?
Why and for what purpose did the County include an analysis of a project that is
no longer being proposed (the 281-unit project) in the current RDEIR document?
Which is the true project that is being proposed, for all meaningful purposes? The
281-unit project or the 130-unit alternative?
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The two projects being proposed are inconsistent with the 2010 Plans for several
reasons, including the following reasons:
•

Neither project meets the traffic requirements of the Carmel Valley
Master Plan and the Circulation Element of the 2010 General Plan.
(Please see comments below specific to traffic.)

•

The RDEIR (p. 2-1) clearly states that both the 281-unit project and
the 130-unit Alternative would require general plan amendments.

•

The 130 unit project does not meet requirements of the County's
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance which requires 50% of the project to
be dedicated to affordable housing.
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•

•

The project site was designated in the 2010 General Plan as a Special
Treatment Area. The developers requested this designation. The
developers did not challenge the Special Treatment Area express
strict conditions that include an affordable housing requirement of
50%.
Now the Rancho Canada developers claim that meeting the 50%
affordable housing requirement is “not financially feasible” (RDEIR,
p. 3.5-19.) Instead, the developers propose merely 20% “workforce”
housing, which is less than the minimum mandated inclusionary
housing percentage that applies to the entire County.

The RDEIR improperly advocates in favor of the project. As one example, the
RDEIR says “By clustering development away from the Carmel River and out of
the line of site [sic] of Carmel Valley Road, the Proposed Project achieves a
compromise between the 2013 CVMP policies of maintaining rural character and
providing Affordable Housing by providing 140 units of Workforce and
Affordable Housing in addition to 39 acres of open space.” (Page 3.5-17.) That is
not the thoughtful and independent analysis required by CEQA. Instead, that is
argument in favor of the project. There are numerous other examples of improper
advocacy and argument, as well.
The RDEIR proposes to amend the 2010 plans to accommodate the 281-unit
Proposed Project. The RDEIR also proposes to amend the 2010 Plans to
accommodate the 130-unit Alternative Project. Is this correct?
It is improper to propose a plan amendment as a mitigation pursuant to CEQA.
Plan amendments should only be considered as part of a project application.
Please respond in detail. If the County disagrees, please provide all authority on
which the County rely.
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Policy LU-2.13 implements residential Goal LU-2, which states as follows:
RESIDENTIAL GOAL LU-2
ENCOURAGE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF
VARIOUS TYPES AND DENSITIES FOR ALL INCOME
LEVELS IN AREAS WHERE SUCH DEVELOPMENT
WOULD BE ACCESSIBLE TO MAJOR EMPLOYMENT
CENTERS AND WHERE ADEQUATE PUBLIC SERVICES
AND FACILITIES EXIST OR MAY BE PROVIDED.
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The RDEIR failed to adequately address this important goal and policy, and the
inconsistency of the 130-unit alternative with both Goal LU-2 and Policy 2.13.
Approval of the 130-unit project is totally inconsistent with the goal and policy.
Please respond in detail.
Plan amendments would be required to approve the 281-unit project and to
approve the 130-unit project, according to the RDEIR. Why are all the Plan
amendments required not included in RDEIR project description for each project?
Are the proposed amendments to policy CV-1.6 considered part of the 281-unit
Proposed Project, or a CEQA mitigation, or something else? Please explain the
County’s response clearly, provide supporting facts, and explain why it is one and
not the other.
Is the proposed amendment to policy CV-1.27 considered part of the 281-unit
Proposed Project, or a CEQA mitigation, or something else? Please explain the
County’s response clearly, provide supporting facts, and explain why it is one and
not the other.
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Each of the proposed amendments to policy CV-1.6 and policy CV-1.27 would
have potentially significant environmental impacts. The impacts of the proposed
Plan amendments required to approve either of the projects are not addressed in
the environmental document (the RDEIR). They should have been.
The RDEIR document states that "The new residences would have a demand for
potable water. However, the project would shift use of water from golf course
irrigation to residential use, which will result in a reduced withdrawal of water
from the Carmel River aquifer." (p. ES-6).
How does this relate to the recent agreement by the Trust for Public Land to
preserve a portion of the golf course for open space and return several hundreds of
acre-feet of water to the Carmel River?
The 281-unit proposal says it will be completed in four phases. The first three
phases would be residential development, and the fourth phase would be the
“habitat preserve.” The timing would be based on “market conditions” according
to the RDEIR, and therefore there is no guarantee of when the habitat preserve
would be completed. The EIR should place a mitigation that requires completion
of the habitat preserve as the third phase, before the final 87 residential units are
built.
RDEIR Chapter 3.7, Transportation and Traffic and its associated appendices
should be rejected. CVA’s comments and evidence demonstrates that the RDEIR
is inadequate. The RDEIR is so conclusive in nature that CVA could not give a
meaningful review of the document, CVA does not have a true understanding of
the impacts, and CVA thus could not provide meaningful comment on the true
impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, section 15088.5(a).)
These comments contain material evidence of significant new information
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concerning traffic and its analysis that was omitted from the RDEIR.
The comments provide examples of the numerous serious defects in the RDEIR
analysis and traffic study. The RDEIR has failed to make good faith efforts to
investigate the facts and to provide full disclosure.
All assessments in these comments incorporate on-the-ground knowledge of
existing conditions. The authors of these CVA comments have many years of
personal experience with the road segments, intersections, and traffic behavior and
patterns in the local area and local region, and in the Highway One/Carmel Valley
Road area in particular; also they are familiar with critical documents governing
highway analysis, including the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM2000 and
HCM2010), and relevant Traffic Research Board (TRB) documents, including
appropriate National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP)
documents.
The RDEIR treatment and analysis of existing conditions is highly deficient. The
baseline is inaccurate in numerous material respects. For that reason alone, the
RDEIR analysis of impacts of the proposed project is unreliable and unsupported.
Review of the impacts of trips generated by the project is unnecessary and
ineffectual because the impacts cannot be estimated and analyzed in the absence of
an accurate baseline of existing conditions. Given that the RDEIR’s reports of
existing conditions are seriously flawed and unreliable, only the existing
conditions are examined here in order to disclose the flaws in the RDEIR methods,
data, analyses and their character.
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As to each of the comments and questions below, please state clearly if you
disagree with each. For each such disagreement, please provide the data and
analysis on which you rely for your response and your disagreement.
Selected examples of the major defects in the RDEIR.
We provide some brief descriptions of specific examples of the types of serious
defects in the RDEIR. The examples are merely that. There are many more
examples of similar errors throughout the RDEIR document. CVA does not have
the time or the resources to point them all out. The EIR preparer and the County
should go through all the studies relied upon to eliminate the errors and to replace
them with accurate data and appropriate assumptions. As presented in the RDEIR,
the traffic analysis is inadequate. The examples help give a sense of the extent of
the inadequacies.
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The RDEIR mis-identifies SR 1 as an urban street where it is in fact an assemblage
of four rural highway segments with two, three and four lanes. The urban street
assumption is not discussed in any reasonable detail, either in Chapter 3.7 or in
Appendix E; it simply is claimed as a category of roadway for LOS evaluation.
The specific segments analyzed under urban street criteria are identified only in
the data tables themselves, in Appendix C of Appendix E, but are not described in
the text of Chapter 3.7 or in Appendix E. This inadequate description of the
criteria and their application substantially complicates review of the RDEIR.
Highway 1 does not constitute an “urban street” under any reasonable analysis.
The Board of Supervisors has twice had the opportunity to endorse the approach
of calling Highway One at Carmel an “urban street” and twice the Board has not
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endorsed it. It has never adopted that designation. To the contrary, the Fifth
District Supervisor, who drives Highway One more or less daily, has stated that
this is not an urban street, and described in detail why. (See, for example, Board of
Supervisors Hearing on Villas de Carmelo, October 11, 2011, remarks by
Supervisor D. Potter.)
The four local traffic signals are the only ones between Hearst Castle on the south
and Santa Cruz on the north; no facilities associated with urban streets (e.g.,
sidewalks, frequent crosswalks, transit stops, bicycle lanes) exist on the local
segments or elsewhere in that span. The standard analysis for local SR 1, including
the critical segment between Carmel Valley Road and Ocean Avenue, has been
with HCM methods for multilane and two-lane highways. The standard methods
should have been utilized in this RDEIR to maintain consistent and reliable
baseline as well as to avoid the seriously flawed analysis in the RDEIR.
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The RDEIR’s improper use of the “urban street” designation for Highway One
leads to material flaws in the RDEIR. Please respond, and explain why the RDEIR
used the “urban street” analysis.
The RDEIR uses the “Multimodal Level of Service for Urban Streets” or MMLOS
(NCHRP 3-70 Research Project, NCHRP Report #616, NCHRP Web Document
128) method for Highway 1 segments. That method is inappropriate and incorrect
as applied here. Please explain why it was used in the RDEIR.
.
The method (a) in principle does not accurately measure traffic conditions on SR1,
(b) generates four LOS values per direction and peak hour (see, e.g.,
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Dowling_MMLOS.pdf), not just the one reported in
RDEIR Table 3.7-7, Appendix E Table 5 and elsewhere, and (c) requires four

ϭϭͲ48

Carmel Valley Association comments:
“Recirculated Draft EIR” Rancho Canada Village Project
August 31, 2016
Page 21 of 50
active modes of traffic on the segment(s) – automobile, bicycle, pedestrian and
transit – whereas on the relevant segment between Carmel Valley Road and Ocean
Avenue there is only one active mode. Bicycle and pedestrian traffic are not
provided for and are prohibited, and there are no transit stops, so transit traffic is
merely a component of automobile traffic.
The MMLOS method is focused on “predicting traveler perceptions” and utilizes
“the weighted average of the sum of the probabilities of people reporting each
LOS rating multiplied by a system of weights that gives greater weight to the
proportion of people who perceive poorer level of service.” (NCHRP Web
Document 128, pp. 1, 6; also see descriptive remarks on p. 34: “The preferred
method to directly measure level of service is to show the facility conditions to a
group of people via video or otherwise and ask them to rate the facility on a letter
grade range from ‘A’ to ‘F’”). That method does not fairly present the “physical
environment conditions … as they exist” on the ground on Highway One at
Carmel, as required by CEQA. (Guidelines, sec. 15125.)
That method should not have been used in the RDEIR. That method gives
unreliable results that are not reconcilable with the on-the-ground conditions.
According to the developers of the LOS+ software used heavily in the RDEIR
(Appendix C, pdf pp. 1359 – 1398), “LOS+ should NOT be used to perform
transportation impact analyses for specific development projects” (emphasis in
original. See http://www.fehrandpeers.com/losplus/). Thus the RDEIR relies
fundamentally for its SR 1 analysis on an analytical tool that explicitly rejects the
RDEIR’s use of it. LOS+ does not provide a legitimate basis for the Rancho
Canada Village traffic baseline or impact analyses. LOS+ is not applicable to
analyses required by the purpose of the RDEIR.
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The “multimodal” level of service analysis is not appropriate to apply to Highway
One in the Carmel area. Why did the RDEIR use the “multimodal” level of
service analysis and the LOS+ software?
The authors of the RDEIR spuriously introduced a “merge point” in the MMLOS
analysis of SR 1 (see pdf pages 1359, 1362, 1365, 1368, 1371 and 1374; also see
footnote 1 on p. 1358) between Carmel Valley Road and Ocean Avenue where the
dual left-turn lanes begin near Carmel Valley Road. But such a treatment is
disallowed in the MMLOS method. (See NCHRP Web document 128, p. 8: “Left
turn bays, right turn bays, short lane additions or drops, and other geometric
changes in the vicinity of the downstream intersection of the segment do not
trigger the need to divide the segments into subsegments …”.) This spurious
merge point was used in the RDEIR analysis to divide the southbound lane into
two segments, one with three lanes and the other northern component remaining a
single lane, thereby falsely evaluating the left-turn bay as a separate segment with
a more favorable LOS. This drastically distorts analysis of the segment and
violates explicitly the specifications of the MMLOS auto mode model.
No “merge point” exists in any other analysis of this or any other segment of
Highway One relevant to this RDEIR.
The RDEIR asserts that the three-lane segment of Highway One in Carmel
operates at LOS C. That is not accurate.
The critical 3-lane segment of Highway 1 in Carmel is known to be LOS F. This
fact has been confirmed by numerous official documents, including the County
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General Plan EIR. Actual driver observations by experienced CVA members also
confirm the LOS F rating on a daily basis.
The improper division of the segment into two by treating the left-turn lanes as a
distinct segment may be the source of the false representation of the SR 1 segment
between Carmel Valley Road and Ocean Avenue as operating at LOS C. (See
footnote 1. to the table on pdf page 1358, referring to the “merge point” and
stating “Results weighted to segment lengths.” There is no warrant for either the
merge point or for the weighting. All drivers on the full segment must pass
through the one-lane segment, which unquestionably operates at LOS F. But it is
represented in this table as LOS C. Undoubtedly introduction of the “merge point”
is used as the proximate but illegitimate excuse for rating the segment between
Carmel Valley Road and Ocean Avenue as LOS C.
LOS for the southbound segment beginning at Ocean Avenue is consistently LOS
F, a fact which is not reported in the main body of the RDEIR Chapter 3.7 text nor
of the main Appendix E text. Why are these LOS F values omitted in the text of
the RDEIR and Appendix E?
The RDEIR assumes roadway capacities on the segment of SR 1 between Carmel
Valley Road and Ocean Avenue that are far larger than they possibly could be.
According to the “Urban Street Segment Analysis” table (pdf p.1358), lines 6, 8)
of the entries for southbound traffic imply vehicle volume capacities (c = v/(v/c)
with v as specified in the “volume” column) of 4,060 vehicles per hour AM and
4,560 vehicles per hour PM, on the single southbound lane,; these are multiples of
the capacity as observed on the ground. Calculating similarly the two-lane
northbound capacities yields 3,750 AM and 4,050 PM which also are
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unrealistically large, but remarkably less than the supposed single-lane
southbound capacity. Data used to construct the table clearly is wrong. Questions:
1)
Given that the roadway is the same for AM and PM, why do the capacities
differ?
2)
Why are the volume capacities for a single lane (southbound) greater than
those for two lanes (northbound)?
3)
Why are the sizes of southbound volume capacities between two and three
times the capacities (e.g., 1,500 veh/hr) typically used for PTSF and other service
measures of traffic?
This same table (pdf p. 1358) uses a single LOS grade to represent the quality of
service on segments of SR 1, contrary to the description of the MMLOS scheme,
which explicitly requires four LOS grades, one for each of the four travel modes
(auto, bicycle, pedestrian, transit). (See, e.g., NCHRP report w128, p. 10: “The
methodology provides for the estimation of a separate mean level of service for
each of four modes of travel” – that is, four distinct LOS values – and “The
methodology does not provide for the computation of an overall weighted average
of the LOS results across the four modes of travel.”) This critical flaw is
transferred from pdf p. 1358 to Table 3.7-7 and Appendix E Table 5.
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Table 3.7-4 and Appendix E Table 3 misleadingly display an MMLOS urban street
“level of service score” that is never utilized in practice because MMLOS is never
actually applied in the RDEIR. In fact only the auto LOS score is displayed; there
are different LOS scores and different ways of utilizing them for each of the four
modes.
The RDEIR assumed peak traffic volume to occur at times when peak traffic did
not actually occur. In consequence, the peak traffic volumes are underestimated,
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which taints the entire traffic impact analysis, underestimates impacts, and renders
useless results. (See Figure 1 and its caption. The graph is provided by CVA,
based on the RDEIR data on pdf p. 886.) This is one example among many of the
RDEIR’s improper and inadequate methodology.
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Figure 1. Plot of 15-minute-interval daily traffic volumes on Highway 1 from
Ocean Ave. to Carmel Valley Rd. The highest sequential volumes occur near midday. The RDEIR incorrectly assumed that peak periods are 7-9 am and 4-6 PM,
those periods shown as dotted red lines.
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As to each peak traffic volume conclusion in the RDEIR and its traffic studies,
please identify the facts and analytical basis for generating the conclusions
concerning peak traffic time period and volume. Please explain in detail as to
each conclusion, and provide the supporting evidence for the conclusion, and
address the other data acquired on that date.

ϭϭͲ53
ŽŶƚ͘

The impacted segments of Highway 1 are already operating at LOS F levels most
times of the day. This fact was not disclosed by the RDEIR. This fact was not
adequately considered in terms of the impact analysis and the environmental
consequences and mitigations. Please explain.
Evidence of this LOS F fact in lists of raw RDEIR data for Highway One is not
adequate. The RDEIR failed to disclose and discuss the on-the-ground LOS F
reality in the text of RDEIR chapter 3.7. This omission is not consistent with
CEQA’s purpose for EIRs as informational documents, to inform the public of
possible impacts. This RDEIR omission meant that the fact of critical LOS F
traffic today, before any project traffic has begun, was not presented to members
of the public.
A review of the SR 1 “analysis”: The RDEIR (1) mischaracterizes SR 1 as an
urban street in spite of earlier rejection of that characterization by the County; (2)
applies an analytical method, MMLOS, that is not found in HCM2010 although it
is available through a national highway research program (NCHRP), and is
intended to be applied to multimodal (auto, pedestrian, bicycle, transit) travel
where only one mode plays a significant role; (3) reports single LOS values for
highway segments when the official description of the method states emphatically
that the method calls for reporting of four separate LOS values; (4) applies
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MMLOS software (LOS+) to the specific development project represented by the
RDEIR (Rancho Canada Village) even though LOS+ is explicitly excluded from
use on specific development projects; (5) introduces a “merge point” to subdivide
an SR 1 segment to accommodate turn lanes, when the official MMLOS
documentation explicitly rejects precisely such creation of subsegments; (6)
against all other accepted ratings for the most critical SR 1 segment, gives the
Carmel Valley Road to Ocean Avenue segment the unsupportable grade LOS C,
based on insertion of the “merge point”; (7) introduces v/c values without any
source references (pdf p. 1358) which imply roadway capacities that massively
exceed known capacities for SR 1; and (8) quotes LOS criteria (“level of service
scores”) that are never used in the text description of the project, and appear only
perfunctorily in the appendices (because misapplication of the method makes them
effectively unusable in the main body of the report). Also, the RDEIR (9) by using
the MMLOS method fails to fairly represent the relevant local environmental
conditions; (10) fails to disclose in the body of the text the fact that the pertinent
LOS+ data sheets all report LOS F for the auto mode on the Ocean Avenue to
Merge Point subsegment; and (11) misrepresents the raw data provided on pdf
page 886, reporting the wrong peak periods and the wrong peak hour traffic
volume for the most critical SR 1 segment (see Figure 1 below). Substantial
evidence, including page references, is provided in these comments for the
assertions above. Please specify all of the above items with which you disagree,
explain the in detail the disagreement, and provide substantial evidence to support
your position.
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The addition of any more traffic to the already-critical LOS F traffic on Highway
One is a significant impact that the RDEIR fails to adequately disclose.
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Please identify clearly all of the segments of Highway One that would be impacted
by the project.
Entirely omitted from the RDEIR was the intersection of Valley Greens Drive with
Carmel Valley Road, which is well known to operate at LOS F at certain times
during the week. This intersection had been analyzed earlier for the Carmel
Canine Sports Complex by the same consultant (Central Coast Transportation
Consulting) that conducted this RDEIR, and found to have existing worst
approach delays that yielded LOS F. Yet the intersection was not examined for
this project, rendering the RDEIR demonstrably incomplete.

ϭϭͲ56
ŽŶƚ͘

ϭϭͲ57

Also omitted was the Brookdale Drive intersection with Carmel Valley Road,
where an essentially blind entry onto Carmel Valley Road may produce
considerable peak hour delays. This omission, too, renders the RDEIR incomplete.
The RDEIR analysis of delays at the Laureles Grade Road intersection with
Carmel Valley Road (intersection 10) misleadingly claims AM traffic at the
intersection to function as LOS D, whereas in fact it operates at LOS F both AM
and PM. The LOS values not in parentheses have been invented for the RDEIR;
page 19-1 of HCM2010 states that they are not defined, and explains clearly why
they are inappropriate. They are not included in the Synchro 8 reports for
unsignalized intersections. Only side approach LOS values are defined by HCM
and included in Synchro 8 reports. Please explain the source and the justification
of the LOS values that are not defined by HCM2010 but are included in RDEIR
Table 3.7-5 for unsignalized intersections.
Table 3.7-5 shows AM LOS F in parentheses for intersection 10, but in fact no
parentheses should be present at all. For this unsignalized intersection (and the
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two others like it – intersections 7 and 14 of Table 3.7-5) the LOS values that are
not in parentheses have been fabricated. HCM2010, on p. 19-1, states clearly (as
does HCM2000) that LOS is not defined for overall intersection delay, and it is
precisely overall delay to which the un-parenthesized information for intersections
7, 10 and 14 (see footnote 2 of Table 3.7-5) refers. HCM2010 also explains
clearly why LOS is not defined for overall delay.
The un-parenthesized LOS values for overall intersection delay at unsignalized
intersections are undefined in HCM, so must have been invented by the authors of
the traffic study. This is confirmed in the source data on pdf page 910 (intersection
10, existing AM), where no LOS rating is associated with “Int Delay, s/veh 34.2”
but LOS is provided for “HCM Control Delay, s 122” as “HCM LOS F”. The
same circumstance occurs on source-data pdf page 923 (intersection 10, existing
PM), and on the relevant source pages for unsignalized intersections 7 (pdf pp.
907, 920) and 14 (pdf pages 913, 926). (“Average Delay” plays the same role as
“Int Delay” and “overall delay” in these tables and in HCM2010.)
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The RDEIR omitted from its intersection studies the Valley Greens Drive / Carmel
Valley Road intersection. That intersection has significantly lengthy delays and is
the route that traffic uses to leave Carmel Valley other than Highway One. That
intersection should not have been omitted in the RDEIR analysis of impacts. That
intersection is known to be at LOS F according to a recent study prepared by the
same consultant, Central Coast Transportation Consultants.
ϭϭͲ60

The Valley Greens Drive / Carmel Valley Road intersection likely would be
significantly impacted by the proposed project, as the Carmel Canine Sports
Complex EIR demonstrated.
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The Brookdale Drive / Carmel Valley Road intersection also is a likely impact site,
and also was studied in the RDEIR. Please explain why they were omitted.
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Why did the traffic analysis not include the sections of Carmel Valley Road (G16)
adjoining the project? This analysis is essential to an adequate analysis of project
impacts. Please explain.
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The RDEIR did not properly study and report the three unsignalized intersections
(intersections 7, 10 and 14 in Table 3.7-5) among the 14 intersections examined.

ϭϭͲ62

Why were the three unsignalized intersections not included in the RDEIR
analysis? They would be impacted by the project.
The RDEIR also fabricates LOS letters for these intersections. Please explain the
basis for assigning the unparenthesized LOS letters.
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Further examination of the RDEIR’s flawed identification, selection and analysis
of data.
The RDEIR analysis assumed that periods of peak traffic were between 7 and 9
AM and between 4 and 6 PM (see RDEIR p. 3.7-9; also RDEIR Appendix E pp. 1,
3). The assumption is not supported. Total traffic on the Ocean Ave.-to-Carmel
Valley Rd. segment of SR1 was not at its peak during those hours. It peaked at
11:45 AM with significantly higher volume (see Figure 1 in this letter) than during
the 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM periods. Thus, the RDEIR assumed peak periods that do
not comport with actual data reported in the RDEIR traffic study.
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The approach of taking the highest single traffic quarter-hour period and
extrapolating to three quarters of the hour on either side of that quarter-hour and
calling that the peak hour, does not fit the Highway One traffic, as the data shows.
There is ample data available from which an analyst can identify the highestvolume hours of traffic are four sequential quarter-hour periods that combine to
create materially higher volumes of traffic than the approach of taking the single
highest quarter hour and extrapolating. Carmel Valley and Highway One traffic
has been extensively studied, and that extensive data is available in the County
files. CVA has seen the data in voluminous boxes and boxes of 4”-6” binders at
the County Public Works department. But the RDEIR analyst ignored this data
and instead used a simplistic and inaccurate approach to assumptions and
methodology. That is not an adequate analysis, under the circumstances.
Figure 1 in this letter uses the RDEIR’s own data. Figure 1 shows that the traffic
quarter-hours of 10:15 am to 4 PM each contain cumulative traffic (NB and SB)
higher than or approximately equal to the highest cumulative traffic counts during
the RDEIR-claimed “peak hours” of 7-9 am and 4-6 PM.
The differences between actual peak traffic times and assumed peak traffic times,
and the consequent differences in traffic volumes that are based on those different
times, would significantly and materially change the conclusions of the traffic
analysis, both for segments analyses and for intersections analyses. It is
impossible to quantify the differences without (1) accurate reporting of the times
of actual observation of the traffic and of (2) the observed volumes at those times.
The RDEIR peak hour results are based on the incorrectly assumed and vague
two- hour peak periods. No evidence was provided to support the assumed peak
period choices.
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Similar comments apply to the Carpenter St.–to-Ocean Avenue segment of SR1
and to conclusions drawn in the EIR concerning that segment. The poorly selected
and identified data render the analysis incorrect, no matter what analytical method
is used.

ϭϭͲ65
ŽŶƚ͘

Time identifications provide information that is essential to review, understand,
and rely on the data. However, the time identifications associated with much of
the traffic data in the RDEIR are absent in critically important circumstances.
For two-lane highway assessments, the days of the week, calendar dates, and times
of data observations are necessary parts of the data sets for each road segment.
For example, this information is essential in order for the reader to identify and
verify the principal traffic volume input information used in the HCS 2010 twolane highway software, which computes PTSF and LOS values.
In each of the HCS 2010 data sheets (Appendix A to Appendix E to the RDEIR),
there is no information about the days of the week, calendar dates, and times of
data observations. Thus, it is impossible to compare raw data with the software
input information, and to verify that the data appears valid.
The HCS data sheets carry a date different than the dates on any of the raw data
supplied. What is the meaning and the purpose of the date on the HCS data
sheets? What happened on that date?
CVA can only speculate that the date on the HCS data sheets might be the date on
which the raw data was entered into the software program, which is an irrelevant
date.
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The HCS data sheets do not state the days of the week, calendar dates, and times
of the traffic data obtained. Instead, only the year is provided as the time of
observation. We are not even sure that the year stated is accurate, due to the many
other inaccuracies in the reports and analysis.
As a result of these deficiencies, CVA cannot ascertain whether the traffic
volumes entered are actually those of a pertinent peak hour, which is critically
important information.
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Nor can CVA determine whether the time of observation corresponds to a genuine
traffic volume peak, because, as explained, the assumptions about peak periods are
not accurate. (See discussion above). Thus the RDEIR fails to disclose
information critical to understanding and evaluating the analysis. The lack of this
information prevents CVA from providing informed review and comment on the
accuracy of analysis.
Therefore Multimodal Level of Service cannot be regarded as recommended in the
County’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (2014 edition, p. 7;
2003 edition, p. 9). The County Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies recommends HCM as the source for methods of evaluation.
Consultation between County Public Works and the traffic analyst can authorize
the use of alternatives in some cases. However, for environmental assessments
such as Draft EIRs, CEQA requirements must be met, including the requirements
for accurate on-the-ground baseline physical conditions.
The use of the Multimodal Level of Service method did not and does not provide
the accurate on-the-ground baseline conditions in this RDEIR.
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The Multimodal Level of Service approach assumes the existence of multiple
modes of travel on the segment. That assumption may be appropriate on a true
urban street. The assumption is not appropriate and is incorrect on the relevant
segments of Highway 1.
The modes in the Multimodal Level of Service analysis are:
1. Automobile
2. Pedestrian
3. Bicycle
4. Transit.
However, the RDEIR fails to adequately disclose and discuss the pertinent on-theground facts, including:
1)
The Highway One segment in question has basically no pedestrian or
bicycle travel. There are no sidewalks and no bike lanes. It is dangerous to walk
or bicycle on that segment.
2)
The only form of transit is limited bus service that uses the same road and
same lanes as the automobile traffic. The bus drivers face the essentially same
conditions as automobile drivers. Highway One is not like a true urban street that
may have dedicated bus lanes or light rail on its own dedicated infrastructure, or
similar.
3)
The buses are few and far between.
Thus, three of the four modes of the “multi-modal” analysis are non-existent at the
highway segment. Pedestrian, bicycle, and dedicated transit modes do not exist.
The highway segment is monomodal (automobile), not multimodal, and the
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multimodal method is inappropriate.
The conclusion that the highway segment is monomodal is supported by the data.
For example, the LOS+ calculation sheet for Highway 1, “limits: Carpenter Street
to Ribera Road”, segment 2, from Ocean Avenue to Merge Point (Appendix B to
Appendix E; e.g., pdf page 1359), shows the following LOS values for the
segment:
Auto Mode: LOS F
Pedestrian mode: LOS #DIV/0!
Bicycle Mode: LOS E
Transit mode: LOS D
The RDEIR shows an error message, as follows: “#DIV/0!” The RDEIR does not
and cannot provide an LOS letter entry – and no such entry exists -- for the
pedestrian mode because there is no roadway provision for pedestrians on the
highway segment at issue.
The RDEIR does not provide the raw data for the bicycle mode or transit mode, so
CVA cannot meaningfully assess the RDEIR’s claimed LOS values for those
modes. The claimed LOS must be discarded for these modes.
The RDEIR claims that the transit mode of LOS D, but the RDEIR provides no
support for that claim. Given the lack of data and support, CVA cannot
meaningfully comment on that claim, except to say that the claim of LOS D cannot
be accurate because transit (buses) use the same roads as automobiles, and thus the
auto mode LOS F must apply to the transit (buses), as well.
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Only the auto mode LOS can be verified based on available data. The RDEIR
correctly states that the auto mode is LOS F.
There is only one functional mode in the segment: automobile mode. The segment
must be regarded as mono-modal for purposes of segment performance analysis.
In any event, all LOS values reported for modes in the segment are LOS D or
worse. None is as high as LOS C, which the RDEIR claims is the LOS for the
segment.
The claim of LOS C on line 3 (Merge Point / Carmel Valley Road) of the same
LOS+ tables is void because the LOS method disallows introduction of the “merge
point”. The “merge point” was introduced by the authors of the RDEIR in spite of
the instruction in the LOS+ literature that “Left turn bays, right turn bays, short
lane additions or drops, and other geometric changes in the vicinity of the
downstream intersection of the segment do not trigger the need to divide the
segments into subsegments”. (See NCHRP document w128, p. 13)
The process described in the relevant NCHRP reports (numbers 616 and 128) for
applying the multimodal method is a subjective process. The process is too
subjective to provide estimates of environmental impacts with reasonable
consistency and accuracy, because the process is based on probability estimates
and subjective judgments. Thus, it is not possible for CVA to comment
meaningfully on the process or the resulting analysis.
The key document, National Cooperative Highway Research Program Document
128,:Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban Streets: Users Guide
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(http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_w128.pdf) provides, for
example, such descriptive remarks as on page 34: “The preferred method to
directly measure level of service is to show the facility conditions to a group of
people via video or otherwise and ask them to rate the facility on a letter grade
range from A to F with A representing the best and F representing the worst.”
(Emphasis added.) This approach is not science-based analysis of reliable data.
Instead, at best it is a subjective focus-group approach to rating traffic with LOS
value does not yield objective estimates of physical environmental impacts that are
required by CEQA in an EIR.
The “multimodal” method itself (NCHRP report 128) is complex and is based on
conversion of largely subjective “experiences” to numerical values. The
conversions of the subjective “experiences” involve a considerable variety of
estimating steps. Each step introduces substantial uncertainties into the
computation. Examples of these steps are as follows for the different modes.
“Auto Mode” is a set of six probability estimates with multiple subjective
judgments buried in the assignment of numerical parameters to each of the
six mated probabilities.
“Bicycle mode” is a complicated combination of estimates of “the perceived
separation between motor vehicle traffic and the bicyclist, parked vehicle
interference, and the quality of the pavement”
“Pedestrian mode” is a combination of “minimum sidewalk space per
person,” “roadway crossing difficulty,” a segment level of service
parameter, and an intersection level of service parameter to be obtained
from the now-superseded HCM2000.
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“Transit Mode” is a heterogeneous set of estimates of parameters including
“accessibility by pedestrians, the amenities at the bus stop, the waiting time
for the bus, and the mean speed of the bus.”
Those subjective analyses make no sense for this RDEIR and this project. This
approach should not have been used. The County has the actual data and failed to
use it. Instead, the County chose to use subjective measurements. This is not
adequate for a meaningful traffic baseline and traffic impact analysis in an EIR.
Direct actual measurements of existing traffic conditions traffic volume are readily
available to the County. Direct actual measurements are necessary for all reliable
and meaningful estimates and reports of relevant probabilities, as well as for
estimating all traffic volume-sensitive parameters.
The direct measurements are much superior to the RDEIR’s elaborate calculation
schemes that involve estimation of parameters or probabilities, such as the
methods and models used in this RDEIR. Straightforward use of traffic volumes
themselves and simple arithmetic calculations from them (such as inter-vehicle
headways, which are directly proportional to 1/volumes) are fully adequate as
measures of roadway service quality. Those figures are the most reliable and
accurate possible bases for environmental impact criteria. Please explain why the
RDEIR did not use the direct measurements available.
The RDEIR’s use of elaborately derived quantities such as multimodal LOS scores
only decreases accuracy, precision and reliability. The RDEIR’s multimodal
approach is entirely inappropriate for environmental assessment as required by
CEQA and clearly should not be used in DEIRs.
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The use of the multimodal approach instead of the HCM2000 prescription reduces
the likelihood of a segment being identified as LOS F from about 29% to about
5.7% using one multimodal model, or to about 2.9% using another multimodal
model, according to data on p. 71 of NCHRP report 128. The likelihood of
receiving LOS E or F declines from 49% using the HCM-warranted approach to
about 5.7% or 1.7% for the multimodal comparison models. This means that there
would be a great advantage for a developer to have traffic consultants use the
multimodal models when, as in this case, the models are wholly inappropriate.
Some consultants are aware of this and may be motivated to use the inappropriate
approach when it is not technically warranted. The inappropriate approach is
likely to be applied improperly. This appears to be the principal motive for this
RDEIR’s use of the multimodal approach despite its glaring unsuitability as an
environmental assessment tool, and despite its vulnerability to misuse and error.
The multimodal “analysis” is based on “travelers’ perceptions of urban street level
of service” (see, e.g., NCHRP report 616, p. 6) not on “physical conditions within
the area” affected by the project which is the CEQA requirement (see, e.g., CEQA
Guidelines section 15360). Selection of the multimodal method for this EIR was
at the outset fundamentally and fatally flawed.
Why is the “multimodal” level of service used for this section of Highway One?
The segment is not an urban street, by definition. Please explain.
Incorrectly applied analytical techniques in the RDEIR.
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Chapter 3.7 of the RDEIR claims that the traffic is LOS C on the Highway One
segment between Ocean Ave. and Carmel Valley Road, for AM, PM, northbound
and southbound (see, e.g., RDEIR p. 3.7-7). The RDEIR does not distinguish
between the four modes – auto, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit.
CVA does not understand how the RDEIR came up with the conclusion that the
segment is LOS C. Please describe all data, factors, and analysis for the RDEIR
conclusion that LOS C is the proper LOS.
Does the RDEIR claim of LOS C represent a summary value or average among the
modes? All four of the modes are claimed in the RDEIR (i.e., from Appendix B of
Appendix E to the RDEIR) to be LOS D or worse. An average or summary of
modes that are LOS D or worse cannot be LOS C.
ϭϭͲ69

The principal mode is auto and presumably would dominate this summary or
average. This SR1 segment has the worst possible LOS, namely LOS F. The
RDEIR conclusion of LOS C is an example of the lack of reliability of the traffic
study, and the improper use of and reliance on the “multimodal” analytical
approach. It also shows why CVA is prevented from making meaningful
comments.
The multimodal evaluation of a segment consists not of a single LOS value for
each of the four direction/time categories referred to in C.2.c, but of four LOS
letter grades for each direction/time category. (See. e.g., NHCRP 128, p. 6; for an
example of the multimodal format, see Exhibit 23 on p. 43.)
All four of the multimodal ratings for the segment in the Highway One segment at
issue (Ocean Avenue to “Merge Point [sic]) are LOS D or worse. Under the
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circumstances, how can LOS C be a proper summary rating for the segment? This
is further evidence of RDEIR’s misuse of the multimodal method. The RDEIR
traffic analysis should be rejected outright.
The RDEIR study assumes peak hour roadway capacities that are far larger than
they are on the ground, and larger than the capacities could be on the ground.
According to the “Urban Street Segment Analysis” table (found on an unnumbered page of Appendix C to Appendix E of the RDEIR), the relevant lines
(lines 6, 8) of the table for southbound traffic on the Ocean Ave.–to-Carmel Valley
Rd. Highway 1 segment show peak vehicle volume capacity (c = c/(v/c)) of 4,060
vehicles per hour AM on the single southbound lane. The table shows a different
peak vehicle volume capacity of 4,560 vehicles per hour PM on the single
southbound lane. The lines in the table representing the northbound pair of lanes
together (lines 5, 7) report capacities of 3,750 vehicles per hour AM and a
different capacity of 4,050 vehicles per hour PM. (These capacities are implied by
the volumes v and volume-to-capacity ratios v/c reported in the same table:
capacity = c = v/(v/c). They are the capacities that must have been assumed in the
consultant’s analysis to arrive at the v/c values reported in the table. For instance,
v = 1660 and v/c = 0.34 are given in the table, and imply that c = 4058 rounded to
4060. The consultant’s analysis failed to disclose the consultant’s assumptions on
this material issue.)
Given that the roadway is the same for AM hours and PM hours, why do the
capacities in the RDEIR differ for the AM and PM?
Why are the volume capacities for a single lane (southbound) greater than those
for two lanes (northbound)?
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Why are the sizes of southbound volume capacities between two and three times
the maxima used for PTSF and other service measures of traffic?
The volume capacities for Highway 1 assumed in the RDEIR analysis simply are
factually wrong, and do not reflect the on-the-ground situation. Thus the entire
RDEIR analysis yields wrong and irrational results.
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There are also many additional grounds for rejecting and at a minimum
recirculating the RDEIR.
For years, Highway 1 between Ocean Avenue and Carmel Valley Road has been
known to operate at LOS F when evaluated using standard methods for gauging
highway traffic. There is no evidence of any significant decrease in traffic
intensity on that segment. The widespread impression of those who drive on that
segment routinely is that there has been a noticeable increase in traffic in recent
months and years. A traffic assessment that presents LOS C as an accurate
description of existing traffic is implausible to anyone with familiarity with and
regular use of that highway segment. But this RDEIR argues that the segment is
LOS C. The method of traffic study used in the RDEIR is flawed, as shown by the
objective evidence provided in these comments.
In RDEIR Table 3.7-5, the EIR preparer apparently considered the unsignalized
intersections at Carmel Valley Road/Laureles Grade and at Carmel Rancho
Blvd./Rio Rd. The EIR preparer then assigned AM and PM LOS values (without
parentheses) respectively of A, A, D, F, B, B that are not consistent with the
Highway Capacity Manual methodology.
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These LOS values reported in Table 3.7-5 are associated with overall intersection
delay values, but the Highway Capacity Manual on p. 19-1 of HCM 2010
explicitly denies that such LOS assignments as appropriate. The Manual states:
“LOS is not defined for the intersection as a whole or for the major approaches for
three primary reasons: (a) major-street through vehicles are assumed experience
zero delay; (b) the disproportionate number of major-street vehicles at a typical
TWSC [two-way stop controlled] intersection skews the weighted average of all
movements, resulting in a very low overall average delay for all vehicles; and (c)
the resulting low delay can mask important deficiencies for minor movements.”
Therefore the LOS values reported without parentheses in Table 3.7-5 were
fabricated by the preparer of the traffic study.
Although they are consistent with the LOS criteria in Exhibit 19.1 of HCM2010 as
p. 9 of Appendix E (to which Table 3.7-5 refers), Exhibit 19.1 does not apply to
“average control delay” as Table 3.7-5 claims. The note below Exhibit 19.1 states,
“LOS is not calculated for major-street approaches or for the intersection as a
whole” which is consistent with the above-quoted HCM2010 statement on p. 19.1.
Therefore all six of the LOS values listed above (A, A, D, F, B, B) are
unsupported. They do not belong in the traffic study or the RDEIR. They violate
the requirement of CEQA that EIRs be factual and accurate. (See, e.g. CEQA
Guidelines 15064 and 15384.)
The parentheses around delay times and LOS values in Table 3.7-5 are misleading
and should be removed.
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Please explain why some LOS letter grades in the RDEIR and the traffic study
have parentheses around them, and some do not. For example, F and (F), D and
(D). Please explain the meaning and significance of the different treatment.
The ”side-street-stop controlled intersections” worst approach delays and their
LOS values are the only actual delays and LOS values for intersections 7, 10 and
14 in Table 2.7-5.
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The software calculation sheets for these intersections in Appendix B of Appendix
E consistently fail to provide LOS letter values for the overall delays (labeled “Int
Delay, s/veh”, or “Average Delay”) of these intersections (7, 10, 14). That
approach violates HCM2010 prescription. The preparer of the traffic study
evidently made up the letter grades to get entries for Table 3.7-5.
In contrast, the worst approach delays are associated with letter grades, further
emphasizing that the parentheses in the table should not exist. The worstapproach delays are the only legitimate delays to be given LOS assignments.
For segment 7, the AM LOS should be LOS D, instead of (C) as claimed in Table
3.7-5.
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This same systematic incorrect reporting of unsignalized intersection delays and
LOS occurred in the Carmel Canine Sports Complex (CCSC) DEIR, was
commented upon and recorded in the FEIR, and not properly responded to by the
preparer in the FEIR. The CCSC EIR was not certified because the CCSC project
application was denied, in large part due to traffic impacts. The CCSC EIR was
prepared by the same consultant that prepared the current RDEIR, namely Central
Coast Transportation Consultants. These consultants have ignored the
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identification of the systematic error and contradiction with HCM2010 that was
demonstrated by CVA’s comments on the CCSC DEIR. The consultant firm
apparently is determined to make such misrepresentations of fact in CEQA
documents prepare for the County of Monterey.
What analytical techniques were used in the traffic analysis? CVA has had to
ferret out the analytical techniques used. Please explain in detail.
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What assumptions were made in the traffic analysis? Please state each assumption
in detail.
Omission from RDEIR assessment of relevant traffic facts.
The Valley Greens Drive/Carmel Valley Road intersection was omitted from the
RDEIR traffic study. Omission of this unsignalized intersection in the traffic
study is material and inexcusable. The intersection is well known to be among the
most difficult intersections to negotiate in Carmel Valley, especially on Friday
PM, when according to a recent traffic study it operates at LOS F. (This difficulty
was well known and discussed in the “Carmel Canine Sports Complex” project
review. The CCSC traffic study was conducted by the same traffic consulting
company that prepared the Rancho Canada Village RDEIR study, Central Coast
Transportation Consulting.
The visually obscured unsignalized Carmel Valley Road intersections of
Brookdale Drive and its alternative access, Canada Way, also should have been
included in the traffic study.
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What traffic and road systems were used in the traffic analysis for this RDEIR?
Please explain in detail.
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What traffic and road systems were not used in the traffic analysis for this RDEIR?
Please explain in detail.
RDEIR failures to make a good faith effort at full disclosure.
The traffic study failed to adequately document the connection between raw data
and asserted results. Some specific examples are listed in these comments, but
there are so many cases that it is impractical to try to give an exhaustive
accounting of the instances of this failure. Without the provenance of data for each
reported result, CVA and the County do not have a reliable basis for trusting the
results.
A particular example is illustrative. CVA observes the following with regard to
intersection 7.
[1] The Appendix B calculation sheet for the AM analysis of intersection
7 shows the date 8/24/2015 (what is this date? The input date, the analysis
date, the observation date, or something else?), a Monday, but the pertinent
and critically important AM peak hour with which the data should be
associated is not provided. This material data is missing.
[2] The Appendix A traffic count sheet (turning movement sheet for
traffic between 7 and 9 AM) indicates a date of 8/21/14 (presumably the
observation date), a Thursday, approximately a year preceding the
calculation sheet date, and shows an AM peak time of 7:15 AM.
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[3] The segment two-day average traffic count sheet in Appendix A, for
8/20/14 and 8/21/14, a Wednesday and Thursday, also shows a peak hour at
7:15 AM for the segment east of the intersection and an hourly traffic count
of about 1890 v/h, but the sheet for the segment west of the intersection on
the same dates shows the AM peak hour at 11:45 AM with about 1560 v/h.
This partial data begs numerous questions.
Did the study miss or omit a midday peak by restricting vehicle counting to
7-9 AM for the intersection AM data?
This shows the different peak hours for the same intersection. That cannot
be accurate. Please explain.
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Strict accounting of the data trail, including times of assessment activity, from
observation to reported results is necessary to resolve ambiguities and establish
the accuracy and reliability of reported results. The RDEIR did not provide an
accurate or reliable data trail, and thus CVA cannot comment meaningfully on the
data or the results in the study that rely on the data. As presented in the RDEIR,
the data is internally inconsistent and ambiguous. CVA cannot rely on it, and
neither should the RDEIR analysis.
The RDEIR’s failure to adequately disclose this type of information is evident in
the RDEIR discussion of existing conditions. (See also a similar discussion above
that is more general and focuses on segments rather than intersections.)
The RDEIR did not provide an adequate disclosure of the reasons for selecting the
urban street designation. The RDEIR did not adequately consider or present the
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facts and reasons why the urban street designation should not be used for the
highway segment at issue. The RDEIR failed to consider, for example, that the
highway segment has no curbs, no sidewalk, narrow and variable shoulders,
inadequate provision for transit stops.
The RDEIR did not adequately present its reasons for adopting the multimodal
analysis and countervailing reasons (e.g., research character of the method,
reliance on subjective and probabilistic estimates, extraordinary number of
parameters to evaluate, absence of method from HCM2010, no safe
accommodation for pedestrians or bicycles and no safe locations for transit stops
on the 3-lane portion of Highway 1 so that only one mode of travel is practical).
The RDEIR did not disclose that the only significantly used mode (auto) actually
received a grade of LOS F in the four-element multimodal report.
The RDEIR did not disclose that the LOS C reported in the DEIR for the segment
of Highway 1 between Ocean Ave. and Carmel Valley Road apparently has no
rational basis from the data. For example, none of the four modal LOS values is
better than LOS D so that there is no average or combination that will yield LOS
C. As another example, the multimodal LOS has four components that are not
folded into one; each LOS must be reported independently, and the RDEIR did not
correctly present the LOS of the three non-auto modes.
The RDEIR did not disclose that the complexity of the multimodal method renders
it fundamentally inaccessible to the majority of traffic engineers, including those
engineers employing the method in preparing the RDEIR. Review of the contents
of NCHRP reports 128 and 616, which define and describe the MMLOS method,
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cannot reasonably be characterized as routine application of traffic engineers’
toolbox of HCM methods.
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Peak traffic volume tends to occur on the segments of Highway 1 between
Carpenter Street and Carmel Valley Road near midday, not just between 7 and 9
AM or between 4 and 6 PM, as the RDEIR claims. Those segments also operate at
LOS F levels during most of the day, including every business day of the week.
That is the on-the-ground reality. This circumstance, and its importance in terms
of environmental impact, was not disclosed nor discussed in the traffic study, and
the impact analysis did not adequately consider this on-the-ground reality. Thus,
the RDEIR under-estimated the traffic impacts of the 281-unit project and the 130unit project.
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What raw data was used in the RDEIR to arrive at the conclusion that LOS C is
the proper LOS for the segment of Highway 1 (SR1) between the intersections of
Carpenter and Carmel Valley Road? Please explain.
The RDEIR claim of LOS C for the segment is not consistent with reality observed
by CVA’s trained observers who have driven that road daily for many years, and is
not consistent with other recent County-prepared documents.
Due to the extensive use of erroneous data and the consistent failure to meet
CEQA requirements, and the lack of consistency with the past and current General
Plans, the RDEIR should be withdrawn, revised, and recirculated for public
review.
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Old DEIR comments:
bracket as 1 single comment
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Letter
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Post Office Box 1876
Salinas, CA 93902
www.landwatch.org
831-759-2824
July 17, 2016

Luke Connolly
Management Specialist
Monterey County Resource Management Agency
Planning Department
168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2487
email: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us

Subject: RDEIR for Rancho Canada Village
Dear Mr. Connolly:
LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the RDEIR and submits the following comments for
your consideration.
GENERAL COMMENT
The RDEIR is confusing and unnecessarily complex for the following reasons:
1. It is unclear what the proposed project is. While the RDEIR identifies the 281-unit
project as the proposed project, at the Carmel Valley Land Use Advisory Committee
hearing the applicant publicly identified the 130-unit alternative as the proposed project.
Additionally, the 130-unit project is addressed separately from the other project
alternatives and detailed environmental analyses are focused on this alternative alone. As
noted on RDEIR p. 5-5, the 130-Unit Alternative is described in Chapter 2 and analyzed
in Chapter 3 at a level of detail equal to that for the Proposed Project.
2. Both projects are inconsistent with the 2010 General Plan. Unlike the DEIR for the 218unit project, the RDEIR does not include general plan amendments to address the
inconsistencies for either project. California planning law requires that projects be
consistent with substantive sections of general plans. As noted in the RDEIR, the 218unit project is inconsistent with the cap on new development and the 130-unit project is
inconsistent with the requirement that 50% of the housing be affordable. Additionally, as
identified in the specific comments below, both projects are inconsistent with traffic
requirements of the Carmel Valley Master Plan and the Circulation Element of the 2010
General Plan. Moreover, the 130 unit project does not meet requirements of the County’s
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.
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2
3. Further, the RDEIR includes discussion of the 281-unit project for consistency with the
1982 plans and policies even though they are no longer applicable (p. ES-1). This serves
to confuse the environmental analysis and adds hundreds of pages to the document. It
fails to meet the basic CEQA requirement that “documents prepared pursuant to this
division be organized and written in a manner that will be meaningful and useful to
decision makers and to the public.” (Section 21003 [b]) Additionally it is inconsistent
with the requirement that “Environmental impact reports omit unnecessary descriptions
of projects and emphasize feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to
project.” (Section 21003 [c]).
4. Finally, the environmental analyses for the130-unit project are frequently compared to
the impacts of the 281-unit project with findings regarding its superiority to the 281-unit
project. While this is appropriate as part of an alternatives analysis, it confuses the
analyses by focusing on the larger project rather than directly addressing the impacts of
the smaller project on the existing environment as required by CEQA.
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Our specific comments follow:
5. The RDEIR indicates the 130-unit alternative would create 118 single-family homes and
12 condominiums (p. ES-4). The RDEIR should clearly state that the project is the sale
of lots for 118 single-family homes and not the construction of single-family units.
6. One of the project objectives is to “Create a mixed-income community with a range of
housing opportunities across the economic spectrum.” (p. ES-2) Please explain how this
objective would be achieved when lots could be sold or re-sold at market-rates.
7. The document states, “The new residence would have a demand for potable water.
However, the project would shift use of water from golf course irrigation to residential
use, which will result in a reduced withdrawal of water from the Carmel River aquifer.”
(p. ES-6) Please clarify this statement in relationship to the recent transaction by the
Trust for Public Land to preserve a portion of the golf course in open space and return
several hundreds of acre-feet of water to the Carmel River.

ϭϮͲ5

ϭϮͲ6
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8. Please explain why the 130-unit alternative is not identified among the Alternatives
described on pp. ES-8 to ES-12.

ϭϮͲ8

9. The low-density alternative would satisfy all of the Project’s environmental goals (p. ES11). However, the document finds it would not satisfy all of the Project’s Economic
Goals or any of the Project’s Social Goals. Please identify the economic and social goals
this alternative would not meet.

ϭϮͲ9

10. The document states, “The No-Project Alternative would have the same CVMP build-out
as the 130-unit alternative (190 units), but in a more dispersed pattern of residential
development that would require more land.” (p.ES-13). The proposed Casitas project
would concentrate development at the mouth of the Valley rather than being dispersed.
Please clarify the statement in the RDEIR in relationship to the Casitas project.
11. The RDEIR states, “However, even though the Project’s application was deemed
complete before the new General Plan/CVMP were adopted, the County has determined
that the project is subject to the current 2010 General Plan and 2013 CVMP since its

ϭϮͲ10

ϭϮͲ11

3
approval requires an amendment to the General Plan/CVMP.” (p. 2-1) Please provide the
rationale for that determination and address the Subdivision Map Act requirement that a
project be found consistent with the General Plan applicable at the time a project is found
complete.

ϭϮͲ11
;ContͿ

12. Please explain why the applicant was not required to file a new application for the 130unit project. A DEIR focused on the 130-unit project would make for a more concise and
clear environmental analysis.

ϭϮͲ12

13. Since the RDEIR clearly states (p. 2-1) that both projects would require general plan
amendments, please explain why the required amendments are not part of the project
description and addressed in the environmental document.

ϭϮͲ13

14. Does the project location and surrounding land uses for both projects require revision in
consideration of the purchase of a portion of the golf course for park and open space by
the Trust for Public Land?

ϭϮͲ14

15. Please address the compatibility of the 130-unit project with the open space use related
to the recent purchase of adjacent parcels by the Trust for Public Land and others.

ϭϮͲ15

16. The document finds that the 130-unit project is inconsistent with the 50% affordable
housing requirements of the 2010 General Plan and that the impact is significant and
unavoidable (p. 3.5-19). Since the project is inconsistent with the general plan and
general plan amendment is not proposed as part of the project, please explain how the
project could be approved.

ϭϮͲ16

17. The document finds, “With the Proposed Project, Carmel Valley Road segments 6
and 7 would continue to operate at LOS E, (emphasis added) and Carmel Rancho
Boulevard segment 11 and Rio Road segments 12 and 13 would continue to operate at
LOS C. Because the addition of traffic at these segments would not lower the LOS from
the existing E or D to a LOS F, it would not exceed the significance threshold, and the
Proposed Project impact on segments 6, 7, 11, 12 and 13 would be less than significant.”
(P. 3.7-26)
Policy CV-2.17 states: “f) The traffic standards (LOS as measured by peak hour
conditions) for the CVMP Area shall be as follows…3) Carmel Valley Road Segment
Operations:..b) LOS of “D” and ADT below its threshold specified in Policy CV-2.17
(a) for Segments 3,4,5,6 and 7 is an acceptable conditions.” Since Segments 6 and 7
would be at LOS E under existing conditions plus the 281-unit project, the project
would be inconsistent with this policy. The RDEIR makes similar findings for the
130-unit project even though that project would be at LOS E under existing
conditions plus the 130-unit project. (Table 3.7-12). The CVMP thresholds are not
based on whether or not the project would add traffic at identified segments as
stated above but whether or not projected traffic would exceed thresholds.
18. Table 3.7-12 does not include Bold text indicating where project thresholds have been
exceeded as noted under “Notes”.

ϭϮͲ17

ϭϮͲ18

4
19. The Air Quality Consistency Analysis (p. 3.8-19) does not follow the Air District’s
recommended approach for determining consistency. See http://mbard.org/programsresources/ planning/ceqa/consistency determination for the appropriate methodology.
20. Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Prohibit Wood-Burning Fireplaces requires that the applicant
assure that no wood-burning fireplaces be permitted in any proposed residential units.
Please address how this measure would be enforced since the applicant would not build
the residential units.
21. The discussion of SWRCB’s Cease and Desist Orders should be updated to identify the
requirements of the revised order. (p. 3.10-9)
22. The discussion of water supply impacts should address the National Marine Fisheries
Service in-stream flow requirements/recommendations for the Carmel River.
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23. The RDEIR states the 130-unit project will meet the inclusionary housing ordinance by
providing 20% moderate inclusionary housing units. (p. 3.12-10) Per the following
section of Monterey County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, the project must provide
meet a range of incomes:
18.40.110 - Occupancy and continuing availability of units.

ϭϮͲ23

The occupancy and continuing availability of inclusionary units shall be provided for
in the following manner:
A. Rental Inclusionary Units. For rental inclusionary units, eight percent of the total
units in the residential development shall be set aside for moderate income
households, six percent of the total units in the development shall be set aside for
low income households and an additional six percent of the total units in the
development shall be set aside for very low income households.
The project should be found to be inconsistent with the County’s Inclusionary Housing
ordinance.
24. The Cumulative Project List excludes projects that have been approved but unbuilt (e.g.,
September Ranch, all units in The Preserve, etc. and lots of record. (Figure 4-1)
Additionally, baseline assumptions are not provided. The list should identify past,
present, and probable future projects within the 190 units cap producing related or
cumulative impacts per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

25. Table 4-3 shows that thresholds for Carmel Valley Road Segments 1 to 7 and 11 and 12
would cumulatively be exceeded for both the 281-unit and 130-unit projects, and the
RDEIR finds that both projects would have significant and unavoidable cumulative
traffic impacts.
For comparison purposes, Monterey County Public Works staff presented to the Carmel
Valley Land Use Advisory Committee on June 6, 2016 a cumulative analysis based on
existing plus approved and unbuilt projects which shows that without any new projects,
Segments 3 to 7 would exceed thresholds in Policy CV-2.17. (Attachment 1).
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26. Table D-1 2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan Policy Consistency Analysis (p. 15) finds,
“This policy [CV-2.17] requires that if a project has a significant impact on Carmel
Valley Road or other roadways that an EIR be prepared, which has been done. The
Project’s traffic study identifies that cumulative LOS and cumulative AADT thresholds
are likely to be exceeded by 2030. Thus per Policy CV-2.17, the County is required to
consider adjustments to the cap on new residential units established in Policy CV-1.15 or
other measures that may reduce the impacts, including, but not limited to, deferral of
development that would seriously impact traffic conditions. As a result, the County may
consider whether or not to approve the Proposed Project of the 130-unit Alternative.
While the County is required to evaluate overall conditions, the project has complied with
all the requirements of this policy.”
Policy CV-2.17 follows:
If the examination indicates that LOS are likely to fall to a lower letter grade than
predicted for 2030, then the County shall consider adjustments to the cap on new
residential units established in Policy CV-1.6 and/or the cap on new visitorserving units established in Policy CV-1.15or other measures that may reduce the
impacts, including, but not limited to, deferral of development that would
seriously impact traffic conditions...
During review of development applications that require a discretionary permit, if
a traffic analysis of the proposed project indicates that the project would result in
traffic conditions that would exceed the standards described above in Policy CV
2.17(f), after the analysis takes into consideration the Carmel Valley Traffic
Improvement Program to be funded by the Carmel Valley Road Traffic
Mitigation Fee, then approval of the project shall be conditioned on the prior (e.g.,
prior to project generated traffic) construction of additional roadway
improvements or an Environmental Impact Report shall be prepared for the
project, which will include evaluation of traffic impacts based on the ADT
methodology. Such additional roadway improvements must be sufficient, when
combined with the projects programmed for completion prior to the project
generated traffic in the Carmel Valley Traffic Improvement Program, to allow
County to find that the affected roadway segments or intersections would meet the
acceptable standard upon completion of the programmed plus additional
improvements. Any EIR required by this policy shall assess cumulative traffic
impacts outside the CVMP area arising from development within the CVMP area.
The RDEIR claims that CV Policy 2.17 permits the County to approved projects that
violate the level of service standards in CV Policy 2.17 just as long as it prepares an
EIR for the project. In effect, this strained interpretation of the policy intended to
manage Carmel Valley traffic would permit the County to deny approval of small
projects for which no EIR is prepared but permit approval of the large projects for
which EIRs are prepared. Such an interpretation is absurd as a matter of policy.
Furthermore, such an interpretation violates the requirement that circulation policies
by consistent with land use policies because it permits land uses that are not
supported by transportation systems.
Monterey County General Plan Circulation policy C-1.4 states:
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C-1.4 Notwithstanding Policy C-1.3, projects that are found to result in reducing a
County road below the acceptable LOS standard shall not be allowed to proceed
unless the construction of the development and its associated improvements are
phased in a manner that will maintain the acceptable LOS for all affected County
roads. Where the LOS of a County road impacted by a specific project currently
operates below LOS D and is listed on the CIFP as a high priority, Policy C-1.3
shall apply. Where the LOS of a County road impacted by a specific project
currently operates below LOS D and is not listed on the CIFP as a high
priority, development shall mitigate project impacts concurrently…(emphasis
added).
The RDEIR does not identify mitigation measures other than a fair share contribution
to the Carmel Valley Road Traffic Mitigation Fee. It does not evaluate if the projectgenerated traffic would require additional roadway improvements beyond those
identified in the CV Traffic Improvement Program. Finally, the RDEIR does not
propose concurrent mitigation of impacts to Carmel Valley Road Segments 1 to 7 and
11 and 12.
Thank you for the opportunity to review the RDEIR.
Sincerely,

Michael DeLapa
Interim Executive Director
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Michael W. Stamp
Molly Erickson

STAMP | ERICKSON
Attorneys at Law

479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940
T: (831) 373-1214
F: (831) 373-0242

August 30, 2016
Luke Connolly
Planning Department
Monterey County Resource Management Agency
168 W. Alisal St., 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901
Re: Rancho Canada Village Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear County:
My client The Open Monterey Project comments on the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). The Open Monterey Project understood from
the Carmel Valley Association that the time period for comments had been extended
briefly to August 31, and saw a County statement that the County was going to publish
a revised notice of availability that stated that new deadline. The Open Monterey
Project submits these comments in reliance on those County statements.

ϭϯͲ1

The RDEIR Does Not Provide The Independent Investigation Required by CEQA.
The environmental analysis is inadequate due to the incomplete project
description, incomplete and inaccurate baselines, failure to analyze project components,
and reliance on speculative mitigation measures. Further, the discussion of mitigation
measures is flawed because the DEIR defers preparation of many mitigation plans and
fails to analyze the impacts that will be caused by some of the proposed mitigation
measures.

ϭϯͲ2

Public Participation in the CEQA Process.
The presentation of the RDEIR to the public was lacking. Public participation is
an essential part of the CEQA process. In this RDEIR case, as for the DEIR, the cost of
obtaining a hard copy of the RDEIR was prohibitively expensive for many members of
the public. The option of using an electronic or web-based format cannot compensate
for the inaccessibility of the RDEIR, due to the difficulties that arise in navigating these
versions. For example, it is impossible to cross-reference between different RDEIR
sections using the electronic or Web-based format. Also, the document often
references other sections (especially when discussing impacts and policy consistency),
but with the electronic or Web-based format the public is not able to scroll back and
forth between sections within the many pages of text, figures and appendixes.
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The presentation in this RDEIR was particularly complex, purporting to analyze
two different projects at the project level of analysis, and both being analyzed under the
current General Plan/Master Plan and the old General Plan/Master Plan even though
the RDEIR states that the latter plans are not applicable and not relevant. Having
copies in the library also does not solve the problem with a document of this size and
complexity. The RDEIR is so large that interested members of the public need to have
their own copies to review during the comment period, for a reasonable cost. The time
was inadequate for comments.

ϭϯͲ4

Future Versions of the EIR Documents and the Response to Comments.
If the Response to Comments/Final EIR makes changes to the text of the
RDEIR, please re-issue the chapter that is being changed showing underlined added
text and stricken-out deleted text. It is too confusing to have some changes in
responses to comments, and others in actual changed text to chapters. This is far too
big a project. This request is reasonable in light of the extensive public interest in this
project, and complexity and length of EIR materials, which are primarily electronic, not
hard copy. The County cannot expect the public to read multiple electronic documents
(draft and revisions) simultaneously. Here, there should be a single final EIR in one
document, with all changes and updates to the EIR incorporated in that single
document. Recent County EIRs have been very difficult for the public to read. For
example, the Response to Comments for the September Ranch subdivision did not
have sequentially numbered pages. Worse, the EIR preparer made some changes to
the draft EIR information in the response to comments sections, and other changes in a
chapter describing edits and changes to the EIR text. These two sets of changes did
not overlap, and involved different sets of information. This RDEIR is already unwieldy
enough. For the reasons stated by us and others, this RDEIR is not an adequate
informational document. Without a single document incorporating all of the changes in
a cognizable fashion, the Final EIR will be equally incomprehensible.
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The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions
as an Indirect Impact.
The County has failed to adequately identify or address the significance of the
project's contribution to cumulative global warming impacts or to require any adequate
specific mitigation measures to address those impacts. Because any increase in
emissions will make it more difficult for the State to achieve the greenhouse gas
reductions required by Assembly Bill 32, and this project will produce an increase in
annual greenhouse gas emissions, the EIR must evaluate global warming impacts and
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discuss feasible alternatives and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce those impacts.
The project’s contribution towards greenhouses gas (GHG) emissions and global
warming is not adequately analyzed in the DEIR. The RDEIR should analyze the
project’s contributions to significant environmental problems related to increased levels
of atmospheric gases such as carbon dioxide via energy consumption (e.g., vehicle
trips, etc.). These indirect effects must be analyzed within the DEIR. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.2(a); Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield
(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1204.)

ϭϯͲ8
ŽŶƚ͘

Threshold of Significance – The DEIR must identify the project-specific and
cumulative greenhouse gas emissions of the project as a significant effect. According to
a multitude of reports by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (“IPCC”)1 and
other scientific institutions, current trends of climate change will reach catastrophic
proportions unless existing levels of greenhouse gas emissions are significantly reduced.
According to the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, emissions in the State
must be reduced to 1990 levels by 20202 (a 25% reduction from current levels3).
Therefore, any new emissions must be considered significant.
The lack of established thresholds does not negate this requirement. As noted by
the Attorney General:
[E]ven if there is no established threshold in law or regulation,
lead agencies are obligated by CEQA to determine
significance. Neither CEQA, nor the regulations, authorize
reliance on the lack of an agency-adopted standard as the
basis for determining that a project’s potential cumulative
impact is not significant.4
1

IPCC reports are available at www.ipcc.ch/pub/pub.htm.

2

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Health & Safety Code, §
38500 et seq.; see § 38550.
3

9/27/06 Press Release from the Office of the Governor, available at
http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/print-version/press-relase/4111.
4

Even if a project complies with a regulatory plan adopted to address a
cumulative environmental problem, this cannot automatically support a finding that the
cumulative impact of a project is not significant. An agency must still consider the
evidence and circumstances and determine if the possible effects of the project, even
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Impacts of the Project on Global Climate Change – The RDEIR must disclose
specific impacts of adding to global climate change, including rising temperatures,
increased droughts, shifting habitats, loss of species and biodiversity, increased severity
and frequency of storms and extreme weather events, famine, increases in pests and
diseases, sea level rise, flooding, etc.
An EIR must contain a “detailed statement” of all significant effects on the
environment of the proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21100(b)(1).) In
addition, an EIR must analyze and disclose any irreversible effects. (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21100(b)(2)(B).) The emission of greenhouse gases and resulting climate
change will cause irreversible harm in California and around the world.5 The IPCC,
Union of Concerned Scientists, and the California Climate Change Center have
published several studies that identify how climate change will affect the environment.6
These impacts include an increase in water temperatures, rise in sea level, reduction of
the Sierra snowpack, increase in intensity of storms, changes in ecosystems, and
increase in heat waves, ozone formation, and the potential for wildfires. These impacts
must be disclosed in the DEIR.
Impacts of Global Climate Change on the Project – The DEIR must also analyze
the potential effects of increased climate change on the project, in terms of sea level rise,
increased coastal erosion and blufftop retreat, and other potential impacts.

with compliance with the plan, are still cumulatively considerable. Communities for a
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98,
114-116; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(h)(2); see also §§ 15064(b), 15126.2(a).
5

Baer, Paul and Michael Mastrandrea (Institute for Public Policy Research).
2006. High Stakes: Designing Emissions Pathways to Reduce the Risk of Dangerous
Climate Change. Available at www.ippr.org; Cayan et al. 2006. Our Changing Climate
– Assessing the Risks to California. Available at
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/index.html.
6

Union of Concerned Scientists. 2006. California Global Warming Impacts and
Solutions, available at http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_california/ca-global-warmingimpacts.html. California Climate Change Center reports include: Baldocchi and Wong,
2006; Battles et al., 2006; Cavagnaro et al., 2006; Cayan et al., 2006a; Cayan et al.,
2006b; Cayan et al., 2006c; Drechsler et al., 2006; Franco and Sanstad, 2006; Fried et
al., 2006; Gutierrez et al., 2006; Joyce et al., 2006; Lenihan et al., 2006; Luers et al.,
2006; Luers and Moser, 2006; Medellin et al., 2006; Miller and Schlegel, 2006; Moritz
and Stephens, 2006; Vicuña, 2006; Vicuña et al., 2006; Westerling and Bryant, 2006.
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Cumulative Impacts – The DEIR Rmust evaluate the cumulative impacts relating
to the project’s greenhouse gas emissions and the resulting contribution to climate
change. In a case such as this, where the existing environmental problems (e.g., water,
traffic) are severe, the threshold for determining that a project’s contribution to a
cumulative impact is significant is that much lower. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 721; Communities for a Better Environment v.
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120.) Therefore, the RDEIR
must fully analyze the project’s cumulative impact on global climate change.

ϭϯͲ12

The RDEIR Uses Inconsistent and Ambiguous Terminology Which Is Confusing and
Defeats CEQA’s Intent that the EIR Inform the Public and Decision Makers.
Throughout the RDEIR, as there was throughout the DEIR, there is confusing and
ambiguous use of numerous terms These include references to the project applicant, to
water rights, to “conditions of approval” and to mitigations. Critically, this also includes
amendments that are proposed as part of the 281-unit Project and the amendments that
are part of the 130-unit Project. A number of requirement amendments appear to be
missing, and consistency analyses for other General Plan policies also appear to be
missing. As a result of the ambiguous language, the RDEIR is unclear what is part of the
project application, what is being required or recommended by the County or another
regulatory agency, who is requiring what, who has discretion to authorize changes and
under what circumstances and to what extent that discretion may be used.
It is also unclear whether the Rio Road extension is part of the project. It appears
that the applicant is proposing the extension if imposed by the County as a mitigation,
which means that the extension is de facto part of the project description. Please clarify.
Due to these and other problems throughout the DEIR, the public cannot comment
meaningfully on the document. For example, as shown by the examples above, the
project description is unclear and shifting. Under CEQA, the project description must be
fixed. This project description is a shifting, moving target.
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Water Analysis.
The discussion of water rights and water demand is deeply flawed and does not
meet CEQA’s mandates. Many of the “facts” reported in the RDEIR were apparently
provided by the applicant and its attorneys without independent confirmation by the EIR
preparer. And the documents were not included in the RDEIR references, as they should
have been. An EIR may not rely unquestioningly on the applicant’s unsupported
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representations, as the Sixth District Court of Appeal held on another of Mr. Lombardo’s
representations about water for another Carmel Valley subdivision. Save Our Peninsula
Committee v. Monterey County (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 121 (“the only evidence that
the terrace on the September Ranch property was irrigated pasture was the
representation of the applicants themselves, who clearly had a vested interest” in the
outcome of the application). Why is the EIR analysis relying upon unsupported applicant
representations here? An independent investigation and analysis must be performed –
and included in the EIR discussion -- for each such representation.
TOMP requested these and related documents (such as the applicant’s purported
responses to TOMP’s 2008 comments, and the ADEIR provided to the applicant for
review and comment) but the County dd not provide them until the day after TOMP’s
legal counsel went on vacation, and the County knew that counsel would be on vacation.
These records should have been RDEIR references readily available to the public. They
were not. TOMP requests an extension to mid-September in order to comment on these
late-received records.
The amounts on Table 13 of Decision 1632 do not represent perfected rights. The
DEIR does not address proof of perfected water rights for the project site. Separately,
“Rancho Canada” is a business, not a site. “Rancho Canada Golf Course” includes
multiple parcels owned by different persons. The DEIR failed to analyze which of those
parcels and owners has a claim to any of the 700 AF. The RDEIR apparently assumed
that the RCV has rights to the entire 700 AF. The RCV site is a fraction of the Rancho
Canada Golf Course area, and there is no evidence that RCV can claim all 700 AF.
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We have been informed by reliable sources that some of the 700 AF assigned to
Rancho Canada in Table 13 is for the use or benefit of Rancho San Carlos. Please
investigate. The RDEIR failed to adequately investigate the facts and background of the
applicant’s claimed water right.
As to water demand, the RDEIR reports that the applicant’s attorneys have
claimed that the Golf Club wells have produced between 309 and 684 AFY over the past
20 years. The RDEIR failed to investigate how much of that water was produced from
the project site, rather than from the rest of the larger property, and how much of that
water was used on the project site, rather than pm the rest of the larger property, and
whether and how that information would affect the analysis.
The RDEIR approach toward baseline is not consistent with the DEIR approach
toward baseline. Please explain why the change was made, and the different results.
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Exactly how did the RDEIR arrive at baseline? What other analytical approaches or
methodologies did the RDEIR preparer consider before selecting its approach to
determining baseline?
As presented in the RDEIR, the baseline site-specific analysis on water is lacking.
The “site” is not the entire Rancho Canada site. It is the specific project site. Because
the 281-unit Project and the 130-unit Project have different sites and acreages, the
baseline for each project should be different.
There is no guarantee that water demand will be reduced, because there is no
condition placed on the project to that effect, and no condition that will allow public
monitoring and enforcement of the actual project water demand. Further, because the
County has no authority at this time over the other property owners of parcels that make
up the larger golf property (two golf courses, clubhouse, access, etc.), the County cannot
condition those properties now with any limitation of water use.
Decision 1632 was related to the Los Padres Dam; it decided future water rights if
the dam were to be built. The RDEIR failed to analyze whether the Decision 1632 (and
the tables therein) have meaning if the dam is not built. The RDEIR also failed to
investigate or analyze the relevance of Decision 1632 in the present project context.
What are project impacts on the river and on the Carmel Bay (a designated Area
of Special Biological Significance) from unfiltered water that will come through a pipeline
directly to the river? What are the impacts on the endangered species who rely on the
river, such as the steelhead and the red legged frog?
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Grading and Related Impacts.
The April 22, 2004 and April 20, 2005 development applications for the project on
file with the County state there will be 220,000 CY of fill. The RDEIR estimated only
200,000 CY fill, of which 100,000 CY would be brought on site from an off-site source. If
100,000 CY is to be cut from on site, then 120,000 CY would have to be imported, which
means that it underestimated all resulting impacts by 20% (calculated as 120,000 CY
actual less 100,000 CY analyzed). The RDEIR failed to analyze the project’s amount of
fill. The EIR should investigate and explain fully the impacts of the project applicant’s
stated amount of fill. The DEIR analysis must be corrected and recirculated for public
review.
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Where is all the 220,000 CY of fill going to be placed on the project site? Please
be specific, and show it on a map. Where is the fill going to come from? There is no
information about that issue, which may have environmental impacts such as air quality,
traffic, and hazardous materials.
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From where is all the 100,000 CY of cut going to be removed onsite? Please be
specific, and show it on a map.
The RDEIR appears to be devoid of any independent analysis of grading for the
project. On other projects, recent applicant-provided analysis accepted by the County
has been shown by the public to have significantly underestimated actual grading. The
EIR should do its own investigation and analysis, rather than merely repeat the
developer’s bare conclusions.
What size of trucks will actually be used for this project? The developer’s analysis
is only for “typical” trucks. The DEIR analysis must be based on the project’s actual
impacts, not a guess about what is “typical.”
The developer claimed that all project grading will be done in a single effort of 28
working days. Why is that not part of the project description? Is it a condition of the
project? What would be the impacts of that proposed intensive grading effort? What
route would the trucks take to access the project?
In the usual grading season from May to September, an intensive 28-working-day
period of heavy truck travel on Carmel Valley Road and either of its access roads (Los
Laureles Grade or Highway One) would significantly impact the roads and interfere with
the predictable and foreseeable heavy traffic on those roads, such as that due to summer
visitors, special events that draw attendees from all over California and the United
States, Cal Trans road repairs, and Cal Am water main repairs. The actual routes and
the actual impacts should be analyzed and mitigated. Mitigations considered should
include limiting the number of trucks, limiting the hours of truck traffic, limiting the routes,
and limiting the specific days of truck traffic to avoid weekends, special events and
roadwork. Due to its flawed analysis, the DEIR conclusion that this truck trip impact
would be “less than significant” is incorrect.
The DEIR analysis is flawed because it seems to compare the impact of
construction truck traffic with that of regular residential vehicle traffic. That comparison is
neither logical nor supported. The DEIR should investigate the actual traffic impacts of
the loaded trucks. and related impacts, including dirt, noise, and safety.
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Eyewitnesses say that the baseball/softball fields at Carmel Middle School, to the
south of the school buildings, were underwater in the 1990s floods. It does not appear
that the DEIR considered this information in its analysis. The 220,000 CY of fill will
create a large raised earthen plateau or berm along the north side of the property, which
will create a funnel that will channel river water toward the narrow west end of the
property. Under flood conditions, the raised plateau will block the flow of river water from
its historic floodway. This plateau has been referred to by others as an “earthen dam.”
As a result of this proposed fill placement, the floodwaters would be displaced from their
historic pattern, and would back up much faster than before, thereby affecting upstream
properties. The RDEIR fails to analyze these impacts, or the impacts to the south side of
the river at the project site, or the impacts downstream.
Many of these comments are similar to the comments that The Open Monterey
Project submitted in 2008 on the Draft EIR, because the problems persist. The County
RDEIR failed to correct the errors that TOMP identified in the Draft EIR.
TOMP also comments that the wildlife corridors are not adequately protected.
Maps and surveys in the County’s possession show additional corridors and species and
issues that have not been adequately disclosed. The impacts to existing corridors have
not been adequately mitigated.
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Procedural Problems.
TOMP did not receive the revised notice of availability, and heard that the County
reneged on its promise to send one. TOMP objects to the County’s actions. All persons
should have been informed of the right to the extended comment period, given the very
lengthy RDEIR, the complex and confusing approach to the RDEIR analysis, and the
RDEIR appendices. Many people do not know they can ask for an extension, and for
that reason they did not request one.
TOMP also comments that the notice of preparation should have been revised
and recirculated. There are many material differences to this project than when the
original NOP was published, including the 130-unit alternative project that does not
include fifty percent affordable housing, the on-the-ground conditions, and the context in
which the project is being analyzed, including the 2010 General Plan as amended and
the 2010 Carmel Valley Master Plan as amended.
The project should have been analyzed under the old General Plan and Carmel
Valley Master Plan, not the current ones. Please provide the authority for the County’s
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selection of the current plans. This is a CEQA issue because the inconsistency of the
project with the applicable plans is a required analysis. The analysis of the project under
the current plans is materially inadequate. As one example, the RDEIR fails to consider
the project’s lack of a long term sustainable water supply, which the current plans require
(see Public Services Element of General Plan, including PS-3 goal and relevant policies).
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In any event, TOMP is still in litigation with the County over the 2010 General
Plan.
Notice Requested.
Please ensure that The Open Monterey Project, in care of my Office, remains on
the distribution list for notice of hearings and all other actions by the County regarding
this project, including all notice required under Public Resources Code section 21092.2.
Thank you.
Very truly yours,
/s/
Molly Erickson
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31 August 2016
Luke Connolly
Management Specialist
Planning Department
Monterey County Resource Management Agency
168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2487
email: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject:
Comments on 2016 "Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Report" for Rancho Canada Village subdivision application

Mr. Connolly:
I am writing to express my concerns with the proposed revision to
the Rancho Canada development plan which eliminates the developer’s
obligation to build 50% of the project as affordable housing. While there
are a number of specific concerns which I will outline below, my primary
concern is what happens to the social compact at the heart of a healthy
community if people are permitted to renege on their promises to act in
the best interests of the community. In this context, I believe it is
appropriate to require those who will benefit financially from development
to address identified community needs.
The developers of Rancho Canada at the time of the original proposal
asked for special approval of residential development on the golf course
land. In exchange for this special approval, they said they would build a
development that included 50% affordable housing and they committed to
fulfill that requirement. The community counted on them keeping their
word, expecting that their development would help address the pressing
problem of lack of affordable housing. In response, the County established
a Special Treatment Area which gave the developers development rights at
the site they would not otherwise have qualified for, in exchange for a
requirement of 50% affordable housing at the site. Now the developers
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would like to be free from that 50% affordability requirement. Allowing the
developers to do that would set a precedent which would encourage others
to make promises they never intend to fulfill, seriously undermining the
trust at the heart of our civil society.
As a planner, you are charged with making sure that does not
happen. The community counts on you to enforce the requirement of 50%
affordable housing. I hope and trust you will not you will not let us down.
I am the wife and daughter of successful real estate developers so I have
no bias against development. My family’s business success has always
been based on the fact that our word is our bond. Wherever we built
projects the community could count on us doing exactly what we promised
and respecting the community’s requirements and needs. We knew that
was the price for doing business and built the related costs into our project
design. We never lost money by keeping those commitments. We saw it
as doing well by doing the right thing.
There is a very long history of developers being required to take
steps to mitigate the impact of their projects and adjust their plans to
address needs identified by the larger community as a price for receiving
permission to build a project which will generate meaningful revenue from
developers. These requirements are an appropriate quid pro quo in the
ongoing process of real estate development Carmel Valley. The developers
of Rancho Canada Village are seeking permission to develop lots which
they will sell for more than $20,000,000, plus the income the developers
will get from selling the water rights. If approved this development will
add to the pressure on traffic and water. The developers are asking the
community to absorb this additional stress for their profit.
The purpose of County General and Master Plans is to be a roadmap to the
creation of kind of community we want to live in. In the process of
developing these plans a great deal of consideration is given to the
challenges and needs which we face. The Plan requirement of 50% of all
new housing development at the site being affordable housing came after
careful consideration the issues we identified. It acknowledges the
importance of having diversity in every part of the community. It addresses
the stress on traffic and pollution and families when workers are required
to make a lengthy commute to housing they can afford. It makes clear
provision for requiring those who were developed for profit to mitigate the
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negative impact of the projects by building something community sees as
an urgent need.
The people who will qualify for this affordable housing provide vital
services in Carmel Valley. They are fire fighters, teachers, nurses and
managers and employees of local businesses, including businesses at the
Crossroads, Carmel Rancho, and the Barnyard. They work hard to provide
for their families. They know it is important to be home for the children
after school, to go to their school open houses and sporting events and
help them with their homework. They dream of being able to do that
without the tremendous pressure of a lengthy commute through traffic to
and from their work. These are people who make $80,000-100,000 for a
family of four and yet cannot afford to live near where they work. The
Master Plan’s requirement for affordable housing is our community’s
commitment to help these hard-working families. That is why the only way
a project can qualify for the Special Treatment Area, enabling a project like
Rancho Canada to go forward is if 50% of the housing produced is
designed to address these issues.
One of the things I love about being an American is that we are a
society constantly seeking to fulfill our founding ideals, that all people have
the right to seek a better life for themselves and for their children. As a
planner, you are to whom the community turns to make sure that the
projects the County approves further those goals. I hope and trust as you
read and address the questions below you will take seriously address the
community has placed in you and require the developers of Rancho Canada
Village to keep their word so their project makes the valley a better place
to live for us all.
With that in mind I make the following comments on the Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the proposed Rancho
Canada Village (RCV) subdivision:
The 130-unit project does not meet the requirements of the County’s
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance which requires 50% of the project to be
dedicated to affordable housing.
The project site was designated in the 2010 General Plan as a Special
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Treatment Area. The developers requested this designation. The
developers did not challenge the Special Treatment Area express strict
conditions that include an affordable housing requirement of 50%. Now
the Rancho Canada developers claim that meeting the 50% affordable
housing requirement is "not financially feasible" (RDEIR, p. 3.5-19.)
Instead, the developers propose merely 20% affordable, which is the
minimum mandate percentage that applies to the entire County.
The RDEIR says this:
“Since affordable housing is limited in general in Carmel Valley,
it is probable that less construction of affordable housing within the
Rancho Canada Special Treatment Area would result in greater
pressure to provide such housing elsewhere in the County. Within
Carmel Valley and on the Monterey Peninsula in general,
opportunities for affordable housing are limited by a relatively high
premium on land values, limited areas zoned for higher densities, and
the limitations in water supply availability. Based on these
conditions, affordable housing demand is more likely to be met
outside the Monterey Peninsula than inside the Peninsula, especially
considering water supply conditions at present. Thus, the lesser
amount of affordable/workforce housing could result in longer
commutes to work for Carmel Valley and Monterey Peninsula
employees from outside of Carmel Valley and the Monterey
Peninsula, which could result in worsened regional traffic conditions
(as well as Carmel Valley Road conditions). However, it is difficult to
speculate where the affordable housing demand would specifically be
met, and thus to identify the specific impacts of developing
affordable housing elsewhere and the specific impacts on traffic
conditions in particular.”
I comment on sentences in the above RDEIR text as follows. We
agree with the general statements that:
“Since affordable housing is limited in general in Carmel Valley,
it is probable that less construction of affordable housing within the
Rancho Canada Special Treatment Area would result in greater
pressure to provide such housing elsewhere in the County. Within
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Carmel Valley and on the Monterey Peninsula in general,
opportunities for affordable housing are limited by a relatively high
premium on land values, limited areas zoned for higher densities, and
the limitations in water supply availability.”
As to the following general statement, the conclusion is too weak. .
“Thus, the lesser amount of affordable/workforce housing could
result in longer commutes to work for Carmel Valley and Monterey
Peninsula employees from outside of Carmel Valley and the Monterey
Peninsula, which could result in worsened regional traffic conditions
(as well as Carmel Valley Road conditions).”
There is no "could" about it. There is no question that "lesser
affordable/workforce housing" at the Rancho Canada site would result in
worsened local and regional traffic conditions, on Carmel Valley Road and
on Highway One.
The following statement prematurely aborts the environmental
analysis and leaves a considerable amount of necessary analysis
unperformed:
“Based on these conditions, affordable housing demand is more
likely to be met outside the Monterey Peninsula than inside the
Peninsula, especially considering water supply conditions at present.”
It would be more accurate to state that "housing for people who
need affordable housing is more likely to be met outside the Monterey
Peninsula and outside the Carmel Valley and Big Sur areas." There is no
assurance that any affordable housing needs will be met anywhere –
unless the Rancho Canada subdivision is held to the 50% affordability
requirement that the developer touted to get support for his Project
application and that was stated as Carmel Valley Master Plan (“CVMP”)
policy 1.27 in the 2010 Plans.
The other subdivision applications being processed are farther behind
in processing than the RCV project. There are two projects at Carmel
Rancho:
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(1)

(2)

“Carmel Casitas” by Terrex is proposed to be 120 units that are
100% affordable. According to the County, this project likely
will be considered after the Carmel Valley Master Plan unit cap
has been met, unless this Rancho Canada Village project is
rejected because of its failure to comply with the applicable
Plan policies.
The Brian Clark subdivision known as the Carmel Rio Road LLC
project, which the County already has denied once, then, after
the applicant sued the County, the County gave in and allowed
the application to proceed. That project has gone years
without any discernible processing activity.

To the extent that the Rancho Canada Village application is being
compared with the Carmel Casitas application, it is notable that the CVMP
requires that projects with 50% affordability be given preferential
treatment over projects that do not. That would favor other projects over
the Rancho Canada Village 130-unit application.
CVMP policy CV-1.6 states this in part:
CV-1.6 New residential subdivision in Carmel
Valley shall be limited to creation of 190 new units
as follows:
a.

There shall be preference to projects including
at least 50% affordable housing units.

Because the 130-unit alternative does not provide 50% affordable
housing units, that alternative should be given less favorable treatment,
and the other projects that include at least 50% affordable units should be
given preference.1 Less favorable treatment would include not amending
the general plan to enable the 130-unit project. That is what should be
done here. Because the 130-unit project does not include 50% affordable
units, as required by CV-1.27 and as required for preferential treatment by
1

The other projects include the 100% affordable Terrex subdivision
project (Casitas at Carmel) in the Carmel Rancho area.

ϭϰͲ1
Con't

Page 7
CV-1.6, the 130-unit project should not be given preference and should be
given less favorable treatment. Does the County agree? If not, why not?
These are the people who need affordable housing: our teachers,
police, fire, nurses, mid-level civil servants, store managers, other
professionals and managers who provide essential services to our
community. This need also includes children of current Carmel Valley
residents who cannot afford current market rate prices. These are the
people who in years past were able to purchase in Carmel Valley but have
now been priced out of the market.
The following unsupported RDEIR claim does not provide the
thoughtful reasonable investigation required of an EIR:

However, it is difficult to speculate where the
affordable housing demand would specifically be
met, and thus to identify the specific impacts of
developing affordable housing elsewhere and the
specific impacts on traffic conditions in particular.
This RDEIR claim is nonsense. People who need affordable housing
mostly will be forced to do as they have done for years – live in
substandard crowded conditions, paying too much for their housing. That
is not “affordable housing,” but it is reality. And the County and the EIR
preparer know where most of that is happening: Seaside, Salinas, and
parts of North County and the Salinas Valley. All of those locations are
reasonably foreseeable locations for this type of housing. The RDEIR failed
to evaluate the impacts of people living in housing in these reasonably
foreseeable locations, and commuting to work in Carmel and Carmel
Valley.
These comments are borne out by the RDEIR admission that:
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No affordable housing units were available for
homeownership within Carmel Valley (Monterey
County 2003). In 2009, the County facilitated and
assisted a number of affordable housing
developments. These projects include ... (58 rental
units in downtown Castroville); ... (18 supportive
housing units in Salinas); ... (58 rental units in
Castroville), and ... (44 units near Soledad).
As far as providing truly “affordable housing” that is enforceably
affordable in perpetuity, there is no chance of those needs being
reasonably met at any time in the future, anywhere in the County. The
demand for affordable housing far outstrips the supply, by a factor of many
thousands. The RDEIR should admit that simple fact.
There are no affordable projects being proposed that would
reasonably serve the needs of the Carmel/Carmel Valley/Peninsula/Big Sur
area. The Monterey Downs project application is not a realistic option
because it is unlikely to be approved and the applicant intends to limit the
affordable housing component to horse-related workers and workers at the
Monterey Downs development; and even if there were other residents of
the affordable units who worked in the Carmel/Carmel Valley area, they
would create traffic on Highway One and CV Road. Monterey County has
recently removed the affordability requirements on the Moro Cojo housing
development, which was a very controversial project with significant
environmental impacts that was approved only because it was affordable.
As to the proposed project and the alternative, the County should
place a mitigation that prohibits short term rentals at the Rancho Canada
Village site. Short term rentals have affordable housing implications. Short
term rentals take affordable rentals off the market.
The County’s evidently intends to take one of the following actions
proposed in the RDEIR:
$

For the 130-unit project – To delete the 50% affordability
requirement in CVMP policy CV-1.27 in order to enable the 130-unit
Alternative Project that does not meet that 50% affordability
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$

requirement in the Special Treatment Area.
For the 281-unit project – To delete the unit cap in CVMP policy CV1.6 which would allow the 281-unit project and significantly increase
the number of housing units allowed in the Carmel Valley Master Plan
area.

The County’s lax approach to enforcing its adopted affordable
housing requirements show a pattern and practice of not meeting the
County’s responsibility for providing affordable housing. Even where the
affordability requirement has been put in place, as in the Rancho Canada
Village Special Treatment Area policy CV-1.27 and at Moro Cojo
development, the County has demonstrated its willingness to back down
and remove the requirement when requested. That is very poor public
policy and very bad planning. The effect of the County’s actions would be
that no meaningful amounts of affordable housing would be built and/or
remain affordable for long enough to materially reduce the serious demand
for affordable housing in the project area.
Public records show that the Pebble Beach Company fully intended to
avoid its on-site inclusionary housing requirement – and the County
intended to approve that avoidance and approve an in-lieu fee – of
developing the very large and expensive Pebble Beach project, until local
activists became involved. As a result, Pebble Beach proposed on-site
inclusionary housing, which required a second EIR.
Like the Rancho Canada Village developer, Pebble Beach Company
has land and water, and strong financial ability to fund inclusionary housing
development, the three primary issues typically claimed as obstacles to
constructing affordable housing on the Peninsula, Carmel Valley and Big
Sur. This opportunity to have affordable housing in Carmel Valley – as the
Rancho Canada Village developer touted over and over – is unique.
The RDEIR appears to have unquestioningly accepted the developers’
claim that the 50% affordability required by CVMP Policy 1.27 is “not
financially feasible.” The RDEIR presents no evidence or analysis or
investigation of this claim.
It has been publicly reported that the Rancho Canada developers
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intend to sell the market rate lots at approximately $400,000 each. For a
130-unit project, 50% affordability would be 65 units. Selling 65 lots at
$400,000 each would be $26 million. $26 million would make it financially
feasible to develop the other 65 units at affordable and workforce housing,
especially in light of the other circumstances, including the project
proponents’ proposed sale of “water rights” which would bring in additional
millions more dollars of profit for the developers.
Have the developers presented evidence that supports their claimed
lack of feasibility to meet the 50% affordable housing requirement? If so,
that should have been included in the RDEIR. Please provide all of that
evidence and the analysis of it.
If there is no such evidence, why did the County and its EIR preparer
so willing to agree with the applicant’s claim on this material point– that
50% affordability was “not financially feasible”?
The RDEIR describes the 130-unit alternative as follows:

The 130-Unit Alternative development would
include: 130 residential units on approximately 42
acres of land, of which 118 would be single-family
homes and 12 condominiums. Twenty–five units
would be moderate income inclusionary units, and
the other units would be market rate.
The RCV applicant has proposed a 130-unit Alternative that does not
even meet the County’s 20% affordability requirements of the County’s
inclusionary housing ordinance. 20% affordability is the bare minimum
required of any subdivision, anywhere in the County, by County ordinance,
and 25% percent affordability is required by policy LU-2.13.
2010 Plan policy LU-2.13 states as follows:
LU-2.13 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
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households. The Affordable Housing Ordinance
shall include the following minimum requirements:
a) 6% of the units affordable to very lowincome households
b) 6% of the units affordable to low-income
households
c) 8% of the units affordable to moderateincome households
d) 5% of the units affordable Workforce I
income households
At page 2-11, the RDEIR relegates a very important discussion to a
footnote in tiny print divided over two pages, making it appear as if the
County is attempting to hide important information from the public. These
comments reprint RDEIR footnote 5 here in the large font it deserves. In
Footnote 5, the County and the EIR preparer state this:

At present, 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 percentages
specified in Policy LU-2.13. Unlike Policy LU-2.13,
the Inclusionary Ordinance does not require 5% of
new units to be Workforce I. To date, no
residential projects have been required to provide
25% affordable units, consistent with Policy LU2.13. The applicant proposes to build 25 of the
residences onsite as rental units affordable to
moderate income households or to build 8% of the
130 units as moderate income units and seek
approval from the County to pay an in-lieu fee for
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the required very low and low income units. Based
on the Inclusionary Ordinance’s 20% affordability
requirement, a minimum of 26 units of the 130
proposed units would need to be affordable;
however, the applicant is proposing 25 affordable
(moderate income) units rather than 26 based on
the premise that 125 new lots 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.” The 130-unit
Alternative proposes 130 total units, 20% of which
is 26; therefore, a minimum of 26 affordable, or
inclusionary, units is required, not 25. This EIR
analyzes the proposed 130-units included in this
alternative. The potential units that may be built
through use of an in-lieu fee are not analyzed
specifically in this EIR because their location,
timing, and character cannot be reasonably
ascertained at this time in order to provide any
meaningful environmental analysis. Such new
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development would be subject to any required
environmental analysis at the time that actual
affordable units would be built in part or in-whole
with the in-lieu fee. As to the general character of
such environmental impacts, please see the general
analysis of the environmental impacts of residential
development facilitated by the water transfer
included in this alternative found in the analysis of
growth inducement in Chapter 4.
The situation reflects poorly on the County and its EIR preparer, both
for making these conclusions in the first place, and also for trying to hide
this information and analysis in a lengthy footnote in tiny font split over
two pages, which makes it difficult to read and comprehend. There are
myriad problems with Footnote 5. These comments address some of them
here.
x ÂThese RDEIR comments are confusing, and refocus the argument
away from the critical issues. No residential projects have been
required to provide 25% affordable units consistent with Policy LU2.13. Why not?
x Why has the RCV project not been required to provide 25%
affordable units? Why does the 130-unit alternative project
description not include the necessary general plan amendment to
exempt the RCV project from this County General Plan requirement?
x Again, like Pebble Beach Co , RCV is trying to offload/avoid
responsibility for affordable housing by paying an in-lieu fee.
x There is no water for affordable housing elsewhere, and people who
need affordable housing could not afford the water transfer; land
prices too high. RCV has both land and water.
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x The text does not state whether EIR considered 26 or 25 units.
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and implementing docs very clear as
to how the numbers are to be applied. There is no ambiguity.
Instead, EIR creates ambiguity by not explaining which figure should
be used or is used in the EIR.
x The RDEIR should not defer analysis of environmental impacts, which
is what it is doing here. And no affordable housing has been
proposed in many years, other than P.B. Co. which was forced into it.
The 130-unit project does not comply with the 50% affordability
required by policy CV-1.6, and does not even comply with the bare
minimum percentage of affordable housing required throughout the County
by County ordinance and also by County General Plan policy LU-2.13. For
this reason alone, there would be no public benefit to changing the zoning
of the site from public/quasi-public (P-QP) to residential. .
CVMP policy 1.27 allows residential subdivision only if the subdivision
is 50% affordable. The creation of the Special Treatment Area described in
CVMP policy 1.27 would never have been approved unless it included the
50% affordability requirement
The RDEIR proposal to delete the 50% affordability requirement but
to keep the special allowance for residential zoning allows the developer to
pick and choose – the residential use –while omitting the affordability
requirement, the only reason that the proposed residential use was
acceptable to the public in the first place.
In this case, the Rancho Canada Village developer received what he
requested when he asked the County to draft the 2010 Plans to
accommodate his project with the 50% affordability. Now, six years later,
the developer has changed his mind. The RDEIR text treats this
information as if it were common procedure and of no concern. The
RDEIR analysis failed to address the important public policy and CEQA
public policy, CEQA laws, and CEQA guidelines implicated by this situation.
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It is a very big deal to rewrite General Plan and Master Plan policies
that were negotiated and relied upon by the public and the decision
makers. When, as here, the proposal to rewrite the policies is being driven
by a single project, the issues are even more important. There is no
compelling public policy reason to rewrite the Plan policies.
The County should not rewrite the 2010 Plan policies to fit the
developer's project or the developer's preferred alternative project.
The Special Treatment Area described in CVMP policy 1.27 was an
integrated description of the site. All of the terms were important – in
exchange for allowing residential use, the County required that a
residential project be 50% affordable. It was a package deal: all of
nothing. Others would not have supported the Special Treatment Area but
for the 50% affordability requirement. It was common knowledge that
the only reason for the Special Treatment Area was to accommodate the
then-existing application for the Rancho Canada Village subdivision.
The developers knew that the 2010 Plans would make it difficult to
build the Rancho Cañada Village project. Public records show that in 2007
Alan Williams specifically asked the County to “leave the door open” for the
Rancho Canada subdivision project as the County put together the
document that ended up being approved as the 2010 Plans. If the County
disagrees, please state all the reasons why.
The County specifically carved out the project site, and crafted
“Special Treatment Area” to allow a residential project, as the developer
had requested. In crafting the Special Treatment Area restrictions, the
County used and relied on the developer’s own representations of 50%
affordability. This specific customization of the “Special Treatment Area”
for the existing project application showed that the planners knew that
planning, especially custom developer-requested special treatment,
required holding the developers to their claims. If the County disagrees,
please state all the reasons why.
I did not oppose the 2010 General Plan designation of a Special
Treatment Area for the Rancho Canada site because of the 50%
affordability requirement. I believed that this policy was placed for a
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reason, and would stay in effect. I believed that the affordability
requirement would provide needed low-cost housing and reduce traffic
impacts, among other benefits.
The County customized its draft 2010 Plans to accommodate the
project, and then the County approved the 2010 Plans. Now the developer
and the County propose to delete the affordability requirement of CVMP
policy CV-1.27, which is the one feature that made the Special Treatment
Area acceptable to many members of the public. The developer is not
honoring its commitment to the General Plan.
The RDEIR proposes to enable the severe and material reduction in
affordable units: from the 50% required by the Special Treatment Area
designation in the 2010 Plans, to the mere 20% required of all County
subdivisions. Thus, the developer and the EIR preparer want to remove a
fundamental requirement. But the developer has not proposed a general
plan amendment as part of its project application, as required. Why not?
It is not the EIR preparer’s job to “fix” the failings and omissions of
the developer’s application by proposing a general plan amendment. Yet
that is what the EIR preparer did here.
If a project this size cannot afford 50% affordability, then no project
can. Thus, the County reasonably and foreseeably could expect other
applicants to make claims that various good-planning policies are “not
feasible” in order to avoid the policies being applied to their projects. If
the County disagrees with anything in the above statements, please explain
what the County disagrees with, and why.
The County should consider a condition/mitigation for the 130-unit
Alternative project that requires 50% affordability in perpetuity.
In perpetuity means the affordability would not be lifted as it was for the
Moro Cojo affordability requirements. The Moro Cojo development was
approved and given special treatment, and environmental impacts were
ignored or overridden, solely because the development was 100%
affordable. Then later the County lifted the affordability requirements.
The County should consider imposing a mitigation for the 281-unit
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Proposed Project that limits the number of units to 166 units, half of which
are required to be affordable. 166 units would be the total amount of
remaining units after the 24 Delfino units are subtracted from the 190 units
allowed in CV-1.27.
The RDEIR did not adequately analyze of the proposed change to the
CV-1.6 policy to increase the cap from 190 units to 305 units. That
increased unit cap would significantly increase the amount of water
demand, traffic, and other impacts in Carmel Valley. That would have
significant cumulative impacts that the RDEIR has not adequately
investigated, disclosed or mitigated.
In 2012, the County Final EIR for the Pebble Beach Company Project
stated this, and the position was later adopted by the Board of
Supervisors:
According to the Monterey County Economic Development
Department Assistant Director (Noel 2012), the In-Lieu Fees
are collected and deposited into a separate County fund. The
fees are used to assist affordable housing developers with the
planning and implementation of projects through the County’s
annual Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) which is part of
the Annual Housing Report process. In addition, funding has
been in past years used to assist housing programs and
activities that further the creation of affordable housing, such
as housing feasibility studies, down -payment assistance
programs, and preparation of housing grant applications.
Finally, the funding is used to administer the Inclusionary
Housing Program including undertaking the required annual
monitoring of the County’s stock of deed restricted housing
which currently totals over 3002 units, processing sales, re-sales
and refinances of Inclusionary Units, and reviewing
development applications to determine Inclusionary compliance
requirements, prepare conditions of approval and prepare and
2

The figure of 300 units has decreased significantly as a result of
the County’s recent action to remove the affordability deed restrictions on
the Moro Cojo subdivision.
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process Inclusionary Housing Agreements.
Given the variety of uses to which the County puts in-lieu fees,
it is speculative to assert that the proposed project includes
construction of inclusionary housing because the in-lieu fees
used by the County may or may not result in new inclusionary
housing units. For example, it is equally likely that the fees
could be used to monitor existing inclusionary housing stock.
The Final EIR also said this:
[G]iven the wide range of uses to which in-lieu fees may be
put, it is uncertain whether or not inclusionary units would
actually be built due to payment of in-lieu fees, and it would be
purely speculative to guess where or when units seeded by inlieu fees would be built.
And this:
[G]iven the wide range of uses to which in-lieu fees are put, it
is uncertain whether or not inclusionary units would actually be
built directly due to payment of in-lieu fees, and if built, the
location and character are unknown at this time. If the County
were to propose construction of new inclusionary units, they
might be on the Monterey Peninsula (which does have water
supply constraints as pointed out by the commenter) but may
be in inland areas (that have different water supply conditions).
The inclusionary housing ordinance does specify that
inclusionary housing units constructed directly as part of the
project need to be in the same planning area. . . . . The inlieu fee program does not include a requirement that the in-lieu
funds must be used to construct units within the same planning
area or even in adjacent areas. Thus it is speculative to assert
that payment of the in-lieu fee would result in inclusionary units
on the Monterey Peninsula.
The Rancho Canada Village developer proposes to pay in-lieu fees at
least in part. In-lieu fees should not be permitted here. The payment of
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in-lieu fees would not provide affordable housing in Carmel Valley or not
even on the Monterey Peninsula, as the County’s 2012 statements admit.
This important information was omitted from the 2016 RCV RDEIR.
The County’s Inclusionary Housing Program manual states this:
Policies and procedures in this Manual provide for the
following:
•
•
•

New residential developments in the County shall
include at least 20% of the units to be affordable to
very low, low and/or moderate-income households.
The inclusionary units provided shall be sold or
rented at affordable costs and the units, generally,
shall remain permanently affordable.
Inclusionary units are considered an important and
valuable resource for all County residents . . . .

The County Manual also states this:
The County of Monterey has adopted an
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Monterey County
Code, Chapter 18.40). This Ordinance requires that
20% of the units/lots in new residential
developments be affordable to very low, low and
moderate-income households. The Ordinance is
applicable to developments of three or more
residential units/lots (farm worker housing and
mobile home parks are exempt from the
inclusionary requirements). Requirements of the
Ordinance can be met through one of three options:
1. On-site Option
2. Off-site Option
3. Payment of In-Lieu Fees
Developments of 3 or 4 units/lots are expected to
meet their inclusionary obligations through the
payment of In-Lieu Fees, although the
developer/owner can choose to build an
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inclusionary housing unit instead of payment of InLieu Fees if they so desire. Developments of 5 or
more units/lots are expected to meet their
inclusionary obligation through the development of
inclusionary housing units.
A. INCLUSIONARY % REQUIREMENT
For developments of 5 or more residential
units/lots, at least 20% of the units must be set
aside for inclusionary housing. The inclusionary
units must be developed on the same site as the
market rate units.
Exceptions: In certain unusual and infrequent
situations, an exception to the mandatory on-site
requirement is available. These exceptions would
result in provision of units off-site (see #2 “Off-Site
Option”) or payment of In-Lieu Fees (see #3
“Payment of In-Lieu Fees.”)
The County manual shows that the 20% affordability is mandatory on
site in this case. There are no reasonable exceptions to the “mandatory
on-site requirement” for the Rancho Canada Village project, where the
applicant has the water and the land to provide for affordable housing, as
demonstrated by the application and by the 281-unit project application, in
terms of size and 50% affordability.
B. LEVELS OF AFFORDABILITY
The intent of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance is
to provide a range of inclusionary units affordable
to different household income levels. Inclusionary
units shall be affordable to very low, low and
moderate-income households. For developments of
5 or more units, at least 20% of the units must be
set aside for inclusionary housing. The 20%
requirement is broken down further by a
requirement that 8% of all units be affordable to
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moderate income households, 6% to low income
households, and 6% to very low income
households[.]
Exceptions: In certain situations a deviation from
the percentage requirements for income levels may
be approved by the Appropriate Authority. The
approval of the deviation must be supported by
specific findings that document why the exception
should be granted and how the objectives of the
Inclusionary Program can still be met. The approval
shall require a noticed public hearing.
Again, in the case of the Rancho Canada Village project, there is no
exception to this requirement that is appropriate to this project. If the
County disagrees, please explain in detail why, and present your facts and
argument.
Page 7 of the County manual talks about the “very rare and limited”
exceptions to the on-site requirement, as follows:
Projects of 5 or more units are expected to produce
inclusionary units on-site. However, in very rare
and limited circumstances, a project of 5 or more
units may meet its inclusionary obligation by only
paying In-Lieu Fees. To qualify, the developer must
conclusively demonstrate that provision of
inclusionary units is infeasible because of specific
characteristics of the development site, such as
excessive property maintenance costs and/or
limited access to services (e.g. transit, stores, etc.).
Again these exceptions do not apply here because there is no
evidence that this development site is not appropriate for on-site
inclusionary housing. The evidence shows to the contrary: this site is
eminently suitable for inclusionary housing, as shown by the 281-unit
application containing 50% affordable units, the facts about the site, and
the 2010 Plans policies applicable to the site. The applicant cannot
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“conclusively demonstrate” that on-site affordable housing is infeasible.
The Manual states that for “17 or More Units/Lots” must “Provide
20% Inclusionary Units” including “8% of all units (1 unit minimum) +
payment of In-Lieu Fee for any fractional difference” must be “Moderate
Income,” “6% of all units (1 unit minimum)” must be “Low Income,” and
“6% of all units (1 unit minimum)” must be “Very Low Income.” (County
of Monterey Inclusionary Housing Program Administrative Manual, p. 3.)
The Rancho Canada Village 130-unit project does not comply with these
requirements. Please respond in detail.
The County manual says this:
C. DESIGN, SIZE AND LOCATION OF UNITS
The exterior appearance of the inclusionary units
must be compatible with the market rate units.
Compatibility includes the architectural style and
detailing, but not necessarily the quality of materials
or size of structures. The inclusionary units should
be similar in number of bedrooms as the market
rate units (up to four bedrooms). To the extent
feasible, the inclusionary units shall be scattered
throughout any development that also includes
market rate units. However, inclusionary units may
be clustered if it is found that such an arrangement
better meets the objectives of the program.
The 130-unit alternative does not comply with this requirement
because the affordable units are clustered together, instead of being
scattered throughout the development. The lots are smaller and jammed
together.
The 2007 Rancho Canada Village (RCV) materials, RCV stated this:
“In Lombardo’s planned subdivision, building permits, traffic
mitigation fees, sewer hook-up and water fees add $60,000 to the
cost of each house.”
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That Proposed 281-unit Project was 50% affordable. The homes
were all to be built by the developer, then sold. The affordable homes
were to be in the $180,000-$380,000 price range, according to the
developer.
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of building
permits for each “market rate” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of traffic
mitigation fees for each “market rate” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of sewer
hook-up fees for each “market rate” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of water
fees for each “market rate” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of all other
fees for each “market rate” unit? Please itemize the other fees.
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs to each
“market rate” unit of fees, licenses and all other charges that are not part
of the direct construction of the home?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs to each
unit of fees, licenses and other charges?
What is the total cost of each “market rate” unit estimated to be?
What would be the total yearly cost estimated for each market rate
unit of all homeowner association fees, PUD fees, common interest fees,
and all other assessment, charges and fees that are related to ownership in
the development?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of building
permits for each “very low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of traffic
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mitigation fees for each “very low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of sewer
hook-up fees for each “very low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of water
fees for each “very low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of all other
fees for each “very low income” unit? Please itemize the other fees.
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs to each
“very low income” unit of fees, licenses and all other charges that are not
part of the direct construction of the home?
be?

What is the total cost of each “very low income” unit estimated to

What would be the total yearly cost estimated for each very low
income unit of all homeowner association fees, PUD fees, common interest
fees, and all other assessment, charges and fees that are related to
ownership in the development?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of building
permits for each “low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of traffic
mitigation fees for each “low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of sewer
hook-up fees for each “low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of water
fees for each “low income” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of all other
fees for each “low income” unit? Please itemize the other fees.
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As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs to each
“low income” unit of fees, licenses and all other charges that are not part
of the direct construction of the home?
What is the total cost of each “low income” unit estimated to be?
What would be the total yearly cost estimated for each low income
unit of all homeowner association fees, PUD fees, common interest fees,
and all other assessment, charges and fees that are related to ownership in
the development?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of building
permits for each “WORKFORCE I” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of traffic
mitigation fees for each “WORKFORCE I” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of sewer
hook-up fees for each “WORKFORCE I” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of water
fees for each “WORKFORCE I” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of all other
fees for each “WORKFORCE I” unit? Please itemize the other fees.
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs to each
“WORKFORCE I” unit of fees, licenses and all other charges that are not
part of the direct construction of the home?
What is the total cost of each “WORKFORCE I” unit estimated to be?
What would be the total yearly cost estimated for each WORKFORCE
I unit of all homeowner association fees, PUD fees, common interest fees,
and all other assessment, charges and fees that are related to ownership in
the development?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of building
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permits for each “WORKFORCE II” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of traffic
mitigation fees for each “WORKFORCE II” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of sewer
hook-up fees for each “WORKFORCE II” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of water
fees for each “WORKFORCE II” unit?
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs of all other
fees for each “WORKFORCE II” unit? Please itemize the other fees.
As to the Proposed Project today, what are the total costs to each
“WORKFORCE II” unit of fees, licenses and all other charges that are not
part of the direct construction of the home?
What is the total cost of each “WORKFORCE II” unit estimated to be?
What would be the total yearly cost estimated for each WORKFORCE
II unit of all homeowner association fees, PUD fees, common interest fees,
and all other assessment, charges and fees that are related to ownership in
the development?
If that cost does not include all costs of living at the project site, then
what is the total cost of living there, for each type of unit? Please be
specific.
Can the developer legally limit future owners of the affordable units
to individuals who work within the CUSD?
Will the developer limit future owners of the affordable units to
individuals who work within the CUSD?
If so, how does the developer propose to (1) craft that limitation and
(2) enforce it?
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Can the County legally limit future owners of the affordable units to
individuals who work within the CUSD?
Will the County limit future owners of the affordable units to
individuals who work within the CUSD?
Can the developer legally limit future owners of the affordable units
to individuals who work within the CUSD?
Will the developer limit future owners of the affordable units to
individuals who work within the CUSD?
If so, how does the developer propose to (1) craft that limitation and
(2) enforce it?
Can the County legally limit future owners of the affordable units to
individuals who work within the CUSD?
How does the developer propose to ensure that the actual occupants
of the units work within the CUSD? If so, how?
Who will develop the affordable units?
Will the affordable units be for rent or for sale?
Will the affordable units be permanently restricted to the original
income restrictions (e.g. Very Low, Low, Moderate)?
If not, why not?
Who will enforce the affordability restrictions?
Who will enforce the occupancy restrictions?
Would the affordable units be rentals or ownership?
The County General Plan provides these definitions:
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING means housing units affordable to persons
and families whose income does not exceed 120 percent of area
median income, adjusted for family size, and includes housing
affordable to very low, low, and moderate income households as
those terms are defined in State law. (Also see WORKFORCE
HOUSING)
WORKFORCE HOUSING means housing that is priced where it is
affordable to households earning between 120%-180% of the County
median income.
Workforce I means housing that is priced where it is affordable to
households earning between 120%-150% of the County median
income
Workforce II means housing that is priced where it is affordable to
households earning between 150%-180% of the County median
income.
The 2010 County General plan says “WORKFORCE HOUSING means
housing that is priced where it is affordable to households earning between
120%-180% of the County median income.” Because median income is
$60,143 (RDEIR, p. 3.12-3), then 180% is $108,257.40.
The RDEIR makes claims about affordable housing that are not
supported and that are inconsistent with the facts.
No affordable housing has been built in the Monterey Peninsula
Coastal Zone by the County or pursuant to County requirements. The
inland affordable housing has been few and far between – and are mostly
miles inland, requiring additional traffic on Carmel Valley Road.
It was the 50% affordability of the Proposed Project that made it
palatable to the community and the public, as shown in public records. No
politician is on the record supporting a Rancho Canada Village project that
contains less than 50% affordable units.
How would the occupants of the affordable units afford monthly
payments for PUD/HOA/CSD costs, maintenance costs, dues, and similar
fees, dues and costs? Those costs must be subsidized in perpetuity in
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order to make the housing truly affordable. Long known game – to make
it not affordable to truly deserving residents, price them out of market.
Please explain in detail how monthly fees and other PUD and fees of the
development (including common areas, maintenance, HOA
fees/assessments, and all other fees, assessments, taxes and costs of living
in the development)
The RDEIR says:

To the extent feasible, the inclusionary units would be scattered
throughout the development that also includes market rate units.
How is “feasible” defined for this purpose? Who will define “feasible”?
What parameters will be considered in defining “feasible” and determining
“feasibility”? With what public review process?
Who made the claim – the applicant or the RDEIR preparer or the County?
The RDEIR says this:

However, inclusionary units may be clustered if it is found that such
an arrangement better meets the objectives of the Project.
How would clustering inclusionary units “better meet the objectives
of the Project”? Who decides? Please give some examples.
Who made the claim – the applicant or the RDEIR preparer or the
County?
How is “better meet the objectives” defined for this purpose? Who
will make the determination as to what “better meets the objectives of the
Project”? What parameters will be considered? With what public review
process will be used to make that determination?
As to each project, who will build the affordable units? How will they
be affordable if they are built on a one-off basis? Who will ensure that the
units are developed prior to or concurrent with the market rate units? Is
there a mitigation that the inclusionary units all be developed and available
to occupancy prior to the final phase? If not, why not?
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Letter 15
Maley, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Connolly, Luke T. x5173 <ConnollyLT@co.monterey.ca.us>
Monday, August 15, 2016 12:07 PM
Walter, Rich
Mekkelson, Heidi; Maley, Patrick
Comment #1 from Lea Magee (June 16)

LukeConnolly,AICP
ManagementSpecialist
CountyofMonterey,ResourceManagementAgencyͲPlanning
T:831.755.5173
E:connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us

From: extrarovers@aol.com [mailto:extrarovers@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 8:48 AM
To: 112-Clerk of the Board Everyone
Subject: Unbridled Development
Once again you on the board have approved more development in Pebble Beach. 'Affordable Housing' in
Pebble Beach; how about if you can not afford to live there, you do not.More social engineering, is'nt it
wonderful. Rancho Canada Village, another disaster. The Valley is full. Traffic is already maxed. More
water consumption, noise pollution, sight pollution, air pollution and so on. there is no need for hundreds
of people to be added to the Valley. If you want to live in the Valley, buy a house that is for sale. If you
can not afford the house, so sorry life is not fair. Every new development that the board approves lessens
the quality of life for all of us that live in Monterey County. You people are turning the County into another
San Jose. You want to live there?
This Rancho project is just for Locati to make millions. It is not GREEN.Locati is no Philanthropist. This
project is destruction on all levels. The main purpose of the 'board' is to PRESERVE AG LAND AND
OPEN SPACE.Failure to do this ruins what is left of Monterey County. The Valley is FULL. The idiotic 190
plus houses allowed in the Valley is WRONG. Be a REAL board show some guts, get off the P C wagon
to hell and stop these developments, September Ranch, Rancho Canada, Ferrini, Spreckles Industrial
Park ect...
Lea Magee

1
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Letter 16
Maley, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Connolly, Luke T. x5173 <ConnollyLT@co.monterey.ca.us>
Monday, August 15, 2016 12:10 PM
Walter, Rich
Mekkelson, Heidi; Maley, Patrick
Comment #2 from Lea Magee, Rancho Canada Village Project (July 15)



LukeConnolly,AICP
ManagementSpecialist
CountyofMonterey,ResourceManagementAgencyͲPlanning
T:831.755.5173
E:connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us



From: extrarovers@aol.com [mailto:extrarovers@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2016 11:28 AM
To: 112-Clerk of the Board Everyone
Subject: Rancho Canada Village Project
The Rancho Canada Project is a Disaster for the Carmel Valley Area. We do not need hundreds of additional cars on the
Valley road or Hwy 1. Water usage, destruction of open space, hundreds more people,hundreds more cars. The Valley is 16-1
FULL, NO MORE DEVELOPMENT IN CARMEL VALLEY.You people on the board are ruining what is good about our
area. 4,500 homes in Ft. Ord.Really? No impact on the area? No loss in quality of life for those of us that live here?
TRAFFIC. Come over to Carmel at 5:00pm and see what you people are doing to the area. STOP ALL NEW
DEVELOPMENT IN MONTEREY COUNTY BEFORE YOU TURN THIS AREA INTO ANOTHER SAN JOSE!!!
Lea Magee
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Letter 17
Maley, Patrick
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Connolly, Luke T. x5173 <ConnollyLT@co.monterey.ca.us>
Monday, August 15, 2016 12:12 PM
Walter, Rich
Mekkelson, Heidi; Maley, Patrick
Comment #3 from Lea Magee, Rancho Canada (August 2)



LukeConnolly,AICP
ManagementSpecialist
CountyofMonterey,ResourceManagementAgencyͲPlanning
T:831.755.5173
E:connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us



From: extrarovers@aol.com [mailto:extrarovers@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2016 10:10 AM
To: 112-Clerk of the Board Everyone
Subject: Development Rancho Canada
What is left not to understand? Rancho Canada is a disaster on all fronts. Carmel Valley is Full! The190 unit build out in
the General Plan is Ludicrous and needs to be recinded. The Valley does not need more houses , people, traffic, water
useage, ect... The quality of life in the Valley is degraded with additional development. We do not need another shopping 17-1
center on Rio road.Monterey County Parks should buy that land. It is perfect for day use and visually it would be an open
space. No Development. Have any of you on the board driven Hwy 1? Explain the justification to increase traffic on Hwy1.
Rancho Canada brings hundreds of cars and people to the area. Mr. Locati can get his milliions by selling the property to
the County; after all , it is all about the money. His sensitive presentation of 'affordable housing' and giving first crack at
the housing to artist's is descrimintory and a ploy to present himself and the project as something good for the Valley,
which it is Not. Your job on the board is to protect ag land and open space.Not pave the County over and turn Monterey
County into another San Jose, which is what you have been doing.
Lea Magee

1

Letter 18
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Letter
Letter19
10
LukeConnolly,AICP
ManagementSpecialist
CountyofMonterey,ResourceManagementAgencyͲPlanning
T:831.755.5173
E:connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us
From: MEL MEL [mailto:bmel@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 4:53 PM
To: Connolly, Luke T. x5173
Subject: Rancho development

How often are we going to let Eastwood and Lombardo and ??? wage their wild development wars with
unnecessary structures, extravagant water usage, traffic snarling motorists, and environmental havoc? Forget the
game of phony EIR's, fraudulent petitions, etc. and, for once, please JUST SAY NO!
Dr. Mel Spehn
24 year Carmel Valley resident

1
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1

Chapter 3

2

Responses to Comments

3
4
5
6

This chapter includes responses for each of the numbered comments identified in the comment
letters in Chapter 2, Comments Received on the RDEIR. Each response begins with a brief summary of
the comment, responds to the comment, and then identifies if revisions to the RDEIR are required.
Revisions to the RDEIR are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, in this document

7
8
9
10
11

In responding to comments, CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to conduct every test or perform
all research, study or experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. Rather, a Lead
Agency need only respond to significant environmental issues and does not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the
EIR (CEQA Guidelines secs. 15088, 15204).

12
13

The Recirculated DEIR released in 2016 is referred to as the RDEIR. The prior DEIR released in
2008 is referred to as the 2008 DEIR.

14
15
16

References cited in these responses are listed at the end of this Chapter and are on file at the County
planning offices in Salinas.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report
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November 2016
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Monterey County
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Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Master Responses

2

1. Understanding of the Proposed Project and the Alternatives

3
4
5

A number of comments assert that the RDEIR is confusing and that the definition of and distinction
between the Proposed Project and the project alternatives, particularly the 130-Unit Alternative, is
unclear.

6
7
8
9

As explained in Chapter 1, Introduction, and Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR, the
Proposed Project proposes a 281-unit residential neighborhood and 39 acres of permanent open
space and common areas within the 81-plus acre project site. Chapter 2, Project Description, of the
RDEIR provides a detailed description of the Proposed Project beginning on page 2-3.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

The 2008 DEIR analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the 281-unit Proposed Project. As
described in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the RDEIR, following circulation of the 2008 DEIR, the
Project Applicant elected to develop a new project alternative for consideration at an equal level of
detail as the Proposed Project. This alternative is referred to as the 130-Unit Alternative in the
RDEIR. Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR provides a detailed description of the 130-Unit
Alternative beginning on page 2-11. As described therein, the 130-Unit Alternative generally
proposes similar uses as the Proposed Project but with a lower number of overall units and lower
density (i.e., 130 units instead of 281 units) and with an additional proposed water transfer element.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of the RDEIR, analyzes the potential environmental impacts of
both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative at an equal level of detail. This approach
ensures that the potential environmental impacts of the 130-Unit Alternative are fully analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA so that the County can approve either the Proposed Project or
the 130-Unit Alternative after certification of the Final EIR. In addition to the 130-Unit Alternative,
six additional alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, in accordance with CEQA.
The potential impacts of all of the alternatives analyzed, including those of the 130-Unit Alternative,
are compared to those of the Proposed Project in accordance with CEQA. Neither CEQA nor the
CEQA Guidelines prohibit an EIR from analyzing a project alternative at an equal level of detail as
the project. Further, neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines require that all alternatives be analyzed
in the Alternatives section. The RDEIR’s analysis of all alternatives, including the 130-Unit
Alternative, satisfies the requirements of Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.

30

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

31

2. Water Supply

32
33

This Master Response addresses several interrelated comments pertaining to the Proposed Project
and 130-Unit Alternative’s impacts in relation to water supply.

34

Methodology

35
36
37

MPWMD questioned the use of water demand as the approach for evaluating impacts on water
supply and suggested that the EIR should instead use a “consumptive use” approach that is defined
in an August 2016 MPWMD policy concerning the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer (MPWMD 2016a).

38
39

In response to this issue, the RDEIR baseline and project impact analysis has been refined to take
into account the “consumptive use” of both. This approach focuses on consumption of water in
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terms of evapotranspiration (for irrigation use) as well as water that is not returned to the
groundwater aquifer or Carmel River (e.g. household water use that ends up in the sanitary sewer).
As discussed below, with the refined baseline and project analysis, the conclusion of the analysis is
that the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would still reduce water use below the
baseline levels and would increase groundwater recharge relative to baseline conditions.

6

Water Rights

7
8
9
10
11

A number of commenters questioned whether the Project Applicant has water rights currently,
whether the water rights will be sufficient to cover the water use of the project, whether the water
rights can be used in light of instream flow requirements related to endangered species issues on
the Carmel River, and whether the recent sale of part of the golf course changes the project water
rights issues.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

The Project Applicant has asserted they have both riparian and appropriative water rights. These
water rights have not been “perfected” in that they have not been formally recognized by the State
Water Resources Control Board or by a court of law. That does not mean they are not valid. In the
end, water rights is a legal matter, not a CEQA matter, since CEQA is focused on physical impacts on
the environment. The legal matters will be a matter for the Project Applicant and the SWRCB to
resolve. Nevertheless, the following information, in addition to the discussion in the RDEIR is
provided in response to comment:

19
20
21

Groundwater use reportedly started in approximately 1875 initially for dairy, irrigated pasture, and
irrigated vegetable crops. Since 1969, the primary use has been irrigation of the two golf courses,
with some use for supporting riverbank vegetation (Rancho Canada de la Segunda 1992).

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

The Project Applicant provided the County with a chain of title (Zischke 2014c) showing that the
property on which the site is located has apparently never been “severed” from the Carmel River,
which is a key determination as to whether the project has riparian water rights. As explained in the
RDEIR, a riparian right is a right that exists by nature of a parcel sitting adjacent to a water course.
Because of the proximity of the property to the water course, the law imputes to the property a right
to divert water for use on the property. All owners of riparian property may divert the water
necessary for use on their property, so long as the use is reasonable and beneficial. The right,
however, is said to be “correlative” with all other riparian rights. This means that in a time of
shortage, all riparian properties must reduce their use of water on a pro rata basis. A property will
generally lose its riparian status if the parcel becomes separated from the water course. The
evidence provided by the Applicant shows that the property on which the project is located qualifies
for a riparian water right. Exercise of a riparian right for water use on the property adjacent to a
water course does not require application to the SWRCB but it can be subject to restrictions as noted
above. The on-site residential uses included in the Proposed Project (and in the 130-unit
Alternative) appear feasible to be served based on the riparian water right. However, the proposed
use of water to be transferred to other Cal-Am subscribers, as included in the 130-unit Alternative,
would not be considered riparian right use since the point of use would be at a location other than
adjacent to the water course, and is thus subject to appropriative right considerations.

40
41
42
43
44

As described in the RDEIR, the second primary type of surface water rights in California is the
appropriative right. The appropriative right is a right that does not rely on the proximity of the land
to the water course. Prior to 1914, an appropriative right was established by the diversion of water
for beneficial use on a parcel of land. Such diversion and use needed to be publicly manifested
(either through open and notorious use or through the filing or posting of the right). Beginning in
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1914, one could only establish an appropriative right by filing an application with the State and
being granted a permit (and eventually a license) for the appropriative right. In contrast to the
correlative nature of the riparian right, the appropriative right is based on a priority system. That is,
in times of shortage, water must be allocated to the most senior holder of an appropriative right
before being made available to holders of junior appropriative rights. For appropriative rights, the
seniority or priority is determined by the date on which water was first put to beneficial use. Thus,
for example, in a year of shortage, water would be available for a right established in 1920 before it
would be available for a right established in 1921. The applicant has asserted that project site has
both pre-1914 and post-1914 appropriative water rights. Rancho Canada de la Segunda, the lessee
and operator of the Rancho Canada Golf Course, applied for an appropriative right in 1992 to the
SWRCB in relation to irrigation use for the golf course in the amount of 700 Acre-Feet per year
(AFY) and ongoing diversion of up to 2.36 cubic feet per second (cfs) (Rancho Canada de la Segunda,
Inc. 1992). The 700 AFY amount was later reduced in 2003 to 545 AFY by Rancho Canada de la
Segunda in order to qualify for a CEQA exemption (for the water right application – not for this
project). As noted in the RDEIR if the Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) is approved by the
County, the Project Applicant intends to make a change to the SWRCB application to include the
proposed water uses of the Project (or the 130-unit Alternative, including the proposed water
transfer).

19
20
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24
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Given that appropriative rights are subject to a seniority system, the exercise of such rights (if
validated) could be limited in the event of water shortages and in favor of potential senior water
rights. As is recognized in the RDEIR, there are numerous challenges concerning the Carmel River
and the Carmel River Alluvial Aquifer given the long-standing effects of groundwater pumping on
instream flows supporting Central Coast steelhead, California red-legged frog, and other resources
as well as the situation concerning Cal-Am. The SWRCB (SWRCB 2011) informed the Project
Applicant that their appropriative rights may be conditioned to be subject to the maintenance of
minimum daily instream flows for the Carmel River.1 The SWRCB noted that they believe that the
proposed condition would resolve the public trust protests and the application could be permitted
with inclusion of the condition. Rancho Canada de la Segunda has reportedly not responded to the
2011 SWRCB letter. If the proposed condition were ultimately required and instream flows cannot
be maintained to meet this condition (due to cumulative ongoing pumping regardless of whether the
project would worsen baseline conditions or not), this may mean that any appropriative use,
including any water transferred to parcels not benefitted by a riparian right, may be subject to
interruption.

34
35
36
37
38
39

The final resolution of the appropriate rights issue rests with the Project Applicant and the SWRCB.
No court of law has yet specified that the Applicant’s purported water right is not valid and the
SWRCB has not yet ruled on the Application. Thus, the appropriative water rights have yet to be
validated, but have not been invalidated. The County does not have the authority to approve or deny
water rights applications, which is under the jurisdiction of the SWRCB. The County also does not
have the authority to approve water use permits, which is under the authority of MPWMD.

40
41

Another water rights issue concerns the disposition of rights between the different owners of the
golf course land. The entire golf course is approximately 270 acres. In 2016, the Trust for Public
1 The instream flow requirements are based on National Marine

Fisheries Service (NMFS, 2002) study of
requirements for steelhead are as follows: December 1 to April 15 – minimum bypass of 40 cfs at the SR 1 bridge
prior to lagoon opening and minimum bypass of 120 cfs at the SR1 bridge after lagoon opening; April 16 to May 31
– minimum bypass of 80 cfs at SR1 bridge; June 1 to November 30 – minimum bypass of 5 cfs at the SR1 bridge.
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Land (TPL) purchased 140 acres (the Hatton parcel) of the golf course and has been pursuing
acquisition of the 50 acre parcel of the golf course owned by the Lombardo Land Group II (although
this second acquisition has not yet occurred). The remaining 80 acres are within the Rancho Canada
Village project site, which is owned by the Lombardo Land Group I, which is working with the
Project proponent. TPL intends that the land be used for park and open space purposes. TPL, in a
letter to the County (TPL 2016) identified that there is a pre-existing contractual allocation of water
rights between the different property owners and that 180 AFY is allocated to the developer of the
Rancho Canada Village project for use at their discretion. TPL, the Rancho Canada project developer,
and the Lombardo Land Group II entered into a forbearance agreement to temporarily constrain the
exercise of the riparian water rights appurtenant to the remaining golf course property. This
agreement will reportedly result in approximately 1,000 AFY (in total) over several years to be
dedicated for Carmel River beneficial use. This agreement is temporary and would not constrain
project use after the end of the forbearance agreement. The Lombardo Land Group II also sent a
letter to the County (Lombardo Land Group II 2016) confirming the same details noted in the TPL
letter that are described above. As such, in regards to the TPL acquisition and its potential second
future acquisition, there does not appear to be any legal restriction to the Project Applicant’s use of
up to 180 AFY for project purposes. The agreement between the different landowners does not in
itself validate the legality or amount of a water right; it only resolves any dispute between the
parties as to the division of the potential 545 AFY appropriative water right (pursuant to the SWRCB
application) among the parties.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

The EIR is focused on the physical impacts on the environment of the project including its effect on
water supply as well as the water resources of the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer and the Carmel
River. The EIR presented a general overview of the situation concerning water rights and the
project. The Project Applicant could use its riparian rights to supply water to the on-site residential
use but will need to validate its appropriative water rights in order for the proposed 60 AFY water
transfer included in the 130-unit Alternative to go forward. The County will require the Applicant to
demonstrate that they have sufficient water rights and a water use permit prior to the County
granting a building permit for the project.

29
30
31
32

In response to this issue, the RDEIR has been revised to provide further background information
about the water rights situation, including the information above about the SWRCB 2011 proposed
appropriative permit condition and the agreement between TPL, the Lombardo Land Group II, and
the project proponent.

33

Baseline

34
35
36
37

Several comments request clarification about the baseline used for water supply, suggested
alternative baselines that limited baseline to the water use on the project site only or water use from
wells on the project site only, and asked how the baseline was determined for “wet”, “dry” and “very
dry” years to reflect varying climatic conditions.

38
39
40
41
42
43
44

The RDEIR used a baseline of 50% of the golf course irrigation use between 1991 and 2014. CEQA
states that the baseline is “normally” the existing conditions at the time of the issuance of the Notice
of Preparation (NOP), which was actually in 2005. But given the long delay in moving the project
forward (due to the delay with the recession) the RDEIR preparation commenced in 2014 and the
baseline was moved forward to take into account any physical actions that changed between 2005
and 2014. As of 2014, there were two operating golf courses on the property which would both
continue operating into 2016. With the TPL acquisition, which was finalized after release of the
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RDEIR, the west course ceased operating in July 2016 and the east course is expected to cease
operating in January 2017.
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The rationale for the use of 50% of the 1991 to 2014 golf course irrigation use as the baseline for
this project is to use a baseline that is related to the physical effects of the Rancho Canada Village
project on water use on the golf course property. The Rancho Canada Village project would
eliminate about 80 acres of the golf course, including most of the west course, which would leave
insufficient open land on the rest of the golf course to retain two golf courses.2 Prior to the TPL
acquisition, the reasonably foreseeable future use was that the property outside of the project site
would continue to be used for a single championship golf course.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

At the time of RDEIR preparation, there was no application for development of any part of the
property other than that associated with Rancho Canada Village. The potential for the TPL
acquisition of the Hatton parcel came to public light in spring of 2016 just before the RDEIR was
released (the RDEIR cumulative section did describe the potential acquisition) but the acquisition
was not finalized until after release of the RDEIR. With the acquisition of the Hatton parcel, the
reasonably foreseeable use of the Hatton parcel is for open space and park purposes. TPL is also
seeking acquisition of the Lombardo Land Group II parcel, but that acquisition is not final as of early
November 2016 when this FEIR was prepared.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

When one looks at the Rancho Canada golf course as a whole in recent years, there are thus two
reasons why the land that was used until 2016 as two championship golf courses will no longer be
used for golf purposes: (1) The Rancho Canada Village development and (2) the TPL purchase to
facilitate park/open space purposes. Since the Rancho Canada Village development would have
made it impossible to operate two golf courses, limiting the remaining possibility to only one course,
the use of 50% of the golf course irrigation as the baseline for the development project is an
appropriate baseline.

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

One of the primary golf course wells3 that has supplied irrigation water for many years is located on
the project site with an average use of approximately 205.5 AFY between 1991 and 2014.4 This
amount is almost identical to the 50% of average irrigation use on the entire golf course used for the
baseline in the RDEIR (204.8 AFY). This well is the most consistent well supplying the golf course
over the 1991 to 2014 period, usually providing 50% or more of the golf course irrigation water.
This is further evidence supporting the rationale that the project property is fundamental to the
prior operation of approximately half of the overall golf course. As such, the 50% rationale remains
in use for determining baseline in the RDEIR.

33
34
35
36
37

Regarding the amount of water used on the project site itself, none of the data provided for project
pumping provides a breakdown of water specifically applied to the portion of the golf course within
the project site, thus an exact estimate of water used on the project site cannot be provided.
However, one could roughly estimate the amount of water used on the project site by using the
overall golf course irrigation baseline (409.6 AFY on average for 1991 to 2014 period), identifying
2 The Proposed Project would affect 15 holes on the west golf course and the 130-unit Alternative

would affect 11
holes. This would leave insufficient land on the remaining golf course
3 This well is well RC3, also called “17 West” or “17W”, which is located on the SW 1/4 of the SE1/4 of Section 18,
Township 16 South, Range 1East, which is adjacent to the Carmel River on the southern part of the project site)
(See Appendix H).
4 Well pumping is based on well pumping records provided by the Applicant to identify historic golf course
pumping (Lombardo 2006, Zischke 2014a, Zischke 2014b).
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the amount of turf on the overall golf course (195.9 acres) and on the project site (~57 acres), then
determining the average irrigation per acre, and then apply the average irrigation per acre to the
turf on the project site alone. When one does this calculation, one would estimate that the turf
irrigation on the project site would account for approximately 119 AFY. However, as described
above, the effect of the project on water use is not only on the project site itself, because the project
(or the 130-unit Alternative) would eliminate so much land, that only one 18-hole championship
course would be able to operate and in addition, the well on the project site also has produced
approximately 50% of the overall golf course pumping and thus the use of the 50% of the overall
golf course irrigation is considered a more appropriate baseline that recognizes the full effect of the
Proposed Project on baseline water use.

11
12
13
14
15
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However, as noted above, the RDEIR baseline has been refined to utilize “consumptive use” as
requested by MPWMD. For irrigation, MPWMD defined “consumptive use” for irrigation to be
evapotranspiration (abbreviated as ET) instead of total irrigation amount. As explained in the
RDEIR, evapotranspiration from golf course turf consists of the water “consumed” by the turf though
evaporation from the turf surface and transpiration which refers to the movement of water with a
plant and subsequent loss of the water as vapor. The RDEIR described that evapotranspiration on
golf courses is often 80 percent or more of total irrigation. The remainder infiltrates into the site
soils.5 As explained in revisions to the RDEIR in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities and
Recreation, ICF researched site soils, precipitation, reference evapotranspiration levels to complete a
soil-water balance evaluation to determine the effective evapotranspiration factor to identify the
refined baseline consumptive use, (see further explanation in revisions to Chapter 3.10 and the new
Appendix H in Chapter 4 of this document).

23
24

The refined baseline is approximately 145 AFY for the project site for the average Water Year. 6 This
is lower than the baseline used in the RDEIR, which was 205 AFY for the average Water Year.7

25
26
27
28
29
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33
34
35
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39

Comments also questioned how the baseline was determined for wet years, dry years and very dry
years. In the RDEIR, a “wet” year was identified as having use that is 80% of average year use, a “dry
year” was identified as having 110% of average year use, and a “very dry” year was identified as
having 125% of average year use. These assumptions were used for both baseline water use and
project water use to reflect the variability of use for different climatic conditions. The choice of
percentages for different years was based on ICF review of the historic irrigation use of the golf
course between 1991 and 2014 and examination of the general relation of rainfall to golf course
irrigation. However, irrigation demand is not only dependent on annual rainfall, but also the timing
of rainfall, temperature, wind, humidity and other factors and thus the general relationship may not
hold in all years. What is clear from the historic irrigation data is that golf course use varies over
different years. The RDEIR used the assumptions above to disclose to the reader the range in
baseline conditions (as well as the range in project impact for different climatic conditions). In
order to make these assumptions more explicit, the RDEIR was revised based on the following
derived assumptions: “low use” year irrigation demand estimated to be 87% of the average based
on the 25th percentile of irrigation pumping for the period; “high use” year irrigation demand was
5 Irrigation primarily occurs within the warmer months and site soils on the golf course

are moderate to highly
permeable and thus little to no irrigation water leaves the site as runoff.
6 The refined baseline is approximately 129 AFY for a “wet” year; 167 AFY for an average year; 187 AFY for a “dry”
year; and 209 AFY for a “very dry” year.
7 The RDEIR baseline was approximately164 AFY for a “wet” year; 205 AFY for an average year; 225 AFY for a “dry”
year; and 256 AFY for a “very dry” year.
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assumed to be 110% of the average based on the 75th percentile; and the “very high us” year
irrigation demand was assumed to be 118% of the average based on the 90th percentile. These
assumptions are used in the revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 in this document) for the project
(and 130-unit Alternative) water demand analysis except that the change in demand is only applied
to the irrigation demands, not to all water demands, since indoor use does not vary much with
climatic conditions. This change means the project/130-unit Alternative water demands in the
revisions to the RDEIR (see Chapter 4 in this document) vary less than the water demands
presented in the RDEIR.

9
10
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Finally, comments questioned whether the baseline water use was accurate because it was based on
information provided by the Applicant and asked if the County had done an independent review of
the data. Water data and estimates from the Applicant were independently reviewed during
preparation of the RDEIR and reviewed further in preparation of the revisions to the RDEIR (See
Chapter 4 in this document) as follows:

14
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ICF reviewed the pumping and irrigation use data provided by the Applicant concerning
baseline use. This data primarily consisted of water use records submitted to the MPWMD
and/or to the SWRCB showing yearly (and sometimes monthly) pumping amounts. In some
cases, there are multiple records showing the data and they are consistent with each other (with
the exception of several obvious typographic errors that ICF corrected for). While there is no
independent way to verify the precise historic pumping amounts using private wells in the past
that does not rely on Applicant records, ICF conducted several tests to see if the data reasonably
represented golf course irrigation demand at the site. First, ICF compared irrigation demand to
rainfall data (both yearly and in the heavy irrigation season) and found a reasonable correlation
of the irrigation amounts. Second, ICF prepared a separate estimate of potential irrigation
demand based on the size of the golf course, reference evapotranspiration, and state estimates
(from WUCOLS) of crop coefficient for golf course turf. This estimate actually came up with a
higher baseline estimate of average golf course irrigation than the one based on the historic
pumping data from 1991 to 2014. Given that there was no apparent evidence questioning the
validity of the historic data used by the Applicant during preparation of the RDEIR, the data
corresponded with rainfall conditions as one would expect, and the historic data represented a
more conservative estimate of baseline conditions than a hypothetical estimate, the data
provided by the Applicant is considered the best available data from which to derive a baseline
estimate. It should be noted that comments on the RDEIR that questioned the use of data
provided by the Applicant did not provide any specific evidence to question the data used for the
RDEIR and thus such comments are speculative in nature.
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For the revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 in this document), since the water supply analysis
is refined to use a consumptive use approach, ICF obtained meteorological data from the CIMIS
weather station that is located on the east side the Rancho Canada golf course. Using this data,
ICF examined the correspondence between evapotranspiration and irrigation pumping. The
correlation was very high as shown in the figure below.

Rancho Canada Golf Course Irrigation Compared to Reference Evaporation, WY 2009 to WY 2014
(Source: Evapotransporation from CIMIS Station #210 located on golf course (see Appendix H);
irrigation pumping from Zischke 2014a, 2014b)
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130-Unit Alternative Proposed Water Transfer and Dedication

8
9
10
11
12

A commenter asked for clarification about the 130-unit Alternative proposed 60 AFY water transfer
and the proposed dedication for instream uses (“50 AFY”), who the dedications would be to, how the
dedications would be used, how the dedications can occur before the perfection of the water rights,
and how does the EIR analyze the secondary impacts of induced growth due to use of the
dedications.

13
14
15
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These dedications are not related to potential residential use on the Rancho Canada golf course
property but to other uses within the Cal-Am service area. As described in the RDEIR, the proposed
residential uses would either be served by an on-site Water Distribution Service (WDS) using on-site
existing or rehabilitated wells or would be served by Cal-Am (presumably by dedicating a portion of
the site riparian and/or appropriative water rights to Cal-Am (presuming such rights are validated).

18
19
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As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, under the 130-unit Alternative, the Project Applicant
proposes to dedicate 60 AFY for new connections by other Cal-Am subscribers, e.g. people who can
be served water by Cal-Am in the service area if they can get a water allocation. The 60 AFY would
be from the 180 AFY that the Project Applicant has identified as their “share” of the 545 AFY
appropriative right for which Rancho Canada de La Segunda has submitted an application to
SWRCB. The potential appropriative right is related to historic use on the Rancho Canada golf
course property and is separate from and not related to Cal-Am’s water rights and thus is not related
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to the SWRCB Cease and Desist Order, which restrict Cal-Am’s groundwater diversions. The Rancho
Canada de la Segunda application for an appropriative right has not yet been approved. The Project
Applicant proposes to modify the appropriative right application through the SWRCB if the
Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) is approved to add residential and commercial uses
and a proposed area of use as the Cal-Am service area. If the appropriative right is approved by
SWRCB for these uses and area of use, and if 60 AFY were available from the Project Applicant’s
portion of the approved right, then individuals or businesses could buy part of the 60 AFY so that
they could then be served by Cal-Am. If SWRCB does not approve the appropriative right, then no
water transfer credit would be available.
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In addition to the 60 AFY for other Cal-Am users, the Project Applicant proposes to dedicate an
additional 50 AFY for instream uses in the Carmel River. This would presumably be a dedication to a
conservation organization or agency to “retire” water use/rights to benefit the Carmel River. The
RDEIR described that this would be for instream uses [in the Executive Summary p. ES-6, Chapter
3.14, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation p. 3.10-28 and in the Cumulative Analysis on p. 4-34).
However, the instream use purpose of this dedication was inadvertently left out from Chapter 2,
Project Description; this has been clarified in the revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 in this
document). Because the dedication for instream uses would be an environmental benefit, not an
environmental impact, the RDEIR does not provide an analysis of impacts because no adverse
impacts would occur if the dedication goes forward. The Project Applicant proposes this instream
use dedication would be from the 180 AFY that the Applicant sees as their “share’ of the 545 AFY
potential water right for the overall golf course property. Based on the revised water supply
analysis in the revisions to the RDEIR (see discussion below and Chapter 4 of this document), the
130-unit Alternative would decrease consumptive water use compared to the refined baseline
leaving approximately 46 AFY (based on average year) of additional water from the baseline that
could be left for instream uses.
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Regarding the analysis of secondary effects and growth inducement due to the 60 AFY water
transfer, the RDEIR does disclose these effects at a general level. As stated on page 4-2 of the RDEIR:
the indirect effects of the proposed water transfer of 60 acre-feet (AF) included in the 130-Unit
Alternative are addressed under Growth Inducement separate from the cumulative analysis. The
Growth Inducement analysis is presented in the RDEIR on page 4-39 to page 4-41. As stated therein,
the provision of additional water for new development could result in a range of residential,
commercial, or institutional development in the Cal-Am service area. However, the specific nature
and location of that development cannot be known at this time. Consequently, the analysis of the
environmental effects is general in nature because a more specific analysis can only be done when
other development projects are actually proposed. The potential approval of the 130-Unit
Alternative does not result in de facto approval of other development; other development must go
through the development and environmental review as required for any development. Only once
other development is proposed and intends to use a portion of the 60 AF proposed water transfer
could one know the actual project-level specific environmental impact. Furthermore, the potential
for additional water supply would not cause development that is out of compliance with local land
use plans or zoning because such approvals would require discretionary review by the local land use
authority which would trigger its own environmental review. The RDEIR discloses the general
nature of potential environmental impacts of new development, which is all that can be done
without speculation.

45
46

One commenter asserted that one could simply look at who purchase the water credits from the
Pebble Beach Company and the Malpaso sale and thus be able to identify the specific environmental
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15
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18
19
20
21

impacts of such development. Who has bought prior water credits is not a reliable predictor of who
may buy 60 AFY relative to the current project. Just because certain development bought prior
water transfer credits is no predictor of who might buy new ones that may become available. The
type of development will depend on the residential and commercial markets (or institutional plans
for public facilities) at the time the water transfer credits become available, the regional water
supply condition, and other factors. For example, the Pebble Beach Company credits are only
available for use in the Del Monte Forest and they cannot be used in other parts of the Cal-Am
Service Area. According to the Final EIR for the Pebble Beach Company’s Affordable Housing
Project, while the Pebble Beach Company has sold a large portion of their available credits for
transfer, only a small amount of the potential development using that water has actually occurred to
date8 and thus the development will be over many years (Monterey County 2016). The Cal-Am
Service Area is quite large and development impacts vary dramatically in different parts of the
Service Area.9 Traffic conditions and biological resources vary widely in different areas. Some areas
have prime agricultural land; some do not. Cultural resource impacts are by their nature sitespecific. As noted in the RDEIR, the water credit might be used by existing legal lots for single-family
homes or might be used for a future planned project. As one commenter noted, the transfer could
also be used by a large hotel development. This is evidence that it would be speculative to try and
complete a project-level analysis. Instead the best representation of the types of development that
might occur are found in programmatic documents designed to look at environmental impacts of
broad land use development, such as the EIR for the Monterey County General Plan (Monterey
County 2010).

22
23
24
25
26

The approach to growth inducement in the Rancho Canada Village EIR is the same approach to
growth inducement analysis followed in the EIR for the Odello/Eastwood Water Transfer, which
also only provided a very general analysis of the potential secondary effects of development
facilitated by water transfer from that project. Several quotes from that EIR support this point and
apply equally to the potential 60 AFY transfer associated with the 130-unit Alternative:

27
28
29
30
31
32
33

“The Proposed Project may also accommodate the development of existing, previously
approved projects, including projects that are waiting for water allocations from MPWMD.
Impacts associated with existing approved projects were previously subject to the standard
development review process, including a project-level CEQA evaluation. As a result, the
environmental effects associated with those projects have already been evaluated and the
Proposed Project would not result in any new impacts beyond those previously identified in
the project-level environmental analysis.”

34
35
36
37

“Due to the wide dispersal of the vacant lots of record within the Carmel River watershed
and City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, it is too speculative to attempt to analyze whether or not
the growth that could be accommodated by proposed License 13868A would occur in any
particular area within the watershed or the City.”

38
39

“In addition, it is important to recognize that the specific individual effects of future
development served under proposed License 13868A would be addressed at the time each

8 Residents that have purchased Pebble

Beach Company entitlements are actually only using approximately 37 AF
of their 123 AF as of early 2015 (Monterey County 2016).
9 The Cal-Am Monterey District encompasses most of the Monterey Peninsula, including the cities of Carmel-by-theSea, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific Grove, Sand City, and Seaside, and the unincorporated areas of Carmel
Highlands, Carmel Valley, Pebble Beach, and the Del Monte Forest
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specific use is proposed. The potential effects of individual uses (or projects) served under
proposed License 13868A would be addressed as part of the standard development review
process. This process would include project-level analysis of site-specific development
proposals, which would include an evaluation of consistency with local plans and policies,
an evaluation of potential environmental impacts under CEQA, and identification of
project-specific conditions of approval, if necessary. As a result, more detailed analysis
would be conducted at the time a specific intended use is identified as part of the standard
development review process.”
System and Treatment Losses

10
11

One commenter asserted that the RDEIR assumption of a 7 percent system loss (in Table 3.10-6) is
“unreasonably low” and asserted that the Cal-Am’s system loss is higher than this.

12
13
14
15

The commenter did not provide any evidence to support their claim. ICF, when preparing the water
analysis for the 2008 EIR consulted with MPWMD to identify assumptions for treatment (15
percent) and system (7%) loss and MPWMD concurred with these assumptions. The total treatment
and system loss of 22%, as stated in the 2016 RDEIR.

16
17

In response to this comment, ICF examined recent data on Cal-Am system losses as reflected in the
table below:
Table 3-1: Cal-Am Losses and Production
Losses as % of Production

Production (AF)

Losses (AF)

Percent

Nov. 14 - Oct. 15

10,163

446

4%

Dec 14 - Nov 15

10,078

221

2%

Jan 15 - Dec 15

9,952

247

2%

Source: CAL-Am 2016 1st Quarterly Report (Cal-Am 2016), MPWMD Monthly report 08/15/16
(MPWMD 2016b), MPWMD Monthly Report 10/19/15 (MPWMD 2015).

18
19

Mitigation to Constrain Actual Project Water Use

20
21
22
23
24
25

A commenter asked why certain conditions of approval concerning water use monitoring were
proposed instead of formal mitigation concerning water supply where the assurances provided by
the proposed conditions of approval would help to avert potentially significant water supply
impacts. The commenter also requested reporting of total pumping by residential unit, by irrigation
use, and by total development on a monthly basis, that the reporting records should be public
records, and that the total water use should not exceed the amount estimated in the RDEIR.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

The referenced conditions of approval are found in the RDEIR, pg. 3.10-26 to 3.10-28 and refer to
(1) requiring a permanent dedication of a portion of the Applicant’s water right reserved for the
residential development; (2) require monthly reporting on the golf course to ensure that the overall
amount does not exceed the water right amount. The first condition of approval related to a
permanent dedication of a portion of the water right for the residential development has been
included as a formal mitigation measure in the revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 of this
document). The second condition of approval is no longer relevant with the closing of the golf
course. Furthermore, the Project Applicant is only responsible for the water right they ultimately
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1

obtain, not the water rights of neighboring landowners.

2
3
4
5
6

Regarding monitoring and assuring the project does not result in more water use than estimated in
the RDEIR, MPWMD has the authority and the regulations in place to control new connection water
use. MPWMD noted in their comment letter on the RDEIR that MPWMD review of the proposed
water user of the project will be required as the prior to building permit approval, based on the
water using fixtures and landscaping shown in the final construction plans.

7
8
9
10
11
12
13

In 2012, MPWMD adopted and implemented water efficiency measures for the installation of
plumbing fixtures in new construction, and requires all water fixtures to be high efficiency models.
Installation of water efficiency plumbing fixtures reduces the burden of new, expanded or modified
uses on the water resources. Current MPWMD Rules and Regulations are available at the following
website: www.mpwmd.net. All Residential and Non-Residential users must comply with MPWMD’s
extensive water conservation and water efficiency standards (Regulation XIV, Water Conservation
and Regulation XV, the 2016 Monterey Peninsula Water Conservation and Rationing Plan).

14
15
16
17
18
19

In addition, new development projects that include landscape areas of 500 square-feet or more must
install and maintain Landscaping that complies with the California’s Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) and District rules. The MWELO promotes efficient landscapes in
new developments that provide substantial water savings through proper landscape design,
installation, and maintenance. The Rancho Cañada Village project is subject to these rules and
regulations prior to issuance of a Water Permit by the District.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

According to the MPWMD comment letter on the RDEIR, as a condition of the Water Permits, each
Residential User and common area will be required to have individual water meters. District Rule
23-B-2-a requires that each new water “User” shall install a separate water meter. A “User” is
defined as a customer or consumer of water delivered by a Water Distribution System. Each
residence, commercial enterprise, or industrial enterprise shall be deemed a separate and distinct
user. (District Rule 23 B-2 (c)) also requires all fire suppression systems to be separately metered
from the domestic supply.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33

In order to assure that the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would not use more water
than estimated in this EIR, the RDEIR has been revised to require as part of a mitigation measure
that the Applicant demonstrate to MPWMD and the County at the final design phase (prior to
issuance of a building permit) that the projected water use will not exceed the overall estimate in
this EIR, employ all MPWMD mandated efficiency measures, meter the project as required by
MPWMD and require reporting on actual water use on-site monthly and annually to MPWMD to
verify that water use is within the estimates included in this EIR.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Thus, a portion of the Applicant’s water right (once validated) will be dedicated for the residential
use (to ensure it cannot be used by others), MPWMD and the County will require final review prior
to issuance of a building permit to ensure that all MPWMD mandated water efficiency measures are
implemented prior to issuance of a building permit which will address both indoor and landscaping
use, separate meters to be installed to track and monitor water use, and that water use shall not
exceed the overall estimate included in this EIR. The estimates in the RDEIR are conservative. While
they include the MWELO mandated limits on landscaping water use and also include MPWMD
mandates concerning certain fixtures, it was not possible to include all MPWMD requirements
without specific building improvement design and thus additional reductions are likely at the design
phase. This MPWMD’s regulations and the required mitigation above suffice to ensure that water
use of the project is constrained so that it would not exceed the amounts disclosed in the revisions
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1

to the RDEIR (see Chapter 4 of this document).

2

Water Supply Analysis Refinement

3
4
5

Due to the refinement in the water supply impact methodology to utilize consumptive use, and
several other refinements per comment, the water supply numbers for the baseline and for the
Proposed Project and the 130-unit Alternative are different than in the RDEIR.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12

In addition to taking into account consumptive use for the baseline and for the project/alternative
irrigation uses, the project/alternative analysis was also modified per MPWMD comment to apply
high water efficiency appliances (that are mandated by MPWMD regulations) and to apply the
maximum applied water allowance (MAWA) allowed by the Model Water Efficiency Landscape
Ordinance (MWELO). ICF was only able to apply some of the MPWMD regulations to the fixture unit
analysis because one would need to have actual building designs to apply the other requirements, so
it is possible that the actual residential use will be less than estimated.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

A further refinement concerned the analysis of “low use”, “high use” and “very high use” years to
analyze the variability of water use in different use. One commenter asked how the assumed
percentage difference in water use was derived and asked about whether the same factor should be
applied to the baseline as well as the project analysis. The methodology for determining the
assumptions for the baseline irrigated use is discussed above. For the project/alternative analysis,
the RDEIR applied the assumed different percentage factors to overall water use, which included
both indoor use as well as landscaping. Upon consideration of the comment, the assumed different
percentage factors for “low use”, “high use” and “very high use” conditions were only applied to
project/alternative landscaping and indoor use was assumed to be constant. Thus, the
project/alternative use estimates show less variability than in the RDEIR.

23
24
25
26
27
28

The refinements in the analysis has not changed any conclusions in the RDEIR and impacts related
to water supply and groundwater recharge remain less than significant. For an average year (and
on average overall), the Proposed Project would decrease consumptive water use by approximately
57 AFY and the 130-unit Alternative (including the 60 AFY water transfer) would decrease
consumptive water use by approximately 33 AFY (when including the proposed 60 AFY water
transfer) compared to the refined baseline.10

29
30
31
32

The RDEIR has been revised to include the above analysis. Since the water supply impact would still
be less than significant, the RDEIR need not be recirculated as the ultimate significance of the project
(or 130-unit Alternative) impact on water supply has not changed. Only if the impact was significant
and unavoidable would recirculation be required.

33

Wells

34
35
36
37
38

One commenter requested information on all of the wells on the project site and the golf course.
With the change in baseline approach to focus only on the project site, instead of including other
parts of the golf course and a focus on the water used on the project site, instead of the pumping
from the well on the project site, information about the other wells outside the project site is not
relevant to the issues being analyzed in the EIR. Nevertheless, a table has been added to the new
10 It should be noted that the analysis of the 130-unit Alternative

presumes that 100% of the water transfer is used
for consumptive use, since it cannot be known at this time what the actual use will be and under what conditions.
This may overstate the actual impact if some of the water is used for non-consumptive use, but it would be
speculative to identify what percentage of the use would be non-consumptive at this time.
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Appendix H, which shows pumping by different golf course wells (including RC3, the well on the
project site), their location, and ownership information.

3

Groundwater Recharge

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Given concerns expressed about by some commenters about the effect of the project on instream
flows and with the change in the water supply baseline and impact analysis, the analysis of
groundwater recharge in Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, was revisited and expanded.
The RDEIR focused on the effect of new impervious surfaces on groundwater recharge since the
RDEIR water supply analysis had concluded that the project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would
reduce groundwater pumping relative to baseline conditions. With the refined baseline (see
discussion above), the Proposed Project and the 130-unit Alternative would still reduce
groundwater pumping related to baseline conditions.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Additional analysis was done to consider the overall effect on groundwater levels due to both
groundwater pumping and changes in recharge conditions due to the Proposed Project and the 130unit Alternative. The analysis takes into account baseline pumping levels and recharge on the golf
course turf and other land cover under existing conditions and compares them pumping levels and
recharge with the project and the 130-unit Alternative including recharge in both development and
restoration areas. The RDEIR analysis of recharge from the development areas by Balance
Hydrologics (completed in 2005) using infiltration basins to capture 85% of runoff was updated
using more recent climate data from the on-site CIMIS weather station (data from 2008 to 2016) A
quantitative analysis of recharge for the 130-unit Alternative was also conducted (the RDEIR used a
qualitative approach). The recharge analysis used a soil-water balance approach considering
precipitation, evapotranspiration, land cover water demands, changes in soil moisture, and soil
permeability conditions.

24
25
26
27

As shown in revisions in Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, when considering pumping and
recharge for the entire project area, both the Proposed Project and the 130-unit Alternative are
estimated to result in greater net recharge than under baseline conditions due the combination of a
reduction in pumping amounts and an increase in recharge compared to baseline conditions.

28

Seasonal Use Changes and Carmel River Instream Flows

29
30

Several commenters asked about the potential effect on the project on Carmel River instream flows
including the effect of changing the seasonality of pumping.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

The Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would both reduce overall annual groundwater
pumping and would also change the relative timing of pumping with the shift from the baseline
irrigation pumping (pumping between April and October accounts for about 89% of golf course
pumping) to a more even pattern of pumping to support residential use (62% to 68% of pumping
between April and October), since residential use has much less irrigated areas and indoor use does
not vary with climatic conditions. ICF completed additional analysis of the change in seasonal use.
The resultant analysis (see new Appendix H and discussion in revisions to Chapter 3.2, Hydrology
and Water Quality) shows that the Proposed Project and the 130-unit Alternative would result in a
slight increase in pumping from November to March and a decrease in pumping from April through
October with a substantial net overall annual decrease, compared to baseline. The relative increase
in pumping levels in November to March compared to baseline levels would be on the order of 1 to 6
AF. As a rough comparison, 6 AF per month is equivalent to approximately 0.2 AF per day, which
corresponds to about 0.1 cubic feet per second (cfs) of flow. This amount of this change in daily
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pumping is not expected to result in any substantial change in instream flow conditions. The relative
monthly decreased pumping levels in April to October compared to baseline levels is on the order of
4 to 24 AF. As a rough comparison, 24 AF per month is equivalent to approximately 0.8 AF per day,
which corresponds to about 0.4 cubic feet per second (cfs) of flow. If anything, the relative shift
from a baseline of more pumping in the spring and summer to a project condition of less
spring/summer and more fall/winter pumping should be beneficial to instream flows during the
critical low flow period in spring and summer. In addition, the Project Applicant proposes to
dedicate up to 50 AFY of their asserted water right for instream beneficial purposes.

9

MPWMD Policy on the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer

10
11
12

MPWMD adopted a new policy for the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer in August 2016 after release of
the RDEIR for this project. The new policy contains production limits for Water Distribution System
permits and permit amendments for a site in the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer (CVAA) as follows:

13
14
15



Upon conversion from vacant or agricultural to single connection residential: Determine existing
consumptive use on site (evaporation & transpiration) and set as new production limit (adjusted
for new project’s consumptive use).

16
17
18



Upon conversion from vacant or agricultural, or single connection residential, to 2 or 3 residential
connections: Establish new limit at 85% of existing consumptive use and “retire” 15% to the benefit
of the river.

19
20
21



Upon conversion from vacant or agricultural, or from less than 4 residential connections, to 4 or
more connections or to non-residential: Establish new limit at 75% of existing consumptive use and
“retire” 25% to the benefit of the river.

22

The third category would apply to the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative).

23
24
25
26

MPWMD describes this policy as intended to address whether the CVAA can be considered a “longterm water supply” in compliance with Policy PS-3.2 in light of cumulative impacts of existing and
projected future demands for water, the ability to reverse adverse trends, and the effects of
additional extraction or diversion of waters on instream flows to benefit biological resources.

27
28
29
30
31

While the policy references “vacant” or “agricultural” properties, it is possible that MPWMD would
apply this to the Rancho Canada Village project. The policy, if applied to the Proposed Project (or
the 130-unit Alternative) would only allow for 75% of baseline consumptive use of the project,
which would be 25% less than the consumptive use baseline estimated in the revisions to the RDEIR
(see discussion above and Chapter 4 of this document).

32
33
34
35
36
37
38

CEQA is intended to determine whether or not a project has an adverse effect on the environment
over baseline conditions and whether a project would contribute considerably to cumulative
conditions. As described in the revised Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities and Recreation, the
Proposed Project would result in a decrease in consumptive water use compared to the baseline by
approximately 39 percent which would be compliant with the MPWMD policy. The 130-unit
Alternative would result in a 23% decrease in consumptive water use compared to the baseline
which is slightly less than the 25% requirement.

39
40
41

Furthermore, when considering the cumulative context of the entire Rancho Canada golf course,
cumulative water use will be reduced by much more than the amounts shown above for the project
compared to the baseline irrigation use of the entire golf course.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-16

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

1
2



Rancho Canada Village Site (~80 acres): As noted above, the project/alternative would result in
a 23 to 40 percent reduction in baseline consumptive water use.

3
4
5
6
7



Hatton Parcel (~140 acres): TPL intends to dedicate the 140 acres, perhaps to a regional park
agency, for park and open space uses. While there may be a modest amount of park water use
(bathrooms, water fountains, etc.), TPL does not intend to transfer its riparian rights for any use
other than park, open space, and instream benefits. This will result in substantial reduction in
baseline water use compared to that associated with the former golf course turf on the parcel.

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16



Lombardo Land Group II parcel (~50 acres): The fate of this parcel is unknown. TPL is seeking
to purchase this parcel for open space/park use. If that happens, then there would be additional
reductions in baseline water use. At any rate, current golf course use will not continue. If the
TPL acquisition does not occur, it is possible that the owner might seek to develop the property.
If that occurs, then development water use would, at a minimum, be constrained to baseline use
levels through the CEQA process. Another possibility could be that the owner might seek to
develop a water transfer credit, similar to that proposed for the 130-unit Alternative, but it is
highly unlikely that any water transfer credit would be validated for more than the current
baseline use.

17
18
19
20

As a result, cumulatively there will be a reduction in consumptive use that is greater than that
described for just the project/alternative due to the additional benefit of the TPL acquisition in the
long run. The exact amount of reduction cannot be estimated until a plan is developed by the
ultimate park/open space entity that receives the land from TPL.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

There are constitutional limits on mitigation that can be imposed on a project that were defined by
two U.S. Supreme Court rulings (Dolan vs. City of Tigard, and Nollan vs. California Coastal
Commission). These rulings identify that mitigation must have both a nexus and rough
proportionality to the impact caused by the project. Thus, under CEQA, mitigation can only be
required to address the proportional impact of the project and mitigation cannot be imposed on a
project to require it to address impacts not caused by the project. The project’s impact is to
decrease consumptive use compared to baseline. The effect of baseline consumptive water use on
instream flows is not a project impact and thus no mitigation can be imposed by the County to
enforce a 25% reduction in baseline use. The County can require that there be net increase in
consumptive use and the project will comply with that as shown in the analysis.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Whether or not the MPWMD policy can enforce a reduction in baseline use is a matter for MPWMD
to resolve. Based on the baseline and analysis in this document, the project could meet the MPWMD
requirements. If, analysis required by MPWMD as part of their permitting were to determine that
less water was available for the project that indicated in this document, the environmental
consequence of that determination would either be that only a smaller project could receive water
and/or less amount of water transfer would be allowed. If this were to occur, which is speculative at
this time, this will not result in an increase in environmental impacts compared to that disclosed in
this RDEIR. As noted above, the County will require that the Project Applicant show proof of all
water rights and water permits necessary prior to issuance of a building permit.

40

Monterey County General Plan Policies on Water

41
42

Commenters noted that the RDEIR did not analyze County General Plan Goal PS-3, Policy PS-3.1, and
Policy PS-9 concerning long-term water supply.
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Goal PS-3 is to ensure that new development is assured a long-term sustainable water supply.
Policy PS-3.1 required new development to have a long-term sustainable water supply, both in
quality and quality to service the development. Policy PS-3.2 includes criteria to be used in
determining the presence of a long-term sustainable water supply. Policy PS-3.9 required that a
tentative subdivision map and/or vesting tentative subdivision map shall not be approved until
there is evidence of a long-term sustainable water supply.

7
8
9
10

The RDEIR did not specifically analyze the referenced goal and two policies. The revisions to the
RDEIR (see Chapter 4 of this document) includes analysis of the goal and two policies in the revised
Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation since that is the chapter where water supply is
discussed.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
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22
23

The focus of a CEQA evaluation of consistency with local land use policies is not to make a final
determination of consistency with the policies (which is up to the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors), but rather to identify rather any inconsistencies might give rise to a physical
impact on the environment and whether that physical impact is significant or not. An inconsistency
with a local land use policy does not inherently result in a significant physical impact on the
environment. It depends on the character of the resource affected and the nature and extent of the
project impact. Thus, what ultimately matters for CEQA is the physical impact of the environment,
which in this case is the impact on water supply. The RDEIR provided a full analysis of water supply
physical impacts on the environmental. Thus, even though the review of the goal and two policies
has been added to the revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 of this document), their addition on
their own, does not add any material information relative to the water supply impact analysis. It
merely notes that the County must make a finding concerning long-term water supply in order to
approve the proposed development.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

The RDEIR analyzed water supply extensively in Chapter 3.10 including the cumulative context of
the impact of prior and ongoing withdrawals from the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer and the effects
on Carmel River Biota as well as regional water supply condition in which water is not available for
new connections while the regional water supply project is being completed. The significance
threshold used in the RDEIR is no net increase in withdrawals from the aquifer, which was identified
in recognition of the critical state of the Carmel River and the biological resources dependent upon it
as well as the current regional water supply condition.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

The fundamental intent of the County General Plan Goal PS-3 and associated policies PS-3.1 and PS3.9 (and other related policies) is that new development have a long-term water supply in terms of
quantity and quality. The refine RDEIR analysis shows that the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit
Alternative) would not increase consumptive water use, would not result net reduction in recharge
to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer, and would not result in any substantial adverse effect on
Carmel River instream flows. In regards to quality, as described in the RDEIR, the Proposed Project
(or the 130-unit Alternative) would draw water from the same location that Cal-Am already draws
water to serve its customers. Regardless of the modality of water delivery for the proposed
residential use (Cal-Am distribution system or a separate community services district or mutual
water company), the water can be treated to all regulatory standards just like the water being
drawn at present from Cal-Am wells on the Rancho Canada golf course property and in nearby
adjacent areas. Thus, the water source is of an acceptable water quality.

43
44

The proposed water supply for this project was reviewed using the criteria in County General Plan
Policy PS-3.2:
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Water Quality: Water is the same quality as current local Cal-Am wells and is thus of acceptable
water quality. See discussion above.

3
4
5
6
7
8



Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to a permit from a regulatory
agency, production capability, and any adverse effect on the economic extraction of water or other
effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, including recovery rates: The refined RDEIR analysis
shows that the on-site pumping levels would be less than baseline pumping levels which will
help with groundwater recharge and thus would have no adverse effects to other wells or
groundwater level recovery.

9
10
11
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13
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15



Technical, managerial and financial capability of the water purveyor or water system operator: If
the project is served by Cal-Am, it has proven capabilities to deliver water. If a separate water
system is proposed, the Project Application will be required to obtain all necessary permits for
the separate water delivery system and to demonstrate to the County’s satisfaction that the
water delivery system can deliver water consistently and perpetually to the project. This
requirement has been added as a mitigation measure in the revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter
4 of this document). With mitigation, the project’s water supply can meet this criteria.

16
17
18
19
20



The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to water from the source: Please see
discussion of water rights above and in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation. As
discussed therein, there are riparian rights associated with the project site and the Project
Applicant is seeking to obtain an appropriative right from the SWRCB in order to facilitate the
proposed water transfer.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28



Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from the source, and the
ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or otherwise affecting supply:
Cumulative conditions were taken into account when establishing significance criteria for the
water supply analysis in this EIR as no net increase in consumptive water use, no net reduction
in groundwater recharge, and no substantial adverse change in instream flows in the Carmel
River. The project’s water supply impact will not exceed any of the significance criteria. The
project would reduce water use relative to baseline and help to reverse cumulative trends of
water supply impacts on the Carmel River.

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38



Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment including on in-stream
flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, and the
migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing impacts on the environment and to
those resources and species: The project’s water supply will not result in a net increase in
consumptive water use, no net reduction in groundwater recharge, and no substantial adverse
change in instream flows in the Carmel River. Thus, it will not result in any additional extraction
or diversion of water impacts on the environment and will not result in impacts to riparian
vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, or migration potential for steelhead. The project
instead should benefit riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish and other aquatic life and help
improve spring and summer instream flows.

39
40
41
42
43
44



Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of best practices, to renew or sustain
aquifer or basin functions: As noted above, the project will not adversely affect aquifer or basin
functions and will not hinder other efforts to renew aquifer or basin functions, such as the
development of an alternative water supply to Cal-Am’s withdrawals in excess of its current
water rights or the dedication of water to instream uses by others. The project will instead
contribute to sustaining aquifer and basin functions.
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The hauling of water shall not be a fact or nor a criterion for the proof of a long term sustainable
water supply: Hauling of water is not proposed.

1
2



3
4
5
6
7

As indicated above, with proposed prudent requirements (framed as mitigation) to ensure delivery
of the project’s water supply (as noted above) and constrain it to a maximum of the amounts
estimated in this EIR, the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) is considered to have a
long-term sustainable water supply because it has already met the relevant criteria and/or will be
required to meet the relevant criteria prior to issuance of any building permits.

8

3. Land Use Consistency

9
10

This Master Response addresses several interrelated comments pertaining to the Proposed Project
and 130-Unit Alternative’s consistency with applicable land use plans.

11

Required Plan Amendments

12
13
14
15
16
17

Several comments request clarification regarding the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit
Alternative’s consistency with the 2010 General Plan and 2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP),
and the General Plan/CVMP amendments that would be required for each project. Other comments
claim that the RDEIR does not disclose the General Plan amendments that would be needed in order
to approve the Proposed Project or the 130-Unit Alternative. The required amendments for both
projects are clearly disclosed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR.
Proposed Project

18
19
20

As discussed on pages 2-9 through 2-11 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR, the
Proposed Project would require the following amendments and changes to current land use plans:

21



Amendment of General Plan/CVMP Policy CV-1.6 as follows:

22
23

CV- 1.6 New residential subdivision in Carmel Valley shall be limited to creation of 305 190 new units
as follows:

24
25

a. Of the 305 units, 281 lots shall be reserved for the Rancho Canada project which shall include
There shall be preference to projects including at least 50% affordable housing units.

26
27
28

b. Lots developed with affordable housing under the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance or an
Affordable Housing Overlay (Policy LU-2.12) may have more than one unit per lot. Each unit counts
as part of the total unit cap.

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

c. Existing lots with five (5) acres or more may have the first single family dwelling plus one
accessory dwelling unit. Units added on qualifying existing lots shall not count as part of the total
unit cap. New accessory dwelling units or single family dwellings beyond the first single family
dwelling shall be prohibited on lots with less than five (5) acres, except that this provision shall not
apply to projects that have already been approved, environmental review for such units has
already been conducted, and in which traffic mitigation fees have been paid for such units prior to
adoption of this Carmel Valley Master Plan.

36
37

d. New lots shall be limited to the first single family dwelling. Accessory dwelling units and single
family dwellings beyond the first single family dwelling shall be prohibited.

38
39
40
41
42

e. Of the 305190 new units, 24 are reserved for consideration of the Delfino property (30 acres
consisting of APN: 187-521-014-000, 187-521-015- 000, 187-512-016-000, 187-512-017-000,
187-512-018-000, and 187-502-001-000) in Carmel Valley Village (former Carmel Valley Airport
site) to enable subdivision of the property into 18 single family residential lots and one lot
dedicated for six affordable/inclusionary units, provided the design of the subdivision includes at
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least 14 acres available for community open space use subject to also being used for subdivision
related water, wastewater, and other infrastructure facilities.

1
2

130-Unit Alternative

3
4
5

As discussed on page 2-17 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR, the 130-unit Alternative
would require the following changes to current land use plans:

6



7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Amendment of CVMP Policy 1.27 as follows:


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 floodplain shall be
designated as a Special Treatment Area. Notwithstanding any other General Plan policies,
Rresidential development may be allowed with a density of up to 10 units/acre in this area
and shall provide a minimum of 20% 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).

15
16
17

The text stating “Notwithstanding any other General Plan policies” has been added to the RDEIR (see
Chapter 4 in this document) to provide further clarification regarding inconsistencies with other
policies. No other revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

18

Environmental Impacts Related to Land Use Consistency

19
20
21
22
23

The potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative with
respect to land use consistency are analyzed in Chapter 3.5, Land Use, of the RDEIR. In accordance
with CEQA, this analysis focuses on the impacts to the physical environment that would result from
plan inconsistencies and proposed amendments. The following discussion summarizes the findings
of this analysis.

24

Proposed Project

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

The 2013 CVMP and 2010 General Plan land use designation for the site is Public/Quasi-Public
(P/QP), which does not allow for residential subdivision. However, 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27
establishes a Special Treatment Area on 40 acres within the Rancho Canada golf course (including
the Proposed Project’s residential element) with residential development allowed at a density of up
to 10 units/acre and providing a minimum of 50% affordable/workforce housing. The Proposed
Project would be consistent with this policy as it would include 50% affordable/workforce housing
and its gross density (281 units in an approximately 38 acre area = 7 to 8 units/acre) would comply
with the density limits. Thus, the RDEIR analysis concluded that, although the Proposed Project
would require an amendment to the 2013 CVMP and 2010 General Plan land use diagram and
rezoning to a residential zoning district under Title 21, this is not considered a fundamental
inconsistency with existing land use plans due to the provision in 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27.

36
37
38
39
40
41
42

The RDEIR concluded that the Proposed Project would, however, be in conflict with Policy CV-1.6,
which establishes a cap of 190 new residential units from subdivisions in Carmel Valley. In order to
facilitate the Proposed Project and to still provide the 24 units reserved in Policy CV-1.6 for the
Delfino property, the residential unit cap from residential subdivision would need to be raised to
305 units (281 units for the Proposed Project and 24 units for the Delfino property). The residential
unit cap was adopted in part to reduce environmental impacts such as those related to water supply
and traffic, as well as open space preservation. While the Proposed Project would not result in
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significant impacts to water supply or open space preservation (the project would actually increase
open space open to the public), the Proposed Project would result in certain significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts inside and outside Carmel Valley. Thus, the Proposed Project’s
inconsistency with CVMP Policy CV-1.6 would result in significant secondary environmental impacts
and this is considered a significant land use impact. Although the CVMP could be amended to rectify
the policy inconsistency, as discussed in Chapter 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, there is no feasible
mitigation to eliminate all of the significant traffic impacts. Therefore, the RDEIR determined that
this impact is significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
130-Unit Alternative

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

The RDEIR determined that the 130-unit Alternative would be consistent with CVMP Policy CV-1.6
because 130 units could be accommodated within the 190-unit cap, but this alternative would be
inconsistent with 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27 in regards to the minimum 50% affordable/workforce
housing requirement for the Special Treatment Area. While the policy inconsistency with the 50%
affordable/workforce housing requirement could be addressed through the requested General Plan
amendment, it would result in longer employee commutes to Carmel Valley and the Monterey
Peninsula and would contribute to traffic congestion along Carmel Valley Road and other roadway
segments above the level of service standards in the 2013 CVMP. Some of the Alternative’s traffic
impacts cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, the RDEIR determined that
Alternative’s policy inconsistency would result in a significant and unavoidable environmental
impact. It should be noted that this conclusion is based on the potential for adverse impacts to occur
on the environment as a result of failing to meet the minimum 50% affordable/workforce housing
requirement. As discussed further in Master Response 4, social impacts related to the provision of
affordable/workforce housing are outside the scope of CEQA.

24

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

25

Applicable Land Use Plans

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

State law requires that all local land use decisions are consistent with the governing jurisdiction’s
general plan. Further, an EIR must provide substantial evidence to demonstrate this consistency. As
discussed on page ES-1 of the RDEIR, the Proposed Project was originally proposed by the Project
Applicant in 2004, and the Project application was deemed complete prior to circulation of the
January 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). At the time the application was deemed
complete, the County General Plan in effect was the 1982 Monterey County General Plan, as
amended, and the 1986 CVMP, as amended. While the CEQA review was on hold, the County
subsequently adopted a new General Plan in 2010 and a new CVMP in 2013.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Although the Project’s application was deemed complete before the new General Plan and new
CVMP were adopted, the County has determined, and the RDEIR clearly states, that the Proposed
Project is subject to the current 2010 General Plan and 2013 CVMP land use plans. The basis for this
determination is that both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative would require
amendments to the General Plan and CVMP in order to be approved, as discussed above and in the
RDEIR. The previous General Plan/CVMP are no longer in effect and have been superseded by the
current General Plan/CVMP. It is not legally possible to amend a plan that is no longer in effect.
Therefore, since the previous plans cannot be used to approve the Proposed Project or the 130-Unit
Alternative, an analysis of consistency with these outdated plans is not required (but was provided
in an Appendix to the RDEIR for the sake of information).
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Several commenters challenge the County’s position on this issue, claiming that it is inconsistent
with other policies and regulations that apply to the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative.
For example Section 66474.2 of the Subdivision Map Act (Government Code Sections 6641066413.5) states:

5

66474.2.

6
7
8
9

(a) Except as otherwise provided in subdivision (b) or (c), in determining whether to approve or
disapprove an application for a tentative map, the local agency shall apply only those ordinances,
policies, and standards in effect at the date the local agency has determined that the application is
complete pursuant to Section 65943 of the Government Code.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

(b) Subdivision (a) shall not apply to a local agency which, before it has determined an application
for a tentative map to be complete pursuant to Section 65943, has done both of the following: (1)
Initiated proceedings by way of ordinance, resolution, or motion. (2) Published notice in the
manner prescribed in subdivision (a) of Section 65090 containing a description sufficient to notify
the public of the nature of the proposed change in the applicable general or specific plans, or
zoning or subdivision ordinances. A local agency which has complied with this subdivision may
apply any ordinances, policies, or standards enacted or instituted as a result of those proceedings
which are in effect on the date the local agency approves or disapproves the tentative map.

18
19
20

(c) If the subdivision applicant requests changes in applicable ordinances, policies or standards in
connection with the same development project, any ordinances, policies or standards adopted
pursuant to the applicant's request shall apply.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

While subdivision (a) infers that the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative are subject to the
prior General Plan and CVMP, subdivision (c) indicates that if a project requests a change to an
applicable land use ordinance, policy, or standard, the amended ordinance, policy, or standard shall
apply. As previously discussed, both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative request
amendments to the General Plan/CVMP, and the requested amendments are clearly stated in the
RDEIR. As noted above, the County cannot amend a plan that is no longer in force; the County can
only amend the current plan in force. Therefore, the 2010 General Plan/2013 CVMP apply to the
Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative under subdivision (c) of Section 66474.2. No
violations of the Subdivision Map Act would occur.

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Some comments claim that because the required General Plan/CVMP amendments are not identified
specifically in the Project application, the Project and the 130-Unit Alternative do not comply with
Section 66474.2(c). As previously discussed, the Project application was filed and deemed complete
prior to the adoption of the 2010 General Plan and the 2013 CVMP. Therefore, there was no way to
include in the Project application the plan amendments that would be required to approve the
Project or the 130-Unit Alternative today. The required plan amendments are clearly identified in
the RDEIR, which was circulated for public review, and the potential environmental impacts of
implementing the amendments are analyzed in accordance with CEQA. Neither the Proposed Project
nor the 130-Unit Alternative could be approved without the required amendments. No violations of
the Subdivision Map Act would occur.

40
41
42
43

At the local level, the County has adopted General Plan Policy LU-9.3, which incorporates the
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act under the overarching goal of maintaining consistency
between the General Plan and its implementing regulations (Goal LU-9). As discussed on page 2-1 of
the RDEIR, Policy LU-9.3 of the 2010 General Plan states that applications for standard subdivision
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18
19
20
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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. For
the reasons discussed above, and as discussed on page 2-1 of the RDEIR, the County has determined
that the land use plans in effect at the time the Proposed Project’s application was deemed complete
are not applicable to the Proposed Project or the 130-Unit Alternative. The General Plan does not
include a policy or provision that incorporates subsection (c) of Government Code Section 66474.2;
therefore, the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative could be considered technically
inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-9.3. While the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit
Alternative would be technically inconsistent with this policy, conflicts with land use policies do not,
in and of themselves, constitute significant environmental impacts under CEQA. Policy conflicts are
considered environmental impacts only when the policies themselves were adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. In this case, Policy LU-9.3 was adopted to
incorporate the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act under the overarching goal of maintaining
consistency between the General Plan and its implementing regulations (Goal LU-9), not for the
purposes of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Further, as discussed above, neither the
Proposed Project nor the 130-Unit Alternative would conflict with the Subdivision Map Act.
Therefore, unlike the inconsistencies with CVMP Policy CV-1.6 (for the Proposed Project) and CVMP
Policy CV-1.7 (for the 130-Unit Alternative), discussed above, the inconsistency with General Plan
Policy LU-9.3 would not result in a significant impact on the environment, and recirculation is not
required. Although technically inconsistent, given the spirit of the noted subsection of the
Subdivision Act, and the intent of Policy LU-9.3 to incorporate the Subdivision Act, there is an
argument that the Proposed Project and the 130-unit Alternative would not be inconsistent with
Policy LU-9.3.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

CEQA requires that an EIR consider whether a Proposed Project may conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental impact. Conflicts of a project with land use policies do not, in and of themselves,
constitute significant environmental impacts. Policy conflicts are considered environmental impacts
under CEQA only when the policies themselves were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. In terms of overall consistency with the General Plan, the RDEIR
determined that, while the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative would result in significant
unavoidable impacts on the environment due to policy inconsistencies, as described above, both
projects would be consistent with the General Plan and CVMP with approval of the required
amendments. The policy determination of whether a Proposed Project is consistent with a
jurisdiction’s general plan is made by the decision-making body of the jurisdiction and is based on
the jurisdiction’s broad discretion to assess whether a Proposed Project would conform to the
policies and objectives of its general plan/specific plan as a whole. In addition, the broader general
plan consistency determination takes into account all evidence in the record concerning the project
characteristics, its desirability, as well as its economic, social, and other non-environmental effects.
While significant and unavoidable environmental impacts would occur, as discussed above, overall
plan consistency would be achieved.

41

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

42

Discussion of Prior Land Use Plans

43
44
45

Although the current 2010 General Plan and 2013 CVMP are the land use plans that apply to the
Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative, the RDEIR includes discussion of the prior land use
plans and policies. This discussion was included at the request of the Project Applicant. As clearly
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stated multiple times throughout the RDEIR (see, for example, pages ES-1, 2-2, 3.1-11, and 3.5-3),
the discussion of previous land use plans is provided for informational purposes only, and not as a
basis for determining impact significance. Several comments assert that the inclusion of the
discussions of the prior land use plans makes the RDEIR excessively confusing, even to the extent
that it is not informative or useful to the public or decision-makers (a basic requirement of CEQA).11
The County does not agree with this assertion. As noted above, it is clearly stated throughout the
RDEIR that the discussion of the prior land use plans and policies is provided for informational
purposes only, and not as a basis for determining impact significance. Including this discussion does
not impede the lead agency’s ability to analyze the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project
and the 130-Unit Alternative under CEQA. Because the prior land use plans were in effect at the time
the Project application was filed and deemed complete, the discussion of these plans is not
unnecessary, but rather could be informative to the public and/or the decision-makers in terms of
understanding the regulatory context and background that is pertinent to the Proposed Project.
Notwithstanding, these comments are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for their review and consideration.

16

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

17

4. Compliance with Inclusionary Housing Requirements

18
19
20

A number of comments raise questions that fall under the broader topic of consistency with the
inclusionary housing requirements and affordable housing. These comments can be grouped into
the following general categories.

21

Economic and Social Effects under CEQA

22
23

A number of comments assert the RDEIR does not adequately analyze the inclusionary affordable
housing policy requirements applicable to the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

As explained in Chapter 1, Introduction, the purpose of the RDEIR is to provide the public,
responsible agencies, and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental
effects of the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative. Section 15131(a) of the California
Public Resources Code provides guidance on economic and social information which may be
included in an EIR and states “[e]conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or
social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause
and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” (Cal. Pub, Res. Code,
Guidelines, §15131(a)). Thus, inclusionary housing requirements would be characterized as social
and economic rather than physical effects on the environment on their own.

36
37
38
39
40

However, if not meeting the inclusionary housing requirements could be traced to a result in
physical effects on the environment, then the physical impacts on the environment would need to be
addressed in the RDEIR. And in the RDEIR, it identified a significant unavoidable impact related to
the 130-unit Alternative not meeting the 50% affordability requirement in the CVMP Policy CV-1.27
(see RDEIR, Impact LU-2, Page 3.5-18 to 3.5-19) as follows:

11

Public Resources Code § 21003 (b).
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The environmental effects of the inconsistency with the 50% housing requirement are difficult
to identify specifically. Since affordable housing is limited in general in Carmel Valley, it is
probable that less construction of affordable housing within the Rancho Canada Special
Treatment Area would result in greater pressure to provide such housing elsewhere in the
County. Within Carmel Valley and on the Monterey Peninsula in general, opportunities for
affordable housing are limited by a relatively high premium on land values, limited areas zoned
for higher densities, and the limitations in water supply availability. Based on these conditions,
affordable housing demand is more likely to be met outside the Monterey Peninsula than inside
the Peninsula, especially considering water supply conditions at present. Thus, the lesser
amount of affordable/workforce housing could result in longer commutes to work for Carmel
Valley and Monterey Peninsula employees from outside of Carmel Valley and the Monterey
Peninsula, which could result in worsened regional traffic conditions (as well as Carmel Valley
Road conditions). However, it is difficult to speculate where the affordable housing demand
would specifically be met, and thus to identify the specific impacts of developing affordable
housing elsewhere and the specific impacts on traffic conditions in particular. The inconsistency
with the 50% affordable/workforce housing requirement could be resolved by requiring the
project to be altered to be consistent with the policy requirements. However, the Applicant has
identified that, while the 130-unit Alternative would comply with the County’s 20% affordable
housing requirement, increased amounts of affordable/workforce housing is not financially
feasible for the 130-unit Alternative given the lesser amount of market-rate units than the
Proposed Project. Given that the 130-unit Alternative would result in certain significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts, even with mitigation, and the inconsistency with the 50%
affordable/workforce housing requirement for the Special Treatment Area would contribute to
those traffic impacts, this is considered a significant and unavoidable impact.

25

Consistency with Applicable Policies (Prior to Consideration of any General Plan Amendments)

26
27

The table below has been included to provide a summary analysis of the Proposed Projects and the
applicable policies and ordinances.

28

Table 3-2. Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative Affordable Housing Policy Compliance
Percentage of Inclusionary Required
Units

Percent of Total

LU-2.13a

CV-1.27b

Ord. 3768c

Proposed Project
Inclusionary Units

140

50%

25%

50%

20%

Market Rate Units

141

50%

NA

NA

NA

Total

281

100%
YES

YES

YES

CONSISTENT WITH POLICY
130-Unit Alternative
Inclusionary Units

25*

20%

25%

50%

20%

Market Rate Units

104

80%

NA

NA

NA

Total

130

100%
NO

NO

NO

CONSISTENT WITH POLICY
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a 2010

Monterey County General Plan Land Use Goals and Policies
Valley Master Plan Supplemental Policies
c County of Monterey Code, Chapter 18.40 – Inclusionary Housing (Ord. 3768, 1994)
*20% of 130 would be 26 units; the Applicant proposes to build 25 units onsite and requests to receive
credit for four existing lots such that the required number of units is 25.
b Carmel

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

2010 Monterey County General Plan
The 2010 Monterey County General Plan includes policies designed to encourage residential
development of various types and densities for all income levels. The below affordable housing
policy applies to the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative:
LU-2.13: 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:

9

a.

6% of the units affordable to very low-income households

10

b.

6% of the units affordable to low-income households

11

c.

8% of the units affordable to moderate-income households

12

d.

5% of the units affordable Workforce I income households

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

LU-2.13 requires 25% of new housing be affordable and provides minimum requirements regarding
the allotment of affordability types within this percentage. As shown in Chapter 2, Project
Description, page 2-4, the affordability percentage and housing mix for the Proposed Project would
be consistent with the requirements of LU-2.13. As shown in Chapter 2, Project Description, page 212, the affordability percentage and the housing mix for the 130-Unit Alternative would not be
consistent with the requirements of LU-2.13.

2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan
The 2013 CVMP is part of the 2010 General Plan. As such, the policies outlined in the 2013 CVMP
and summarized below must be considered in conjunction with the 2010 General Plan. The below
policies apply to the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative:
Policy CV-1.27: 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 floodplain shall be designated as a
Special Treatment Area. Residential development may be allowed with a density of up to 10
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: 015-162-017000, 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000, 015-162-039-000 and 015-162-040-000, 015-162-033000, 015-162-035-000, 015-162-036-000, 015-162-037-000, 015-162-038-000, 015-021-005-000)

2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27 establishes a minimum of 50% Affordable/Workforce Housing for
residential development within the Special Treatment Area. The Proposed Project, which includes
50% affordable housing, would be consistent with 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27. The 130-Unit
Alternative, which includes less than 20% affordable housing based on a total of 130 units, would
not be consistent with 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27.
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Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

2
3
4
5

Monterey County has a specific Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Chapter 18.40 of the County Code)
intended to assure compatibility between future housing development and housing units affordable
to persons off very low, low, and moderate income. The below policy applies to the Proposed Project
and the 130-Unit Alternative:

6
7
8
9
10
11

18.40.070 - On-site units: A. 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 (except to the extent a fraction of a
unit would be required, for which the applicant may elect to substitute a fractional unit fee). Initial
and subsequent affordability levels and eligible occupants of the inclusionary units shall conform to
the requirements of Section 18.40.110, as applicable.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

The Monterey County Inclusionary Ordinance requires an amount equal to or greater than 20%
inclusionary units in residential developments of 5 or more units. The Proposed Project includes
50% inclusionary units and would meet the requirements of the ordinance. The 130-Unit
Alternative intends to build 25 inclusionary units, which would be 20%, with four existing lots
presumed to allow one unit each. As stated in footnote 1 on page 2-11 of Chapter 2, Project
Description, the applicant proposes to build 25 of the residences onsite as rental units affordable to
moderate income households or to build 8% of the 130 units as moderate income units and seek
approval from the County to pay an in-lieu fee for the required very low and low income units. The
applicant argues that the 130-Unit Alternative will be creating 125 new lots, even though there are
130 units. However, as shown above, the policy refers to “units” rather than “lots”. The 130-Unit
Alternative is therefore not consistent with the County’s Inclusionary Ordinance.

23

Short Term Rentals and Permanent Affordability

24
25
26
27
28

Several comments deal with the loss of affordable housing within the County. One comment refers
to the Moro Cojo subdivision, an affordable housing project which recently had its deed restrictions
removed significantly decreasing the stock of affordable housing with the County.12 Another
comment requests that the County place a mitigation that prohibits the use of short term rentals in
the Rancho Canada Village.

29
30

These comments are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. The comments do not
concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

31

Financial Feasibility and Costs

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Several comments raise specific questions about feasibility and costs. One comment asserts that
RDEIR should have included evidence to support the claim on page 3.5-19, of Chapter 3.5, Land Use,
that meeting the 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27 requiring 50% affordability “is not financially feasible
for the 130-Unit Alternative given the lesser amount of market-rate units than the Proposed
Project.” The comment states that publically reported data shows the Rancho Canada Developers
intend to sell the units at approximately $400,000 each and the half of the 130 units (65) at
$400,000 would be approximately $25 million which the commenter asserts would be more than
sufficient, along with the sale of water rights associated with the proposed water transfer, to
develop the other 65 units as affordable. The commenter has requested to see any evidence

12 The

Moro Cojo decision was appealed to the Coastal Commission and will likely be heard in early 2017. The
decision is not final as of now (November 2016)
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1
2
3

supporting the applicant’s claim that the construction of affordable units would not be financially
feasible. A number of other comments request specific information regarding construction costs of
the project, maintenance costs, PUD/HOA/CSD costs, and other specific costs.

4
5
6
7
8

The Project Applicant has been asked to produce evidence supporting the claim that 50%
affordability is not feasible for the 130-Unit Alternative but to date no evidence has been provided.
Other questions relating to specific costs of project elements and how they relate to specific aspects
of County policy are economic or social (rather than a physical) questions and therefore outside of
the purposes of CEQA.

9

The Use of In-Lieu Fees

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Several comments pertain to the use of in-lieu fees along with or as a substitute for the construction
of on-site inclusionary housing. One comment correctly states that in-lieu fees can be applied to a
variety of uses besides construction of affordable housing, including assisting in housing programs,
housing feasibility studies, down-payment assistance programs, and other purposes. Given that this
is the case, the commenter states that the Rancho Canada Village developer should not be permitted
to pay in-lieu fees in place of creating affordable housing as the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
expects developments of 5 or more units/lots to meet their obligation though development of
housing on the same site as market rate units.

18
19
20
21
22
23

As stated in on in footnote 5, page 4-42, in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Findings, in the RDEIR, “The
potential environmental impacts of building units using the in-lieu fees are not analyzed specifically
in this EIR because their location, timing, and character cannot be reasonably ascertained at this
time in order to provide any meaningful environmental analysis.” Thus, the RDEIR only addresses
the environmental effects of building 281 units or 130 units on the project site and does not address
the environmental effects of the use of an in-lieu fee.

24

Revision to the RDEIR

25
26
27
28
29
30
31

As noted in the discussion above, the Proposed Project is consistent with the relevant County
policies concerning inclusionary housing. The 130-unit Alternative, as proposed, is not. While the
130-unit Alternative’s proposed amendment to CVMP Policy CV-1.27 would address this
inconsistency from a policy perspective, from an environmental perspective, significant and
unavoidable impacts would occur. As discussed above, the physical impact on the environment is
related to commutes that would be longer with less affordable housing and the project would result
in significant unavoidable traffic impacts.

32
33
34
35
36

The RDEIR conclusion that the 130-unit Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact
due to inconsistency with Policy CV-1.27 described above has been revised to add that the 130-unit
Alternative’s inconsistency with Policy LU-2.13 (in regards to the 25% requirement) and Ordinance
3768 (in regard to 20% of affordable units on-site) would also result in a significant and
unavoidable impact.

37
38
39
40

Since a significant unavoidable impact was already disclosed in the RDEIR related to affordability,
this refinement does not result in a new or substantially more severe impact than disclosed in the
RDEIR and thus recirculation of the RDEIR in relation to this issue is not required.
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1

5. Responding to Comments on the 2008 DEIR

2
3
4

A number of comments assert that the County should respond to comments received on the 2008
DEIR. Some comments also assert that the County did not provide adequate public notice that
responses to comments received on the 2008 DEIR will not be prepared.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

The 2016 RDEIR entirely replaces the 2008 DEIR in its entirety. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)
provides that, when an entire EIR is recirculated (as opposed to only a portion of the EIR), the lead
agency may require that reviewers submit new comments. Comments on the prior draft remain part
of the administrative record, but need not be included in the “new” EIR. Therefore, the County is not
required by CEQA to respond to comments on the 2008 DEIR. Further, the County finds that
responding to comments received on the 2008 DEIR would not make a meaningful contribution
toward informing decision makers and the public about the potential environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project, or reducing those environmental impacts to the extent feasible, given the
substantial amount of time that has elapsed since the 2008 DEIR was first circulated (i.e., eight
years), and because the RDEIR replaces the DEIR in its entirety.

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Section 15088.5(f) of the CEQA Guidelines also states that the lead agency must send notice to the
agencies, persons, and organizations that commented on the prior DEIR, specifying that new
comments are required. A Notice of Availability for the RDEIR was circulated to the agencies,
persons, and organizations that commented on the 2008 DEIR, and made publicly available on the
County’s website, on June 2, 1016. However, the Notice of Availability did not specify that the County
would not be responding to comments received on the 2008 DEIR and that new comments on the
RDEIR would be required. Therefore, an Amended Notice of Availability was circulated on June 22,
2016. The purpose of the amended Notice of Availability was to clarify, consistent with Section
15088.5(f) of the CEQA Guidelines, that the County will not respond to comments received on the
2008 DEIR and that new comments on the RDEIR must be submitted in order to be considered by
the County. To ensure that reviewers had adequate time to review and comment on the RDEIR, the
comment period, which began on June 2, 2016, was extended to August 8, 2016. Thus, the comment
period for the RDEIR ended 47 days after the circulation of the amended Notice of Availability and
67 days after the circulation of the original Notice of Availability. In both cases, the duration of the
public review period for the RDEIR exceeded the 45 days required by CEQA.

30
31
32

Although the comment period ended on August 8, 2016, the County decided, at its discretion, to
respond to comments received through August 31, 2016. CEQA does not require a lead agency to
recirculate a Notice of Availability or otherwise announce that a comment period has been extended.

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Section 15088.5(f) of the CEQA Guidelines states that when recirculating a revised EIR, either in
whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR,
summarize the revisions made to the previously circulated draft EIR. The RDEIR includes a
discussion that summarizes the changes to the 2008 DEIR on Page 1-1. Some comments suggest that
the Recirculated EIR should have provided a detailed, edit-by-edit account of the changes. This is not
required by CEQA. Further, the Recirculated EIR replaced the 2008 DEIR in its entirety; therefore,
providing a detailed inventory of all changes would have been extremely cumbersome and beyond
the scope of CEQA, and would have rendered the document unreadable.

41

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Individual Responses

3

Response to Comment Letter 1 (Federal Emergency Management
Agency [FEMA])

4

Comment 1-1

2

5
6
7
8

This comment requests that the County review the current (2009) flood insurance rate maps for the
County of Monterey, and provides a summary of basic floodplain management requirements for
development within a designated floodplain, as set forth in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations (44
CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(RDEIR) addresses potential environmental impacts with regard to flooding. As discussed in the
Environmental Setting, the 2009 flood insurance rate map for Monterey County was reviewed as
part of this analysis. As shown in Figure 3.2-3, approximately 56 acres of the project area is within
the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain of the Carmel River, of which 30 acres are located within
the regulatory floodway. As shown in Figure 3.2-4, 55 acres of the 130-Unit Alternative are within
the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain of the Carmel River, of which 31 acres are within the
regulatory floodway. As discussed on pages 3.2-34 through 3.2-37 of the RDEIR, the project would
be built partially within the 100-year floodplain of the Carmel River (but not in the floodway). The
project could alter the level and character of flood events upstream and downstream. However,
based on detailed hydraulic modeling conducted for the project, with mitigation, the project would
not have a significant impact on flooding. Project drainage designs are capable of handling local
drainage and runoff and in promoting recharge, and the project would be developed in accordance
with FEMA guidelines and County floodplain regulations. Further, a Conditional Letter of Map
Revision has been approved by FEMA, which would effectively move the floodplain and floodway so
that none of the development area would be located within the floodway or floodplain. The 130-unit
Alternative would have similar impacts related to hydrology.

26
27

The comment does not express concerns or questions regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR analysis
or the CEQA process. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

29

Response to Comment Letter 2 (National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration)

30

Comment 2-1

28

31
32

The comment includes an introductory statement and correctly summarizes features of the
Proposed Project.

33

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

34

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-31

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

1
2
3
4
5

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Comment 2-2
This comment references NMFS’ comment letter on the 2008 DEIR. See Master Response 5. To the
extent that the 2008 comments are repeated in the following comments, responses are provided
below. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Comment 2-3

6

The comment correctly summarizes features of the 130-Unit Alternative.

7

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

8

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

9

Comment 2-4

10
11
12
13
14

The comment describes that the Carmel River supports a run of threatened steelhead and describes
the many cumulative effects that have effected steelhead habitat, migration and reproduction. The
comment describes concern about the effect of groundwater pumping on steelhead and its habitat
and asserts that the project could impede effort to recover the steelhead distinct population
segment.

15
16
17
18

As discussed in the RDEIR and in Master Response 2, the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit
Alternative) would result in less groundwater pumping and greater net recharge than under
baseline conditions, which would result in benefits to the Carmel River instream flows and habitat.
The project (or the Alternative) would not impede efforts for steelhead recovery.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

The comment appears to be concerned that the project (or the Alternative) will not eliminate all of
existing pumping. There are constitutional limits on mitigation that can be imposed on a project
that were defined by two U.S. Supreme Court rulings (Dolan vs. City of Tigard, and Nollan vs.
California Coastal Commission). These rulings identify that mitigation must have both a nexus and
rough proportionality to the impact caused by the project. Thus, under CEQA, mitigation can only
be required to address the proportional impact of the project and mitigation cannot be imposed on a
project to require it to address impacts not caused by the project. The project’s impact is to
decrease groundwater pumping compared to baseline. The effect of baseline water use on instream
flows is not a project impact and thus no mitigation can be imposed by the County to enforce a
further reduction in baseline use.

29
30
31
32

The project and the TPL acquisition are the two reasons that the Rancho Canada golf course is
closing overall and this will result in substantial cumulative reductions in groundwater pumping
compared to recent conditions with two golf courses in full operation, restoration of riparian
vegetation along the Carmel River and benefits to steelhead.

33

Comment 2-5

34
35

The comment asserts that the RDEIR does not adequately address impacts from additional
residential development to riparian vegetation along the lower Carmel River.

36
37
38

Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, describes the project’s impacts on riparian vegetation and
Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, describes the project’s impact on water quality. Where
significant impacts are identified, mitigation is required. Furthermore, since the project would
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15
16
17
18
19
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result in reduced groundwater pumping (particularly in summer), this will benefit riparian
vegetation. The comment provides no specifically identified inadequacies in the RDEIR analysis and
thus no further response is necessary.

Comment 2-6
The comment asserts that the RDEIR does not adequately how climate change associated with
project water use will affect steelhead and their habitat.
While climate change could definitely affect steelhead and their habitat through changes in
precipitation, temperature, evapotranspiration and thus affect Carmel River flows and temperature
as well as sea level rise effects near Carmel Lagoon. However, one must analyze how the project (or
the Alternative)’s water use would or would not contribute to these potential adverse effects. The
project (or the Alternative) would lower groundwater pumping relative to the identified baseline
and increase net recharge to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer, which will be a benefit to steelhead
and their habitat under any climatic scenario. The specific potential effects to steelhead on the
Carmel River are under study although some effects, like sea level rise, are already reasonably
characterized. However, even though they are not fully understood at present, provided the project
lowers groundwater pumping relative to baseline conditions, it would not contribute to these other
adverse effects that may occur due to climate change in the future on the lower Carmel River. As a
result, the RDEIR need not provide further assessment of this impact.

Comment 2-7

20
21
22

The comment states that the detention basin will create the potential for steelhead stranding since
the basin does not have an outlet channel and states that the project should instead be designed to
avoid take of steelhead.

23
24
25
26
27
28

As described in the RDEIR, the project (and the 130-unit Alternative) require detention basins in
order to provide sufficient floodplain conveyance/storage that would be lost due to the fill within
the floodplain for the project (or the 130-unit Alternative). Inclusion of an outlet channel would
compromise the flood functioning of the proposed basins, which are designed to hold water, not
release it directly back to the riverine flow. Thus, the project cannot be redesigned with an outlet
channel.

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

The existing condition is that steelhead stranding could occur during high flows in which the flows
cross much of the existing golf course. Compared to the Proposed Project condition, overbank flows
are more spread out and thus shallower. There is a potential for steelhead stranding already when
overbank flows occur as steelhead could be stranded in low lying topography that is temporarily
flooded. Under project conditions, the overbank flows would be less spread out, but deeper due to
the excavated basins. Thus, while it is possible that steelhead could be stranded in the new project
basin, it is not clear that this would be a net increase in stranding potential compared to baseline
conditions.

37
38

However, since stranding is a possibility, the proposed mitigation measure is a prudent one to
implement to minimize potential loss of steelhead.
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Comment 2-8

2
3

The comment asserts that there are inconsistencies in the definition of Mitigation Measure BIO-3
but does not describe what they are.

4
5

References to Mitigation Measure BIO-3 were reviewed and three inconsistencies were found. On
pages 3.2-1, 3.2-24, and 3.2-25, the reference to BIO-3 should instead be to BIO-4.

6

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

7

Comment 2-9, 10

8
9
10
11

The comment asserts that the RDEIR discounts the existing impacts of existing withdrawals from the
aquifer and dismisses the impact the Proposed Project would have on the aquifer and requests that
all of the remaining water rights beyond that used for the project or golf course irrigation be
permanently dedicated back to the river.

12
13
14
15
16

The RDEIR describes clearly the effects of existing withdrawals on the aquifer and the Carmel River
and its resources and clearly identified the impacts of the project (and the 130-unit Alternative) on
the aquifer and the river compared to baseline conditions. The comment is arguing for a different
baseline that is much lower than existing conditions. As described above in response to Comment 24, the County does not have authority to require the project to mitigate existing conditions.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Regarding the dedication of remaining water rights, the Applicant proposes with the 130-unit
Alternative to dedicate up to 50 AFY. This proposed dedication is voluntary and is not related to any
required mitigation for project impacts identified in the RDEIR compared to baseline conditions and
thus the County cannot mandate that they make this dedication. The RDEIR analysis shows that the
amount of baseline water beyond the 130-unit Alternative use would be approximately 45 AFY
(based on average year use). TPL apparently plans to dedicate unused water right for their adjacent
property for instream beneficial use beyond that needed for park/open space use, but that is not
controlled by the project and thus is not related to the project.

25

Comment 2-11

26

The comment questions the statement that CAWD discharges to Carmel River lagoon.

27
28
29

Reference to CAWD discharge to Carmel River lagoon was in error and has been deleted from the
RDEIR. CAWD discharges treated water to the Pacific Ocean and recycled water to recycled water
use sites. This does not change the water supply analysis conclusions in the RDEIR.

30

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

31

Comment 2-12

32
33
34

The comment states that the change in use of water rights from irrigation to residential use does not
alleviate the applicant from complying with the federal Endangered Species Act and the continued
utilization of the existing water right will contribute to degradation of steelhead habitat.

35
36
37

The RDEIR recognizes the authority of NMFS under the federal endangered species act and
described that approval of an incidental take permit will be required in the project has the potential
for effect on listed species (see RDEIR p. 2-18).

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-34

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

1
2
3
4

The current owner and operator of the golf course (and or the underlying property owner who owns
the water right) is responsible for legal compliance for current operations, including groundwater
pumping. The project Applicant is responsible for compliance with the federal Endangered Species
Act and all other relevant local, state, and federal laws in relation to the project.

5
6
7

The purpose of a CEQA document is to disclose the environmental impacts of a project compared to
an existing baseline. It is not the purpose of a CEQA document to remedy the environmental impacts
of past or present practices.

8

This comment does not identify any inadequacy with the analysis in the RDEIR.

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

There are constitutional limits on mitigation that can be imposed on a project that were defined by
two U.S. Supreme Court rulings (Dolan vs. City of Tigard, and Nollan vs. California Coastal
Commission). These rulings identify that mitigation must have both a nexus and rough
proportionality to the impact caused by the project. Thus, under CEQA, mitigation can only be
required to address the proportional impact of the project and mitigation cannot be imposed on a
project to require it to address impacts not caused by the project, including impacts of existing
activities. The project’s impact is to decrease groundwater pumping compared to baseline. The
effect of baseline water use on instream flows is not a project impact and thus no mitigation can be
imposed by the County to enforce a further reduction in baseline use.

18

The comment is noted.

19

Comment 2-13

20
21
22
23

The comment asserts that the project will constrict Carmel River stream flows, increase stream
velocities and impair upstream steelhead migration and will result in extensive channel adjustment
that it asserts will result in impacts to the river channel and banks and that the identified mitigation
is inadequate.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

The RDEIR analyzes the change in streamflows during high flow events. As described in Chapter 3.2,
Hydrology and Water Quality, with the Proposed Project, velocities in the Carmel River would
increase over a short distance (about 100 feet) at one location which could result in erosion and
scour over a short distance that could affect riparian vegetation and river banks but would not result
in a substantial channel shift. The proposed mitigation would be Mitigation Measure BIO-4 and
Mitigation Measure BIO-7 which would require assuring riparian restoration progress and success
for the Applicant’s proposed riparian restoration as well as monitoring and repairing vegetation
along the project reach as determined to be caused by the installation of stormwater outfalls or by
changes due to changes in high-flow velocities.

33
34
35
36

Regarding steelhead migration, the RDEIR specifically analyzed the changes in stream velocities
with the project, found they would increase only over a short distance (about 100 feet), and the
resultant velocities are within the sustained swimming speeds (e.g. speed that can be maintained for
minutes) and thus upstream migration would not be impeded (see discussion on page 3.3-74).

37

Comment 2-14

38
39

The comment repeats concerns raised previously in Comment 2-7 about potential steelhead
stranding in the detention basin.

40

Please see response to Comment 2-7.
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Comment 2-15

2

The comment repeats concerns described in earlier comments.

3

Please see responses to prior comments.

5

Response to Comment Letter 3 (California Department of
Transportation [Caltrans])

6

Comment 3-1

4

7
8
9
10
11
12
13

The comment expresses support for local development that is consistent with State planning
priorities intended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and
promote public health and safety. This comment also states that any work completed within the
State’s right-of-way would require an encroachment permit from Caltrans and would need to be
done to Caltrans engineering and environmental standards and at no cost to the State. The Project
Applicant would need to obtain an encroachment permit for the Caltrans Permit Office for any work
within the right-of-way.

14
15

Comment noted. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of
this analysis or the CEQA process.

16

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

17

Comment 3-2

18
19

The comment states that the Transportation Impact Study Table 7 does not identify certain state
intersections (Intersections #3 and #4) as having a deficient LOS.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

As stated in the TIS, Caltrans strives to maintain operations at the LOS C/D threshold on stateoperated facilities, where LOS C is acceptable but LOS D is not. If an existing State Highway facility is
operating at LOS D, E, or F the existing service level should be maintained. Intersection #3
(SR1/Carmel Valley Road) operates at LOS C under existing and existing plus project conditions.
Intersection #4 (SR1/Rio Road) operates at LOS D under existing and existing plus project
conditions. In additional SR1/Carpenter Street operates as LOS D under existing and existing plus
project conditions. Thus, the TIS was updated in relation to Intersection #1 and #4 in response to
this comment.

28

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

29

Comment 3-3

30
31

The comment states that the Transportation Impact Study pages 18 and 19 does not identify certain
state intersections as having a deficient LOS.

32
33
34
35
36

As stated in the TIS, Caltrans strives to maintain operations at the LOS C/D threshold on stateoperated facilities, where LOS C is acceptable but LOS D is not. If an existing State Highway facility is
operating at LOS D, E, or F the existing service level should be maintained. Intersections #1
(SR1/Carpenter Street) and Intersection #4 (SR1/Rio Road) operate at LOS D under existing and
existing plus project conditions. Intersection #3 (SR1/Carmel Valley Road) operates at LOS C under
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1
2

existing and existing plus project conditions. Thus, the TIS was updated in relation to Intersection
#1 and #4 in response to this comment.

3

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

4

Comment 3-4

5
6
7

The comment expresses support for Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-1 in Section 3.7,
Transportation and Traffic, of the RDEIR, which require the Project Applicant to pay fair-share
impact fees to mitigate impacts to regional traffic facilities.

8
9

Comment noted. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of
this analysis or the CEQA process.

10

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

12

Response to Comment Letter 4 (Carmel Unified School District
[CUSD])

13

Comment 4-1

11

14
15
16

This introductory comment summarizes key points raised in subsequent comments. Detailed
responses to the issues raised are provided in Responses to Comments 3-5 through 3-10.

Comment 4-2

17
18
19

This comment accurately summarizes the project components described in Chapter 2, Project
Description, of the RDEIR, and provides accurate background information regarding the ongoing
environmental review and entitlement process for the project.

20
21

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process. No
revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

22

Comment 4-3

23
24

This comment accurately summarizes the analysis of the project’s potential impacts on schools
presented in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation, of the RDEIR.

25
26

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process. No
revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Comment 4-4
This comment summarizes key points raised in subsequent comments. Detailed responses to the
issues raised are provided in Responses to Comments 3-5 through 3-10.

Comment 4-5
This comment states that the student generation rate used to calculate the number of students that
would be generated by the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative in Chapter 3.10, Public
Services, Utilities, and Recreation, of the RDEIR is too low, is not supported by substantial evidence,
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1
2
3
4
5

and fails to accurately reflect the true impact the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative
would have on schools in the Carmel Unified School District (CUSD). The commenter does not
provide an alternative rate that could be used in lieu of the rate used in the RDEIR, but notes that the
CUSD governing board has authorized the CUSD to obtain a current student demographic report that
will provide accurate student generation data.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

In response to this comment, the EIR preparer contacted the CUSD to request a copy of the
demographic report referenced in the comment. The CUSD indicated that report is still in progress,
and was unable to provide an estimated date of completion. However, in the absence of the
demographic report, the CUSD confirmed that 0.34 students per unit would be an appropriate rate
to use in the RDEIR analysis.13 This rate is based on the student generation rate used in the DEIR for
the Pebble Beach Inclusionary Housing Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2011041028). Accordingly,
the analysis of school impacts in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation has been
revised to reflect the updated student generation rate (see Chapter 4 in this document). Based on
the updated student generation rate, the Proposed Project would generate approximately 96 schoolaged children (compared to the 51 students estimated in the RDEIR), and the 130-Unit Alternative
would generate approximately 44 school-aged children (compared to 23 students estimated in the
RDEIR).

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

In evaluating a project’s potential impacts related to schools, CEQA’s focus in on impacts to the
physical environment, which could occur from actions such as the construction of new school
facilities or increasing bus trips to accommodate new students. As noted in Comment 4-7, according
to the CUSD, at least one of the schools that serves the Project Site is at full capacity. However, at this
time, the District is studying different options to relieve future overcrowding and has not identified
specific plans with a reasonable degree of certainty.14 Thus, while it is clear that solutions are
needed to relieve future overcrowding, it would be speculative at this time to presume that the
additional students generated by the Proposed Project or the 130-Unit Alternative would result in
actions that would create physical impacts on the environment and speculative to identify what
those physical impacts would be.

28
29
30
31
32
33

Further, the CUSD levies school developer fees as authorized by SB 50, and the Project Applicant
would be legally required to pay these fees. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, the
payment of these fees by a developer serves to fully mitigate all potential project impacts on school
facilities from implementation of a project. Thus, while the estimated student generation would
increase as compared to what was analyzed in the RDEIR, with payment of school developer fees, no
new significant impacts to the environment would occur, and mitigation is not required.

34
35
36

For the reasons stated above, the changes to the student generation estimate in the RDEIR do not
constitute “significant new information” pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and
recirculation is not required.

13

14

Personal communication with Rick Blanckmeister. Chief Business Official. Carmel Unified School District.
Telephone conversation with Rich Walter and Heidi Mekkelson – August 29, 2016. Email correspondence August 30, 2016. Telephone conversation with Heidi Mekkelson – September 9, 2016.
Ibid.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-38

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

1

Comment 4-6
This comment questions the RDEIR’s conclusion that impacts on schools would be less than
significant, particularly in light of the fact that the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative would
generate additional students that would increase the demand on the schools that serve the Project
Site. As discussed above, in evaluating a project’s potential impacts related to schools, CEQA’s focus
in on impacts to the physical environment. See Response to Comment 3-5.

2
3
4
5
6
7

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Comment 4-7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

This comment states that the RDEIR and the conclusions drawn therein fail to acknowledge that
Carmel River Elementary School is at full capacity and that student enrollment is increasing. The
RDEIR notes that the Carmel School District has experienced an increase in enrollment at a rate of
2.95% per year between 2004 and 2014 (see page 3.10-4), but does not include enrollment and
capacity data specific to the schools that serve the Project Site. In response to this comment, the EIR
preparer contacted the commenter and requested enrollment and capacity data that could be
presented in this Final EIR. The CUSD indicated that it could not provide capacity data, but could
provide enrollment data that show a historic trend of increasing enrollment.15 However, the CUSD
did not provide the data after multiple requests. As such, the EIR preparers were unable to add the
data referenced in this comment to the Final EIR.

18

See Response to Comment 3-5 regarding the impact conclusion in the RDEIR.

19

Comment 4-8
This comment states that the RDEIR should identify mitigation to address the Proposed Project and
130-Unit Alternative’s significant impacts to schools. See Response to Comment 3-5 regarding the
impact conclusion in the RDEIR. While it is clear that solutions are needed to relieve future
overcrowding, such decisions are within the purview of the CUSD and outside the scope of this
RDEIR analysis.

20
21
22
23
24
25

Comment 4-9
See Response to Comment 3-5.

26
27

Comment 4-10
This comment refers to a separate development proposal (the Carmel Casitas affordable housing
project) that could cumulatively combine with the Proposed Project to increase student generation.
The cumulative impact analysis in the RDEIR is based on a related projects list that the County
identified as currently under review and consideration. The Carmel Casitas project has not yet
formally submitted a development application to the County at the time of preparation of the RDEIR
nor at the time of preparation of this document and is thus not at this time considered reasonably
foreseeable. The future related project, if advanced, will be required to address cumulative impact
analysis under CEQA at the time that it goes through environmental review.

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

15

Ibid.
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Comment 4-11
This closing comment summarizes key points raised in previous comments. Detailed responses to
the issues raised are provided in Responses to Comments 3-5 through 3-10.

5

Response to Comment Letter 5 (CSA #50 Citizen’s Advisory
Committee)

6

Comment 5-1

4

7
8
9
10
11

The comment is a statement of support for the RDEIR and for the 130-Unit Alternative with respect
to flood control and drainage. The commenter notes that, unlike the Proposed Project and an earlier
resort hotel proposed for the site, the 130-Unit Alternative would have no negative impacts on their
flooding and drainage situation and, with the proposed raised emergency access road, would divert
potential flows from the Carmel hills to the river.

12

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

13

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

15

Response to Comment Letter 6 (Monterey County Sheriff’s Office
[MCSO])

16

Comment 6-1

14

17
18

This comment states that significant changes in staffing levels have occurred since input was
provided for the RDEIR.

19

As of August 1, 2016, the below information is correct:

20
21
22

The project area is located in the Beat 7 Area. The North and South boundaries of Beat 7 are both
sides of Hwy 1 from Carmel High School to Rocky Point. The East and West boundaries are both sides
of Carmel Valley Road from Hwy 1 to Rancho San Carlos Road.

23
24
25

The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Coastal Station in Monterey. This is a Sheriff’s Office
Substation. The nearby Beat areas also encompassed within the Coastal Station jurisdiction are 6A,
6B, 8A, 8B and 9.

26
27

During the Lincoln (Day) shift which is from 7am‐5pm there is one deputy in a patrol vehicle
patrolling Beat 7.

28
29
30
31
32

During the X‐Ray (Swing) shift which is from 3 p.m.‐1 a.m., there is not a Coastal Station Deputy
assigned to Beat 7. There are two deputies (each in a patrol vehicle) assigned from the X‐Ray shift at
the Central Station in Salinas. They travel to the Monterey Peninsula to cover all the Coastal Station
Beat areas. In addition to Beat 7, these two patrol units also cover all the Calls for Service in the other
beat areas of 6A, 6B, 8A, 8B and 9.

33
34
35
36
37

During the Zebra (Midnight Shift) which is from 9 p.m.‐7:00 a.m., like the X‐Ray shift, there is not a
dedicated Coastal Station assigned to Beat 7. There are two deputies (each in a patrol vehicle)
assigned from the Zebra shift at the Central Station in Salinas. They travel to the Monterey Peninsula
to cover all the Coastal Station Beat areas. In addition to Beat 7, these two patrol units also cover all
the Calls for Service in the other beat areas of 6A, 6B, 8A, 8B and 9.
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1
2

During the time frame of Jan‐Dec 2013 the average response time was 9 minutes, 7 seconds. This
statistic includes both emergency and non-emergency calls for service.

3
4

However, now with much lower staffing levels and not one unit dedicated to Beat 7 for the Swing and
Midnight shift, this response time would be much higher.

5
6

The text in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation has been revised to reflect current
staffing levels detailed above.

8

Response to Comment Letter 7 (Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District [MPWMD])

9

Comment 7-1

7

10
11
12
13
14

The comment includes an introductory statement and correctly summarizes features of the
Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative. The comment states that the District will rely on the
certified EIR as part of their decision-making process and notes that an amended Water Distribution
System (WDS) Permit, a Water Permit, and valid River Work Permit for any Carmel River riparian
corridor river work will be required for the new construction.

15

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

16

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

17
18
19
20

Comment 7-2
This comment references the MPWMD’s comments on the 2008 DEIR. See Master Response 5. No
revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Comment 7-3

21
22
23
24

This comment recognizes significant benefits to the Carmel River environment and the community
of the Monterey Peninsula could result from the Proposed and 130-Unit Alternative but expresses
concern about potential effects to the Carmel River and about the description and usage of existing
and potential future water rights to the Carmel River.

25
26

Comment noted. Specific concerns are answered in the below comments. The comment does not
contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of this analysis or the CEQA process.

27

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

28

Comment 7-4

29
30

This comment states that any grading, drainage, or restoration work included in the two alternatives
may require a MPWMD River Work Permit for work within the MPWMD Riparian Corridor.

31
32

Comment noted. The potential for a River Work Permit has been added to the list of permits in Table
2-5 in Chapter 2, Project Description.

33

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document
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Comment 7-5

2
3
4

The comment asks what the velocity of flow would be in the right overbank described in p. 3.2-24
and Figure 2-5 Cross Section D-D and questions whether grass slopes will be sufficiently protective
from erosion.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Figure 2-5 Cross Section D-D does not show a cut slope, it shows the elevated project side facing
south toward the Carmel River. The cut slope of concern identified on page 3.2-24 is at the eastern
end of the proposed excavated basin (see Figure 2-7). This is the upstream slope of the detention
basin. Per hydraulic modelling for the Proposed Project, sheer stress in the right overbank at this
location may increase under post-project conditions compared to pre-project conditions (from 0.08
lb./ square foot to 0.95 lb./square foot for 10-year flood event; from 0.26 lb./square foot to 1.2
lb./square foot for 100-year flood event). On page 3.2-24, it is identified that the increased shear
stress may result in erosion under bare soil conditions and thus grass establishment as proposed in
the proposed Restoration Plan is required. The with-project shear stress levels are well below the
permissible shear stress level for areas with established grass turf (3.2 lb. /square foot per NEH
200716).

16

Comment 7-6

17
18
19

The comment expresses concern about the proposed storm drain outfalls into the Carmel River
included in the Proposed Project, impacts on riparian vegetation and scour and asserts that there is
no mitigation for loss of riparian vegetation.

20
21
22
23
24

Impacts to riparian vegetation and potential scour associated with the storm drain outfalls is
discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources under Impact BIO-4 from pages 3.3-55 to 3.3-59. As
explained therein, there is mitigation for the initial installation of the storm drain outfalls for
riparian vegetation as well as monitoring and remediation of any scour and adverse effects to
riparian vegetation or riverbank around the outfalls.

25

Comment 7-7

26
27

The comment describes that the 130-unit Alternative would address MPWMD’s concern about
storm drain outfalls to the Carmel River because Figure 2-9 shows no new outfalls.

28

Comment does not raise any issues with the analysis in the RDEIR, so no response is required.

29

Comment 7-8

30
31

This comment states that page 3.2-6, line 26 in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation,
the text should be revised to delete the reference to San Clemente Dam, which was removed in 2015.

32
33

Comment noted. The text on page 3.2-6 in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation, has
been revised to correct this.

16 National Engineering Handbook. 2007.

Technical Supplement 14I: Streambank Soil Bioengineering. Available:
http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/OpenNonWebContent.aspx?content=17818.wba
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Comment 7-9

2
3

The comment requests that certain MPWMD Rules and Regulations regarding alteration of the
riparian corridor should be added to Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality.

4

Relevant regulations have been added to Section 3.2.

5

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

6
7
8

Comment 7-10
The comment requests reference to red alder should be changed to white alder in the biological
resources chapter for the restoration action.

9
10
11

The comment does not explain why this change is necessary. Red alder was included in the
proposed restoration plan planting palette and white alder was not. If MPWMD has concerns about
the use of red alder, they should identify what the concern is to the County and the Applicant.

12

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

13

Comment 7-11

14
15
16

The comment asks how soon after overtopping would inspections for steelhead occur and a method
for rescue should be proposed. The comment expresses concern that seining and electrofishing may
be challenging with depths and turbid water.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Mitigation Measure BIO-22 requires the Project Applicant to make all implementation arrangements
for steelhead rescue prior to the construction of the new site basin and provide proof of such
arrangements and any necessary permits to the County. Those arrangements would need to identify
proposed rescue methods and timing and the Applicant would need to obtain NMFS (and possibly
CDFW) permits for the proposed rescue methods. It is possible that due to the basin depth, one may
need to wait for the turbidity to settle or for the water levels to drop in order to be effective in
steelhead rescue using dip netting, seining electrofishing, or other methods.

24

Comment 7-12

25
26
27

The comment describes a portion of a former bridge for the golf course that was washed away but is
now lodged in sediment in the Carmel River and that the FEIR should address removal of the deck
and pier now exposed in the riverbed.

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

This is not an impact of the project and thus the EIR cannot mandate mitigation for a prior impact
not caused by the project. However, the project will require mitigation for any impacts to riparian
vegetation and riverbank caused by the project and thus removal of the former bridge materials
could be a potential option for mitigation that would be required for the project. The RDEIR
mitigation was not revised to specify that bridge removal must be conducted as mitigation, but there
is nothing to preclude that approach. MPWMD is suggested to contact the Project Applicant to see if
they would be willing to either include removal of the bridge as part of the proposed riparian
restoration effort and/or willing to remove the bridge where necessary as mitigation for project’s
effect on the Carmel River.
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Comment 7-13

2
3
4

The comment states that if a water distribution system (WDS) is established to provide water to the
development, then the project Applicant will need to obtain a WDS Permit Amendment that sets a
limit on connections and water production for the project.

5

This is already described on Table 2-5 on page 2-28 and on page 3.10-18 of the RDEIR.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Comment 7-14
The comment states that the RDEIR should replace instances of “Carmel Valley Aquifer” with
“Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer” to avoid confusion.
All occurrences in the text have been searched and textural changes have been made to replace
instances of “Carmel Valley Aquifer” with “Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer”. Textural changes are
included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

Comment 7-15

13
14

The comment states that Table 3.10-2 should describe “water” with on-site wells as the service
provider.

15
16

This revision has been made. Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of
this document.

17

Comment 7-16

18
19
20

This comment states that page 3.10-6 in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation,
should include the Monterey County Health Department and State Water Resources Control Board,
which also may regulate water supply from private wells.

21
22

Comment noted. The text on page 3.10-6 in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation,
has been revised to correct this (See Chapter 4 in this document)

23

Comment 7-17

24
25
26
27

The comment request clarification of the water rights discussion in the RDEIR in regards to riparian
and appropriate rights, the extension of the Cease and Desist Order, the fact that the project site is
only part of the parcels covered in Application A30111, and the issues related to current owners of
other parts of the golf course.

28

Please see Master Response 2 and associated revisions to the water rights discussion in the RDEIR.

29

Comment 7-18

30
31
32
33

The comment requests corrections in the discussion of Decision 1632 in regards to the fact that it
did not establish an appropriate water right for the project site, that there are several outstanding
protests to Application A30111, and that SWRCB may impose instream flow conditions on any
appropriative right that may be issues to the project site/former golf course.

34

Please see Master Response 2 and associated revisions to the water rights discussion in the RDEIR.
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Comment 7-19
The comment states that the future action to change Application A30111 to change the type of use
from irrigation to residential use is speculative and that the change petition may be subject to a
separate CEQA action and that references to a potential water transfer do not appear ripe for
consideration and should be deleted. The comment also describes that the cumulative impact
analysis does not discuss the effects of the proposed water transfer.

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

The potential 60 AFY water transfer proposed by the Applicant as part of the 130-unit Alternative is
subject to the approval of the SWRCB who will need to determine whether a change petition would
or would not warrant a separate CEQA action. This EIR describes the physical effects of overall
water use of the 130-unit Alternative, including the proposed 60 AFY water transfer. The growth
inducing effects of the proposed water transfer are analyzed in the Growth Inducement section in
Chapter 4, pages 4-28 to 4-32 in the RDEIR. As described in Master Response 2, the analysis of
growth inducement related to the water transfer is of necessity general given that the nature and
location of new development that may be facilitated by the water transfer cannot be known with any
specificity and subsequent development would be subject to any required project and
environmental review at the point it is proposed.

17
18
19
20

If the SWRCB does not approve the appropriative right application, does not approve a change
petition to residential use, or constrains the appropriative right in such a way that less than 60 AFY
is available for transfer, then the project would result in less associate water use and less growth
inducement than disclosed in the RDEIR.

21

Comment 7-20

22

The comment asserts that there is no water rights analysis in the RDEIR.

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

The RDEIR discusses water rights in Section 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation on pages
3.10-8 through 3.10-11. Master Response 2 adds further discussion on water rights associated
with the project in response to comments on the RDEIR and the RDEIR was refined further as well.
As discussed in Master Response 2, the County does not have the authority to validate or invalidate
water rights, which is instead under jurisdiction of SWRCB and courts of law. The EIR is focused on
physical impacts on the environment of the project related to water use. Determinations about
water rights are a matter of law. The discussion of water rights in the RDEIR discloses that the
Applicant likely can use riparian rights for on-site project uses associated with the project parcel
given a chain of title showing that the project site is not severed from the Carmel River and evidence
of historic use up until the present. The Applicant may also be able to use appropriative rights for
on-site uses and/or its proposed water transfer, provided it can get approval from SWRCB.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Comment 7-21
The comment requests that the RDEIR should use consumptive use instead of water demand for the
comparison of project impacts to baseline and the portion of water use between the different
owners of the golf course should be identified. The comment also describes the August 2016 policy
adopted by the MPWMD concerning the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer and how it would apply to
any WDS Permit Amendment issues by MPWMD and request that MPWMD and the County work
together to determine the allowable level of water use.
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7

As discussed in Master Response 2, the RDEIR baseline and project analysis has been refined to use
the consumptive use method as requested. Regarding the division of water use between the
different owners, please see discussion in Master Response 2 concerning an agreement between
the parties that reserves 180 AFY for the project site for project developer use. The agreement
between the property owners does not apparently reference baseline water use, but rather apparent
division of the purported 545 AFY in the appropriative right application for the golf course property
overall.

8
9
10
11
12

Regarding the August 2016 MPWMD policy, please see discussion in Master Response 2 which also
discusses the County’s position on the County’s jurisdiction in determining the allowable level of
water use. As the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would result in a consumptive use
more than 25% less than the baseline consumptive use, the project would appear to comply with the
substantive requirement of the MPWMD policy.

13

Comment 7-22

14

The comment requests that the water demand estimates take into account certain MPWMD policies.

15
16
17
18

As noted in Master Response 2, the water demand estimates to take into account MPWMD
regulations that could be readily calculated at this preliminary level of project design. At
subsequent final design, it would be possible to incorporate all relevant regulatory requirements,
which may result in a lower estimate than in the EIR.

19

Comment 7-23

20
21
22

The comment states that MPWMD was granted permission to install a monitoring well on the north
side of the west course and that MPWMD would like to retain access to this well or relocate it to an
area near the existing well site.

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

The monitoring well is not part of the project under consideration and is not related to any
environmental effect of the project. The monitoring well is part of MPWMD’s ongoing monitoring of
the aquifer. The well may be located in an area where the site elevations may be elevated as the
location appears to be on the edge of the 100-year floodplain. The well may also be located in the
proposed location of a roadway or residences and thus may need to be abandoned and relocated. AS
removal or abandonment of the well, while inconvenient to MPWMD, does not result in a significant
impact to the environment, the County cannot mandate that the project application or property
owner accommodate the MPWMD request, although the County supports the request and would
urge the Project Applicant and property owner to accommodate the request. MPWMD should
coordinate this request with the current owner of the property and the Project Applicant.

33
34
35

Comment 7-24
This comment is an attached copy of the MPWMD’s comments on the 2008 DEIR. See Master
Response 5. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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2

Response to Comment Letter 8 (Monterey-Salinas Transit Letter
[MST])

3

Comment 8-1

1

4
5
6

The comment includes an introductory statement and expresses support for the creation of lowincome and workforce housing, particularly developments located near MST bus routes including
Line 24 Monterey-Carmel Valley Grapevine Express.

7

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

8
9
10
11

Comment 8-2
This comment states the RDEIR is confusing and unclear as to what the project is.
See Master Response 1.

Comment 8-3

12
13

This comment asserts that the RDEIR’s conclusion that impacts on transit service would be less than
significant is not supported by any explanation.

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

The criteria for determining significance are provided on page 3.7-22 of Chapter 3.7, Transportation
and Traffic. In accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, Monterey County plans and
policies, CVMP plans and polices, and agency and professional standards, a project impact would be
considered significant for transit and bicycle travel if it conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus burnouts, bicycle racks, pedestrian
access). Both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative incorporate features that would
encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation including the extension of a multi-use
public trail. The support for less than significant conclusions for the Proposed Project and the 130Unit Alternative are provided on page 3.7-34.

23

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

24

Comment 8-4

25
26
27

This comment asserts that the RDEIR is inconsistent in maintaining that no mitigation is required
for Transit and Bicycle Travel on page 3.7-34, while also including transportation mitigation
measures in Chapter 3.13, Greenhouse Gas on page 3.13-23.

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

The commenter refers to transportation measures included in Mitigation Measure GHG-2 on page
3.13-22 of Chapter 3.13, Greenhouse Gas. Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires the Project Applicant
to develop and implement a GHG Reduction Plan which could include a variety of measures such as
carbon sequestration, changes to energy use, and the incorporation of high-efficiency lighting. While
transportation measure are included among these, the Project Applicant would have discretion in
terms of which measures to adopt to achieve the annual emission reductions. The transportation
measures are included as a means of achieving emissions reductions, and not to mitigate impacts to
transit or bicycle travel.

36

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 8-5

2
3
4
5

This comment states that page 5-25 in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, contains errors regarding
MST transit service. The commenter explains Lines 4, 5, and 36 are no longer in operation. Line 91,
92, and 94 have bus stops in The Crossroads Carmel and the Barnyard. These routes are designed to
service seniors and their specific travel and lifestyle needs.

6
7

Comment noted. The text on page 5-25 in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, has been revised to
correct this.

8
9
10

Response to Comment Letter 9 (Transportation Agency for
Monterey County [TAMC])
Comment 9-1

11
12
13

The comment includes an introductory statement and correctly summarizes features of the
Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative; however, the commenter mistakes the unit count for
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project includes 182 single-family residences (not 141).

14

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

15

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

16

Comment 9-2

17
18
19
20

The commenter accurately states that both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative would
have significant and unavoidable impacts on the local and regional transportation system. The
commenter expresses support for the developer’s intention to pay the Regional Development
Impact Fee and the Carmel Valley Transportation Improvement Program (CVTIP) traffic impact fee.

21

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

22

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

23

Comment 9-3

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

This comment states that the RDEIR refers to intersection improvements to Rio Road at Highway 1
and the addition of a second climbing lane on Highway 1 from Rio Road to Carmel Valley Road,
which have already been fully funded and are scheduled to begin construction in fiscal year 201617. The comment appears to refer to Mitigation Measure TR-2, which requires the Project Applicant
to contribute a fair-share impact fee to RTP Project CT008, SR1—Carmel Operational Improvement,
a regional improvement project sponsored by Monterey County that will construct a northbound
climbing lane on SR 1 between Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road.

31
32
33
34

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TR-2 has been removed from the RDEIR. Even with
implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2, the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative’s
impacts to portions of State Route 1 (Impact TR-4 in Chapter 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, of the
RDEIR), would be significant and unavoidable.
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Since the RDEIR already disclosed impacts to SR1 as significant and unavoidable, the removal of this
mitigation measure (as no longer feasible) does not introduce new impacts not substantially
increase the severity of impacts disclosed in the RDEIR and recirculation of not required.

Comment 9-4
This comment requests that the County evaluate a roundabout at the intersection of Carmel Valley
Road and Rio Road as an alternative to the proposed signal at that intersection.

7
8
9
10
11

The Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative propose a traffic signal at this location. The
RDEIR determined that impacts at this intersection would be less than significant with installation of
the proposed traffic signal. A roundabout is not proposed at this time, nor is it required to reduce a
significant impact. CEQA requires that mitigation measures have a clear nexus to a significant
impact.

12
13
14
15
16
17

Neither the Proposed Project nor the 130-unit Alternative preclude the possibility of a roundabout
at this intersection. If a roundabout is advanced prior to construction of the Proposed Project (or the
130-unit Alternative) and signalization of the intersection, the County will include a condition
requesting the Applicant to contribute the cost of signalization toward the construction of the
roundabout. This is not required mitigation, but rather a matter of practicality, since the project
does not result in a significant impact at this location.

18

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

19

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

20

Comment 9-5

21
22
23
24

This comment is a statement of support for the Proposed Project goal of encouraging multi-modal
transportation opportunities, especially bicycle and pedestrian travel, and transit by creating small
blocks, interconnected streets, sidewalks, and bicycle paths and through the use of traffic-calming
measures appropriate for a residential neighborhood.

25

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

26

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

27

Comment 9-6

28
29
30
31

This comment is a statement of support for the proposed construction of a multi-use public trail that
would provide access to Rio Road west and Palo Corona Ranch Regional Park across the proposed
habitat preserve and existing golf bridge. The commenter also supports the development of trail
access to Carmel Valley Middle School.

32

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

33

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

34
35
36

Comment 9-7
This comment is a statement of support for the bicycle paths included in the Proposed Project and
the 130-Unit Alternative.
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1

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

2

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

4

Response to Comment Letter 10 (Erickson – Carmel Valley
Association)

5

Comment 10-1

3

6

The comment is an introductory statement.

7

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

8

Comment 10-2, 3

9
10

This comment questions whether any independent assessment was conducted by the County
concerning the golf course pumping data provided by the Applicant.

11
12

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which discusses the independent
assessment done for the EIR.

13

Comment 10-4

14
15
16

This comment asks about the water rights relative to the Trust for Public Land purchase of the
Hatton Parcel and water rights relative to the Lombardo Land II property and asserts that this
changes the water supply analysis.

17
18
19
20
21
22

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which discusses the water rights situation
relative to TPL and Lombardo Land Group II. An EIR is required to assess the physical impacts of a
project on the environment and the EIR assesses the physical impacts related to water supply issues
as a result of the project and the 130-unit Alternative. The change in the water rights relative to the
golf course due to the TPL purchase does not change the physical effect of the Proposed Project on
water supply issues.

23

Comment 10-5

24

This comment asserts that the use of 50% of golf course irrigation as the baseline is arbitrary.

25
26
27

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment. The
comment provides no evidence as to why the 50% assumption is inappropriate as the comment just
makes a statement with no argument or chain of logic.

28

Comment 10-6, 7

29
30

This comment asks on what basis the RDEIR identified that one golf course would remain in
operation.

31
32
33
34

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply about baseline. At the time of preparation
of the RDEIR (2014 onward), there were two operating golf courses and there were no proposed
alternative uses of the golf course apart from the Rancho Canada Village project. The proposed TPL
acquisition only became public knowledge in spring 2016 just prior to release of the RDEIR. The
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TPL acquisition was finalized after release of the RDEIR. As explained in Master Response 2, one
must look overall at the reasons why the golf course overall is now closing and that is both the
Rancho Canada Village project and the TPL purchase and intent to dedicate land for park and open
space purpose. The Rancho Canada Village project would take out 80 acres of the golf course
property which would have made it impossible to have more than one championship golf course (if
golf course would have continued) and thus the assumption of 50% of the irrigation water use is
reasonable. The TPL purchase makes it impossible to have the remaining golf course. Since the
baseline condition overall includes the operation of the golf course, the use of 50% of the irrigation
water use is a reasonable approach for the water supply analysis.

Comment 10-8, 9

11
12

This comment asks what the water demand on each of the two golf courses was including the water
and that supported the water features and the source of water for the courses and the clubhouse.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

The golf course irrigation system is an integrated system for both courses and thus the data
reported for the irrigation use to SWRCB or MPWMD only shows the overall irrigation pumping and
does not distinguish between the two courses. As noted in Master Response 2, data on pumping by
individual well as available has been added to the RDEIR, but this data does not allow one to
determine how much irrigation was on each course. The irrigation system is used for all the turf
irrigation and also to support the water features. Given the unified system and the undifferentiated
data, the use of 50% or the irrigation use overall is a reasonable approach.

20
21
22

The clubhouse is supplied with water separately for Cal-AM. The clubhouse water use is not
included in the baseline for evaluation of the project water supply because the project would not
affect the clubhouse.

23

Comment 10-10

24
25

This comment asks whether Cal-Am wells on the Lombardo Land Group II property supply water to
the golf course and cites an unreferenced “public source.”

26
27
28
29

The golf course is and has been irrigated from private wells located on the golf course property. The
Lombardo Land Group II owns a triangular shaped 50 acre parcel north and south of the Carmel
River on the east side of the golf course property overall. See Figure 4-1 after page 4-6 in the
Chapter 4 in the RDEIR for its location.

30

Comment 10-11 and 12

31
32
33

This comment states that one of the golf courses closed in July 2016 and the other will close in
January 2017 and then asserts that the project is only entitled to a baseline of one part of one of the
courses.

34
35

The comment is correct in terms of when the courses are closing. Regarding baseline, please see
Master Response No 2 and prior responses above.

36
37
38

Comment 10-13
This comment describes water uses associated with the clubhouse and asserts these should not be
part of the project baseline
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The clubhouse is provided with water from Cal-Am. The project baseline only includes 50% of the
irrigation pumping and does not include clubhouse water uses.

Comment 10-14

4
5
6

This comment asserts that the EIR fails to limit actual usage of the project and that it is reasonably
foreseeable that the project will use more water than estimated and that mitigation should require
reporting use on a detailed basis.

7
8
9

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment. This
comment speculates that the project will use more water than estimated without providing any
evidence to support that claim.

10

Comment 10-15

11
12

This comment asserts that the water demand does not include water use of the park included in the
project.

13
14
15
16

The comment is wrong. The water demand of landscape areas is included in the water demand
estimates for the project and the 130-unit Alternative. This is shown in the water demand estimates
in the RDEIR, in the refined analysis in revisions to the RDEIR (See Chapter 4 in this document) and
in the new Appendix H.

17

Comment 10-16

18

This comment asserts that the 7% system loss is “unreasonably low”.

19
20

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment. The
comment provides no evidence to support the claim that estimate is “low”.

21

Comment 10-17

22
23

This comment requests that several conditions of approval in the water supply analysis should be
mitigation measures.

24

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment.

25

Comment 10-18 and 19

26
27
28
29
30

The comment requests that one of the conditions of approval in the water supply analysis regarding
reporting of water use on the golf course should be a mitigation, that the amount cited is more than
the remaining amount of past usage, that the applicant does not have a water right, and reporting
should apply to all parts of the golf course and that the EIR cannot require other persons than the
Project Applicant to comply with reporting requirements.

31
32
33
34

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply regarding water rights. Since the golf
course is closing, this prior condition of approval is now moot and no reporting for water use of the
rest of the golf course can be done. As a result monitoring requirements by parties unrelated to the
project are no longer included in the EIR
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Comment 10-20, 21, 22

2
3
4

This comment requests clarification about the proposed dedication for 60 AFY for water transfer to
other Cal-Am subscribers and up to 50 AFY for instream beneficial use associated with the 130-unit
Alternative.

5

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment.

6

Comment 10-23

7
8

This comment asserts that the RDEIR does not analyze the growth inducing impacts of the 60 AFY
proposed water transfer.

9

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment.

10

Comment 10-24

11
12

This comment asks how the applicant can dedicate 60 AFY of water to other Cal-Am users when the
applicant has not perfected those rights through the SWRCB.

13
14
15
16

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment. In order
for the proposed water transfer to occur, the applicant will need to obtain an appropriative right
permit from SWRCB. If that does not happen, then the transfer would not occur and impacts
associated with the 60 AFY of use and the growth inducement would not occur.

17

Comment 10-25

18
19
20

This comment asserts that rainfall would not affect residential water demand in the same way that it
would affect irrigation use and asked the basis of the assumptions about “wet year”, “dry year” and
“very dry year” use.

21
22
23
24
25

Please see Master Response 2 concerning Water Supply which addresses this comment. As
explained therein the analysis has been modified to include vary water demand estimates for the
project for the irrigation demands included in the project and indoor use is now assumed to be
constant. In addition, the data used to estimate the variation in water use due to different climatic
conditions is explained.

26

Comment 10-26

27
28

This comment asks for the data supporting Table 3.10-6 and Table 3.10-8 for the project and the
130-unit Alternative is “suspect” and should not be relied on.

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

As explained in the text, the water demand estimate used the fixture unit approach recommended
by MPWMD for indoor use and identified factors for the estimate of landscape irrigation included in
the project/130-unit Alternative. These factors were used along with the number of units, generic
assumptions about the number of fixtures likely to be included in different units, and the acreage of
landscaped areas to estimate overall water demand. As explained in Master Response 2, the RDEIR
estimate was refined per MPWMD comment to include mandatory high efficiency appliances and
also to limit irrigation use for landscapes areas to the Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA)
in the Model Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). The comment assertion that the data
is “suspect” is without evidentiary support.
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Comment 10-27 and 28
This comment asserts that the water demand estimate does not include the water features that are
shown in the park and asks how the open space irrigation figure was determined.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

The comment is unclear what water features are being referred to. The RDEIR does not include any
figures showing water features in the park area included in the Proposed Project. The habitat
restoration area includes a large basin that provides floodplain storage, but they will not be
artificially supplied with water from pumping. Storm water will also be routed to infiltration basins,
but these are not irrigated either. The cover of the RDEIR does show an apparent water feature next
to residences with a bridge over an apparent drainage. This image is from the Specific Plan and is
just for illustrative purposes. The project plans do not show such a water feature that would be
supported by artificial water sources. However, the floodplain and infiltration basins would
periodically fill with rainfall, runoff, or flood waters.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

The RDEIR did include ponds as biological mitigation for loss of ponds on the golf course. However,
further investigation has identified that the golf course ponds affected by the project have had
punctured liners for some time and thus do not function as ponds and the prior mitigation requiring
compensation for lost golf course ponds has been revised. The project will still affect California redlegged frog access to an off-site CMS pond which has potential breeding habitat, and thus mitigation
is retained to compensate by creating new breeding habitat, but creation of ponds to replace the onsite golf course ponds is no longer required.

20
21
22
23
24
25

As such, there are no artificial water features included in the project (or the 130-unit Alternative)
that would require routing water supply. The only artificial water feature that would be created to
function as a pond will be the compensation habitat for impacts to California red-legged frog aquatic
breeding habitat. While this has not yet been designed, this feature is unlikely to be artificially
supplied with water; instead it will be designed to fill seasonally with rainwater to mimic natural
frog breeding habitat.

26
27
28

Regarding open space irrigation, the project Applicant identified that they would have 3.6 acres of
park and 3.3 acres of landscaped parkway for the Proposed Project and 7.7 acres of irrigated
landscaped/open space areas as part of the 130-unit Alternative.

29

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

30

Comment 10-29

31
32
33

The comment asks for clarification about the term “other Cal-Am users” in reference to the potential
users of the 60 AFY water transfer included in the 130-unit Alternative and asserts that the RDEIR
states that no Cal-Am water will be used

34
35
36
37
38

As described in the RDEIR, the project’s residences would be supplied either by Cal-Am or by an
independent water provider. Users of the proposed water transfer would be supplied by Cal-Am.
The term “other Cal-Am users” is just a term of art to refer to Cal-Am subscribers who don’t
presently have the right to Cal-Am water who are “other” than existing Cal-Am subscribers who can
get water.
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Comment 10-30, 31

2
3

The comment asks for clarification of the additional 50 AFY dedication in the 130-unit Alternative
and asks how the Applicant can dedicate 50 AFY when it has not perfected those rights.

4
5
6
7
8
9

Please see Master Response 2 which addresses the 50 AFY dedication which is for beneficial
instream uses in the Carmel River. Regarding water rights, the Applicant could dedicate this from
the riparian rights associated with the project property without SWRCB approval (which is only
related to an appropriative right) or could dedicate this from appropriative rights after SWRCB
approval. This instream use dedication would need to be an amount in excess of that needed to
support the on-site residential use and the off-site water transfer use.

10

Comment 10-32

11
12

The comment asks how the Applicant can dedicate 60 AFY for the water transfer to Cal-Am
subscribers who need water when it has not perfected those rights.

13
14

Please see Master Response 2 which addresses this comment. The water transfer can only be
affected through approval of appropriative rights through the SWRCB.

15

Comment 10-33

16

The comment requests clarification of riparian vs. appropriative water rights.

17
18
19
20
21
22

Please see Master Response 2 which addresses this comment along with clarifications made in
Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation. The Applicant appears to have riparian rights
based on the project site’s adjacency to the Carmel River a long history of water use, and the fact
that the project site has not been “severed” from the Carmel River. The Applicant has not perfected
appropriative water rights through SWRCB; that would need to occur to allow the water transfer to
occur.

23

Comment 10-34

24
25
26

The comment asserts that the RDEIR statement in Chapter 2 that the 130-unit Alternative would
reduce the amount of potable water demand on the project site compared to the Proposed Project
and compared to existing conditions is unsupported and is advocacy.

27
28
29

The evidence in the RDEIR shows that the130-unit Alternative would reduce on-site water use
compared to the Proposed Project and compared to baseline conditions and thus this statement is
neither unsupported nor advocacy.

30
31
32

However, the comment is correct that this is water supply analysis text and Chapter 2, Project
Description has been revised to exclude this text. Textural changes are included in Chapter 4,
Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

33
34
35
36

Comment 10-35
The comment states that CVA disputes the conclusions of the EIR about the 130-unit Alternative due
to an asserted failure to include enforceable mitigation to keep water demand below specific levels
in the RDEIR and because asserted inadequacy of the water supply analysis.
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Comment noted. See prior responses about enforceable mitigation and other comments concerning
the adequacy of the water supply analysis. This comment does not provide any specific inadequacies
so no further comment can be provided.

Comment 10-36
The comment claims that the analysis of water use does not look at the worst-case scenario of dryyear consumption or of a drought scenario of a sequence of multiple dry and very dry years.
The RDEIR analyzes a “very dry” scenario for both the Proposed Project and the 130-unit
Alternative that reflects irrigation demands based on the two years of highest golf course demand
over 1991 to 2014. The refined analysis in the revisions to the RDEIR (see Chapter 4 in this
document) shows that in the “very dry” scenario both the project and the 130-unit Alternative
would lower consumptive use compared to the baseline). A multiple year scenario was not analyzed
because the project and the 130-unit Alternative would lower water use in all single-year scenarios
and thus would lower water use in a multiple year scenario as well.

Comment 10-37

15
16

The comment asserts that year-round residential demand is somehow worse than the
spring/summer biased irrigation on the golf course.

17
18
19
20

Please see Master Response 2 which responds to this issue. As explained therein, the combination
of reducing groundwater pumping and resulting in a relative shifting of pumping from
spring/summer/early fall to winter actually helps with instream flows during the critical low flow
period in spring/summer/early fall.

21

Comment 10-38

22
23
24

The comment asserts that the RDEIR advocates for the 130-unit Alternative an “obscures the facts”
asserting that the RDEIR fails to state that the alternative would not provide 50% affordability, nor
meet all requirements of the County inclusionary housing ordinance regarding affordability levels.

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

The comment describes an “introductory paragraph”, but provides no location in the RDEIR, so it is
not clear what text is being referenced. Regardless, the comment’s assertions are wrong. The
RDEIR states clearly that the 130-unit Alternative would not meet the 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27
regarding the 50% affordability requirement for the Special Treatment Area in the Executive
Summary, Chapter 2, Project Description and even describes the lack of consistency with the policy
is a significant and unavoidable land use impact (under Impact LU-2) due to the secondary effect on
traffic (e.g. less affordable housing would result in more inbound traffic from more affordable areas
for people who work in Carmel Valley and adjacent areas but cannot afford to live there).

33
34
35
36
37
38
39

The Applicant’s proposal is to provide 25 moderate income level units and to pay an in lieu fee for
the required very low and low income units. As describe in the footnote on P. 2-11, in order to meet
the 20 % requirement, there would need to be 26 affordable units constructed on site. The footnoted
also describes that analysis of the environmental impacts of an in lieu fee cannot be analyzed
without speculative because their location, timing, and character cannot be reasonably ascertained
to support a meaningful environmental analysis and that such development would be required
when any off-site affordable units are actually proposed. Whether the proposed approach meets
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1
2

the inclusionary housing ordinance is a matter for the Planning Commission and/or the Board of
Supervisors to determine.

3
4
5

The EIR focused on the environmental effects of the proposed on-site residential use and other
associated improvements as well as the proposed water transfer included in the 130-unit
Alternative.

6
7
8
9

Comment 10-39
The comment asserts that the description of the golf club as having 5 wells that it uses to draw water
for irrigation from the Carmel Valley aquifer is inaccurate and then the comment asks a series of
questions about well details, ownership, location, Cal-Am wells, and other details.

10
11
12
13

Please see Master Response 2 regarding this issue. Additional information has been added to the
EIR in response to this comment. While all requested details were not located (such as well depth),
the comment does not clarify why all this information is relevant to the environmental analysis and
as such this does not indicate an inadequacy in the EIR water supply analysis.

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

There are a series of on-site wells that have been used historically to supply water for irrigating the
golf course and they are in different locations on the golf course itself. The property on which the
wells are located are owned by the Lombardo Land Group I (which owns the approximately 80 acre
Proposed Project site), the Trust for Public Land (which owns the approximately 140-acre former
Hatton Parcel), and Lombardo Land Group II (which owns a 50-acre parcel) on the southeast part of
the golf course. There are one or more wells on each of the properties. The Cal-Am Rancho Canada
Well is also located on the golf course property on the east course, but it is not used for golf course
irrigation.

22

Comment 10-40

23
24

The comment asserts that in the event that Cal-Am provides water supply to the project the on-site
golf course wells should be capped or destroyed to prevent future pumping from this well.

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

It is premature to determine the fate of wells in current use on the golf course given that the exact
method of delivering water to the project has yet to be determined. The fate of wells on land outside
the project site is not in the control of the Applicant. The well on the project site, RC3, may be used
to provide water for the residential development or may be used by Cal-Am as part of its water
service to the residential development and/or to others if the water transfer associated with the
130-unit development is ultimately approved. As noted above and in Master Response 2, the
applicant will be required to dedicate water rights for the residential development, on-site
development will be subject to final review by the County and MPWMD to assure that projected
water use will not exceed the amount overall estimated in this EIR, and that on-site water metering
and reporting will be required to assure that the overall estimate is not exceeded for any
development approved by the County.

36
37
38
39
40

As described in Master Response 2, the project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would result in less
water use than the identified baseline. The use of water not used by the project (or the 130-unit
Alternative) is not subject to regulation by Proposed Project. As noted above, there are riparian
rights associated with the project property and the County does not have the authority to regulate
water use not associated with the Proposed Project. As such, a mitigation mandating capping or
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destruction of wells on the project site is not required as mitigation to address significant impacts of
the Proposed Project under consideration by the County.

Comment 10-41

4

The comment describes a typographic error on Page 3.10-10, lines 26 to 29.

5
6
7

The referenced sentence is this: “As documented in Table 13 of Decision 1632, State Water Board
also recognized that Rancho Cañada holds a superior water right to Cal-Ampost-1914 appropriation
permits that have been issued to the District stemming from Decision 1632.”

8
9

The typo has been corrected to insert a space between “Cal-Am” and “post”. Textural changes are
included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

10

Comment 10-42

11
12

The comment asserts that Decision 1632 did not recognize a water right to 700 AFY for the Rancho
Canada golf course property and asked for the rationale for this statement in the RDEIR.

13
14
15
16
17

Upon review, and as clarified by MPWMD in their comment letter on the RDEIR, SWRCB did not
recognize a right per se to 700 acre-feet per year (AFY) for the Rancho Cañada property in Decisions
1632. Instead, under Decision 1632, the SWRCB reserved 700 AFY for a future appropriation subject
to SWRCB approval of an appropriative right. The SWRCB subsequently reduced that amount in
2003 to 545 AFY in order for the applicant to qualify for an exemption from CEQA.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

It should be noted that Decision 1632 concerned potential appropriation of water from the Carmel
River for the New Los Padres Project by MPWMD (the “District”), but established conditions which
provide that the permit issued to that project would be “a. junior in priority to the rights of persons
diverting water for reasonable beneficial use under valid and properly exercised riparian, overlying,
pre- and post-1914 appropriative claims of right (which are currently prior to Application 27614) and
b. Be junior to any approved application for an appropriative right for certain persons identified in the
decision who are using established quantities of water within the watershed of origin, irrespective of
the priority of such applications vis a vis the District’s application.”

26
27
28
29

The Decision does recognize that the appropriation by MPWMD would be junior to those associated
with recognized riparian, overlying and appropriative claims of right recognized in the decision
which included the 700 AF claimed by the owners of the Rancho Canada golf course property as
listed in Table 13.

30
31
32
33
34
35

Thus, Decision 1632 does not establish a water right in and of itself, but it recognizes the ability to
apply for an appropriative right for the Rancho Canada golf course property and that any
appropriative right would have seniority to any permits issued to MPWMD per Decision 1632. It
should be noted that the Project Applicant maintains that it has both riparian rights and
appropriative rights related to the project site. The EIR is focused on the physical effects on the
environment; the precise resolution of the water rights is a separate legal matter.

36

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.
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Comment 10-43

2
3

The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing in its use of “Rancho Cañada” and requests that the
RDEIR clarify instances in which “Rancho Cañada” is used ambiguously.

4

The Applicant is Rancho Canada Venture, LLC.

5

The property owner of the project site is Lombardo Land Group I.

6
7

Application A03111 to the SWRCB for an appropriative water right for irrigation purposes was
submitted by Rancho Canada de La Segunda which is the leasee and operator of the golf course.

8

The golf course is referred to as the Rancho Canada Golf course.

9
10
11
12

All instances have been searched and textural changes have been made to clearly identify when the
RDEIR is referring to the project site or to the Applicant. Textural changes are included in Chapter 4,
Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

Comment 10-44

13
14
15

The comment states that the RDEIR is incorrect in saying that the Project Applicant submitted an
application to the SWRCB for an appropriative water right, that is was a different applicant and
Proposed Project does not have an existing water right.

16

Please see Master Response 2 concerning water rights.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23

As noted above, the Applicant is Rancho Canada Venture, LLC. The property owner of the project
site is Lombardo Land Group I which is cooperating with the Project Applicant. Application A03111
to the SWRCB for an appropriative water right for irrigation purposes was submitted by Rancho
Canada de La Segunda which is the leasee and operator of the golf course. If the project is approved,
the Project Applicant intends to amend the application to allow for residential water use as an
intended use and the point of use to not only include the project site but also the entire Cal-Am
service area to facilitate the proposed 60 AFY water transfer.

24
25
26

Regarding water rights, the Applicant asserts that they have riparian rights associated with the
project site itself and only require an appropriative right permit from the SWRCB to facilitate the
water transfer.

27

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

28
29
30

Comment 10-45
See response above to Comment 18-43.

Comment 10-46

31
32

The comment asks for clarification about water source for the residential development and the
distribution arrangement.

33
34
35
36

As stated in the RDEIR, water will either be provided to the residential development from Cal-Am or
through an independent water provider. In either case, water provision would be on the basis of the
project site’s riparian rights and/or appropriative water rights approved by SWRCB. If an
independent water provider approach is used, the source of the water would be existing or
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1
2
3
4

rehabilitated wells on the Rancho Canada golf course; exactly which well would need to be
determined, but the on-site golf course well (RC3) has provided ample supply in the past for
irrigation purposes and could be repurposed. If Cal-Am provides water to the residential use, CalAm may use its existing well on-site (the Rancho Canada Cal-Am) or other facilities.

5
6
7
8
9

The text referring to the project not necessarily rely “solely” on Cal-Am water service is to recognize
that it is possible, especially that one part of the project may utility an independent water provider
and one part may use Cal-Am water. For example, with the 130-unit Alternative, Lot 130 is
geographically separate from the rest of the residential development and it is possible the water
provider may be different.

10
11
12

The water provider and distribution details remain to be worked out, but the EIR has identified the
source of the water for the proposed new development. In addition, the EIR has discussed the
potential secondary effects of the water treatment and distribution facilities under Impact PSU-6.

13

Comment 10-47

14
15
16
17
18

The comment asserts that the RDEIR states on page 3.10-29 that the water quality of the on-site
wells on the golf course property is unknown and should have been confirmed for the RDEIR and
the nature and location of the treatment facilities should have been identified in the RDEIR and that
PSU-1 is poorly constructed mitigation because it defers details about biological mitigation and
funding questions.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

The RDEIR states that the water quality on-site is likely to be similar to the quality of the water for
the Cal-Am Rancho Canada well on the property and that like other wells in the lower portion of the
Carmel River basin, treatment for iron and manganese prior to distribution is likely. If Cal-Am
provides water service using their existing on-site well, then no water treatment facilities will be
necessary. If an independent water provider is used, then the RDEIR (on page 3.10-29) identifies
that treatment facilities would be on-site and Mitigation Measure PSU-3 is required to develop the
on-site treatment and distribution facilities and to address any secondary biological resource effects.

26
27
28
29
30
31

The precise location of the water treatment facility and distribution lines is not known because it is
not known yet which wells might be used. But since the candidates are on-site wells, the existing
environment of the golf course is well described in the text and the likely effects of a small-scale
treatment facility and buried water lines can be readily inferred from the description of project
impacts on biological resources. The mitigation for disturbance to biological resources in the EIR is
well defined. Thus, a framework for addressing any potential effects is provided.

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

The comment asks who is responsible for funding, implementing, and enforcing the conditions of
approval and mitigation measures prescribed in the RDEIR. This varies depending on the condition
of approval or mitigation measure. All of the conditions of approval and mitigation measures
included in the Final EIR will be incorporated into the approved project’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) and enforced through the County’s standard mitigation monitoring
procedures in accordance with CEQA. The MMRP will identify the parties responsible for
implementing and enforcing each condition of approval and mitigation measure. In accordance with
CEQA, all mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other measures.
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1
2
3

In order to clarify what biological resource mitigation would apply, Mitigation Measure PSU-1 (now
PSU-2) has been revised to include reference to all other EIR identified biological resource
mitigation (as applicable) for the sake of clarity.

4

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

5

Comment 10-48

6
7
8
9

The comment reiterates the assertion that the claimed 700 AFY in Table 13 of SWRCB Decision 1632
is not necessarily available to this project site or the Project Applicant and that Decision 1632 only
established the ability to apply for an appropriative right. The comment also requests clarification
about the 155 AFY reduction in the 700 AFY water right application.

10
11
12
13

As noted in prior responses, the commenter is correct that Decision 1632 did not establish an
appropriative right for the Rancho Canada golf course property, but rather recognized that if SWRCB
were to approve an appropriative right for up to 700 AFY for the subject property, those rights
would be superior to any appropriation to MPWMD for the Los Padres Dam project.

14
15
16
17
18

Regarding the 155 AFY reduction from 700 AFY to 545 AFY, Rancho Canada de la Segunda, the
operator and lease of the golf course in 2003 modified their application to the SWRCB for an
appropriative right to be reduced to 545 AFY as SWRCB had indicated that only with reduction in
the amount would the application be categorically exempt under CEQA. As a result, the active
application (not yet approved) is for only 545 AFY. This has been clarified in the RDEIR.

19

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

20

Comment 10-49

21
22

The comment states that there is much uncertainty in water permits and asserts that the RDEIR
makes the understanding more obscure.

23
24
25
26

This comment makes no substantive comment on the RDEIR. Water rights and water permits are
particularly complex. The RDEIR has explained the water rights based on available information and
understanding and responded to comments about water rights in this document. No further
response is required.

27

Comment 10-50

28

The comment request further clarity about Decision 1632.

29
30
31
32

As noted in response above, revisions have been made to the RDEIR to clarify that Decision 1632 did
not recognize an appropriative right on the Rancho Canada golf course, but rather an opportunity
apply for an appropriative right that would be superior to any appropriation to MPWMD related to
the Los Padres Dam Project.

33

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

34
35
36

Comment 10-51, 52
The comment also requests clarification about the 545 AFY remaining site appropriation referenced
in text, states that it is not an actual appropriation, is not associated with the project site, but with a
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1
2

larger property, and that the condition of approval requiring dedication of water rights is
unenforceable on non-project parties.

3
4
5
6
7
8

As noted above, Rancho Canada de la Segunda, the operator and lease of the golf course in 2003
modified their application to the SWRCB for an appropriative right to be reduced to 545 AFY as
SWRCB had indicated that only with reduction in the amount would the application be categorically
exempt under CEQA. As a result, the active application (not yet approved) is for only 545 AFY. This
has been clarified in the RDEIR to note that the 545 AFY is not an appropriation, but instead the
amount of the current SWRCB application for an appropriative right.

9
10
11
12
13

The comment is correct that the 545 AFY SWRCB application is related to the entire golf course
property, not just the project site. As clarified in Master Response 2, there is an agreement among
the current property owners of the entire golf course property, that up to 180 AFY of the 545 AFY
appropriative water right (if approved) is available to the project site and the Project Applicant for
project purposes (TPL 2016; Lombardo Land Group II, 2016).

14

Regarding the condition of approval, see response to this issue in Master Response 2

15

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

16

Comment 10-53

17
18

The comment requests clarification about the reference to the project not “solely” relaying on CalAm water service and what the term “Cal-Am water service” means”

19
20

Please see response to comment 10-54 on the meaning of the term “solely” in the context of the
project.

21
22
23

Regarding “Cal-Am water service”, this refers to provision of water to the project by Cal-Am through
facilities that Cal-Am operates. Regarding the different option for water service, please see prior
responses on this issue.

24

Comment 10-54

25
26
27

The comment questions the RDEIR’s assessment about the use of water on areas outside the project
site and the documentation of those off-site uses relevant to the condition of approval described on
page 3.10-28. The comment also repeats prior comments on Decision 1632.

28
29
30

Regarding the condition of approval, please see Master Response No.2. As explained therein, the
condition of approval relative to off-site uses has been deleted with the planned closure of the golf
course. Regarding the repeated comment on Decision 1632, please see prior responses on this issue.

31

Comment 10-55

32
33

The comment repeats prior comments concerning Decision 1632, water rights, and the name and
identity of the Project Applicant.

34
35
36
37

Please see prior responses regarding Decision 1632, water rights, and the reference to the term
“Rancho Canada” and the name of the Project Applicant. Please also see Master Response 2 in
reference to water rights including the claims of other property owners on the golf course property
overall.
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Comment 10-56

2
3

The comment asks the location of the weather station used in the RDEIR for climatic data and said
that the RDEIR should have relied on closer weather stations for the project site.

4
5
6
7

The RDEIR, in the water supply analysis, as indicated in Table 3.10-3 used precipitation data from
the Hopkins Marine Station and the Monterey National Weather Service station because they
provided long-term consistent precipitation data corresponding to the irrigation pumping data
period of 1991 to 2014 used to establish the water pumping baseline.

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

As explained in Master Response 2, in order to determine appropriative factors to estimate the
baseline consumptive use, on-site data from the CIMIS weather station on the east side of the
Rancho Canada golf course regarding precipitation and evapotranspiration was used in revisions to
the RDEIR. This data is only available from October 2008 onward, so a combination of data from the
on-site CIMIS station and data from the Monterey weather station was used in order to derive
estimates of on-site precipitation and evapotranspiration. This was done by comparing the data for
the different stations for the late 2008 to 2016 period to establish an appropriate scaling factor and
then applying that scaling factor to adjust the Monterey weather station data to the golf course site.

16

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

17
18
19
20

Comment 10-57
This comment states that the Proposed Project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-9.3. See
Master Response 3.

Comment 10-58

21
22

This comment claims that the RDEIR is not appropriate under the law, and that the 2008 DEIR
should be withdrawn.

23
24
25
26

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 allows for the recirculation of a DEIR prior to certification when
significant new information is added to the EIR. The RDEIR was prepared in accordance with this
section. See Master Response 5. CEQA does not require a lead agency to withdraw or apologize for
a prior EIR if a Recirculated EIR has been prepared.

27

Comment 10-59

28
29
30

The comment states that the RDEIR failed to consider asserted scientific information that
groundwater recharge over the next 30 years would be reduced by 7 percent and that this would
affect the project and its water supply.

31
32
33
34

The commenter fails to provide any reference as to the source of this information, whether it is
applicable to the Carmel River Alluvial Aquifer, Monterey County, or some other location. As such,
no specific response can be provided to this comment as the accuracy and applicability of the
information cannot be ascertained.

35
36

The Salinas and Carmel Rivers Basin Study by the Bureau of Reclamation is examining climate
change scenarios to the Salinas and Carmel rivers including evaluation of precipitation patterns,
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1
2

change in groundwater recharge, and changes in temperature and evapotranspiration (US Bureau of
Reclamation 2015).17 This study will reportedly be complete in 2018.

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Although the commenter did not identify the source of the information, a response is provided in
regards to the general issue raised. If climatic conditions were to change such that there would be
reduced rainfall, increased evapotranspiration and that would result in a drop in groundwater
recharge, there would be lower flows in the Carmel River, less water available for human use, and
greater effects on biological resources. However, the project is evaluated relative to a current
baseline of golf course irrigation and the refined RDEIR analysis shows that the project would lower
consumptive water use and increase net recharge compared to those baseline conditions.
Furthermore, cumulatively with the TPL purchase of the Hatton parcel, there would be additional
reductions in consumptive water use and increased net recharge compared to baseline condition on
the entire golf course. As such, in any groundwater recharge scenario, the project contributes to an
improvement due to the reduction in groundwater pumping and the increased opportunity for
recharge.

15

Comment 10-60

16

The comment asserts that the swimming pool count is incorrect because it only included one pool.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

The comment provides no evidence to identify that the swimming pool count is incorrect. The
Project Applicant did not identify that a community pool would be provided and did not provide an
identification of how many swimming pools might be involved at the individual residences. ICF
assumed that a pool might be part of the single large lots included in the Proposed Project and the
130-unit Alternative. As noted in Master Response 2, the overall water use for any approved
development would be limited to the overall water estimates included in this EIR as a formal
mitigation measure. This would not mean that there could not be more than one pool in the
residential development; however the mitigation would limit the overall amount of water use for the
development as a whole and thus approval of additional pools may limit the amount of water
available for the rest of the development.

27

Comment 10-61

28
29

The comment states that the assumptions are meaningless because there is no mitigation requiring
the project to comply with the water use and fixture assumptions.

30
31

As described in Master Response 2, a mitigation measure has been added to require the project to
be limited to a total water use that does not exceed the amounts estimated in this EIR.

32

Comment 10-62

33
34

The comment asserts that the project will have “limited yards” but there is nothing to prevent
occupants from having water-intensive gardens.

35
36
37
38

As described in Master Response No.2, the residences are subject to the requirements of MPWMD,
including restrictions on landscaping for any installations over 500 square feet. In addition, as
further noted in Master Response No.2, overall water use of the project will be limited to the
amounts estimated in this EIR.
17 http://digitalcommons.csumb.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1010&context=hornbeck_cgb_1
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8
9
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11
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Comment 10-63
This comment includes numerous comments that generally address land use consistency. See
Master Response 3.

Comment 10-64
This comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze the environmental impacts that
would result from the import of 100,000 cubic yards (CY) of fill from an off-site location because the
assumptions made regarding the source location for the off-site fill should have been imposed as
mitigation measures, rather than conditions of approval, which the comment argues are “far less
enforceable.”
As discussed on page 2-10 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR, the Proposed Project
would require the movement of approximately 220,000 cubic yards of fill, of which 100,000 cubic
yards would be imported from offsite. Because the source of the offsite fill is unknown at this time,
the RDEIR made the following assumptions:

14
15



Fill will be free of petroleum or any hazardous constituents that might otherwise pose a risk
to people or the environment.

16
17



Fill will not be obtained from any location containing natural habitat for native species or
cultural resources.

18
19



Fill will not be obtained from any location wherein substantial pollutant emissions or noise
will affect sensitive receptors.

20
21



Fill will not be obtained from the Odello site or any site in proximity or adjacent to the
proposed housing location or near any sensitive receptor in lower Carmel Valley.

22
23
24
25

The RDEIR notes that these assumptions would become conditions of approval for the Proposed
Project. Conditions of approval reflect standard conditions that are imposed on discretionary
projects by a lead agency, often to ensure that projects are compliance with existing laws and
regulations.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Contrary to the comment, conditions of approval are fully enforceable. The County routinely applies
a variety of conditions to projects requiring environmental review and discretionary approval,
including mitigation measures that are required to mitigate significant environmental effects
pursuant to CEQA, as well as other conditions that are imposed for reasons other than CEQA
mitigation (i.e., conditions of approval). The County’s Condition of Approval and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (December 15, 2014) sets forth detailed procedures to be
followed by County departments for the purpose of monitoring and enforcing project-specific
conditions of approval and mitigation measures.

34
35
36
37
38
39

The comment also alleges that the estimate of imported fill for the Proposed Project and 130-Unit
Alternative is “materially underestimated,” and that the EIR preparer did not independently verify
the estimated fill amounts, which were provided by the Project Applicant. However, the comment
does not offer facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion to support this
contention. The comment also does not indicate what a more appropriate estimate of fill import
would be. The estimate of off-site fill that would be required by the Proposed Project is based on the
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1
2

proposed grading plan shown in Figure 2-5 as well as geotechnical investigations performed for the
Proposed Project (ENGEO, 2005), both of which were reviewed by ICF.

3
4

Finally, contrary to the comment, only the Proposed Project, not the 130-Unit Alternative, would
require the import of off-site fill, as discussed in the RDEIR.

5

Comment 10-65

6
7

The comment states that the RDEIR improperly relied on information from the Applicant regarding
water rights.

8
9
10
11
12

The County and the EIR preparer evaluated the water rights assertions from the Applicant and
independently considered the information and then presented the County’s understanding of the
water rights issues. The County did not solely rely on the applicant’s information but also reviewed
documents from the SWRCB and MPWMD and the understanding of County staff. Revisions to the
RDEIR are made in this EIR pursuant to comments asking for clarification on water rights issues.

13
14

Please also see Master Response 2 in terms of independent evaluation of the baseline irrigation
information.

15
16

The comment does not identify any specific inadequacy in the EIR in this comment, so no further
response is necessary.

17

Comment 10-66

18
19
20
21

The comment asserts that the RDEIR fails to adequately consider the proposed change in the nature
and type of water use and that golf course irrigation can be stopped at any time without impacts on
human health and safety which helps in drought response in contrast to residential use which is
more difficult to curtail.

22
23
24
25
26
27
28

As identified in the RDEIR and in the refined analysis of water supply in the revisions to the RDEIR,
the project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would lower water use in comparison to baseline
conditions under differing climatic conditions, including “dry” and “very dry’ scenarios, which will
be a benefit to the aquifer, the Carmel River, and associated biological resources. As described in
Master Response No.2, the change from heavy irrigation in spring/summer/early fall to a more
event water use pattern with less spring/summer/early fall use should benefit instream flows in the
Carmel River. The project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would also help with groundwater recharge.

29
30

But lowering consumptive use and increasing net recharge, the project (or the 130-unit Alternative)
would help to make the water supply more resilient, not less resilient in times of drought.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37

The comment is correct that irrigation use can be curtailed in a water emergency. However,
residential use can also be substantially curtailed without compromising human health and safety.
This has been done in the recent multi-year drought, although inconvenient to be sure. It is highly
speculative to assert that the shift from a greater amount of irrigation use to a lesser amount of
residential use is somehow going to result in human health and safety impacts during a multi-year
dry period since the net effect of the project is actually to leave more water in the Carmel Valley
Alluvial Aquifer which is a source of water for the local population.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-66

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

1

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Comment 10-67

2
3

This comment states that the County failed to circulate a new Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
RDEIR.

4
5
6
7
8

While a lead agency may elect to recirculate an NOP at any time in the DEIR process, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5 does not require a lead agency to recirculate an NOP when a decision is
made to recirculate a DEIR. Further, the fundamental purpose of an NOP is to solicit input on the
scope and content of an EIR. Each of the “relevant issues” listed in the comment were addressed in
the RDEIR. See also Master Response 5 regarding recirculation of the RDEIR.

9

Comment 10-68

10
11

The comment asks why the County, and not the Project Applicant, provided the required General
Plan amendments for the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative.

12
13
14
15
16

The required General Plan amendments are discussed in Master Response 3. The legal
responsibility and authority to amend the General Plan lies with the County, not the Project
Applicant. Accordingly, the County provided the amendments and disclosed them in the RDEIR.
Neither the Proposed Project nor the 130-Unit Alternative can be approved under State law without
approval of the respective General Plan/CVMP amendments that were identified in the RDEIR.

17

Comment 10-69

18
19

The comment asks how the Cease and Desist Order for Cal-Am would affect the ability of Cal-Am to
supply water to the project on-site as well as to any beneficiaries of the proposed water transfer.

20
21
22
23

The Cease and Desist Order requires Cal-Am to limit its withdrawals from the Carmel Valley Alluvial
Aquifer to within its legal water rights. In order for Cal-Am to provide water to the residential
development on-site or to purchasers of a water transfer (for the 130-unit Alternative), Cal-Am
would have to receive valid water rights dedication derived from the project site.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

As described in the RDEIR, the project property has apparent riparian rights that could be dedicated
to Cal-Am in order to service the residential development on-site. The lease and operator of the golf
course has applied to SWRCB for up to 545 AFY of an appropriative right for irrigation use. The
Project Applicant proposes to modify that application if the project is approved, so that residential
use would be allowed from the appropriative right and the place of use be expanded to the Cal-Am
Service Area (on the Monterey Peninsula) to allow water transfer of up to 60 AFY to Cal-Am
subscribers.

31
32

Regarding the “extra” 50 AFY, this is reference to the Applicant’s proposal to dedicate up to 50 AFY
for beneficial instream flow in the Carmel River. This would not be a transfer for consumptive use.

33

Comment 10-70

34

The comment requests analysis of 2010 General Plan Goal PS-3, Policy 3.1 and Policy 3.9.

35

Please see Master Response 2 which provides response to this comment.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-67

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

1

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Comment 10-71

2
3

The comment asserts that the RDEIR failed to consider the project’s consistency with the County
subdivision ordinance requirements for a Water Supply and Nitrate Loading Analysis.

4
5
6
7
8

The County considers the information provided by the Applicant which includes location maps,
plans, structures, land use, and hydrologic and drainage features, as well as documentation of
baseline irrigation use, description of both riparian water rights, asserted appropriative water rights
and the application for appropriative rights, to provide the equivalent information required by the
ordinance regarding Water Supply.

9
10

Regarding the Nitrate Loading Analysis, this is only required when septic systems are proposed. The
project proposes to connect to CAWD and thus this is not required.

11
12
13

The comment does not identify any inadequacy in the water supply or water quality analysis in the
EIR. Ultimately compliance with the subdivision ordinance is a separate matter from CEQA. No
further response is necessary.

14

Comment 10-72

15
16

The comment asserts that the RDEIR failed to consider the project’s lack of consistency with the
County’s subdivision ordinance requirements for a hydrogeologic report.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

The County considers the information provided by the Applicant which includes location maps,
plans, structure locations, land use identification, mapping of hydrologic and drainage features, a
Geotechnical Report, flood analysis including the Conditional Letter of Map Revision application, a
stormwater management plan (which includes hydrologic and soils setting and assessment of
groundwater recharge), documentation of baseline irrigation use, and estimates of project water
demand, provide much of the equivalent information required by the ordinance for a hydrogeologic
report. As noted above, regarding nitrate loading, this is only required when septic systems are
proposed. The project proposes to connect to CAWD and thus this is not required.

25
26
27
28
29
30

However, the comment fails to describe that the Subdivision Ordinance (Chapter 19.07. B.1 to
19.07.B.2) that a comprehensive hydrogeologic investigation is only required if the subdivision
proposes an intensification of water use and if the baseline water resource information is
determined to be inadequate. The project would not intensify existing water use and no finding of
inadequacy has been made, and thus a formal hydrogeological investigation was not required by the
County.

31
32
33

The comment does not identify any inadequacy in the water supply or water quality analysis in the
EIR. Ultimately compliance with the subdivision ordinance is a separate matter from CEQA. No
further response is necessary.

34
35
36

Comment 10-73
This comment includes numerous comments that generally address land use consistency. See
Master Response 3.
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Comment 10-74

2

This comment states that the RDEIR is inadequate for the reasons stated in the comments above.

3

Please see Master Response 3.

4

Comment 10-75

5
6
7
8
9

This comment accurately restates the Proposed Project’s Economic Goals and Social Goal, as
described on page ES-2 of the RDEIR, and states that the 130-Unit Alternative fails to meet the
Economic Goal to “create a mixed-income community with a range of housing opportunities across
the economic spectrum,” or the Social Goal to “create a diverse, mixed-income community with a full
spectrum of life cycle housing opportunities.”

10
11
12
13
14

The RDEIR states that the 130-Unit Alternative would meet all of the project objectives. Although
the 130-Unit Alternative would not provide enough affordable units to comply with the County’s
Inclusionary Ordinance, as further discussed in Master Response 4, it would include 25 inclusionary
housing units. Therefore, the 130-Unit Alternative would meet the objectives stated in the comment,
albeit to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project.

15

Comment 10-76

16
17
18

The commenter states that links for two references on page 6-16 of Chapter 6, References Cited, lead
to websites that are no longer operational. The commenter asks what parts of the RDEIR relied on
these documents.

19
20
21

These references were for two Monterey County documents relating to the proposed Carmel Canine
Sports Center project. This project was originally included in the cumulative projects analysis but
removed when the project was denied. These extraneous references should be removed as well.

22

The text in Chapter 6, References Cited has been revised to reflect the deletion of these references.

23

Comment 10-77

24

The commenter is concerned about the impact of dogs on wildlife in the habitat preserve.

25
26
27

Uncontrolled dogs have the potential to harass, injure, or kill wildlife. The presence of trails through
the preserve will guide people through the preserve and confine them to designated areas, thereby
minimizing the area in which wildlife could be disturbed.

28
29
30

It is important to take into account that the current context is not a pristine riparian corridor – it is a
golf course with active human presence in the form of golfers and maintenance workers, including
the turf management activities that include mowing and the use of pesticides and herbicides.

31
32
33
34

While the Project would add residences at the project site and some residents will have cats or dogs
(or both) that have the potential for the effects noted above, the Project would also restore riparian
woodland to acres of golf course and would remove baseline golf course uses which is an
improvement in wildlife habitat conditions compared to the baseline conditions.

35
36

The new restoration habitat area would serve as a buffer between the existing riparian corridor
along the Carmel River and the residential area which will not be immediately adjacent to the river
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1
2

and existing riparian corridor. The provision of this new habitat helps to offset the effect not only of
residential pets, but also human presence.

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

The potential impact of the increase of domestic animals in the preserve area has been added to the
RDEIR, as well as an additional mitigation measure that consists of signage within the preserve
about maintaining control of dogs, picking up after dogs, and having them on leashes. The new
mitigation measure is recommended as a prudent measure to help control the effect of cats and dogs
on wildlife (and vice-versa). These requirements will minimize potential impacts on wildlife,
including harassment and transmission of disease. Although this mitigation measure cannot ensure
that wildlife may occasionally be harassed, injured, or killed by a dog, it will greatly decrease the
potential for this to occur. Given that the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would
increase the amount of natural habitat along the Carmel River, with the proposed mitigation and the
habitat restoration, the impact to wildlife would be less than significant.

13

Comment 10-78

14
15

The comment notes that reports of California red-legged frogs include the area on both sides of the
Via Majorca Bridge, with is the Project area.

16
17
18

The Via Majorca Bridge lies to the east of a portion of the 130-Unit Alternative. A description of
California Red-legged Frog critical habitat in the project area along with other reported sighting is
included in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, beginning on page 3.3-22.

19

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

20

Comment 10-79

21
22
23
24
25

The comment asks about the status of the Carmel River during biological surveys and whether or
not surveys were conducted when special status fish and herpetofauna would normally be present.
The commenter stresses that it is not reasonable or in compliance with CEQA to rely solely on
technical information that is acknowledged to have been derived from efforts undertaken only
during abnormal times.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Comment noted. The methodology used to inform the discussion of biological impacts is explained
in Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources (Pages 3.3-50 to 3.3-51). Reconnaissance field visits and
research were conducted by a qualified biologists. Information from state and federal agencies and
other existing information on the project area was reviewed and used to evaluate whether specialstatus species or other sensitive biological resources (e.g., wetlands) could occur in the project area.
The studies done are considered adequate for characterizing existing conditions and impacts. The
commenter provides no evidence to the contrary.

33

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

34

Comment 10-80

35
36

The comment asks the meaning of “broad alluvial low”, which occurs on page 3.1-4, line 21, of
Chapter 3.1, Geology, Seismicity, and Soils.

37

This is a typo and should read “broad alluvial flow”.

38

The text on page 3.1-4 in Chapter 3.1, Geology, Seismicity, and Soils, has been revised to correct this.
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Comment 10-81
This comment states that the RDEIR “fails to adequately investigate, evaluate and mitigate for
impacts to the Proposed Project’s use on the wildlife corridor that is the Carmel River and its
riparian borders” but does not provide specific examples. Therefore, it is not possible to provide a
direct response. To the extent that the errors and omissions referenced in the comment are
addressed in subsequent comments, refer to the following responses to those comments.

Comment 10-82

8
9

The commenter describes special-status wildlife species have been documented in the project area
and in and along the Carmel River.

10
11
12

The comment does not describe any project impacts associated with these species. Special-status
wildlife and fish with potential to be affected by the project are discussed in Chapter 3.3, Biological
Resources.

13

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

14

Comment 10-83

15
16
17

The comment asserts that project water use will have significant impacts on steelhead and
California red-legged frog due to any use, not just any use over baseline as requests use of a
significance criteria reflecting this assertion.

18
19
20
21
22
23

CEQA analysis is fundamentally based on a comparison to an established physical baseline reflecting
conditions at the time of commencement of the preparation of the EIR. The commenter is
suggesting that the baseline should actually be sometime in the past when there were no adverse
effects to steelhead or red-legged frog due to groundwater pumping. The use of such a baseline
would be inappropriate under CEQA as it would not reflect baseline conditions that are affected by
the project.

24
25
26
27
28
29

As described in the RDEIR and in the revisions to the RDEIR and prior responses, the Proposed
Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would lower groundwater pumping relative to baseline
conditions, which would be a benefit, not a detriment to the biological resources in the Carmel River.
The Applicant proposed to dedicate up to 50 AFY of water for beneficial instream water uses (the
analysis in this EIR identifies a potential of 45 AFY of unused baseline potentially available for such a
dedication for the 130-unit Alternative and more for the Proposed Project).

30

Comment 10-84

31
32

The comment asks if the County consulted with California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) as
part of its EIR preparation.

33
34
35

The County notified the CDFW through the State Clearinghouse at the release of the NOP, the release
of 2008 DEIR, and the release of the 2016 RDEIR as required under CEQA. CDFW commented on the
2008 DEIR and the County considered their comments. CDFW did not comment on the 2016 RDEIR.

36
37

The EIR preparer consulted CDFW-developed information including the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB) during preparation of the Biological Resources evaluation in the RDEIR.
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Comment 10-85

2
3

The comment asks if the County consulted with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) as part of its
EIR preparation.

4
5

The EIR preparer consulted USFWS-developed information including a species list derived from
USFWS information during preparation of the Biological Resources evaluation in the RDEIR.

6

Comment 10-86

7
8

The comment asserts that the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) is more stringently defined
than under CESA and correctly includes several activities that would qualify as take.

9
10
11

Comment noted. In Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, describes the federal ESA and the California
ESA in some detail, along with other federal, state, and local policies and regulations that are
relevant to the analysis of biological resources in the project area.

12

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

13

Comment 10-87

14
15
16
17
18
19

The comment asserts that the County has an obligation to address public trust resources to balance
the potential value of the project against impact on trust resources, asserts that the project should
be conditioned to protect instream flows by requiring cessation of pumping when instream flows
drop below a specified rate, that the EIR analysis should allocate water to support those instream
flows to avoid impact to public trust resources, and asks if the County consulted with CDFW on this
specific issue.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

The public trust obligation of the County (or CDFW) is not a CEQA issue. However, the EIR provides
evidence that can be used to consider the project’s effects on trust resources, by which the
commenter apparently defines as the Carmel River and its associated biological resources. As
discussed in the RDEIR (and the revisions to the RDEIR in this document), the Proposed Project (and
the 130-unit Alternative will lower groundwater pumping and enhance net recharge to the Carmel
Valley Alluvial Aquifer compared to baseline conditions and the Applicant intends to dedicate the
net reduction amount (up to 50 AFY) for the benefit of instream flows, which would result in a
benefit to those trust resources. Since the RDEIR analysis does not identify an adverse effect to the
Carmel River and its resources (and actually identifies a benefit), the RDEIR does not allocate any
water as mitigation for an adverse effect to instream flows nor does it include a mitigation for
cessation of flows to protect instream flows.

31

Comment 10-88

32
33
34
35

The comment asserts that RDEIR did not adequately address the potential discharge of storm water
runoff or other potential discharges from the facility site where animal wastes and other
constituents of concern could impact seasonal wetlands and the Carmel River and riparian corridor
adjacent to the Project site.

36
37
38

The comment may have been thinking of another project as the project would not concentrate
animal wastes on-site. While domestic animals may result in some pet waste where people do not
clean up after their pets, this does not constitute a concentration of animal waste. Section 3.2,

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-72

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

1
2
3

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Hydrology and Water Quality discusses stormwater runoff from proposed development and
stormwater management requirements to protect downstream water quality.

Comment 10-89

4

This comment repeats the assertions in Comment 10-87.

5

Please see the response to Comment 10-87.

6

Comment 10-90

7

This comment repeats the assertions in Comments 10-83 and 10-87.

8

Please see the response to Comments 10-83 and 10-87.

9

Comment 10-91

10

The commenter is concerned about the potential impact of domestic cats on wildlife.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Cats that are let outside have the potential to harass, injure, or kill wildlife such as reptiles, birds,
and rodents. It is not feasible for the County to prohibit cats from the development or to prohibit
cats from being let outside. The potential impact of the increase of domestic animals in the preserve
area has been added to the RDEIR, as well as an additional mitigation measure that consists of
signage encouraging pet owners to keep their cats inside to protect wildlife from them, and to
protect cats from being injured or killed by wild animals such as coyotes or mountain lions. This
measure will educate pet owners and may reduce the loss of wildlife in the preserve area. Although
this mitigation measure cannot ensure that wildlife may occasionally be harassed, injured, or killed
by a cat, it will decrease the potential for this to occur. Given that the Proposed Project (or the 130unit Alternative) would increase the amount of natural habitat along the Carmel River, with the
proposed mitigation and the habitat restoration, the impact to wildlife would be less than
significant.

23
24
25

Comment 10-92
See response to Comment 18-91.

Comment 10-93

26
27

The comment asserts that a baseline survey of the river bank and riparian vegetation conditions per
Mitigation Measure BIO-7 should have been done for the RDEIR.

28
29
30
31
32

A baseline survey of riparian vegetation was conducted for the RDEIR to identify vegetation and
habitat that may be affected by the project. That data was used to identify the impact of the
potential storm drain outfalls on riparian vegetation indicated in Table 3.3-5 (0.06 acres). Thus it is
known what vegetation would be affected by the storm drain outfall installation and mitigation is
required to compensate for this vegetation loss as part of Mitigation Measure BIO-5.

33
34
35
36

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 is proposed to address the potential loss of riparian vegetation due to
scouring or sedimentation at the outfall locations in the future. Riverbank vegetation communities
are dynamic. Thus conditions may change between now and when the storm drain outfalls would be
installed. The intent of the survey in Mitigation Measure BIO-7 is to establish a baseline at the time
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of the outfall installation itself in order to accurately measure whether subsequent scour or
sedimentation due to the installation is or is not resulting in riparian habitat loss. If such habitat loss
occurs due to installation, then remedial habitat restoration will be required.

Comment 10-94
The comment asks who is responsible for funding, implementing, and enforcing the conditions of
approval and mitigation measures prescribed in the RDEIR.

7
8
9
10
11
12
13

This varies depending on the condition of approval or mitigation measure. All of the conditions of
approval and mitigation measures included in the Final EIR will be incorporated into the approved
project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and enforced through the County’s
standard mitigation monitoring procedures in accordance with CEQA. The MMRP will identify the
parties responsible for implementing and enforcing each condition of approval and mitigation
measure. In accordance with CEQA, all mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through
permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.

14

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

15

Comment 10-95

16
17

The comment states that the mitigation measures in the RDEIR are poorly written and do not clearly
communicate the responsible party for each mitigation measure.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

The County has reviewed the mitigation measures in the RDEIR and has not identified any
mitigation measures that do not clearly identify the responsible party for implementing the
measure. It is noted that in the example mitigation measure provided in the comment (Mitigation
Measure BIO-7), the applicant is identified as the responsible party in the sentences preceding the
sentences that are cited in the comment. Additionally, as stated in Response to Comment 10-94,
the MMRP for the approved project will identify the parties responsible for implementing and
enforcing each condition of approval and mitigation measure. In accordance with CEQA, all
mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other
measures.

27

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

28

Comment 10-96

29
30

The comment asserts that requiring mitigation to be implemented through Covenants, Codes, and
Restrictions (CC&Rs) is ineffective as mitigation under CEQA.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

It is unclear why the commenter cites to page 3.3-51 of the RDEIR to support this position, as page
3.3-51 does not include a discussion of CC&Rs or mitigation. The commenter may intend to refer to
the Pattern Book, which, as stated multiple times throughout the RDEIR, would be implemented
through CC&Rs. The design requirements established in the Pattern Book are not project mitigation
measures, but rather are project design features that are part of the Project Description. As stated in
Response to Comment 10-94, the MMRP for the approved project will identify the parties
responsible for implementing and enforcing each condition of approval and mitigation measure. In
accordance with CEQA, all mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions,
agreements, or other measures.
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No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Comment 10-97

3
4
5

The comment states that Mitigation Measure AES-1 is not effective in mitigating impacts to the
visual quality of views of the Project Site because the Applicant is not required to maintain the
planted vegetation.

6

Mitigation Measure AES-1 has been revised to include a maintenance requirement.

7
8
9

Comment 10-98
The comment states that the County’s Standard Condition of Approval PD047 should be
incorporated as mitigation.

10
11
12
13
14

As noted on page 3.8-13 in Chapter 3.8, Air Quality, of the RDEIR, the Proposed Project and 130-Unit
Alternative would be required to comply with Monterey County’s Standard Conditions of Approval
PD047: Demolition/Deconstruction of Structures (MBUAPCD Rule 439). Rule 439 incorporates dust
control best management practices (BMPs) in accordance with Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District requirements, and is not mitigation under CEQA.

15

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

16

Comment 10-99

17
18

The comment states that the County’s Standard Condition of Approval PD014(A) should be
incorporated as mitigation.

19
20
21
22
23
24

Condition of Approval PD014(A) requires building lighting fixtures to be directed downward to
control off-site glare. Conditions of approval reflect standard conditions that are imposed on
discretionary projects by a lead agency, often to ensure that projects are compliance with existing
laws, regulations, and best management practices. CEQA requires that mitigation measures have a
clear nexus to an identified significant impact. Condition of Approval PD014(A) would be
incorporated into the approved project design and additional mitigation is not required.

25

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

26

Comment 10-100

27
28

The comment asks why a condition of approval is required for Mitigation Measure BIO-23 and raises
other questions about who would hold the easement, permanent funding, and other issues.

29
30
31

Comment noted. The portion of open space which includes the wildlife corridors has been
purchased by the Trust for Public Land subsequent to the submittal of this comment rendering the
other questions moot. The mitigation measure has been removed. See Master Response 2.

32
33
34
35
36

Comment 10-101
The comment asks why the establishment of a trail easement is a condition of approval and not
mitigation measure. See Response to Comment 10-64. The trail easement is a project feature, not a
mandatory mitigation to address a significant environmental effect; as such no mitigation needs to
be added.
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Comment 10-102

2

The comment states that the County should consider a mitigation measure eliminating Lot 130.

3
4
5

The comment states there are “numerous unknown problems with Lot 130” and then fails to list a
single one. Thus is it unknown as to what the alleged unknown problems that the commenter thinks
are associated with Lot 130.

6

No further response can be provided due to the lack of specificity in this comment.

7
8

Comment 10-103
The comment requests numerous corrections to mitigation measures in the RDEIR.

9
10

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measures HYD-1, HYD-5, HYD-6, and BIO-6 have been
revised.

11
12
13

Contrary to the comment, Mitigation Measures HYD-2 and HYD-3 do specify that the County must
review and approve the plans required in each mitigation measure. No revisions to these mitigation
measures are necessary.

14

Comment 10-104

15
16
17

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure BIO-1, a floristic survey of coast live oak woodland
habitat in Lot 130 for special-status plant species, should have been performed prior to the release
of the RDEIR so it could disclose the information and state informed effective mitigation.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, page 3.3-21, 5 special-status plant
species have potential to occur on coast live oak woodland habitat in Lot 130 in the 130-Unit
Alternative site. A botanical survey was conducted on August 20, 2014 when 3 species would have
been apparent. The remaining species, jolon clarkia (clarkia jolonensis) and fragrant fritillary
(fritillaria liliacea), were not in their bloom during the botanical surveys. If these species are
present, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level. The comment does not identify any inadequacy with this approach.

25

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

26

Comment 10-105

27
28
29
30
31
32

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure BIO-2, Avoid or Minimize Impacts on Special-Status
Plant Species Populations by Redesigning the Project, Protecting Populations, and Implementing a
Compensation Plan (If Necessary) (130-Unit Alternative only), should have been performed prior to
the release of the RDEIR so the public could know the results of the protection and compensation
plan. The comment also asserts that, as BIO-2 is currently written, the public will not know whether
the project was redesigned and who decided whether the redesign was “feasible”.

33

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been revised to respond to this comment.
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Comment 10-106
The commenter states that the RDEIR does not adequately anticipate or mitigate for the potential
impact of bullfrogs in the mitigation ponds and inquires where the offsite pond and wetland would
be and what the impacts would be from these ponds.
Although the commenter refers to Mitigation Measures BIO-9a and BIO-9b, Mitigation Measure BIO15 also addresses the creation of pond(s) as compensation for impacts on California red-legged frog.
Based on information collected during surveys in 2014, the three ponds in the project area appear to
no longer provide aquatic breeding habitat for California red-legged frog because they no longer
hold ponded water due to the deterioration of the pond linings and presence of upland vegetation.
Therefore, mitigation for the loss of aquatic breeding habitat from these ponds would no longer be
required (See Chapter 4 for revisions to the Mitigation Measures). However, mitigation for the loss
of aquatic habitat from the removal of the bulrush wetland would still be required as well as
mitigation for blocking access to an off-site pond with potential California red-legged frog habitat at
the Carmel Middle School. Thus, Mitigation Measure BIO-15 has been revised to include a design
requirement for any ponding areas that they will be seasonal and/or include a drain so that water
can be decanted to drain in late summer or fall to limit bullfrog reproduction.

Comment 10-107

18
19
20

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure BIO-11, which says that a site assessment for
California red-legged frog and consultation with USWFS should be conducted prior to construction,
and should have been implemented prior to the release of the RDEIR.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

There is no requirement in CEQA that consultation with USFWS be done during the CEQA process.
Consultation with USFWS is conducted pursuant to federal regulation under the federal Endangered
Species Act and is commonly done after CEQA review when an Applicant is seeking a permit related
to federal listed species. An EIR need only determine the potential impacts of the project on rare
species (including the California red-legged frog in this case) and appropriate measures to mitigate
identified significant impacts. Because the species in known to occur in the vicinity of the project
and suitable habitat is present, it is presumed in the RDEIR that California red-legged frog is present
in the project area, and impacts and mitigation are based on that assumption. The RDEIR is not
depending on information obtained through the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-11 for
the impact analysis but instead uses field surveys and other available information for the analysis,
thereby meeting CEQA’s informational requirements. Mitigation Measure BIO-11 is effective after
the RDEIR is released because it provides for the option of assuming California red-legged frog is
present and in doing so, requires the implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-12 through BIO14. Furthermore, focused or protocol-level surveys are commonly conducted during the permitting
process, which often follows the completion of the CEQA document. As such, this mitigation is
effective/ useful for informing the Section 7 or 10 consultation process with USFWS.

37
38
39
40

Comment 10-108
The comment asserts that several mitigation measures including BIO-12, BIO-20, and PSU-1 (now
PSU-2), allow the Applicant to avoid responsibility for by referring to the contractor. The
commenter stresses that the Applicant should be the responsible party.
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The text has been revised in these and other mitigation measures in the following manner:
the Project Applicant or its contractor would will condition its contractor to
The complete text revision can be found in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, in this document.

Comment 10-109

5

The comment reiterates its request for mitigation to constrain actual water use.

6
7

Please see prior responses on this issue and Master Response 2. As noted therein, this mitigation
has been added to the RDEIR.

8

Comment 10-110

9
10
11
12
13
14
15

The comment describes that two 2014 emails from Jacqueline Zischke, were used in the water
supply analysis but were omitted from the RDEIR references. The comment also states that the
“Zischke 2015” reference was referenced in the water supply analysis but was not used. The
comment also states that other references should have been included as RDEIR references including
the project application materials and revised project application materials for the 130-unit
Alternative. The comment also states that the records should include the Project Applicant’s
response to prior 2008 comments by MPWMD and TOMP.

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

The two Zischke references were noted in text in the water supply analysis and have been added to
the formal RDEIR list of references, and were provided to the commenter on request. The correction
about the “Zischke 2015” reference is a normal correction done in the preparation of a large
complex EIR. The project application materials are available at the County planning offices. The
Applicant did not submit a new application for the 130-unit Alternative so there are no formal
application materials for that alternative. However, the Applicant did submit project description
materials on the 130-unit Alternative (Zischke 2014d) and this has been added to the list of
references at the end of this Chapter. The Applicant’s prior responses to 2008 DEIR comments by
MPWMD and TOMP concerning water rights have been added to the list of references as well. The
County and the EIR reviewed such materials, but exercised their own judgment in the consideration
of such material and in the presentation of the information concerning water rights in the RDEIR, in
the responses to comments, and in the revisions to the RDEIR. The County provided the references
requested by Ms. Erickson shortly after they were requested in late August 2016.

29

Comment 10-111

30
31

This comment states that the RDEIR should be revised and recirculated for the reasons stated in the
comments above.

32
33
34

Based on the responses provided above, no new significant impacts and no substantially more
severe impacts have been identified compared to the impacts disclosed in the RDEIR and thus
recirculation of the RDEIR is not required.
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1

Response to Comment Letter 11 (Carmel Valley Association)

2

Comment 11-1

3

The comment is an introductory statement.

4

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

5

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

6

Comment 11-2

7
8

The comment asserts that the RDEIR analysis the two different projects together is confusing, overly
lengthy, and does not provide a logically developed and coherent document for public review.

9

See Master Response 1.

10
11
12

The comment also asserts that the RDEIR’s discussions of older general plan information along with
the analysis of the older Proposed Project with the new 130-Unit Alternative has made review
unnecessarily difficult.

13

See Master Response 3.

14

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

15

Comment 11-3

16

The comment is an introductory statement that clarifies terms used in subsequent comments.

17

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

18

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Comment 11-4
The comment states that the County did not provide enough time to review the RDEIR and that a
Notice of Availability was not provided. See Master Response 5.

Comment 11-5
The comment asks why the County did not respond to comments on the 2008 DEIR. See Master
Response 5.

Comment 11-6
The comment states that the County did not adequately summarize the changes to the 2008 DEIR in
the RDEIR. See Master Response 5.

Comment 11-7
The comment requests that the responses to comments in this comment letter address both the
Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative, where relevant.
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1

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

2

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

3

Comment 11-8

4
5
6
7

This comment states that the RDEIR is of “poor quality” and contains “numerous factual errors and
omissions” but does not provide specific examples. Therefore, it is not possible to provide a direct
response. To the extent that the errors and omissions referenced in the comment are addressed in
subsequent comments, refer to the following responses to those comments.

8
9
10
11
12
13

The comment also states that all land use plans are irrelevant if plan inconsistencies can be resolved
simply by amending the plans. The County disagrees with this position. State law explicitly allows
for the amendment of land use plans, recognizing that lead agencies’ visions for the future are not
static and are continuously evolving over time. Implementing plan amendments, when needed and
in accordance with State law, is a fundamental aspect of good planning and does not render the
changed plans “irrelevant.”

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

In considering whether a Proposed Project may conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation, the focus under CEQA is whether an inconsistency would result in a significant adverse
effects on the physical environment. Thus, the EIR analysis should focus on plans and policies that
were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. As further
discussed in Master Response 3, the RDEIR includes this analysis, and identifies significant and
unavoidable impacts to the environment that would occur from the Proposed Project and 130-Unit
Alternative’s inconsistencies with certain land use policies.

21

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

22

Comment 11-9

23
24
25
26

This comment states that the proposed amendment to CVMP policy CV-1.6, which was identified as a
required discretionary approval for the Proposed Project in the RDEIR, would violate the 2012
settlement agreement between CVA and the County under Monterey County Superior Court Case No.
M109442.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

In September 24, 2012, the County and Carmel Valley Association entered into a settlement
agreement for the purpose of resolving a case brought by CVA challenging the County’s certification
of the EIR for the 2010 General Plan. (Monterey County Superior Court Case No. M109442.) Under
the Settlement Agreement, CVA agreed to dismiss its lawsuit if the County adopted certain
amendments to the General Plan. Those amendments included reducing the residential unit cap
from 266 to 190 in Policy CV-1.6 of the Carmel Valley Master Plan of the 2010 General Plan. On
February 12, 2013, the Board of Supervisors adopted the amendment to Policy CV-1.6 to reduce the
unit cap to 190, among other amendments.

35
36
37
38
39
40

Approval of the 281-unit project would require amending the Carmel Valley Master Plan to modify
the unit cap. The Settlement Agreement does not restrict County’s land use authority or police
power, so it does not prohibit such an amendment. However, under the terms of the Settlement
Agreement, amendment of the unit cap without CVA’s written approval could be a “Material Default”
of the agreement. In the event of a Material Default, CVA may request the court to set aside the
Settlement Agreement and reinstitute its lawsuit against the General Plan EIR.
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As discussed in the RDEIR and in Master Response 3, the 130-Unit Alternative is consistent with
CVMP policy CV-1.6, and as such, could not result in a Material Default with the settlement
agreement.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

The comment asks why the County/EIR preparer proposed the amendment instead of the Project
Applicant, and asks why the amendment is not part of the project. The comment also asks if the
General Plan/CVMP amendments are mitigation. As discussed in Master Response 3, the
amendments identified for the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative in the RDEIR are required
discretionary approvals and are part of the Project Descriptions for each project. Approval of the
amendments would be required in order for either project to be deemed consistent with the General
Plan and subsequently approved. The required General Plan/CVMP amendments are not mitigation
measures under CEQA, and are not presented as mitigation measures in the RDEIR. The legal
responsibility and authority to amend the General Plan lies with the County, not the Project
Applicant. Accordingly, the County provided the amendments and disclosed them in the RDEIR.

14
15
16

The comment raises questions regarding the required land use plan amendments, the applicable
version of the General Plan/CVMP, and land use consistency. Responses to each of these topics are
provided in Master Response 3.

17

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

18

Comment 11-10

19
20
21
22

This comment states that the proposed amendment to CVMP policy CV-1.6, which was identified as a
required discretionary approval for the Proposed Project in the RDEIR, would violate the 2012
settlement agreement between CVA and the County under Monterey County Superior Court Case No.
M109442. See Response to Comment 11-9.

23
24
25
26

The comment also asks why the settlement agreement was not discussed in the RDEIR. The
settlement agreement is not a policy of the County; it is a legal matter between CVA and the County.
As such, it is not material to the determination of physical impacts of the project on the environment
which is the primary purpose of an EIR. That is why it was not discussed in the RDEIR.

27
28

However, the text on page 2-9 in Chapter 2, Project Description, has been revised to note the
existence of the Settlement Agreement as a point of information.

29

Comment 11-11

30
31

The comment states that the 2010 General Plan is in litigation and could be set aside, and that the
RDEIR did not mention this fact. I

32
33

Whether or not the 2010 General Plan will in fact be successfully challenged and overturned is
speculative and beyond the scope of the RDEIR analysis.

34

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

35
36
37

Comment 11-12
This comment asks which version of the General Plan is applicable to the Proposed Project and 130Unit Alternative. See Master Response 3.
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Comment 11-13
This comment states that the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative are subject to the previous
land use plans in effect at the time the project application was filed. See Master Response 3.

Comment 11-14
This comment states that the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative are subject to the previous
land use plans in effect at the time the project application was filed. See Master Response 3.

Comment 11-15
This comment asks which version of the General Plan is applicable to the Proposed Project and 130Unit Alternative. See Master Response 3.

Comment 11-16
This comment asks why a new application was not required for the Proposed Project to “trigger”
applicability of the 2010 General Plan. See Master Response 3.

Comment 11-17

14
15

This comment asks about the County’s project application requirements. The comment does not
concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

16

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

17
18
19
20

Comment 11-18
This comment states that the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative are subject to the previous
land use plans in effect at the time the project application was filed. See Master Response 3.

Comment 11-19

21
22

The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing because it takes the 2008 DEIR and “combines” that
analysis with a new analysis of the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative.

23
24
25

This is inaccurate. The RDEIR replaces the 2008 DEIR in its entirety. The comment also refers to the
commenter’s comments that were provided on the 2008 DEIR. See Master Response 1 and Master
Response 5.

26

Comment 11-20

27

The comment states that the RDEIR is difficult to understand because of its size.

28
29

Comment noted. This portion of the comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the
adequacy of this analysis or the CEQA process.

30
31

The comment also states that the RDEIR is confusing because it includes a discussion of the land use
plans that were in effect at the time the Project application was filed. See Master Response 3.

32

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 11-21

2
3
4

The comment states that the RDEIR is not coherent because it analyzes the Proposed Project and the
130-Unit Alternative and includes a discussion of the land use plans that were in effect at the time
the Project application was filed.

5

See Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.

6

Comment 11-22

7
8

The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing because it includes a discussion of the land use
plans that were in effect at the time the Project application was filed.

9

See Master Response 3.

10

Comment 11-23

11

The comment states that the 2008 DEIR should be formally withdrawn.

12
13

See Master Response 1 and Master Response 5. CEQA does not require a lead agency to formally
withdraw a prior EIR if a Recirculated EIR has been prepared.

14

Comment 11-24

15
16
17
18

The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing because it includes a discussion of the land use
plans that were in effect at the time the Project application was filed. The comment also states that
the County should formally withdraw whichever General Plan analysis is not being relied upon in
order to certify the EIR and approve the Proposed Project or 130-Unit Alternative.

19

See Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.

20
21
22
23

Comment 11-25
The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing because it analyzes the Proposed Project and the
130-Unit Alternative. See Master Response 1.

Comment 11-26

24
25

The comment states that the RDEIR is a new EIR that analyzes the Proposed Project and the 130Unit Alternative.

26
27
28
29

Please see Master Response 1. The comment also states that the RDEIR is confusing because it
takes the 2008 DEIR and “combines” that analysis with a new analysis of the Proposed Project and
the 130-Unit Alternative. This is inaccurate. The RDEIR replaces the 2008 DEIR in its entirety. See
Master Response 5.

30
31
32
33

Comment 11-27
The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing because it includes an analysis of the Proposed
Project and also includes a discussion of the land use plans that were in effect at the time the Project
application was filed.
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See Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.

Comment 11-28

3
4
5

The comment asks why the Proposed Project was analyzed in the RDEIR and why the RDEIR
includes a discussion of the land use plans that were in effect at the time the Project application was
filed.

6

See Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.

7

Comment 11-29

8

The comment asks which project is being proposed.

9

See Master Response 1.

10

Comment 11-30

11
12

The comment states that neither the Proposed Project nor the 130-Unit Alternative are consistent
with the CVMP and the Circulation Element of the 2010 General Plan.

13
14
15

Regarding consistency with the CVMP, see Master Response 3. The commenter’s specific comments
regarding consistency with the Circulation Element of the 2010 General Plan are addressed below in
the responses to the various comments that follow pertaining to transportation and traffic impacts.

16

Comment 11-31

17
18

The comment states that the RDEIR states that both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit
Alternative would require General Plan amendments.

19
20

This is correct, but it does not mean that the projects are inconsistent with the general plan, as
discussed in Master Response 3.

21

Comment 11-32

22
23

The comment states that the 130-Unit Alternative does not meet the requirements of the County’s
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.

24

This is correct, was disclosed in the RDEIR, and is further discussed in Master Response 4.

25

Comment 11-33

26
27

The comment states that the Special Treatment Area on the Project Site includes a 50 percent
affordable housing requirement.

28
29

This is correct. As disclosed in the RDEIR and further discussed in Master Response 4, the 130-Unit
Alternative does not meet this requirement.

30
31
32

Comment 11-34
The comment states that the 130-Unit Alternative does not meet the County’s affordable housing
requirements.
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This is correct, was disclosed in the RDEIR, and is further discussed in Master Response 4.

Comment 11-35

3
4
5

The comment states that the RDEIR improperly advocates in favor of the project. As an example, the
comment refers to the analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the County’s affordable
housing policies presented in Section 3.5, Land Use, of the RDEIR.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

The comment does not include the sentence that precedes the excerpted citation, which reads:
“Because of the high cost of housing in the Carmel Valley, Affordable Housing cannot be developed at
low densities typical of rural residential development.” Within this context, the intent of the analysis
is to recognize that the development of affordable housing can result in other environmental
consequences related to density. However, the Proposed Project clusters density away from
sensitive environmental areas. This is a factual statement that is relevant to the analysis of the
Proposed Project’s impacts on the physical environment, and is not an argument in favor of the
project.

14

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

15

Comment 11-36

16
17

The comment asks if both the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative would require
amendments to the 2010 General Plan/2013 Master Plan.

18

This is correct. See Master Response 3.

19

Comment 11-37

20

The comment states that it is improper to impose a plan amendment as mitigation under CEQA.

21
22
23
24
25
26

The amendments identified for the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative in the RDEIR are
required discretionary approvals and are part of the Project Descriptions for each project. Approval
of the amendments would be required in order for either project to be deemed consistent with the
General Plan and subsequently approved. The required General Plan/CVMP amendments are not
mitigation measures under CEQA, and are not presented as mitigation measures in the RDEIR. See
also Master Response 3.

27

Comment 11-38

28
29

This comment states that the RDEIR fails to analyze the 130-Unit Alternative’s consistency with
Residential Goal LU-2 and Policy LU-2.13 in the General Plan.

30
31
32
33
34

The 130-Unit Alternative would not be consistent with Policy LU-2.13, as discussed in Master
Response 4. With respect to Goal LU-2, although the 130-Unit Alternative would not provide
enough affordable units to comply with the County’s Inclusionary Ordinance or Policy LU-2.13, it
would include 25 inclusionary housing units. Therefore, the 130-Unit Alternative would be
consistent with Goal LU-2, albeit to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project.
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Comment 11-39

2
3

The comment asks why the required plan amendments are not included in the RDEIR’s Project
Description.

4
5

The required amendments for both projects are clearly disclosed in Chapter 2, Project Description,
of the RDEIR. See Master Response 3.

6

Comment 11-40

7
8

The comment requests clarification regarding the required land use plan amendment for the
Proposed Project.

9

See Response to Comment 11-37 and Master Response 3.

10

Comment 11-41

11
12

The comment requests clarification regarding the required land use plan amendment for the 130Unit Alternative.

13

See Response to Comment 11-37 and Master Response 3.

14

Comment 11-42

15
16

The comment falsely claims that the RDEIR did not analyze the potential environmental effects that
could result from the proposed land use plan amendments.

17

See Master Response 3.

18

Comment 11-43

19
20

The comment accurately cites a discussion from page ES-6 in the Executive Summary of the
Recirculated EIR.

21
22

The comment does not express concerns or questions regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR analysis
or the CEQA process. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

23

Comment 11-44

24
25

The comment asks how the RDEIR’s analysis of impacts to water supply is affected by the recent
purchase of a portion of the golf course by the Trust for Public Land.

26

See Master Response 2.

27

Comment 11-45

28
29

The comment states that the RDEIR should include a mitigation measure that stipulates the timing
for creating the proposed habitat preserve.

30
31
32
33

The RDEIR includes such a mitigation measure to address interim impacts associated with the loss
of habitat during early project phases. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires the restoration work to
commence during Phase 1 and be done on a minimum 3:1 ratio (for a total of 0.18 acre of
restoration) so as to compensate for the temporary reduction in habitat while the restored habitat
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1
2

vegetation grows to maturity. Habitat restoration will be consistent with the proposed 2006
Restoration Plan (Proposed Project) or new 130-Unit Alternative restoration plan.

3

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

4

Comment 11-46

5

This introductory comment summarizes key points raised in subsequent comments.

6
7

Detailed responses to the issues raised are provided in Responses to Comments 11-47 through
11-82.

8

Comment 11-47

9
10

The comment contends that the RDEIR misidentifies State Route 1 as an urban street instead of four
rural highway segments.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

The 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methods were applied consistent with County policies.
Chapter 15 (Two-lane Highways, page 15-1) of the HCM notes that “Where signalized intersections
are less than 2.0 mi apart, the facility should be classified as an urban street and analyzed with the
methodologies of Chapter 16, Urban Street Facilities, and Chapter 17, Urban Street Segments”. State
Route 1 in the study area has signals less than two miles apart, so it was analyzed as an urban street
consistent with the HCM guidance. This approach was developed in consultation with County RMAPublic Works staff.

18

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

19

Comment 11-48

20
21
22
23

The comment contends that the “Multimodal Level of Service for Urban Streets” (MMLOS) method is
inappropriate for use in the RDEIR. The comment partially cites a disclaimer from the LOS+ software
developer as support against use of this software, and questions why the LOS+ software was used
for the RDEIR.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

The LOS+ software was used to evaluate peak hour automobile segment operations for urban street
segments in the study area. The comment partially cites the following disclaimer from the software
developer (emphasis added): “LOS+ is not intended to be used as a complete traffic operations
analysis model because operations at the intersection level are not incorporated. Thus, LOS+
should NOT be used to perform transportation impact analyses for specific development projects. The
methodology is not effective in determining improvements that would mitigate MMLOS impacts at the
intersection level.”

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

The disclaimer is clearly intended to clarify that the software does not evaluate intersection
operations, which often act as the key constraint points on the roadway network. The RDEIR
evaluates intersection operations in addition to the segment operations, thereby disclosing potential
impacts to both segments and intersections. The disclaimer above clearly cautions against using this
tool exclusively without additional supporting analysis of intersection level impacts. The supporting
intersection analysis has been conducted consistent with the HCM. The LOS+ tool was selected for
use in the study on urban street segments for the automobile mode in consultation with County
RMA-PW Staff. County level of service (LOS) policies only refer to the automobile mode, so
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1
2

conditions for other modes of travel (pedestrians, bicycles, and transit) were not evaluated in the
RDEIR.

3

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

4

Comment 11-49

5
6
7

The comment contends that the RDEIR spuriously introduces a merge point in the analysis of SR 1,
partially citing guidance from the NCHRP Web document 128 “Multimodal Level of Service Analysis
for Urban Streets: Users Guide.” The complete section referenced by the commenter from the

8

NCHRP Web document 128 (page 8) is provided below.

9
10
11
12
13
14
15

The comment only cites the second paragraph of the guidance above, ignoring the subsequent
guidance relevant to the segment in question which notes the following: “Generally, a reduction in
through lanes in the middle of a segment, such as might occur at a bridge, would trigger the need to
subdivide the segment into subsegments.” Southbound State Route 1 merges from two lanes to one
lane south of Ocean Avenue. This is not a “short lane addition or drop”, but instead a “reduction in
through lanes in the middle of a segment.” The automobile segment analysis reflects this merge
point consistent with the HCM.

16

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

17
18
19

Comment 11-50
Comment asks why LOS F results for State Route 1 south of Ocean Avenue are omitted in the text of
the RDEIR and Appendix E.
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1
2
3

The LOS for the segment in question is reported in Table 3.7-14 of the RDEIR, in Appendix E, and in
the technical appendices associated with Appendix E. The RDEIR identifies a significant and
unavoidable impact to State Route 1.

4

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

5

Comment 11-51

6
7
8
9

The comment asks how the capacities used in the table on page 1358 (Urban Streets Segment
Analysis Summary) of the RDEIR were calculated, noting that the capacities differ in the AM and PM
peak hours. The comment ‘back-calculates’ the capacity based on this table’s values and claims that
they result in unreasonable capacities.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

The values reported in the table are obtained from the LOS+ calculation sheets, which are provided
in Appendix E. Consistent with the HCM, the LOS+ software adjusts saturation flow rates (and, in
effect, capacities) based on the signal timing at upstream signals. Because signal timing differs
during the AM and PM peak hours, the capacity of the segments differ as well during different time
periods. As noted in the table footnote, and discussed in Response to Comment 19-49, the
operational results along the segment of Highway 1 from Carmel Valley Road to Ocean Avenue are
derived from a weighted average of the subsegments on either side of the merge point.

17
18
19
20
21

The comment incorrectly assumes that the roadway capacity can be derived using the values in the
table on page 1358. The values in the v/c column are calculated in the LOS+ program after adjusting
for the portion of downstream intersection volumes that turn left or right, the saturation flow rate of
the segment in question, the green time per cycle, and peak hour factor. It is therefore incorrect to
infer the capacity of the segment based on the data on page 1358.

22

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

23

Comment 11-52

24
25

Comment notes that a single LOS score is reported on the urban street segments, not four LOS
scores for different modes.

26
27

As noted in Response to Comment 19-48, LOS was evaluated for the automobile mode consistent
with County policies. No other modes of travel were evaluated using the MMLOS methods.

28

Comment 11-53

29
30

Comment asks why the 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM peak hours were selected for analysis and cites counts at
one location where the total peak two-way volume occurred outside of these times.

31
32
33
34
35

The analysis time periods were determined in consultation with County RMA-PW staff consistent
with the County’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, which note that “In general,
the TIS should include morning (a.m.) and evening (p.m.) peak hour analyses.” The selected time
periods coincide with the typical peak traffic generating periods of the Proposed Project’s
residential uses.

36

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 11-54

2

The comment contends that the RDEIR does not disclose on-the-ground LOS on State Route 1.

3

See Response to Comment 19-50.

4

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

5

Comment 11-55

6
7

This conclusory comment summarizes key points raised in prior comments. Detailed responses to
the issues raised are provided in Response to Comments 19-47 through 19-53.

8

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

9

Comment 11-56

10

The comment contends that the RDEIR does not disclose on-the-ground LOS on State Route 1.

11

See Response to Comment 19-50.

12

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

13

Comment 11-57

14
15

Comment notes that the RDEIR does not evaluate two side-street-stop controlled intersections
(Valley Greens Drive and Brookdale Drive) on Carmel Valley Road.

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

The analysis locations were determined in consultation with County RMA-PW staff consistent with
the County’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. There are numerous side-street-stop
controlled intersections between Rancho San Carlos Boulevard and Laureles Grade and it is beyond
the scope of a single project’s traffic study to evaluate all of them. The functioning of these sidestreet stop controlled intersections is in large part dependent on the segment operations of Carmel
Valley Road, which are analyzed in detail in the RDEIR, including Segments 5 through7 which cover
the area between Rancho San Carlos Blvd. and Laureles Grade. The RDEIR discloses that the project
(or the 130-unit Alternative) will contribute to deficient conditions (as defined in the RDEIR using
both LOS and ADT metrics), thus decreasing the spacing between traffic, which will degrade
functioning of some-side-street controlled intersections. The RDEIR discloses the impact to Carmel
Valley Road segments as significant and unavoidable due to the lack of feasible mitigation to address
the identified deficiencies which discloses the impact to this portion of the transportation system
overall. Addressing the LOS deficiencies along Carmel Valley Road (as well as any affected side
street stop controlled intersections) would require additional capacity in the form of road widening
or passing lanes, both of which have been rejected by the local community, and the County is not
advancing such capacity-increasing improvements. There is no feasible mitigation to address
roadway impacts above the ADT threshold, short of downsizing projects. The EIR considers a
number of alternatives to the Proposed Project that would result in less traffic, but would not avoid
all significant unavoidable impacts to Carmel Valley Road due to the underlying capacity deficiencies
and ADT threshold exceedances with or without additional projects. As such, it is the County’s
contention that the RDEIR discloses the overall impact to the roadway system adequately through
the analysis and disclosure associated with Carmel Valley Road, which includes potential affects to
other side streets connecting to Carmel Valley Road.
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No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Comment 11-58
The comment asks for the source and justification of the delay and LOS values at side-street-stop
controlled intersections in Table 3.7-5.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Footnote 2 of Table 3.7-5 notes that “for side-street-stop controlled intersections the worst
approach’s delay is reported in parenthesis next to the overall intersection delay.” Reporting both
the overall delay and worst approach delay/LOS is consistent with past practice in the County, and
provides additional information for the reader by providing the average delay per vehicle, similar to
the approach at signalized and all-way-stop controlled intersections. This shows the relative effect
of side street delay on overall intersection operations, which is particularly relevant to intersections
with very low side street volumes where worst approach delay can be very high but affects a very
small portion of the total entering vehicles. The level of service thresholds for intersections are
shown in Table 3.7-2. The stop sign controlled values were applied to both the overall and worst
approach delays consistent with past practice in the County.

15

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

16

Comment 11-59

17
18

Comment posits that the RDEIR should not report overall delay and LOS for side-street-stop
controlled intersections and asks where the overall LOS grades were obtained.

19

See Response to Comment 19-58.

20

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

21

Comment 11-60

22
23

Comment notes that the RDEIR does not evaluate two side-street-stop controlled intersections
(Valley Greens Drive and Brookdale Drive) on Carmel Valley Road.

24

See Response to Comment 19-57.

25

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

26

Comment 11-61

27
28

The Comment asks why the traffic analysis did not include the sections of Carmel Valley Road
adjoining the project.

29
30
31

The RDEIR includes analysis of thirteen segments and six intersections on Carmel Valley Road,
including the sections of Carmel Valley Road adjoining the project. See Table 3.7-7 for a list of
studied segments.

32

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 11-62

2
3

The comment claims that the RDEIR did not properly study and report the three unsignalized
intersections.

4

See Response to Comment 19-62.

5

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

6

Comment 11-63

7
8

The comment asks why the three unsignalized intersections were not included in the RDEIR
analysis.

9
10

It is unclear which three intersections the commenter is referring to. Refer to Response to
Comment 19-57 and 19-58 for discussion of the selection of study locations.

11

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

12

Comment 11-64

13
14

The comment asks for an explanation of the basis for assigning LOS grades to overall intersection
delay.

15

See Response to Comment 19-58.

16

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

17

Comment 11-65

18
19

Comment questions the time periods analyzed in the RDEIR’s traffic analysis and notes that other
time periods experience higher volumes.

20

See Response to Comment 19-53.

21

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

22

Comment 11-66

23
24

The comment asks what the date on the HCS data sheets refers to, and speculates that the dates
refer to the date on which the data was entered into the software program.

25
26
27

The commenter is correct that the date on the HCS data sheet is the date when data was input into
the HCS program. The analysis time period for each HCS sheet refers to the specific scenario and
time period analyzed on each sheet.

28

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

29
30
31

Comment 11-67
The comment posits that the automobile segment analysis is inconsistent with the County’s Guide
for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.
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1
2

The analysis methods for automobile segments were developed in consultation with County RMAPW staff.

3

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

4

Comment 11-68

5
6
7
8

The comment notes that County RMA-PW staff has the authority to determine the appropriate
analysis tools in some cases, but that CEQA requirements must be met, including a description of
baseline conditions. The comment then discusses the MMLOS analysis approach and notes that nonauto modes are limited on State Route 1.

9

See Response to Comment 19-47 through 19-49.

10
11

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Comment 11-69

12
13

Comment asks for an explanation of the LOS calculated for the segment of State Route 1 between
Ocean Avenue and Carmel Valley Road and posits that the LOS C is an average of different modes.

14

See Response to Comment 19-47 through 19-49.

15

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

16

Comment 11-70

17
18

The comment asks how roadway capacities could differ for the AM and PM, and asks how the
capacities were calculated.

19

See Response to Comment 19-51.

20

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

21

Comment 11-71

22
23

The comment posits that the segment of Highway 1 between Ocean Avenue and Carmel Valley Road
operates at LOS F.

24

See Response to Comment 19-47 through 19-49.

25

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

26

Comment 11-72

27
28

Comment posits that the RDEIR should not report overall delay and LOS for side-street-stop
controlled intersections and asks where the overall LOS grades were obtained.

29

See Response to Comment 19-58.

30

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 11-73

2
3

Comment notes that the AM LOS for Intersection 7 should be reported as LOS D instead of LOS C as
shown in Table 3.7-5.

4
5

Tables 3.7-5 and 3.7-9 have been corrected to note LOS D conditions under Existing AM conditions.
This does not change the findings of the RDEIR.

6

Comment 11-74

7
8

Comment posits that the RDEIR should not report overall delay and LOS for side-street-stop
controlled intersections and asks where the overall LOS grades were obtained.

9

See Response to Comment 19-58.

10
11

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

Comment 11-75

12

The comment asks what analytical techniques and assumptions were made in the traffic analysis.

13
14
15

The analysis methods are discussed on pages 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 in the RDEIR and in the Analysis
Methods section of Appendix E. Key assumptions are discussed where appropriate in the
introductory paragraphs of each chapter of Appendix E.

16

Comment 11-76

17
18

Comment notes that the RDEIR does not evaluate two side-street-stop controlled intersections
(Valley Greens Drive and Brookdale Drive) on Carmel Valley Road,

19

See Response to Comment 19-57 regarding the selection of study locations.

20

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

21

Comment 11-77

22

The comment asks which traffic and road systems were used and not used in the RDEIR.

23

The study intersections are listed in Table 3.7-5 and study segments are listed in Table 3.7-7.

24

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

25

Comment 11-78

26
27

Comment repeats questions about how the analysis time periods were selected and what the date
on the calculation sheets refers to.

28
29

See Response to Comment 19-53 for discussion on the analysis time period selection and
Response to Comment 19-66 for discussion on the calculation sheet dates.

30
31
32

Comment 11-79
The comment posits that the urban street designation and MMLOS approach are inappropriate for
use.
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1

See Response to Comment 19-47 and 19-48.

2

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

3

Comment 11-80

4
5

The comment notes that traffic volumes on segments of State Route 1 peak near midday, not just
between 7-9 AM or 4-6 PM.

6

See Response to Comment 19-53.

7

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

8

Comment 11-81

9
10

The comment asks what raw data was used to evaluate State Route 1 between Carpenter and Carmel
Valley Road, and claims that the reported LOS does not match the observations of CVA members.

11
12
13

The raw traffic counts are provided in Appendix A of the traffic study (Appendix E of the RDEIR),
pages 871-898 of the RDEIR PDF. See Response to Comments 19-48 through 19-51 for detailed
responses related to the calculations for State Route 1.

14

Comment 11-82

15
16
17
18

The comment asserts that the RDEIR traffic analysis is inadequate, incomplete, and contains
erroneous and misleading information. The commenter concludes with statements of opinion
concerning a perceived lack of good faith effort on the part of the agencies who hold the public’s
trust.

19

Specific concerns raised by the commenter have been addressed in Comments 19-3 through 19-81

20

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

21

Response to Comment Letter 12 (LandWatch Monterey County)

22

Comment 12-1

23
24

The comment states that the RDEIR is confusing and that the definition of and distinction between
the Proposed Project and the project alternatives, particularly the 130-Unit Alternative, is unclear.

25

See Master Response 1.

26

Comment 12-2

27
28
29

The comment states that the RDEIR does not include required General Plan Amendments for the
Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative, and that the 130-Unit Alternative is inconsistent with
the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.

30

See Master Response 3 and Master Response 4.
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Comment 12-3

2
3

The comment asserts that the RDEIR is confusing and inconsistent with CEQA because it includes an
analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the 1982 General Plan.

4

See Master Response 3.

5

Comment 12-4

6
7
8

The comment states that the analysis in the RDEIR is confusing because it addresses the impacts of
the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative in an equal level of detail and compares the
impacts of the 130-Unit Alternative to those of the Proposed Project.

9

See Master Response 1.

10

Comment 12-5

11
12

The comment states that the RDEIR should “clearly state that the project is the sale of lots for 118
single-family homes and not the construction of single-family units.”

13
14
15
16
17
18

The meaning of this comment is not entirely clear. Therefore, it is difficult to provide a direct
response. As shown on Figure 2-8 of the RDEIR, as part of the 130-Unit Alternative, the project site
would be subdivided into 130 lots, including 12 lots on which condominiums would be constructed
and 118 lots on which single-family homes would be constructed. The proposed subdivision of the
project site is a discretionary action that is part of the 130-Unit Alternative and is analyzed in the
RDEIR in addition to the physical construction proposed.

19

Also refer to Master Response 1.

20

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

21

Comment 12-6

22
23
24

The commenter questions how the project intends to meet the objective of “creating a mixed-income
community with a range of housing opportunities across the economic spectrum” if the lots can be
sold or re-sold at market rates.

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

The long-term affordability of the inclusionary units would be maintained through the County of
Monterey Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Monterey County Code, Chapter 18.40). The ordinance
requires for-sale inclusionary units to be sold only to eligible households and establishes a
maximum resale price ceiling at which the property could be sold. In order for an owner to purchase
one of the inclusionary units, they would sign an Inclusionary Housing Agreement with the County
in which they would agree to restrictions on the resale value of the home in perpetuity or for the life
of the structure if the structure is demolished or abandoned after 55 years. In the event that the
owner decides to sell the property, they are required to provide the County with written notice of
their intent, after which the County Redevelopment and Housing Office could purchase the property
for the maximum sale price allowable according to the formula included in the agreement. Should
the County not exercise its option to purchase the property, the County will announce the sale to all
the eligible households on an Inclusionary Lottery List which the County will maintain (Monterey
County 2011).

38

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 12-7

2
3

The comment requests clarification of certain details in the RDEIR’s analysis of impacts to water
supply in light of the recent sale of the golf course to the Trust for Public Land.

4

See Master Response 2.

5

Comment 12-8

6
7
8
9
10
11
12

The comment asks why the 130-Unit Alternative is not included in the project alternatives described
on pages ES-8 through ES-12 in the Executive Summary of the RDEIR. As discussed in Master
Response 1 and stated on page ES-7 of the Executive Summary of the RDEIR, the 130-Unit
Alternative is described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and analyzed in Chapter 3, Environmental
Analysis, at a level of detail equal to that for the Proposed Project. A range of other alternative
options was identified with the potential to avoid or substantially reduce the significant impacts of
the project, in accordance with CEQA, which is what is summarized on pages ES-8 through ES-12.

13

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

14

Comment 12-9

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

The comment asks which of the Proposed Project’s Economic and Social Goals would not be met by
Alternative 4, Low Density Alternative. The Low Density Alternative would include 40 residential
units comprised of 33 market-rate units, 7 Affordable units, and no Workforce units (as they are not
mandatory). As stated on pages 5-14 through 5-15 in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the RDEIR,
this alternative would change the community dynamic from mixed-income and inclusionary to
primarily market rate, to one that is far less economically diverse. Thus, this alternative would result
in a potential loss of Affordable and Workforce housing for Carmel Valley. As such, this alternative
would not satisfy some of the Project’s economic goals, or any of the Project’s social goals.
Specifically, Alternative 4 would not meet the Project’s Economic Goal to create Affordable
(Inclusionary) and Workforce Housing that remains affordable for as long as possible. Also, with
only 7 Affordable units and no Workforce units, Alternative 4 would not meet the Project’s Social
Goal to create a diverse, mixed-income community with a full spectrum of life cycle housing
opportunities.

28

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

29

Comment 12-10

30
31
32
33

The comment infers that if the proposed Casitas project is constructed, the remaining 190
residential units needed to reach the Carmel Valley Master Plan’s (CVMP) building quota would
occur in a concentrated development pattern under a No Project Alternative scenario, rather than a
more dispersed pattern as assumed in the RDEIR’s alternatives analysis. T

34
35
36
37
38
39

The Casitas project, which currently proposes 120 dwelling units on an 8.4-acre site, has been in the
planning stages for over 10 years. As of the preparation of this document (early November 2016), a
formal application for the project has not been submitted to the County. It is unknown if the project
will actually be developed, and at what density. As such, it is speculative to assert that the Casitas
project is reasonably foreseeable and as such cannot be considered to be representative of what
might happen if the Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) is not approved.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-97

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

1
2
3
4
5
6

The RDEIR’s conclusion regarding the impacts and feasibility of the No Project Alternative as
compared to the Proposed Project does not change in light of this comment. Specifically, the RDEIR
concluded that the No-Project Alternative would have less direct and indirect effects compared with
the Proposed Project and with the feasible alternatives analyzed in this RDEIR because it would
avoid the physical environmental effects of development on the site. However, it would not attain
most of the basic objectives of the project.

7

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

8

Comment 12-11

9
10

The comment requests clarification regarding the RDEIR’s analysis of General Plan consistency in
relation to the Subdivision Map Act.

11

See Master Response 3.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Comment 12-12
The comment asks why the Project Applicant was not required to file a development application for
the 130-Unit Alternative. An application is not required for the 130-Unit Alternative because the
130-Unit Alternative is an alternative to the Proposed Project. CEQA does not require an applicant to
file an application for a project alternative, even if the alternative is preferred over the project. The
comment also states that an EIR focused on the 130-Unit Alternative would make for a more concise
and clear environmental analysis. See Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.

Comment 12-13

20
21

The comment requests additional information regarding the General Plan Amendments needed for
the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative. See Master Response 3.

22

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

23

Comment 12-14

24
25

The comment asks if the RDEIR requires revisions to the project location and surrounding land uses
in light of the recent sale of the golf course to the TPL.

26

The TPL acquisition is further discussed in Master Response 2 related to water supply.

27
28
29
30
31
32

The TPL acquisition affects the future use of the adjacent property to the east of the project site, and
does not change the project site boundary. Therefore, it is not necessary to revise the project
location in the RDEIR. Further, the surrounding land uses described in the RDEIR are part of the
baseline, which is established at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is released under CEQA
and during preparation of the RDEIR. Therefore, it is not necessary to revise the description of
surrounding land uses in the RDEIR.

33
34
35
36

Because the TPL acquisition affects the future use of the adjacent property, it is relevant from a
cumulative impact perspective. The RDEIR describes the TPL acquisition under “Specific Project
Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis” on page 4-5 of Chapter 4, Other CEQA Findings in the
RDEIR. The pending purchase is described in detail on page 4-5, and is included as a related project.
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1
2
3
4
5
6

Thus, even though the purchase of the golf course was implemented after the release of the RDEIR, it
was anticipated and addressed in the RDEIR from an environmental impact perspective because it
was included as a related project. As the proposed acquisition was anticipated and included in the
analysis, it is not necessary to revise the RDEIR in light of the finalization of the purchase, nor would
the finalization of the purchase constitute “significant new information” triggering recirculation
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a).

7

See also Response to Comment 12-15.

8

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

9

Comment 12-15

10
11
12

The comment requests that the compatibility of the 130-Unit Alternative with the open space use
resulting from the recent purchase of adjacent parcels by the Trust for Public Land and others be
addressed.

13
14
15
16
17

As discussed above under Response to Comment 12-14, the TPL acquisition is a cumulative impact
issue since it affects the future use of an adjacent property. From an environmental impact
perspective, a golf course and an open space/park are similar land uses that result in similar
impacts on the environment. Further, both types of uses are compatible with adjacent residential
areas.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

As discussed in Chapter 3.4, Aesthetics, on page 3.4-17, the 130-Unit Alternative is not considered to
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or surrounding area, result
in ridgeline development, or be incompatible with the development scale and style of the
surrounding area. The purchase of the Hatton Parcel by the Trust for Public Land would not change
the assessment. The purchase, which was anticipated and discussed in the RDIER in Chapter 4,
Other CEQA Findings, in the RDEIR on page 4-5, would maintain similar open space land uses
through the transfer of the property to the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District and would not
substantially affect the visual character of the vicinity.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32

As discussed in Chapter 3.5, Land Use, on page 3.5-14, the new residential and open space uses
would not create any fundamental incompatibilities with surrounding land uses that would cause
physical changes that might result in significant physical impacts to the environment. The purchase
of the Hatton Parcel by the Trust for Public Land would not change this assessment as the purchase
would maintain similar open space land uses through the transfer of the property to the Monterey
Peninsula Regional Park District. As noted above, golf courses and open spaces are similar types of
uses, and both are compatible with adjacent residential areas.

33
34
35

As discussed above under Response to Comment 12-14, the TPL acquisition was included as a
related project in the RDEIR, and was anticipated and analyzed in the RDEIR’s cumulative impact
analysis.

36

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 12-16

2
3
4

The comment states that the RDEIR does not include required General Plan Amendments for the
Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative, and that the 130-Unit Alternative is inconsistent with
the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.

5

See Master Response 3 and Master Response 4.

6

Comment 12-17

7
8
9
10

The comment states that Policy CV -2.17 describes acceptable LOS standards for different segments
of Carmel Valley Road and asserts that the project and the 130-unit Alternative would not be
consistent with the LOS standards under existing plus project conditions because Segment 6 and 7
because these segments would operate at LOS E compared to Policy CV-2.17 standard of LOS D.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

As described in the RDEIR, the existing condition for Segment 6 and 7 is LOS E. The project and the
130-unit Alternative would not change the LOS level. Segment 6 and 7 will be LOS E with or without
the project. As described in the RDEIR, a significant impact is only identified if the project would
lower operations from LOS E to LOS F. It is a fundamental principal that project impacts are
measures against the existing baseline. Since the existing condition already does not meet the Policy
CV 2.17 standards, but the project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would not result in worsening
operations to a lower LOS level, the project (or the 130-unit Alternative) would not have a
significant impact on Segment 6 or 7 at the project level (however, both would contribute to a
cumulative impact to these and other Carmel Valley Road segments).

20

The comment fails to describe the other parts of Policy CV-2.17 which include the following:

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

During review of development applications that require a discretionary permit, if traffic
analysis of the Proposed Project indicates that the project would result in traffic conditions
that would exceed the standards described above in Policy CV 2.17(f), after the analysis
takes into consideration the Carmel Valley Traffic Improvement Program to be funded by
the Carmel Valley Road Traffic Mitigation Fee, then approval of the Project will be
conditioned on the prior (e.g., prior to project generated traffic) construction of additional
roadway improvements or an EIR will be prepared for the project, that will include
evaluation of traffic impacts based on the ADT methodology. [Emphasis added]

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

The policy states that approval of the Project will be conditioned on the prior construction of
additional roadway improvement OR an EIR will be prepared. As required by the policy, an EIR has
been prepared for this project because under cumulative plus project conditions it will not meet the
roadway standards identified in the policy and there is no feasible and acceptable mitigation to
improve the operational LOS for the affected Segments 6 and 7 (such as widening Carmel Valley
Road or installing passing lanes which have been rejected by the local community in planning for the
CVTIP to date). While the project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts due to the lack of
feasible mitigation measures the project does comply with the requirements of the policy in regards
to an EIR preparation.

Comment 12-18
The comment states that Table 3.7-12, 130-Unit Alternative Level of Service and Average Daily Traffic
on Carmel Valley Road Segments does not include Bold text indicating where project thresholds have
been exceeded as explained in the Notes section.
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1
2
3
4

As described on page 3.7-28 of Chapter 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, additional traffic resulting
from the 130-Unit Alternative would not worsen the LOS for the segments indicated in the table to a
LOS of F, and would not exceed the significance threshold. As the thresholds would not be exceeded,
none of the segments have been bolded.

5

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

6
7
8

Comment 12-19
This comment asserts that the Air Quality Consistency Analysis discussed on page 3.8-19 does not
follow the Air District’s recommended approach for determining consistency.

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

The Air Quality Consistency Analysis presented in the RDEIR follows the approach recommended by
Monterey Bay Air Resources District (Air District). According to the Air District’s CEQA guidance the
comment references, consistency for population-related projects is determined by comparing the
project population at the year of project completion with the forecast for the appropriate five-year
increment for the jurisdiction in which the project is located. A proposed residential project is
consistent with the AQMP and growth assumptions if the population increase resulting from the
project will not cause the estimated cumulative population (i.e., existing population plus population
from locally approved and unconstructed projects) to exceed forecasts for the next five-year
increment. The project is adding housing stock and since dwelling units are both easier to track and
closely related to population (see the FAQ tab in the air district’s consistency tool), the analysis uses
housing stock as a proxy for estimating population growth. The analysis on Page 3.8-19 uses the air
district’s Consistency Procedure (ver. 4.0) tool along with the most recent housing forecasts from
AMBAG and a count of locally approved and unconstructed projects provided by County staff to
compare the project housing stock at the year of project completion with the estimated cumulative
population for unincorporated Monterey County in the next five-year increment, which is 2020.
Therefore, contrary to the comment, the analysis on Page 3.8-19 does follow the Air District’s
recommended approach for determining consistency.

26

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

27

Comment 12-20

28

The comment asks how Mitigation Measure AIR-1 will be enforced.

29
30
31

All of the mitigation measures included in the Final EIR will be incorporated into the approved
project’s MMRP and enforced through the County’s standard mitigation monitoring procedures in
accordance with CEQA.

32

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

33

Comment 12-21

34

The comment requests that the discussion of SWRCB’s Cease and Desist Order should be updated.

35
36
37

The description of the Cease and Desist Order was updated to include the latest developments
including the delay in enforcement of the ending of Cal-Am’s withdrawals in excess of their legal
water rights.

38

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.
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Comment 12-22

2
3

The comment requests that the discussion of water supply impacts should address the National
Marine Fisheries Service for instream flow recommendations for the Carmel River.

4
5
6
7
8

Please see discussion in Master Response 2 of the instream flow requirements requested by the
SWRCB as a condition of the appropriative right application that mentions the NMFS
recommendations as well as the discussion of project impacts on instream flows. In addition, the
discussion of water supply impacts has been refined to discuss the NMFS instream flow
recommendations.

9

Textural changes are included in Chapter 4, Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document.

10

Comment 12-23

11
12

The comment challenges the accuracy of the analysis of consistency with the County’s Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance.

13

See Master Response 4.

14

Comment 12-24

15
16

The comment states that the RDEIR’s related projects list is incomplete and excludes projects that
have been approved but unbuilt.

17
18
19
20
21

The specific projects referenced in the comment include September Ranch, which was approved in
2010. The Santa Lucia Preserve (Rancho San Carlos) was approved in the 1990s and is being built
slowly over time. These projects were not included in the related projects list due to the amount of
time that has passed since their approval. Further, the traffic analysis in the RDEIR assumes buildout
of these projects; therefore, they have been factored in to the baseline conditions of the analysis.

22
23
24
25
26
27

CEQA case law allows lead agencies to set a reasonable cutoff date for new related projects that are
included in a cumulative analysis, recognizing that new projects are continually fed into the
environmental review process. Further, as stated in Chapter 4, Other CEQA-Required Sections, in the
RDEIR, the cumulative analysis utilizes a hybrid list-based and plan-based approach. Therefore,
related projects that are not included in the list are likely captured in the plan-based assumptions to
the extent they are consistent with General Plan buildout projections.

28

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

29

Comment 12-25, 27

30
31
32
33
34

The comment states that the RDEIR shows that the Policy CV-2.17 thresholds for certain Carmel
Valley Road segments (1 to 7 and 11 to 12) would be exceeded under cumulative plus project (or the
130-unit Alternative) conditions and states that a June 2016 analysis by the County Public Works
staff showed that only Segments 3 through 7 would be exceeded under cumulative conditions
without any new projects.

35
36

The comment does not ask any questions or note any deficiencies in the RDEIR analysis and no
further response is required.
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For information purposes only, the RDEIR analysis and the County staff analysis are not inherently
in contradiction on a general level since the RDEIR analysis, which includes the Proposed Project (or
the 130-unit Alternative plus) plus other unapproved projects in the cumulative analysis and thus
one would expect to see worse LOS conditions. The two studies may not be comparable however, as
they may use different forecasting assumptions for cumulative future conditions.

Comment 12-26

7
8
9

The comment asserts that compliance with CVMP Policy CV-2.17 and General Plan Circulation policy
C-1.4 requires the project to be downsized, deferred, or denied or conditioned to build all
improvements necessary to bring up every affected roadway to established County LOS standards.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

The RDEIR presents the County staff’s evaluation of CVMP Policy CV-2.17 which is that the County
must consider potential downsizing, denial, or deferral until completion of improvements to meet
County LOS Standards for affected roadways, which the Board of Supervisors will do when
considering potential project approval. However, CMVP Policy CV-2.17 does not mandate
downsizing, denial or deferral provided an EIR is prepared meeting the policy. When an EIR
includes significant and unavoidable impacts, as are identified for the project (and the 130-unit
Alternative) in relation to traffic, a statement of overriding considerations must be prepared and
approved if a project is to be approved and the statement must describe the reasons why the project
is being approved despite the significant unavoidable impacts. That is the reason for the EIR
requirement in Policy CV-2.17.

20
21
22
23
24
25

The RDEIR describes that there is no feasible mitigation to improve the roadway locations and
segments where significant and unavoidable impacts would occur. For Carmel Valley Road, this is
not because there are no technically possible solutions to segment operations (such as road
widening or passing lanes, which could technically be built), but rather because the Carmel Valley
community to date has not accepted such roadway improvements because of the effect such
roadway improvements would have on the rural character of Carmel Valley.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Mitigation measures beyond the Carmel Valley Road Traffic Mitigation Fee were considered but no
feasible measures were identified because of three reasons: 1) the roadway segment operational
LOS impacts along Carmel Valley Road, SR1, or other roadways can only be addressed through the
addition of roadway capacity through widening or passing lanes, which are solutions that the
community has rejected; and 2) road widening or passing lanes will not address ADT issues; and 3)
the project is only one part of traffic problems, particularly when existing or cumulative conditions
without the project already exceed standards/thresholds, and thus cannot be required to mitigate
all of the roadway impact, and thus unless there is a program to fund improvements from multiple
sources, requiring a project contribution for part of the improvement is not a feasible mitigation. At
present there is no long-term plan to fix the roadway issues along Carmel Valley Road or SR1, and
thus deferral of a project waiting for future improvements is effectively denial. Regarding the
possibility to downsize the project (or the 130-unit Alternative), the Board may consider such
options, and alternatives are presented in the EIR.
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2

Response to Comment Letter 13 (Erickson – The Open Monterey
Project)

3

Comment 13-1

1

4
5
6

The comment includes an introductory statement and notes that the commenter is submitting
comments on the RDEIR in light of the extended (August 31) deadline. See Master Response 5
regarding the extended review deadline and revised notice of availability.

7

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

8

Comment 13-2

9
10
11
12
13
14

This comment lists numerous alleged deficiencies of the RDEIR, including an incomplete project
description, incomplete and inaccurate baseline, an analysis that fails to analyze project
components, and a reliance on speculative mitigation measures. However, the commenter does not
offer facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion to support this contention.
Therefore, it is not possible to provide a detailed response. To the extent that these issues are
addressed in subsequent comments, refer to the following responses to those comments.

15

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

16

Comment 13-3

17
18
19
20
21
22

This comment argues that the public was not provided with an adequate opportunity to review the
RDEIR because hard copies were too expensive and the electronic copy provided on the County’s
website was too difficult to navigate. CEQA does not require lead agencies to provide hard copies of
EIRs for public review, and in fact discourages excess paperwork (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15006). Further, as discussed in Master Response 5, the duration of the public review period for the
RDEIR exceeded the 45 days required by CEQA.

23

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

24

Comment 13-4

25

The comment states that the RDEIR is difficult to understand because of its size.

26
27

Comment noted. This portion of the comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the
adequacy of this analysis or the CEQA process. See also Response to Comment 13-3.

28
29

The comment also states that the RDEIR is confusing because it analyzes two projects at an equal
level of detail. See Master Response 1.

30
31

The comment also states that the RDEIR is confusing because it includes a discussion of the land use
plans that were in effect at the time the Project application was filed. See Master Response 3.

32

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.
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Comment 13-5

2
3

This comment requests that if revisions are made to the RDEIR, the County provide a single Final
EIR in one document, with all changes shown in underlined and stricken-out text.

4
5
6
7
8

This comment is noted. With one exception, the County has elected to provide revisions to the
RDEIR by errata, as allowed by CEQA, due to the limited extent of the revisions. Refer to Chapter 4,
Revisions to the RDEIR, of this document. The exception is the water supply analysis in Chapter 3.10,
Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation, which has been revised in full (in strikeout and highlight)
due to the extensive number of revisions.

9

Comment 13-6

10

This comment discusses another EIR prepared by the County.

11
12

The comment does not express concerns or questions regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR analysis
or the CEQA process. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

13

Comment 13-7

14
15

This comment states that the RDEIR is not an adequate document for the reasons stated in previous
comments, and requests that the Final EIR include a revised RDEIR in full.

16

See Responses to Comments 13-2 through 13-5.

17

Comment 13-8

18
19
20
21

This comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze the Proposed Project’s contribution
to cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts because it does not analyze “problems related to
increased levels of atmospheric gases such as carbon dioxide via energy consumption (e.g., vehicle
trips, etc.).”

22
23
24
25
26
27

The comment is inaccurate. The RDEIR includes a detailed, quantitative analysis of the Proposed
Project’s and the 130-Unit Alternative’s GHG emissions in Chapter 3.13, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Climate Change. The analysis quantitatively estimates CO2, CH4, N2O, and CO2e emissions from
construction and operation, including direct and indirect emissions and mitigation measures are
included to address identified significant impacts. The comment provides no evidence or expert
opinion to substantiate any inadequacy of the GHG and Climate Change analysis in the RDEIR.

28

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

29

Comment 13-9

30
31
32

The comment argues that because any increase in GHG emissions would contribute to climate
change effects, the Proposed Project (and presumably the 130-Unit Alternative) would have a
significant GHG impact.

33
34
35
36
37

The comment appears to misunderstand the fundamental approach to analyzing GHG impacts under
CEQA, as guided by current case law and legislation. Increasing GHG emissions are inherently a
cumulative impact concern. Given the scale of the planet’s atmosphere, an individual project’s GHG
emissions cannot change the atmospheric concentrations of GHGs in any meaningful way when
considered in complete isolation from all other existing and future GHG emissions.
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4
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6
7
8
9
10
11
12

The comment in essence argues for a “zero” threshold for GHG emissions on a project level. This is
not an approach used anywhere in California, nor recommended in any air district or guidance
concerning CEQA and Climate Change to date.18 The state’s plan to achieve statewide GHG emission
reductions to meet AB 32, The AB 32 Scoping Plan (CARB 2008), recognized that there would be
new GHG emissions associated with new development and derived a multi-pronged strategy to
reduce GHG emissions overall by promoting reductions in GHG emissions in existing development
and promoting increasing GHG efficiency for new development. As shown in the calculations
underling the AB 32 Scoping Plan, there is no need to require new development to have zero
emissions to meet the GHG reduction target in AB32. Furthermore, the November 2015 California
Supreme Court ruling in the Center for Biological Diversity vs. California Department of Fish and
Wildlife case has reaffirmed that thresholds based on the reduction target in AB 32 is an acceptable
approach to analysis under CEQA.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

The aggregation of cumulative existing and future sources of emissions, including a project’s
emissions, is significant based on the projections of current climate change research. Consequently,
the focus of the analysis in Chapter 3.13, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, of the RDEIR
is to evaluate if the Proposed Project’s and the 130-Unit Alternative’s GHG emissions would
contribute considerably to the significant cumulative impact of climate change. In so doing, the
analysis uses a “service population” based threshold, the development of which is described in detail
on pages 3.13-12 through 3.13-15 of the RDEIR and this approach is consistent with the nearest air
districts to Monterey County have adopted GHG thresholds recommended for use under CEQA. This
approach is consistent with the November 2015 California Supreme Court ruling in the Center for
Biological Diversity vs. California Department of Fish and Wildlife case.

23

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

24

Comment 13-10

25
26
27

This comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze the Proposed Project’s contribution
to cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts and fails to identify the specific climate change impacts
caused by the project.

28
29

See Responses to Comments 13-8 through 13-9 concerning the analysis of GHG emissions in the
RDEIR.

30
31
32

Regarding the physical effects of climate change itself, the RDEIR presents the potential impacts of
climate change in Chapter 3.13, GHG Emissions and Climate Change in general, and notes in specific
potential climate change impacts that may occur in Monterey County on page 3.13-5.

33
34
35
36
37
38

Regarding identifying the specific climate change effects of the GHG emissions of the project, the
scale of the project is too small to result in a measurable change in the climate on its own and is well
within the uncertainty in global scale models used to assess climate change effects. In order to
determine climate change impacts of cumulative emissions, scientists operate global-scale models of
the climate to determine potential changes. The Proposed Project and 130-unit Alternative GHG
emissions are 4,000 to 5,000 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (MTCO2e) per year

18 Monterey Bay Unified APCD

has not adopted GHG thresholds. Neighboring air districts including BAAQMD and
SLOAPCD have adopted GHG thresholds (see SLOAPCD 2012 and BAAQMD 2011) and neither adopted a zero
threshold; both include an efficiency threshold using service population similar to the approach in this RDEIR. As
noted in text, there is no air district in California that has adopted a zero threshold.
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compared to global GHG emissions of approximately 46 billion MTCO2e/year (USEPA 2016)19,
meaning the project is approximately 0.00001 percent of global emissions responsible for current
anthropogenic climate effects.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

While the RDEIR does not dismiss that cumulative contributions from the project are significant (to
the contrary, they are found to be significant where above the threshold and mitigation is required),
given the relative scale, one cannot identify the specific change in temperature, precipitation, sea
level rise, or the many other climate effects in Monterey County due to GHG emissions from a single
project without conducting an enormous amount of scientific study. Such evaluation is not
necessary to determine the significance of GHG emissions. The RDEIR explains the rationale for the
threshold used in the RDEIR to evaluate the cumulative contribution to climate change of the
project’s GHG emissions.

12
13

The comment provides no evidence as to why the approach in the RDEIR is inadequate and thus no
further response is necessary.

14

Comment 13-11

15
16

This comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze the effects of increased climate
change on the project.

17
18
19
20
21

In the 2015 California Supreme Court ruling in the California Building Industry Association vs. Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (CBIA vs. BAAQMD), the court ruled that impacts of the
environment on a project, such as sea level rise due to climate change, are not CEQA impacts
because they are not impacts of the project on the environment. The RDEIR provides an analysis for
informational purposes only, as such an analysis is not legally required under CEQA.

22

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

23
24
25
26

Comment 13-12
This comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze cumulative GHG impacts. See
Responses to Comments 13-8 through 13-10.

Comment 13-13

27
28
29
30

This comment states that the terms used throughout the RDEIR are confusing and ambiguous. With
regard to terminology related to the Project Applicant, see Response to Comment 10-43. With
regard to terminology related to water rights, see Master Response 2. With regard to terminology
related to conditions of approval and mitigation measures, see Response to Comment 10-64.

31
32
33

The comment also states that the RDEIR does not include the General Plan amendments that would
be required for the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative, or provide a General Plan
consistency analysis. This is not accurate. See Master Response 3.

19 https://www.epa.gov/climate-indicators/climate-change-indicators-global-greenhouse-gas-emissions. Accessed

11/4/16.
Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

3-107

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

1

Chapter 3. Responses to Comments

Comment 13-14

2
3
4
5
6
7
8

This comment states that it is unclear whether the Rio Road extension is part of the Proposed
Project. As stated on page ES-2 of the RDEIR, the Proposed Project would include an extension of Rio
Road through a network of local neighborhood streets to allow safe ingress and egress for residents
and the public through Rio Road West. As stated on page ES-4 of the RDEIR, the 130-Unit also
includes the proposed Rio Road extension but only as an emergency access road. The proposed
extension is part of both project descriptions and is clearly stated as such in the RDEIR. The RDEIR
does not include a mitigation measure requiring the extension of Rio Road.

9

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

10
11
12
13
14

Comment 13-15
The comment states that the public cannot comment meaningfully on the RDEIR because the Project
Description is unclear due to the reasons stated in previous comments. See Responses to
Comments 13-13 and 13-14.

Comment 13-16

15
16

The comment asks about independent evaluation of applicant provided information regarding water
demand and water rights.

17
18
19

Please see Master Response 2 and response to Comment 10-65 which raises this same issue. The
RDEIR reference list has been updates to include the documents relied upon in developing the water
supply analysis, whether from the Applicant or other sources.

20

Comment 13-17

21
22
23
24

The comment states that TOMP requested certain document such as the applicant’s responses to
TOMP’s 2008 comment and asserts that the County intentionally provided them the day after
TOMP’s legal counsel went on vacation and that TOMP requests an extension to mid-September in
order to comment on the late-received documents.

25
26
27
28
29

The County provided a formal comment period from June 1, 2016 to August 8, 2016, which is a total
of 68 days compared to the minimum 45 day period required. The comment period was informally
extended for CVA to August 31, 2016 upon request and the County is also treating written comments
received up to August 31, including those from TOMP, the same as comments received prior to
August 8th. Thus a total of 91 days to comment was provided

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

What TOMP fails to describe in this comment is that TOMP requested certain water demand
references on August 22nd, which were provided prior to the August 31 informal deadline for
additional comment. TOMP’s attorney requested the Applicant’s responses to the 2008 TOMP
comment letter on the 2008 DEIR and other references not specifically listed in the RDEIR on August
28th and stated that they were going on vacation on August 30th, leaving very little time for the
County to locate the requested material and send to TOMP and then implies in this comment
somehow that the County was intentionally providing the material after the counsel went on
vacation, which is an entirely unfair and unsupported assertion. Given the late timing of the
requests, the County did not find any warrant to extend the comment period once again.
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Comment 13-18

2
3
4
5
6

The comment describes that Decision 1632 did not establish any perfected water rights and asserts
that the RDEIR filed to analyze the property owners who have claim to any water rights associated
with the overall golf course property and that the project site (and the Project Applicant) can only
claim part of the overall water rights. The comment also requests whether some of the 700 AFY
referenced in Table 13 of Decision 13 is for the benefit of Rancho San Carlos.

7
8
9
10

Please see Master Response 2 and responses to similar comments filed by CVA on this issue. As
described therein, there are three property owners of the golf course site: Lombardo Land Group I,
which owns the ~80 acre project site, the Trust for Public Land, which owns the approximate 140
acre former Hatton Parcel, and Lombardo land Group II which owns the remaining 50 acres.

11
12

Regarding Rancho San Carlos, apparently, Rancho San Carlos previously owned property leased to
the golf course operator, but this land was subsequently transferred to Lombardo land Group II.

13

Comment 13-19

14
15
16

The comment asserts that the RDEIR failed to investigate how much of the golf course water was
produced from the project site rather than the rest of the larger property and how much was used
on the project site.

17
18

Please see Master Response 2 which addresses both of these issues under the discussion of
baseline.

19

Comment 13-20

20
21
22

The comment states that the RDEIR used a different approach than the 2008 DEIR toward water
supply baseline and asks why the approach was changed and what other analytical approaches were
considered before selecting the RDEIR approach.

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

The comment is correct that the RDEIR uses a different approach than the 2008 DEIR for baseline.
The 2008 DEIR used an approach that considered the combined effect of pumping combined with
recharge for both baseline and the Proposed Project. The 2008 DEIR estimated baseline water
demand based on the on-site turf acres and the average irrigation per acre on the overall golf course
and recharge within the project area. The 2008 DEIR approach was not used for the RDEIR because
upon further examination, the 2008 DEIR approach did not recognize that one of the two operating
golf courses would have to be shut down due to the project and that only a single 18-hole
championship course would remain. Thus, the RDEIR used a different approach that did recognize
this effect.

32
33

Master Response 2 provides further rationale for the approach to using 50% of the overall golf
course irrigation to develop the baseline water use estimate.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Regarding other approaches considered, they include the following: 1) the approach in the RDEIR
using 50% of the overall golf course irrigation based on water meter records; 2) the approach in the
2008 RDEIR using golf course turf irrigation on the project site plus recharge based on water meter
records; 3) the amount of pumping from golf course wells on the project itself based on well
production records; 4) and a separate estimate of golf course demand based on turf acres and
evapotranspiration (not using well production records or water meter data). As discussed in Master
Response 2, the approach of using 50% of the overall golf course irrigation was considered the
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most representative of the effect of the project on baseline irrigation. As noted in Master Response
2, the baseline was refined to use the consumptive use approach recommended by MPWMD in their
comment on the RDEIR.

Comment 13-21
The comment asserts that there are no conditions for ensuring the project will only use the
estimated amount of water in the RDEIR and no monitoring and enforcement. The comment also
states that the County has no authority to condition use of water by owners of parcels outside the
project site.

9
10
11
12
13

As described in Master Response 2, a mitigation measure has been added to the RDEIR to require
the project to use no more water than estimated in the RDEIR, to provide documentation to MPWMD
and the County prior to issuance of a building permit, to require water metering and reporting, and
to dedicate portions of the project site’s water rights to the residential project (to ensure they
cannot be used for other purposes).

14
15
16
17

Regarding other property owners, the comment is correct that the County does not have authority to
mandate their water use. A condition of approval requiring this in the RDEIR has been deleted.
However, it should be noted that TPL now owns a portion of the golf course and intends to use
substantially less water than a golf course would.

18

Comment 13-22

19
20

The comment asks whether Decision 1632 has any meaning if the dam is not built and the relevant
of Decision 1632 to the present project.

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Decision 1632 does have relevance to the Rancho Canada golf course overall site as the decision
describes the determination of the SWRCB about the relative seniority of different potential
appropriative rights related to the Carmel River Alluvial Aquifer (and Carmel River). SWRCB
determined that the Rancho Canada golf course property could have up to 700 AFY20 of
appropriative right that would be senior to any newly issued appropriative right that might have
been issued to MPWMD for the Las Padres Dam. While the Dam may never be built, Decision 1632 is
only SWRCB determination to date concerning the potential appropriative right for the Rancho
Canada golf course property including the project site.

29
30
31

As discussed in Master Response No.2 and revisions to the RDEIR, Decision 1632 did not establish
an appropriate right for the Rancho Canada golf course property overall or for the project site. Any
appropriative right would require subsequent approval by SWRCB.

32
33
34
35

Comment 13-23
This comment asks what are the impacts on the river (and species in the River such as steelhead and
California red-legged frog) and Carmel Bay from unfiltered water that will come through a pipeline
directly to the Carmel River.

20 Later amended to 545 AFY by

subsequent action by the Applicant who submitted Application A30111 in 2003.

See Master Response 2.
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The comment is unclear as to what pipeline they are referring to. The project includes no proposal
to pump groundwater directly to the Carmel River. As described in Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water
Quality, the impacts of the project on stormwater runoff have been evaluated and would be
controlled through the implementation of the proposed stormwater management plan including
infiltration basins and best management practices including cleaning of impervious areas, bioswales,
and velocity dissipation measures. The drainage plan includes directing runoff to infiltration areas
prior to being discharged to the river. Thus, there is no plan to direct “unfiltered” runoff to the
Carmel River

Comment 13-24

10
11
12

This comment states that the RDEIR analysis assumes that the Proposed Project would require
200,000 cubic yards of fill, which is inconsistent with the 220,000 cubic yards of fill noted on the
Project application.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

The correct estimate of fill that would be transported under the Proposed Project is 220,000 cubic
yards. As discussed on page 2-10 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR, the Proposed
Project would require the movement of approximately 220,000 cubic yards of fill, of which 100,000
cubic yards would be imported from offsite. Further detail is provided on page 2-8, which states,
“(t)he Project would remove approximately 120,000 cubic yards of fill from the current golf course
to create a passive river basin park area. This onsite excavated fill, plus an additional 100,000 cubic
yards of fill from offsite, would provide approximately 220,000 cubic yards of fill material for the
building pad.”

21
22
23

The RDEIR analysis overall was based on an estimated of 220,000 cubic yards of earthwork
including all the calculations of criteria pollutant emissions and GHG emissions as well as other
resource subject analyses.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

However, the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) prepared for the Proposed Project, which is included in
Appendix F of the RDEIR and summarized in Chapter 3.8, Air Quality, of the RDEIR, was incorrectly
based on an estimate of 200,000 cubic yards of earthwork including 100,000 cubic yard of cut and
fill on-site and 100,000 cubic yards of imported fill. The HRA was based on the Applicant’s
consultants construction equipment calculations which assumed only 100,000 cubic yard of cut and
fill on-site when it should have assumed 120,000 cubic yard of cut and fill on-site. The emissions
associated with the cut and fill on-site are only one part of the overall construction emissions. ICF
revised the calculations for the cut and fill on-site to include 120,000 cubic yards. The resultant
increase in the cancer and non-cancer risks is only 2.2%; when the prior estimates in the RDEIR are
adjusted for the 2.2% increase in the one construction activity, the resultant cancer and non-cancer
risk associated with construction are still under identified significance thresholds

35
36
37

This analysis and the affected discussion in the RDEIR has been revised in Chapter 4, Revisions to the
RDEIR, in this document. As shown therein, the revisions do not result in new significant impacts or
impacts that are substantially increased in severity.

38
39

Also in response to this comment, a typographical error has been corrected on page ES-6 of the
RDEIR that referenced 200,000 cubic yards of fill.
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Comment 13-25

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

This comment asks where the on-site cut (which is actually 120,000 cubic yards – see prior
response) would be located and where the 220,000 cubic yards of fill would be placed on the Project
Site under the Proposed Project. A proposed grading plan (Figure 2-5) shows the large detention
basin (location of cut south of the residential area) and the building pad location (where the fill
would be placed) for the Proposed Project in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR. As
described on page 2-8 of the RDEIR, the fill would be placed in the portion of the Project Site that
would be occupied by residential structures in order to raise the building pads underlying the
structures to an elevation that is above the flood plain. A proposed grading plan showing the basin
location (location of cut) and building pad locations (location of fill) for the 130-Unit Alternative is
provided in Figure 2-9 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the RDEIR.

12
13

The comment also asks about the source location for the off-site fill. See Response to Comment 1064.

14

No further response is required, and no revisions to the RDEIR are required.

15

Comment 13-26

16
17
18

This comment implies that the estimate of grading is underestimated, and that the EIR preparer did
not independently verify the estimated grading amounts, which were provided by the Project
Applicant.

19

See Response to Comment 10-64.

20

Comment 13-27

21
22
23
24
25

This comment asks what size trucks would be used to transport soil to the Project Site. The
comment references a statement on page 3.7-35 of the RDEIR that states, “It is estimated that during
this grading stage approximately 100,000 cubic yards of dirt would be imported to the project site.
Using typical truck capacities, the total number of truckloads for this construction stage is estimated
to be approximately 7,200 truckloads.”

26
27
28
29
30
31

Construction haul trucks vary in capacity, and the exact trucks that would be used during
construction are difficult to identify at the planning and review stage of a project. Haul trucks can
generally hold anywhere from 10 to 18 cubic yards of material, with 14 cubic yards being a common
average. Thus, the RDEIR assumes a haul truck capacity of approximately 14 cubic yards (100,000
cubic yards / 14 cubic yards = 7,143 truckloads, which was rounded up to 7,200 truckloads). The
RDEIR analysis reflects a good faith effort at full disclosure.

32

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

33
34
35
36
37

Comment 13-28
The comment states that the estimated 28-day grading period for the Proposed Project is not
included in the project description. The commenter is incorrect. As stated on page 2-11 in Chapter 2,
Project Description, of the RDEIR, “(t)he applicant estimates that importation of fill would occur over
a period of 28 days and would require 7,200 truckloads of fill material.”
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1
2
3
4
5

The comment also asks what haul routes would be used by construction trucks. Two potential haul
routes were studied in the Health Risk Assessment included in Appendix F of the RDEIR: one along
Rio Road and one along Carmel Valley Road. The analysis recommends that haul trucks should not
use Rio Road as a haul route. Haul trucks should be required to use the Carmel Valley Road haul
route instead.

6

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

7

Comment 13-29

8
9
10
11
12
13
14

The comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze construction traffic impacts, and that
the RDEIR’s conclusion that construction truck traffic impacts would be less than significant is
flawed. The comment is inaccurate. The analysis of construction-related traffic impacts is on pages
3.7-34 through 3.7-36 in Chapter 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, of the RDEIR. The analysis
discloses that impacts from construction traffic, including trucks, would be significant and
unavoidable even with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-3, which requires
implementation of a construction traffic control plan.

15

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

16

Comment 13-30

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

The comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately analyze flooding impacts. The comment
claims that the installation of fill on the Project Site will exacerbate existing flooding conditions. The
comment provides anecdotal evidence, but does not offer facts, reasonable assumptions based on
facts, or expert opinion to support this claim. Flooding impacts are evaluated extensively in Chapter
3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the RDEIR. The analysis is based on an engineering level
hydraulic model conducted for the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative. Contrary to the
comment, the analysis determined that flooding impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation for the Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative.

25

No revisions to the RDEIR are required.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Comment 13-31
The comment states that the County did not respond to the commenter’s comments submitted on
the 2008 DEIR. See Master Response 5.

Comment 13-32
The comment states that there are additional wildlife corridors and sensitive species in the Project
area that were not addressed in the RDEIR. However, the comment does not provide any further
details on what corridors and species are present, or where they might be located. Therefore, it is
not possible to provide a detailed response. It should be noted that the portion of open space which
includes the wildlife corridors identified in the RDEIR has been purchased by the Trust for Public
Land, and Mitigation Measure BIO-23 has been removed.

Comment 13-33
The commenter states that it was not informed of the extension of the RDEIR comment period. See
Master Response 5.
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Comment 13-34
The commenter states that the Notice of Preparation should have been recirculated when the lead
agency decided to recirculate the 2008 DEIR. See Response to Comment 10-67.

Comment 13-35

5
6
7

The comment states that the Proposed Project should have been analyzed under the prior versions
of the General Plan and CVMP that were in effect at the time the Project application was deemed
complete. See Master Response 3.

8
9

The comment also states that the RDEIR’s analysis of long-term water supply is inadequate. See
Master Response 2.

10

Comment 13-36

11
12
13

The commenter requests to remain on the distribution list for all notices of hearing and other action
by the County regarding this project, including all notice required Public Resources Code section
21092.2. The request will be forwarded to the County.

14

Comment noted. No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

15

Response to Comment Letter 14 (Susie Franklin)

16

Comment 14-1

17

See Master Response 3 and Master Response 4.

18

Response to Comment Letter 15 (Lea Magee)

19

Comment 15-1

20
21
22

This comment opposes the project and expresses concern that increased growth in Monterey
County will lead to potential impacts to traffic, water use, noise, air quality, and aesthetics. The
commenter urges the Board to oppose the project.

23
24
25

Comment noted. The RDEIR provides analysis of potential impacts on transportation and traffic,
land use, noise, air quality, hydrology and water quality. The comment does not concern the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

26

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

27

Response to Comment Letter 16 (Lea Magee)

28

Comment 16-1

29
30
31
32

This comment opposes the project and any additional development in Carmel Valley. The
commenter expresses concern that increased growth will have negative impacts on traffic and water
usage. The commenter also refers to an additional project in Ft. Ord and expresses concern about
cumulative impacts to traffic.
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1

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of RDEIR or the CEQA process.

2

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

3

Response to Comment Letter 17 (Lea Magee)

4

Comment 17-1

5
6
7
8

This comment opposes the project and any additional development in Carmel Valley. The
commenter expresses concern that increased growth will have negative impacts on traffic, water
usage, open space, and agricultural land uses. The commenter suggests that Monterey County Parks
purchase the land.

9

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

10

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

11

Response to Comment Letter 18 (William H. Soskin)

12

Comment 18-1

13
14
15

This comment opposes the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative and expresses concern
about traffic congestion as the result of growth in the area. The commenter urges rejection of the
Proposed Project and 130-Unit Alternative or a reduction of the project to 50 units or less.

16

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

17

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

18

Response to Comment Letter 19 (Dr. Mel Spehn)

19

Comment 19-1

20
21

This comment opposes the project and expresses concern about structures, water usage, traffic, and
environmental impacts. The commenter urges the County to oppose the project.

22
23
24

Comment noted. The RDEIR provides analysis of potential impacts on transportation and traffic,
land use, hydrology and water quality, and utilities. The comment does not concern the adequacy of
the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

25

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

26

Response to Comment Letter 20 (Richard Stott)

27

Comment 20-1

28
29
30
31

The comment is a statement of support for the 130-Unit Alternative with respect to other potential
developments that might occur under the Carmel Valley Master Plan’s unit cap. Specifically, the
commenter expresses that the 130-Unit Alternative is superior to other developments because it 1)
is on already developed land, 2) is not within the Carmel Valley Road viewshed, 3) is close to
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1
2

schools, shopping, and Highway One, 4) will replace existing golf course (a heavy water user), 5)
dedicates 39 acres to parkland, and 6) adds additional flood control for those in the floodplain.

3

Comment noted. The comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

4

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

6

Response to Comment Letter 21 (Jacqueline M. Zischke, Attorney
at Law)

7

Comment 21-1

5

8
9
10
11
12
13

This comment requests that Table ES-1 on page ES-16 be revised to show that Mitigation Measure
BIO-3 applies only to the Proposed Project, and not to the 130-Unit Alternative. The commenter
references Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3.2-26, which explains that the hydraulic
analysis for the 130-Unit Alternative found that it would not result in substantial changes to
velocities in the Carmel River channel or overbank areas and would not be expected to result in
substantial erosion and scour.

14
15
16
17
18

The RDEIR had some mislabeling of BIO-3 and BIO-4 (corrected in revisions to the RDEIR; see
Chapter 4 in this document). Mitigation Measure BIO-3 concerns mandatory contractor/worker
awareness training for construction personnel. Mitigation Measure BIO-4 concerns providing
funding assurances and reporting concerning restoration progress and success. It is presumed that
the comment actually concerns BIO-4.

19
20
21
22
23

The 130-unit Alternative would result in impacts to riparian vegetation due to project construction
which would need to be addressed by BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6, so they continue to apply to the 130unit Alternative. The comment is correct that the project would not result in scour as a result of
change in channel velocities and the RDEIR does not apply Mitigation Measure BIO-7 to the 130-unit
Alternative accordingly.

24
25

The RDEIR has been revised to correct reference to BIO-3 and BIO-4 and to note which measures do
and don’t apply to the 130-unit Alternative.

26

Comment 21-2

27
28
29

This comment states that the RDEIR should clarify that Lot 130 is already developed with existing
residential units. This is incorrect. As stated on page 3.5-4 of the RDEIR, Lot 130 is developed with
golf course maintenance facilities.

30
31
32
33
34
35
36

The comment also asserts that Mitigation Measure GEO-2 is not necessary since Lot 130 is flat. This
is inaccurate. As stated on page 3.1-17 of the RDEIR, while slope gradients on Lot 130 are gentle to
moderate, the slopes north of Lot 130, which are separated from Lot 130 by Carmel Valley Road,
have as much as 50% gradient. Thus, Mitigation Measure GEO-2, which requires the Project
Applicant to conduct additional geotechnical investigation to determine if there are any direct or
indirect landsliding risks, including risks from landslides north of Carmel Valley Road, on proposed
development of Lot 130, is warranted.
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Comment 21-3

2
3

This comment asserts that the RDEIR should explain the flood control benefits that would accrue to
CSA50 with the raising of the Rio Road west emergency road as part of the 130-Unit Alternative.

4
5
6

In response to this comment, page 3.2-36 of the RDEIR has been revised. See also Comment Letter
No. 5, which is from CSA50 and confirms the benefits to flood control that would occur under the
130-Unit Alternative.

7

Comment 21-4

8
9
10

The commenter states that information in the RDEIR about the presence of aquatic habitat for
California red-legged frog in the Project area is incorrect and requests that this impact and the
corresponding mitigation measure be revised.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Based on information collected during surveys in 2014, the three ponds in the project area appear to
no longer provide aquatic breeding habitat for California red-legged frog because they no longer
hold ponded water due to the deterioration of the pond linings and presence of upland vegetation.
However, these areas appear to provide suitable aestivation/dispersal habitat for California redlegged frog. Impact BIO-8 correctly identifies the loss of the three ponds as an impact to
aestivation/dispersal habitat but has been revised to more clearly distinguish the loss of aquatic
breeding habitat due to the removal of the bulrush wetland from the loss of aestivation/dispersal
habitat in the three previous ponds. The new detention pond that would be created under the 130unit Alternative may provide aestivation/dispersal habitat for California red-legged frog and this
was added to the impact discussion. Minor changes to the mitigation measures were made to make
it clear that a Biological Opinion or Habitat Conservation Plan would be needed for several of the
mitigation measures; however, mitigation for the loss of aquatic habitat (filling of the bulrush
wetland and blocking of access to the pond on the Carmel Middle School which provides potential
habitat for the California red-legged frog) would still be necessary and therefore, this portion of the
mitigation was not revised.

26

Comment 21-5

27
28

The comment asserts the RDEIR incorrectly states on page 3.3.-62, line 21 in Chapter 3.3, Biological
Resources, that “polices do not distinguish between native and planted redwood trees.”

29
30
31

The Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) CV-3.11 applies to the removal of “healthy native oak and
madrone and redwood trees in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area.” The policy specifies native
redwood trees.

32

The text on page 3.3-62 in Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, has been revised to correct this.

33

Comment 21-6

34
35

This comment states that the Proposed Project and the 130-Unit Alternative are subject to the land
use plans in effect at the time the project application was file.

36

See Master Response 3.
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Comment 21-7

2
3
4

This comment states that the General Plan amendments associated with the Proposed Project
should be considered concurrently by the Board with its consideration of the Proposed Project. The
comment does not concern the adequacy of the RDEIR or the CEQA process.

5

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

6

Also see Master Response 3.

7
8
9

Comment 21-8
This comment discusses the General Plan Amendment needed for the 130-Unit Alternative, as
further discussed in Master Response 3.

10
11

Master Response 3 also includes a discussion of land use policy LU-9.3. See also Master Response
4 regarding the provision of affordable housing.

12

Regarding Policy LU-9.3 and 9.6, please see prior responses to Comments 21-6 and 21-7.

13

Comment 21-9

14
15
16
17
18

This comment asserts that the traffic analysis in the RDEIR is based on highly conservative
assumptions to account for trip generation rates. The commenter goes on to say that the Project and
the 130-Unit Alternative are infill sites adjacent to school, shopping, and other amenities which
would encourages alternative forms of transportation such as transit or bicycles. The commenter
asserts that the traffic impacts will be lower than those identified in the RDEIR.

19
20

Comment noted. The methodology use to determine trip generation, trip distribution, and trip
assignment are explained in Chapter 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, pages 3.7-18 to 3.7-20.

21

No revisions to the RDEIR are necessary.

22

Comment 21-10

23
24
25
26
27
28

This comment expresses concern with RDEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-23, which would require
dedication of an open space easement on a portion of the Rancho Canada Golf Course for a Wildlife
Movement Corridor. The commenter notes that the condition would not be imposed in the event
that this portion of the golf course is purchased by the Trust for Public Land. The commenter
asserts that it is not appropriate under CEQA to describe this condition of approval on a future
project as a mitigation measure for the current Proposed Project.

29
30
31

Comment noted. The portion of open space which includes the wildlife corridors has been
purchased by the Trust for Public Land subsequent to the submittal of this comment. Therefore, the
mitigation measure has been removed. See Master Response 2.

32
33

The text on page 4-14 to 4-15 in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Findings, in the RDEIR has been revised to
correct this (see Chapter 4 in this document for the revisions).

34
35
36

Comment 21-11
This comment is an attached letter from Balance Hydrologics, Inc. discussing cost savings to CSA-50
resulting from the raised access road.
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See response to Comment 21-3.

Comment 21-12

3
4
5

This comment is an attached letter from Balance Hydrologics, Inc. explaining the community
benefits the raised emergency access road and the 10’ x 10’ box culvert would have on drainage and
flood protection.

6

See response to Comment 21-3.

7
8
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2

Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

3
4
5
6

This chapter includes revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) by errata as allowed by CEQA.
The revisions are presented in the order they appear in the RDEIR, with the relevant page
number(s) and text line(s) indicated with italicized print. New or revised text is shown with
underline for additions and strike‐out for deletions.

7
8
9

All text revisions are to provide clarification or additional detail. The changes do not result in a need
to recirculate the RDEIR a second time. Under the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation is required when
new significant information identifies:

10
11



Significant new environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented;

12
13



Substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact unless mitigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;

14
15
16



Feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, considerable different from others
previously analyzed, that clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of the project but
that the project; or

17
18



The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded (Guidelines sec. 15088.5[a]).

19
20

Recirculation of a Draft EIR is not required where the new information merely clarifies, amplifies or
makes minor modifications to an adequate EIR (Guidelines sec. 15088[b]).

21
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1

Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

2

Executive Summary – Table ES‐1

3

Page ES‐6, line 32‐33 is revised as follows:

4
5

Geology and Soils – The project would require extensive (approx. 200,000 220,000 cubic yards [CY])
of excavation and transport by truck.

6
7

Table ES‐1 has been revised as follows:

8 Table ES‐1. Summary of Impacts
Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

GEO‐1: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting From Fault
Rupture

NI

NI

None Required

–

GEO‐2: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting from
Earthquake‐Induced Ground
Shaking

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

GEO‐3: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting from
Seismic‐Related Ground
Settlement

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

GEO‐4: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting From
Earthquake‐Induced
Liquefaction

LTS

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

GEO‐2: Conduct Additional Site‐Specific
Investigation Relative to Lot 130 and
Implement Recommended Grading and
Slope Design Criteria of the Site‐Specific
Geotechnical Reports

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

GEO‐3: Prepare and Implement an Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan

LTS

Impact

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

3.1 Geology and Soils
A. Seismic Hazards

GEO‐1: Design All Proposed Structures in
Accordance with the Requirements of the
California Building Code, Current Edition,
and Recommendations Contained in the
Site‐Specific Geologic and Geotechnical
Reports

LTS

None Required

–

B. Landslides and Slope Stability
GEO‐5: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting from
Landsliding

C. Erosion
GEO‐6: Accelerated Soil
Erosion and Sedimentation
D. Soil Constraints
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Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

GEO‐7: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting from
Expansive Soils

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

GEO‐8: Substantial Adverse
Effects Resulting from Loss
of Topsoil

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

NI

NI

None Required

–

GEO‐C1: Cumulative Impacts
of Development on
Geologically Hazardous
Areas

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

GEO‐C2: Cumulative
Accelerated Runoff, Erosion,
and Sedimentation

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

GEO‐1 through GEO‐5 [see above]

LTC

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Proposed Project and 130‐unit Alternative
HYD‐1: Prepare and Implement a
Stormwater Control Plan
HYD‐2: Prepare and Implement Operation
and Maintenance Plan for Stormwater
Control Measures
HYD‐3: Enter into Maintenance
Agreement for Stormwater Control
Measures
BIO‐4 BIO‐3: Provide Funding Assurances
and Reporting Concerning Restoration
Progress and Success
Proposed Project Only
BIO‐7: Monitor Bank Erosion in Project
Reach and Restore Riparian Vegetation
and River Bank As Necessary

LTS

Potentially
Significant

HYD‐1, HYD‐2, HYD‐3 [see above]

LTS

Impact

GEO‐9: Effects of Septic
Systems on Soils

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure
GEO‐1 [see above]
GEO‐4: Remove Localized Zones of Overly
Loose Materials
GEO‐5: Prepare a Geotechnical Report for
Lot 130 Concerning Expansive Soils (130‐
Unit Alternative only)

LTS

Cumulative Impacts

3.2 Hydrology
A. Alteration of Drainage
Patterns
HYD‐1: Alteration of Surface
Drainage Patterns That
Results in Increased Erosion
or Siltation

B. Stormwater Runoff and Drainage Infrastructure
HYD‐2: Result in Increased
Stormwater Runoff Due to
an Increase in Impervious
Surfaces and Topographic
Alterations Resulting in
Drainage or Flooding
Impacts
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Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

C. Water Quality
HYD‐3: Degrade Surface
Water Quality during
Construction and from
Operation

HYD‐1, HYD‐2, HYD‐3 [see above]
HYD‐4: Implement a Spill Prevention and
Control Program
HYD‐5: Implement Measures to Maintain
Surface Water or Groundwater Quality
GEO‐3: Prepare and Implement an Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan

LTS

D. Groundwater Supply
HYD‐4: Substantially
Deplete Groundwater
Supplies or Interfere with
Groundwater Recharge

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

E. Risk of Flooding
HYD‐5: Place Housing or
Structures Within a 100‐
Year Flood Hazard Area and
Expose People or Structures
to a Significant Risk of Loss,
Injury, or Death Involving
Flooding

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

HYD‐6: Protect Eastern Slope of Excavated
Basin
HYD‐7: Avoid Encroachment into the 100‐
year Floodplain for Lot 130 Uses (130‐
Unit Alternative Only)

LTS

F. Risk of Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow or Due to Sea Level Rise
HYD‐6: Expose People or
Structures to a Significant
Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death
Involving Inundation Due to
Seiche, Tsunami, or
Mudflow Hazards or
Flooding Associated with
Sea Level Rise

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

Cumulative Impacts
HYD‐C1: Cumulative
Impacts to Hydrology and
Water Quality

HYD‐1 though HYD‐7, GEO‐5, BIO‐4, BIO‐3,
BIO‐7 [see above]

LTC

Potentially
significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐1: Loss of Coyote Brush
Scrub Habitat

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

BIO‐2: Loss of Monterey
Pine Stands

LTS

LTS

None Required

‐‐

3.3 Biological Resources
A. Impacts to Vegetation
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Impact

Chapter 4 Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

LTS

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐1: Conduct a Floristic Survey of Coast
Live Oak Woodland Habitat in Lot 130
during the Blooming Period for Potential
Special‐Status Plant Species (130‐Unit
Alternative only)
BIO‐2: Measures to Avoid or Minimize
Impacts on Special‐Status Plant Species
Populations Relative to Lot 130
BIO‐3: Conduct Mandatory
Contractor/Worker Awareness Training
for Construction Personnel (130‐Unit
Alternative only)

LTS

BIO‐4: Loss of Riparian
Forest and Woodland
Habitat

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Proposed Project and 130‐unit Alternative
BIO‐3 [see above]
BIO‐4: Provide Funding Assurances and
Reporting Concerning Restoration
Progress and Success
BIO‐5: Restore Riparian Forest/Woodland
Concurrent with Impact to Compensate
for the Permanent Loss of Riparian Forest
Habitat
BIO‐6: Minimize Disturbance of Riparian
Forest and Woodland
Proposed Project Only
BIO‐7: Monitor Bank Erosion in Project
Reach and Restore Riparian Vegetation
and River Bank, as Necessary

LTS

BIO‐5: Loss of Coast Live
Oak Woodland

No impact

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐8: Create Coast Live Oak Woodland
Habitat to Mitigate Permanent Loss of
Coast Live Oak Woodland Habitat (130‐
Unit Alternative only)

LTS

BIO‐6: Loss of Wetlands and
Other Waters of the United
States and State of California

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐3, BIO‐4 [see above]
HYD‐1 through HYD‐4 [see above]
BIO‐9a: Create Ponds to Mitigate
Permanent Loss of Pond Habitat
(Proposed Project only)
BIO‐9b: Restore or Create Wetland and
Pond Habitat to Mitigate Permanent Loss
of Waters of the United States and State
(130‐Unit Alternative only)

LTS

BIO‐7: Loss of Protected
Trees

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐10: Compensate for Removal of
Protected Trees

LTS

BIO‐3: Loss or Disturbance
of Special‐Status Plant
Occurrences
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Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

BIO‐8: Loss or Disturbance
of California Red‐Legged
Frog Aquatic Habitat and
Potential Loss of California
Red‐Legged Frog Adults,
Larvae, or Eggs

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐3, BIO‐5 through BIO‐7 [see above]
BIO‐11: Conduct Formal Site Assessment
and Consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to Determine if Protocol‐Level
Surveys are Necessary OR Assume CRLF
Presence
BIO‐12: Restrict Filling of Ponds/Wetlands
and Initial Ground‐Disturbing Activities in
CRLF Habitat to the Dry Season (May 1 to
October 15)
BIO‐13: Conduct a Preconstruction Survey
for CRLF
BIO‐14: Monitor Initial Ground‐Disturbing
Construction Activities within CRLF
Habitat
BIO‐15: Compensate for the Removal and
Disturbance of CRLF Breeding Habitat

LTS

BIO‐9: Loss or Disturbance
of Southwestern Pond
Turtle Aquatic Habitat and
Potential Loss or
Disturbance of
Southwestern Pond Turtles

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐16: Conduct a Preconstruction Survey
for Southwestern Pond Turtles and
Monitor Construction Activities within
Suitable Aquatic Habitat

LTS

BIO‐10: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of Breeding or
Wintering Western
Burrowing Owls and Their
Burrows

LTS

LTS

BIO‐11: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of Tricolored
Blackbirds and Their
Breeding Habitat

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐17: Conduct Surveys for Nesting
Tricolored Blackbirds
BIO‐18: Redesign Restoration Plan
(Proposed Project) to Replace Lost
Tricolored Blackbird Nesting Colony
Habitat or Incorporate Tricolored
Blackbird Nesting Habitat into the Newly
Developed 130‐Unit Alternative
Restoration Plan (If Developed)

LTS

BIO‐12: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of Monterey
Dusky‐Footed Woodrat or
Their Nests

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐19: Conduct Surveys for Woodrat
Middens and Relocate Woodrats and
Middens Prior to Construction Activity

LTS

BIO‐13: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of Tree and
Shrub Nesting Migratory
Birds and Raptors

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐5 [see above]
BIO‐20: Remove Vegetation during the
Nonbreeding Season and Avoid
Disturbance of Nesting Migratory Birds
and Raptors

LTS

BIO‐14: Potential Loss or
Disturbance of Pallid Bat,
Hoary Bat, and Non‐Special‐
Status Bats Species

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐21: Conduct a Survey for Suitable
Roosting Habitat and Evidence of Roosting
Bats and Avoid Disturbing Them

LTS

Impact

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

B. Impacts to Wildlife
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Impact

Chapter 4 Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐15: Temporary and
Permanent Impacts to
Steelhead Trout and other
Carmel River Fish

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure
HYD‐1 through HYD‐6 [see above]
BIO‐7[see above]
BIO‐22: Rescue Steelhead, if Stranded in
Site Basin during High‐Flow Events

LTS

BIO‐3 through BIO‐7[see above]

LTS

C. Impact on Wildlife Movement, Wildlife Corridors, and Nursery Sites
BIO‐16: Potential Adverse
Impact on Wildlife
Movement, Wildlife
Corridors, and Nursery Sites

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

D. Impact Related to Adopted Conservation Plans and Local Policies/Ordinances for the Protection of Biological Resources
BIO‐17: Potential Conflict
with Local Policies/
Ordinances

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Proposed Project Only
BIO‐7 [see above]

LTS

E. Impact on Wildlife from Increased Presence of Dogs and Cats
BIO‐18: Potential Adverse
Impact on Wildlife
Increased Presence of Dogs
and Cats Associated with
Residential Development

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐23: Install Signs Along and Within the
Habitat Preserve about Restraining Dogs
and Encouraging Cats to be Kept Inside

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

BIO‐1 through BIO‐22 [see above], BIO‐23
BIO‐23: Monterey County to Require
Dedication on a Portion of the Rancho
Cañada Golf Course for a Wildlife
Movement Corridor as a Condition of
Approval of Future Development on the
Remaining Portion of the Golf Course

LTC

AES‐1: Changes in Visual
Character due to the
proposed Residential Use
and Habitat Preserve

LTS

LTS

AES‐2: Changes in Visual
Quality due to Changes in
Views from Adjacent Land
Uses due to the Proposed
Residential Use

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Cumulative Impacts
BIO‐C1: Cumulative Loss of
Biological Resources
Including Habitats and
Special Status Species

3.4 Aesthetics
A. Visual Character and Quality
None Required.

–

AES‐1: Implement Measures to Reduce
Light and Glare, and Visual Intrusion to
Surrounding Land Uses and Other Public
Viewpoints

LTS

B. Scenic Vistas and Corridors
AES‐3: Changes in Views
from Existing Scenic Vistas
and Corridors

None Required.

–

C. Light and Glare
AES‐4: Create a New Source
of Light and Glare

AES‐1 [see above]

LTS

Cumulative Impacts
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Impact

Chapter 4 Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

AES‐1 [see above]

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

AES‐1: Implement Measures to Reduce
Light and Glare, and Visual Intrusion to
Surrounding Land Uses and Other Public
Viewpoints

LTS

AES‐C1: Cumulative
Degradation of the Existing
Visual Character of the
Region

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

3.5 Land Use
A. Land Use Compatibility
LU‐1: Land Use
Compatibility

B. Plan/Policy Consistency
LU‐2: Conflicts with Land
Use Plans, Policies, or
Regulations
LU‐3: Conflicts with Habitat
Conservation Plans

Significant
(re: CVMP
Policy CV‐1.6)

Traffic Mitigation Measures in Chapter 3.7
Significant
and Chapter 4.
(re: CVMP
Policy CV‐1.27)

SU

NI

NI

None Required

_

LTS

LTS

None Required

_

Considerable

LTC

Proposed Project Only: Traffic Mitigation
Measures in Chapter 3.7 and Chapter 4.

CU (Proposed
Project Only)

HAZ‐1: Upset and Accident
Conditions Involving the
Release of Hazardous
Materials into the
Environment

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

HAZ‐1: Follow Cypress Fire Protection
District and Other Guidelines for Storage
and Handling of Hazardous Materials
HAZ‐2: Immediately Contain Spills,
Excavate Spill‐Contaminated Soil, and
Disposal at an Approved Facility
HAZ‐3: Develop and Implement Plans to
Reduce Exposure of People and the
Environment to Hazardous Conditions
During Construction Activities
HAZ‐4: Test for the Presence of Asbestos
or Lead‐Based Paint and Remove in
Accordance with Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) and the
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District (MBUAPCD)Procedures
(130‐Unit Alternative only)
PSU‐2: Coordinate with Appropriate
Utility Service Providers and Related
Agencies to Reduce Service Interruptions

LTS

HAZ‐2: Routine Transport,
Use, or Disposal of
Hazardous Materials

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

HAZ‐5: Participate in the Local Household
Hazardous Waste Collection Program

LTS

C. Division of an Established
Community
LU‐4: Physically Divide a
Community
Cumulative Impacts
LU‐C1: Cumulative Local
Land Use Impacts
3.6 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
A. Public Exposure

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

4‐8

November 2016
ICF 05334.05

Monterey County

Chapter 4 Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

TR‐3: Peak Hour LOS
Decrease for Two‐Lane and
Multi‐Lane and/or exceed
ADT Threshold for Portions
of Carmel Valley Road, Rio
Road and Carmel Rancho
Boulevard

LTS

LTS

TR‐4: Peak Hour Segment
LOS Decrease for Portions of
State Route 1

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

TR‐5: Adequate Sight
Distance

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

TR‐6: Adequate Project
Access

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Impact
HAZ‐3: Hazardous
Emissions or Hazardous
Materials, Substances, or
Waste Handling Within One‐
Quarter Mile of a School
HAZ‐4: Location of the
Project on a Known
Hazardous Material Site

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure
For the Proposed Project:
HAZ‐1 through HAZ‐3 and HAZ‐5 [see
above]
For the 130‐Unit Alternative:
HAZ‐1 through HAZ‐5 [see above]

LTS

B. Airport Vicinity
HAZ‐5: Potential Exposure
of Hazardous Materials in
the Vicinity of an Airport or
Airstrip
Cumulative Impacts
HAZ‐C1: Cumulative
Significant Hazards to the
Public or Environment

HAZ‐1 through HAZ‐5 [see above]

LTC

3.7 Transportation and
Circulation
A. Signalized Intersections
TR‐1: LOS Decrease at
Signalized Intersections

None Required

–

B. Unsignalized Intersections
TR‐2: LOS Decrease at
Unsignalized Intersections

TR‐1: Contribute Fair‐Share to
Interchange Improvements of Laureles
Grade and Carmel Valley Road through the
CVTIP Traffic Impact Fee

SU

C. Roadway Segments
None Required

–

None RequiredTR‐2 Contribute Fair Share
Regional Impact Fee

SU

D. Access, Circulation and Safety

E. Transit and Bicycle Travel
TR‐7: Changes to Transit
and Bicycle Travel Access
F. Construction Traffic
TR‐8: Construction Traffic
Decreases LOS

Rancho Cañada Village Project
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Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

TR‐C1: LOS Decrease at
Signalized Intersections

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

None RequiredTR‐2 [see above]

CU

TR‐C2: LOS Decrease at
Unsignalized Intersections

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

TR‐1 [see above]

CU

TR‐C3: Peak Hour LOS
Decrease for Segments of
SR1 and Carmel Valley Road

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

None RequiredTR‐2 [see above]

CU

TR‐C4: Exceed Average
Daily Traffic Thresholds on
Segments of Carmel Valley
Road

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

TR‐1 TR‐2 [see above]

CU

TR‐C5: Adequate Sight
Distance

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

TR‐C6: Adequate Project
Access

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

TR‐C7: Changes to Transit
and Bicycle Travel Access

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

TR‐C8: Construction Traffic

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

AIR‐4: Result in the
Emission of Toxic Air
Contaminants from Diesel
Truck and Equipment Use
during Construction

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

AIR‐5: Expose Sensitive
Receptors to Substantial CO
Concentrations from
Project‐Related Traffic

LTS

LTS

None Required

LTS

LTS

None Required

Impact

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Cumulative Impacts

TRA‐23 [see above]

CU

3.8 Air Quality
A. Air Quality Plan Consistency
AIR‐1: Conflict with the
2012 Air Quality
Management Plan

None Required

–

B. Long‐Term Emissions
AIR‐2: Result in a Long‐
Term Increase in ROG, NOX,
CO, and PM10 Emissions
from Vehicular Traffic and
Area Sources

AIR‐1: Prohibit Wood‐Burning Fireplaces

LTS

C. Construction Emissions
AIR‐3: Result in a Short‐
Term Increase in PM10
Emissions due to Grading
and Construction
D. Sensitive Receptors

E. Odors
AIR‐6: Expose New Sensitive
Receptors to Objectionable
Odors
Rancho Cañada Village Project
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Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

AIR‐C1: Cumulative Effect
on Air Quality

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

AIR‐C2: Cumulative
Elevated Health Risk from
Exposure to Construction‐
Related Emissions

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

NOI‐1: Exposure of Onsite
Noise‐Sensitive Land Use to
Noise

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

NOI‐2: Exposure of Offsite
Noise‐Sensitive Land Uses to
Increased Noise

LTS

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTC

LTC

None Required

–

Impact

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Cumulative Impacts

3.9 Noise
A. Long‐Term Increases in Noise
NOI‐1: Implement Noise‐Reducing
Treatments at Residences Located Near
the Batting Practice Area and Lot 130

LTS

None Required

–

B. Short‐Term Increases in Noise
NOI‐3: Exposure of Noise‐
Sensitive Land Uses to
Construction Noise

NOI‐2: Employ Noise‐Reducing
Construction Practices

LTS

C. Vibration
NOI‐4: Exposure of Sensitive
Land Uses to Vibration from
Construction Activity
Cumulative Impacts
NOI‐C1: Exposure of Noise‐
Sensitive Land Uses to
Cumulative Traffic Noise
that Exceed County Noise
Compatibility Standards

3.10 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation
A. Fire and Police Services
PSU‐1: Increased Demand
for Fire and First‐Responder
Emergency Medical Services

LTS

LTS

None Required

‐‐

PSU‐2: Increased Demand
for Police Services

LTS

LTS

None Required

‐‐

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

B. Emergency Access
PSU‐3: Interference with
Emergency Access Routes or
Adopted Emergency Access
Plans
C. Wildland Fire Hazard
PSU‐4: Expose People or
Structures to a Significant
Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death
Involving Wildland Fires
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Proposed
Project Level of
Significance

130‐Unit
Alternative
Level of
Significance

Potentially
Significant
LTS

Potentially
Significant
LTS

None Required
PSU‐1: Dedicate Water Rights for the
Project; Design for, Meter, and Monitor
Water to meet Water Budgets; Implement
Remedial Action if Water Budgets
Exceeded

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

PSU‐2 1: Test Well Supply, Identify Water
Treatment and Distribution Facilities, and
Avoid Impacts on Biological Resources

LTS

LTS

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Level of
Significance after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

D. Water Demand
PSU‐5: Increased Water
Supply Demand

E. Infrastructure Capacities
PSU‐6: Increased Demand
for Water and Sewer
Infrastructure
F. Wastewater Treatment
Capacity
PSU‐7: Increased
Wastewater Treatment
Capacities

None Required

–

G. Utility Disruption
PSU‐8: Construction‐Related
Service Disruptions

PSU‐3 2: Coordinate with Appropriate
Utility Service Providers and Related
Agencies to Reduce Service Interruptions

LTS

H. School Enrollments
PSU‐9: Increased Student
Enrollments

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

LTS

LTS

None Required

–

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

NI

NI

I. Recreational Demand
PSU‐10: Increased Use of
Existing Neighborhood and
Regional Parks
J. Open Space
PSU‐11: Quality and Quantity of
Open Space Used for
Recreation
K. Landfill Capacity
PSU‐12: Increased Demand for
Solid Waste, Green Waste, and
Recycling Disposal Needs
Cumulative Impacts
PSU‐C1: Cumulative Increase in
Demand for Public Services and
Utility Infrastructure and
Capacities

PSU‐1, PSU‐2 [see above]

LTC

3.11 Cultural Resources
A. Historical Resources
CR‐1: Demolition, Destruction,
Relocation, or Alteration of
Historical Resources
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B., C., and D. Archaeological Resources, Human Remains, and Paleontological Resources
CR‐2: Ground Disturbing Activities,
Such As Grading, Trenching, or
Excavation

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

CR‐1: Archaeological Resources‐ Stop
Work if Buried Cultural Deposits are
Encountered During Construction
Activities
CR‐2: Archaeological Monitoring During
Ground Disturbing Activities Within the
Project Area During Construction
CR‐3: Archaeological Resources‐ Stop
Work if Human Remains are Encountered
During Construction Activities
CR‐4: Paleontological Resources‐ Stop
Work if Vertebrate Remains are
Encountered During Construction

LTS

CR‐3: Erosion or Usage of the
Project Area That Could Expose
Buried Archaeological Resources
Due to Long‐Term Use of the Area

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

CR‐5: Consult With a Qualified
Archaeologist to Identify Resources and
Assess Impacts

LTS

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

CR‐1 through CR‐5 [see above]

LTC

Significant
(for induced
traffic)

LTS

None feasible to avoid all traffic impacts
(Proposed Project)
None required (130‐Unit Alternative)

LTS

LTS

None Required

Significant
(for induced
traffic)

LTC

None feasible to avoid all traffic impacts
(Proposed Project)
None required (130‐Unit Alternative)

CU (for traffic for
Proposed
Project)

Potentially
Significant

GHG‐1: Implement Best Management
Practices for Greenhouse Gas Emissions
during Construction
GHG‐2: Reduce Annual Greenhouse Gas
Emissions to below the Efficiency
Threshold Using a Combination of Design
Features, Replanting, and/or Offset
Purchases

LTS

Cumulative Impacts
CR‐C1: Cumulative Impacts on
Unknown and Undiscovered
Cultural Resources
3.12 Population and Housing
POP‐1: Induce Substantial
Population Growth In Excess of
Adopted Land Use Plans And
That Would Result in
Significant Secondary Physical
Effects on the Environment

SU (for traffic for
Proposed
Project)

B. Cause Displacement of People or Housing
POP‐2: Displacement of
Existing Housing or Population

_

Cumulative Impacts
POP‐C1: Cumulative Impacts
Related to Population and
Housing

3.13 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
A. Contribute to Climate Change Impacts
GHG‐1: Result in Project‐
Related Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, during Construction
and Operation, that Could
Contribute to Climate Change
Impacts and be Inconsistent
with the Goals of Assembly Bill
32

Potentially
Significant

B. Effects of Climate Change
Not applicable Not Applicable None Required
GHG‐2: Result in Significant
Exposure of Persons or
Property to Reasonably
Foreseeable Impacts of Climate
Change

–

1
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1

Chapter 2 – Project Description

2

Page 2‐9, line 40, footnote is added as follows:

3

Amendment of General Plan/CVMP Policy CV‐1.61 as follows:

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

1

12
13
14
15
16
17

Approval of the 281 unit project would require amending the Carmel Valley Master Plan to modify
the unit cap. The Settlement Agreement does not restrict County’s land use authority or police
power, so it does not prohibit such an amendment. However, under the terms of the Settlement
Agreement, amendment of the unit cap without CVA’s written approval could be a “Material
Default” of the agreement. In the event of a Material Default, CVA may request the court to set
aside the Settlement Agreement and reinstitute its lawsuit against the General Plan EIR.

In September 24, 2012, the County and Carmel Valley Association entered into a settlement
agreement for the purpose of resolving a case brought by CVA challenging the County’s
certification of the EIR for the 2010 General Plan. (Monterey County Superior Court Case No.
M109442.) Under the Settlement Agreement, CVA agreed to dismiss its lawsuit if the County
adopted certain amendments to the General Plan. Those amendments included reducing the
residential unit cap from 266 to 190 in Policy CV‐1.6 of the Carmel Valley Master Plan of the 2010
General Plan. On February 12, 2013, the Board of Supervisors adopted the amendment to Policy
CV‐1.6 to reduce the unit cap to 190, among other amendments.

18
19

Page 2‐14, Lines 25 to 38 are revised as follows:

20
21
22

The 130‐Unit Alternative’s would reduce the amount of potable water demand on the project site
compared to the Proposed Project and compared to existing conditions. proposed water uses are as
follows (see analysis in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation).

23
24



Residential and irrigation uses at the 130‐Unit Alternative site (approximately 70 AFY for an
average year).

25
26
27
28



A proposal to dedicate transfer up to 60 AFY for new connections (subscriber uses) pursuant to
an appropriate right that has yet to be approved by SWRCB, to be served by Cal‐Am and to be
used by Cal‐Am in the interim to offset its unauthorized diversions until subscription water use
occurs. This water use would be offsite and could be anywhere within the Cal‐Am service area.

29
30
31
32
33
34

The overall proposed water use would be approximately 130 AFY, including the proposed 60 AFY
water transfer dedications. The applicant proposes to dedicate an additional approximately 50 AFY
for beneficial instream uses in the Carmel River beyond the uses noted above, to bring the total
project water use up to 180 AFY. However, the dedication for beneficial instream uses is not
considered a water “use” for the purposes of this RDEIR, since the project would not actually “use”
water that is left for the Carmel River.

35
36
37
38
39

Page 2‐16, Lines 25 to 33 are revised as follows:


Amendment of CVMP Policy 1.27 as follows:
o

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
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Chapter 4 Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

the Carmel River to Carmel Valley Road, excluding portions of properties in
floodplain shall be designated as a Special Treatment Area. Notwithstanding any
other General Plan policies, Rresidential development may be allowed with a
density of up to 10 units/acre in this area and shall provide a minimum of 20% 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).

8
9
10

Page 2‐18, Table 2‐5 is revised to add the following under the Monterey Peninsula Water Management
District (MPWMD):

11

Approval of a River Work Permit for any work with the Riparian Corridor

12
13

Chapter 3.1 – Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

14

Page 3.1‐4, line 21, is revised as follows:

15
16

The project area is located in the Carmel Valley, a broad alluvial flow that drains westward via the
Carmel River into the Pacific Ocean.

17
18

Chapter 3.2 – Hydrology and Water Quality

19
20
21
22

Page 3.2‐1, Table 3.2‐1 is revised as follows:

23

Page 3.2‐4, lines 39‐40 are revised as follows:

24
25
26

The project lies within the Carmel Valley Aquifer Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer system, which
functions as a water supply source for a large portion of the local area (Monterey County Water
Resources Agency 2002 in Balance Hydrologics 2005a).

BIO‐4 BIO‐3: Provide Funding Assurances and Reporting Concerning Restoration Progress and Success

27
28

Page 3.2‐5, lines 17‐20 are revised as follows:

29
30
31
32
33

One of the Cal‐Am wells is located in the project area. Of the 21 wells that the Cal‐Am has along the
Carmel River, the Rancho Cañada well at the Rancho Cañada golf course site is the farthest
downstream. The Rancho Cañada This well was drilled in 1981. At this well, the groundwater is
approximately 15 feet below the surface and pumping occurs at 49 feet below the surface (State
Water Resources Control Board 1995).

34
35

Page 3.2‐6, lines 26 ‐ 34 are revised as follows:
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3
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6
7
8
9
10

There are have been two significant dams on the Carmel River: Los Padres Dam and San Clemente
Dam. These structures were constructed by Cal‐AM for water supply purposes. No flood‐control
storage is was allocated in either reservoir, although some flood‐control benefits may have been be
attributable to the dams early in the flood season when storage space is available as a result of
summer draw down for water supply. The dams have had little effect on reducing peak discharges
downstream late in the flood season once they have become full (Federal Emergency Management
Agency 2009). San Clemente Dam is presently being has been removed as part of habitat restoration
efforts along the Carmel River and will be removed (along with the Old Carmel River Dam) by 2016.
There are discussions about the potential future removal of Los Padres Dam as well, but its future
fate is uncertain.

11

Page 3.2‐20, the following text is added after line 38:

12
13

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District Riparian Corridor
Regulations

14
15

The following rules apply to work in the vicinity of the Carmel River 10‐year flow line, including
work to install outfalls into the Carmel River:

16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Rule 11 (Definitions) “RIPARIAN CORRIDOR ‐ shall mean: a. All that area which
comprises the Riverbed and riverbanks of the Carmel River which lies within the
boundaries of the Carmel River Management Zone (Zone No. 3), and b. All those areas
which lie within 25 lineal feet of the Riverbank Assessment Line, excepting however, all
lands which lie outside of the Zone No. 3 boundary, and exempting lawns, Landscaping
and cultivated areas as shown on the spring 1983 aerial photographs taken by California
American Water pursuant to the agreement with the District in accord with Rule 123 A.”

23
24
25
26
27
28

Rule 20 (Permits), Part D: “Before any individual may undertake any Work or Project
within the Riparian Corridor, including but not limited to channel modification,
riverbank Works, or vegetation removal, such Person shall obtain a prior written River
Work Permit from the District in accord with Rule 126 or meet the emergency River
Work Permit criteria of Rule 126 C, or be expressly exempt from the River Work Permit
requirement pursuant to Rule 126 B.”

29

Rule 126 – River Work Permits:

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

“A. REGULAR PROCEDURE: River Work Permits shall be required by any Person who
undertakes riverbank or Riverbed protection, riparian vegetation removal, channel
modification or activities prohibited by Rule 124 within the Riparian Corridor, except
where such activity is expressly exempt from this Permit process in accord with Rule
126 B. Such a Permit must be obtained prior to the commencement or any work or
activity unless that activity is defined as a “minor work” or unless that activity is an
“emergency work”. Minor works may be undertaken in accord with the process set forth
in Rule 127 A (4) below. Emergency works may be undertaken in accord with the
process set forth in Rule 127 B.

39
40
41
42

B. PERMIT EXEMPTIONS: This District Board may from time to time, upon advice of the
Carmel River Advisory Committee, designate River Works which shall be exempt from
this Permit process, and therefore not be subject to the prohibitions set forth in Rule
124. District staff shall maintain and distribute a list of such exempt activities.
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5

C. EMERGENCY PROCEDURE: Emergency riverbank or Riverbed protection or channel
modification measures are excepted from the prior requirement for a River Work
Permit, provided that the General Manager or District Engineer must first declare such
an emergency to exist or to be imminent. Emergency work Permits shall be processed in
accord with Rule 127 B.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

When declaring an emergency, the General Manager or District Engineer shall take into
account the high probability of flooding, erosion danger, blockage and structural
damage. During a declared period of emergency, the District must be notified as soon as
possible in writing of the type, location and extent of any emergency works. Application
for approval shall then be made within 10 days after such emergency works were begun
to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District on forms supplied by the District
and, if required by the General Manager or District Engineer, shall be accompanied by
appropriate plans.

14
15
16
17
18
19

D. PROCEDURE WHERE A LIFE OR PROPERTY IS THREATENED: Should an emergency
situation arise that requires immediate bank protection actions to mitigate a clear and
present danger to life or property, such actions may be performed without prior
approval of the General Manager or District Engineer. Protective measures performed
under this subsection shall be limited to those needed to mitigate such clear and present
danger to life or property.

20
21
22

Such activity shall immediately be communicated to the District, and within ten calendar
days of the commencement of such actions the type, location, and extent of protective
measures performed under this subsection shall be reported in writing to the District.”

23

Page 3.2‐24, lines 11‐15 are revised as follows:

24
25
26
27

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐4 BIO‐3 Provide Funding Assurances and Reporting
Concerning Restoration Progress and Success, and Mitigation Measure BIO‐7, Monitor Bank Erosion in
Project Reach and Restore Riparian Vegetation and River Bank As Necessary, described in Chapter 3.3,
Biological Resources, would ensure that this impact would be lowered to less‐than‐significant levels.

28

Page 3.2‐25, lines 39‐40 are revised as follows:

29
30
31
32

With implementation of the proposed drainage system approved by MCWRA and with implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO‐4 BIO‐3 and BIO‐7, the Proposed Project would not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site in a manner which would result in flooding or substantial erosion or
siltation on or off the site and thus would have a less‐than‐significant impact.

33

Page 3.2‐27, lines 7‐8 are revised as follows under Mitigation Measure HYD‐1:

34
35
36

The Plan shall be reviewed by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer to ensure conformance with the
Geotechnical Investigation or Engineering Geology Report. The Plan shall be reviewed and approved
by the County prior to recording the final map.

37
38

Page 3.2‐32, lines 21‐23 are revised as follows under Mitigation Measure HYD‐5:

39
40

If an appreciable spill has occurred and results determine that project activities have adversely
affected surface water or groundwater quality, the Project Applicant will provide a detailed analysis
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1
2

will be performed by a Registered Environmental Assessor to identify the likely cause of
contamination.

3

Page 3.2‐33, lines 8‐38 are revised as follows:

4

Operation

5
6
7
8
9

During operation, groundwater recharge1 may be affected by the Proposed Project. The Proposed
Project would include approximately 25 acres of new impervious surface. The remaining portions of
the project site would maintain existing groundwater recharge capabilities. Stormwater runoff from
small to moderate rainfall events would be routed to infiltration areas onsite, providing recharge of
storms up to the 95th percentile event.

10
11
12
13
14
15

Stormwater infiltration areas would collect and store stormwater runoff for percolation and release
into new outfall pipes in severe storms. Low‐impact development stormwater treatment methods
such as this would be designed in accordance with the MCWRA and state agency policy and the
design would ensure infiltrated groundwater would not cause underlying groundwater to exceed
water quality objectives or adversely affect beneficial uses. These areas would promote infiltration
and allow for the removal of pollutants as stormwater percolates down through the soil.

16
17
18
19
20
21

Annual post‐project groundwater recharge at the project site has been estimated to be 33.2 acre‐feet
(Balance Hydrologics 2005a) exclusive of infiltration in pervious areas of the project site, which may
be substantial. Average annual pre‐project groundwater recharge of approximately 34.9 acre‐feet
was estimated using average annual rainfall, irrigation, and evapotranspiration (Balance
Hydrologics 2005a). This value is only 1.7 acre‐feet greater than the estimated recharge of 33.2
acre‐feet for post‐project conditions.

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

The Proposed Project is anticipated to use groundwater as a supply but would result in a reduction
in withdrawals over current usage (see Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation). In
order to meet the Proposed Project’s water demands Cal‐Am would use pumped groundwater from
onsite wells or a connection to Cal‐Am facilitated by dedication of an appropriate amount of the
applicant’s water right to Cal‐Am. Overall annual water use during Proposed Project operation
would decrease because existing baseline golf course irrigation (approximately 204 acre‐feet per
year [AFY] on average) associated with the golf course that would be removed is much higher than
the estimated water demand for the Proposed Project (estimated average of 101 115 AFY).

30
31
32
33

The recharge analysis examined the net recharge to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer under
baseline and with‐project conditions. The amount of recharge on‐site was subtracted from the
groundwater pumping to identify the net recharge to the aquifer under both baseline and with‐
project conditions.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Baseline recharge for the project site as well as recharge for the non‐impervious portions of the
project were both estimated using a soil‐water balance approach considering precipitation,
evapotranspiration, land cover water demands, changes in soil moisture, and soil permeability
conditions. The analysis included both turf/landscaped areas and areas of natural land cover.
Climatic data was developed using a combination of the on‐site CIMIS weather station data,
Monterey weather station data, and Castroville weather station data in order to develop a
representative precipitation and evapotranspiration data set for on‐site conditions. Baseline and
with‐project land covers were identified using the GIS analysis that supported the biological
1

Recharge is determined by the ability of water to infiltrate into the soil.

Rancho Cañada Village Project
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report

4‐18

November 2016
ICF 05334.05

Monterey County

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Chapter 4 Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

resources assessment. Plant factors for different landscape water demands were identified from
literature values. Applied water (irrigation) monthly amounts were estimated by using recent (WY
2009 – WY 2014) data on monthly irrigation and applying to prior irrigation data sets (WY 1991 –
WY 2008). Using this data, the soil‐water balance calculations were done for each year between
1991 and 1994 in order to estimate aquifer recharge amounts on‐site for non‐impervious areas. For
project impervious areas, annual post‐project groundwater recharge was estimated using the same
model used in the Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan (Balance Hydrologics 2005a), but the
model was adjusted to use the more recent CIMIS data to more accurately reflect on‐site conditions.
The results of the analysis described above are presented in Table 3.2‐6 (and in greater detail in
Appendix H):
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Table 3.2‐6: Summary of Proposed Project Groundwater Recharge Analysis (Acre‐Feet) [NEW TABLE]
Groundwater Pumping
Factors
Groundwater Pumping (1)

Baseline

Project

204.78

100.79

Groundwater Recharge
Recharge (2)

Landcover (3)

Recharge (4)

Landcover (3)

Recharge (4)

AFY Per Acre

Acre

AFY

Acres

AFY

Turf

1.07

56.70

60.59

5.90

6.30

Developed Area ‐ Impervious

NA

0.00

0.00

22.59

29.83

Developed Area ‐ Pervious (5)

NA

0.00

0.00

14.46

15.45

Landcover

Detention Basin (6)

NA

0.00

0.00

1.10

NA

Woodland

1.18

7.10

8.35

22.04

25.92

Scrub

1.04

10.90

11.35

0.50

0.52

Pond

0.47

1.40

0.65

0.00

0.00

Wetland

0.47

0.30

0.14

1.20

0.00

Grassland

0.64

Subtotal

0.00

0.00

8.60

5.49

76.40

81.08

76.39

83.52

Net Groundwater Recharge
Net Recharge

‐123.70
Change with Proposed Project

‐17.27
106.42

Notes:
1. Pumping amounts are total irrigation (See Chapter 3.10 and Appendix H).
2. Recharge estimates for natural and landscape land covers from soil‐water balance calculations in Appendix H.
3. Land cover acreages from GIS analysis for biological resource evaluation. Adjustments made to avoid double‐counting areas and to match baseline and project
acreage overall.
4. Recharge estimated by multiplying recharge estimate per acre by land cover acreage, except for analysis of impervious areas for the Proposed Project which were
estimated using a modified runoff‐infiltration model used by Balance Hydrologics for the Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan.
5. Pervious areas within the development footprint were treated as if they were turf.
6. Detention basin is tied to impervious space; to avoid double‐counting, no infiltration of direct precipitation in this area was included.
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1
2
3

Therefore, with implementation of stormwater infiltration areas for recharge and the estimated
minimal change in recharge combined with a reduction in water supply withdrawals, impacts on
groundwater supplies would be less than significant.

4
5

From a water supply point of view, the overall increase in net recharge compared to baseline
conditions reduction in water use would have a beneficial impact on the Carmel River aquifer.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

The Proposed Project (or the 130‐unit Alternative) would also change the relative timing of
pumping with the shift from the baseline irrigation pumping (pumping between April and October
accounts for about 89% of golf course pumping) to a more even pattern of pumping to support
residential use (62% to 68% of pumping between April and October), since residential use has much
less irrigated areas and indoor use does not vary with climatic conditions. ICF completed additional
analysis of the change in seasonal use. The resultant analysis (see Appendix H) shows that the
Proposed Project and the 130‐unit Alternative would result in a slight increase in pumping from
November to March and a decrease in pumping from April through October with a substantial net
overall annual decrease, compared to baseline. The relative increase in pumping levels in November
to March compared to baseline levels would be on the order of 1 to 6 AF. As a rough comparison, 6
AF per month is equivalent to approximately 0.2 AF per day, which corresponds to about 0.1 cubic
feet per second (cfs) of flow. This amount of this change in daily pumping is not expected to result
in any substantial change in instream flow conditions. The relative monthly decreased pumping
levels in April to October compared to baseline levels is on the order of 4 to 23 AF. As a rough
comparison, 23 AF per month is equivalent to approximately 0.74 AF per day, which corresponds to
about 0.37 cubic feet per second (cfs) of flow. If anything, the relative shift from a baseline of more
pumping in the spring and summer to a project condition of less spring/summer and more
fall/winter pumping should be beneficial to instream flows during the critical low flow period in
spring and summer.

25

No mitigation is required.

26

Page 3.2‐34, lines 9‐25 are revised as follows:

27

Operation

28
29

Groundwater conditions for the 130‐Unit Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project
during operation in regards to groundwater quality but different in terms of groundwater supply.

30
31
32
33
34

The 130‐Unit Alternative would include approximately 14 acres of new impervious surface in the
residential element. Lot 130 is not likely to substantially change the amount of impervious space
from existing conditions with the maintenance facility. The proposed stormwater treatment areas
would be designed to accommodate any potential runoff volumes based on the additional new
impervious area and would allow for infiltration.

35
36
37
38

Annual water use during operation of the 130‐Unit Alternative would decrease because the golf
course baseline irrigation (approximately 204 AFY on average) is greater than the 130‐Unit
Alternative water demand (estimated average of 130 AFY, including potential water transfers to
other Cal‐Am users).

39
40
41

The recharge analysis examined the net recharge to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer under
baseline and with‐130‐unit Alternative conditions. The amount of recharge on‐site was subtracted
from the groundwater pumping to identify the net recharge to the aquifer under both baseline and
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1
2

with‐project conditions. The methodology was the same as described above for the Proposed
Project.

3
4

The results of the analysis described above are presented in Table 3.2‐7 (and in greater detail in
Appendix H):
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Table 3.2‐7: Summary of Groundwater Recharge Analysis, 130‐unit Alternative [NEW TABLE]
Factors

Baseline

130‐Unit Alternative

204.78

122.21

Groundwater Pumping
Groundwater Pumping (1)
Groundwater Recharge
Recharge (2)

Landcover (3)

Recharge (4)

Landcover (3)

Recharge (4)

AFY Per Acre

Acre

AFY

Acres

AFY

Turf

1.07

56.90

60.80

7.70

8.23

Developed Area ‐ Impervious

NA

3.40

17.10

17.10

22.64

Developed Area ‐ Pervious (5)

NA

0.00

0.00

11.40

12.18

Landcover

Detention Basin (6)

NA

0.00

0.00

0.84

NA

Woodland

1.18

7.10

8.35

22.04

25.92

Scrub

1.04

10.90

11.35

0.50

0.52

Pond

0.47

1.40

0.65

0.00

0.00

Wetland

0.47

0.30

0.14

1.20

0.56

Grassland

0.64

0.00

0.00

19.26

12.28

80.00

98.40

80.04

82.33

Subtotal

Net Groundwater Recharge
Net Recharge

‐106.38
Change with 130‐unit Alternative

‐39.88
66.50

Notes:
1. Pumping amounts are total irrigation (See Chapter 3.10 and Appendix H).
2. Recharge estimates for natural and landscape land covers from soil‐water balance calculations in Appendix H.
3. Land cover acreages from GIS analysis for biological resource evaluation. Adjustments made to avoid double‐counting areas and to match baseline and project
acreage overall.
4. Recharge estimated by multiplying recharge estimate per acre by land cover acreage, except for analysis of impervious areas for the Proposed Project which were
estimated using a modified runoff‐infiltration model used by Balance Hydrologics for the Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan.
5. Pervious areas within the development footprint were treated as if they were turf.
6. Detention basin is tied to impervious space; to avoid double‐counting, no infiltration of direct precipitation in this area was included.
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4
5

Therefore, with construction and operation of stormwater infiltration areas for recharge and
reduced overall water use per year, despite the reduction in gross recharge due to landcover change,
overall there would be a net increase in recharge compared to baseline conditions groundwater
depletion would be avoided, and impacts on groundwater recharge and supplies would be less than
significant.

6
7

From a water supply point of view, the reduction in water use would have a beneficial impact on the
Carmel River aquifer. No mitigation is required.

8

Page 3.2‐34, lines 36‐38 are revised as follows:

9
10
11

While the houses in the Rancho Cañada Village Project are unlikely to be flooded, the fill on which
they are built and increases in runoff from new impervious area have the potential to cause a
constriction in the river channel during high flow events, which could raise water levels upstream.

12

Page 3.2‐36, lines 21‐24 are revised as follows under Mitigation Measure HYD‐6:

13
14
15
16
17

No protection should be needed for the downstream portions of the excavated area because rapid
movement of water over a drop is not expected to occur there. To the extent that the upstream
portion of the excavated area is exposed to higher velocities, erosion risks can will be mitigated
through slope protection measures installed by the Project Applicant prior to issuance of a
certificate of occupancy. Such measures that could include rock or turf‐reinforced mats.

18

Page 3.2‐36, lines 35‐37 are revised as follows:

19
20
21
22
23
24

The 130‐Unit Alternative was included in the CSA‐50 2014 flood study (Balance Hydrologics 2014b)
which shows that this alternative would not substantially change flooding conditions. In fact, the
130‐Unit Alternative would provide flood control benefits to CSA‐50. Under the 130‐Unit
Alternative, the Project Applicant proposes to raise the Rio Road emergency access road which
would essentially fill in the gap in the area from west of the Project Site to the Val Verde tie back
levee. This will directly address the large potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the river.

25
26

Chapter 3.3 – Biological Resources

27

Page 3.3‐9, lines 20‐24 are revised as follows:

28
29
30
31

Riparian vegetation grows sparsely along the banks of all three ponds, which could provide cover to
amphibians. If these ponds were to become substantially ponded again, they would be considered
lower quality wildlife habitat due to the relative lack of vegetation along their edges and the absence
of emergent vegetation.

32

Page 3.3‐10, lines 25‐26 are revised as follows:

33
34

Riparian woodland near the main entrance to Rancho Cañada Village site is dominated by arroyo
willow in the overstory.

35
36

Page 3.3‐23, Table 3.3‐4. Special‐Status Wildlife and Fish Species with Potential to Occur in the Project
Vicinity:

37

California red‐legged frog Rana aurora draytonii
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2
3
4

Carmel River provides suitable habitat; the California bulrush wetland ponds 1, 2, and 3 may
provide suitable breeding habitat depending on length of inundation. Anecdotal reference to CRLF
sightings in Intermittent Drainage 2 and in a pond on the adjacent CMS biological project site
(Hohenberger 2008).

5

Page 3.3‐32, lines 1 – 5 are revised as follows:

6
7
8
9
10
11

One area within the project area provides potential breeding habitat for CRLF: the California bulrush
wetland (Figure 3.3‐1). Suitable habitat for CRLF is also present within the Carmel River. Based on
surveys conducted in 2014, Ponds 1, 2, and 3 within the golf course, do not appear to pond water
anymore and do not provide suitable aquatic habitat for contain emergent vegetation necessary to
support a breeding population of CRLF. There are also additional ponds within the golf course but
outside of the project area, that may also provide suitable habitat for CRLF.

12

Page 3.3‐54, lines 25 to 32 are revised as follows:

13
14
15

Mitigation Measure BIO‐2: Measures to Avoid or Minimize Impacts on Special‐Status Plant
Species Populations Relative to Lot 130 by Redesigning the Project, Protecting Populations,
and Implementing a Compensation Plan (If Necessary)

16
17
18
19

The Project Applicant will implement the following measures to avoid or minimize impacts on
special‐status plant species if any occurrences are documented in the surveys on prescribed in
Mitigation Measure BIO‐1. This measure is applicable only to Lot 130 included in the 130‐Unit
Alternative.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

The Project Applicant shall present the findings of the special‐status plant survey to the County. If
special‐status plants are found on Lot 130 that would be affected by the residential design, prior to
construction, the Project Applicant will redesign or modify the Lot 130 residential design Project to
avoid direct and indirect impacts on special‐status plant species, if feasible. If the Project Applicant
identified that avoidance or minimization is not feasible, they shall identify the reasons why in
writing to the County who shall make the final determination of feasibility prior to issuance of any
building permit for Lot 130.

27

Page 3.3‐58, lines 32 ‐36 is revised as follows:

28

Mitigation Measure BIO‐6: Minimize Disturbance of Riparian Forest and Woodland

29
30
31
32
33

Riparian forest and woodland outside of the construction footprint will be protected from
disturbance. Prior to construction, the Project Applicant will secure the services of a qualified
botanist to will erect environmentally sensitive area fencing (orange construction barrier fencing)
around riparian forest and woodland areas near the construction area, to identify and protect these
sensitive resources.

34

Page 3.3‐62, lines 20 ‐22 are revised as follows:

35
36

The policies do not distinguish between native and planted redwood trees; thus even if the removed
redwoods are planted, replacement is still required by ordinance.

37

Page 3.3‐63, lines 6‐15 are revised as follows:

38
39
40

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in the filling of the California bulrush wetland and
ponds 1, 2, and 3, which provides potential breeding habitat and aestivation/dispersal habitat,
respectively, for CRLF (totaling 0.35 acre of wetland breeding habitat). The Proposed Project would
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also result in the removal of and 1.4 acres of aestivation/dispersal habitat from the elimination of
ponds 1, 2, and 3, which no longer pond water). Construction activities in suitable habitat could
result in the mortality of adults, larvae, or eggs. If CRLF were present in the California bulrush
wetland or ponds, filling of these areas would result in the loss of aquatic habitat and the potential
mortality of adults, larvae, or eggs. The Project would also create a substantial impediment to CRLF
movement between the Carmel River, across the golf course, and the small (<0.05 acre)
pond/wetland in the CMS Biological Sciences Habitat area where CRLF have been anecdotally
reported. If CRLF are using the school pond/wetland, the Project would block movement to and
from the pond due to the presence of Rio Road and residential development.

10

Page 3.3‐63, lines 41 through Page 3.3‐64 line 3 are revised as follows:

11
12
13
14

While a new detention pond would be created, the detention pond is designed for infiltration to
benefit aquifer recharge (which ultimately benefits the Carmel River and associated CRLF habitat),
the pond will not be designed or managed to retain ponding for breeding habitat but would provide
aestivation/movement habitat.

15
16
17
18
19
20

Although the proposed 2006 Restoration Plan would result in an increase in upland habitat for the
CRLF along the Carmel River and would replace lost wetland habitat, the plan does not call for
replacement of suitable breeding habitat for CRLF (i.e., wetlands) to mitigate for the direct removal
of the bulrush wetland ponds on the site and the indirect effect on migration to the CMS
pond/wetland, and thus the Project would have a significant impact related to the loss of suitable
breeding habitat for the CRLF.

21

Page 3.3‐64, lines 13‐18 are revised as follows:

22
23
24
25
26
27

The 130‐Unit Alternative would not affect any additional CRLF aquatic habitat, but would affect
areas that serve as upland/dispersal habitat. While a new detention pond would be created under
this Alternative, the detention pond is designed for infiltration to benefit aquifer recharge (which
ultimately benefits the Carmel River and associated CRLF habitat), the pond will not be designed or
managed to retain ponding for breeding habitat. Potential direct and indirect impacts from the 130‐
Unit Alternative would be the same as those

28

Page 3.3‐65, lines 1 ‐6 are revised as follows:

29
30

Mitigation Measure BIO‐12: Restrict Filling of Ponds/Wetlands and Initial Ground‐Disturbing
Activities in CRLF Habitat to the Dry Season (May 1 to October 15)

31
32
33
34
35

To minimize mortality of CRLF eggs, larvae, and adults, the Project Applicant would condition its
contractor to or its contractor would only perform construction activities that would result in fill of
ponds 1, 2, and 3, and the California bulrush wetland during May 1 through October 15. During this
time of year, CRLF would have left breeding these areas to aestivate underground and would not be
present in ponds.

36

Page 3.3‐65, lines 15 ‐18 are revised as follows:

37

Mitigation Measure BIO‐13: Conduct a Preconstruction Survey for CRLF

38
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Prior to construction activities, the Project Applicant or its contractor will condition its contractor to
obtain the services of a qualified FWS‐approved biologist. The biologist will conduct a
preconstruction survey 2 weeks prior to the onset of work for CRLF.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Page 3.3‐65, lines 27 ‐31 are revised as follows:

13

Page 3.3‐65, line 34 is revised as follows:

14
15

Any relocation of this ese species would require incidental take authorization through a Biological
Opinion or Habitat Conservation Plan from the FWS.

16

Page 3.3‐65, line 39 through Page 3.30‐66 line 1:

17
18
19
20

The location and size of the compensation aquatic habitat area will be determined in consultation
with FWS through the ESA Section 7 or Section 10 process, but under no circumstances should the
compensation area be calculated on less than a 1:1 ratio (1 acre for each 1 acre lost) and potentially
more if a greater ratio is determined by the FWS.

21

Page 3.3‐66, lines 13‐21:

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Mitigation Measure BIO‐14: Monitor Initial Ground‐Disturbing Construction Activities
within CRLF Habitat
The Project Applicant or its contractor would will condition its contractor to retain the services
of a qualified FWS‐approved biologist to monitor initial ground‐disturbing construction
activities within CRLF upland habitat. The biologist will look for CRLF during grading,
excavation, and vegetation removal activities.



Onsite in Remnant Golf Course – Given that the project’s effects are on a bulrush wetland to
golf course ponds with a mix of adjacent golf course fairway and disturbed coyote brush
scrub and indirect effects due to blocking access to a pond on the adjacent school property,
it would be appropriate to create a new pond or ponds on the retained portions of the golf
course south of the Carmel River within the proposed restoration areas or retained open
space area as compensation for Project effects. The area south of the river is directly
adjacent to the Palo Corona Regional Park and thus new pond(s) would have good
connectivity to the river and to adjacent undeveloped upland habitat. In this scenario, the
Project Applicant would be responsible to create, manage, and preserve the new pond or
ponds only. The location of the pond(s) relative to the adjacent upland habitat would need
to be approved by FWS.

33

Page 3.3‐66, lines 27‐29 are revised as follows under Mitigation Measure BIO‐15:

34
35
36
37
38
39

Given the timing concerns noted above, the applicant will be required to create the new aquatic
habitat concurrently with any disturbance to existing aquatic habitat and with any indirect effects to
the potential CRLF aquatic habitat offsite at the CMS pond/wetland site. The compensation pond(s)
will be designed such that they does not provide suitable breeding habitat (i.e., perennial ponding)
for bullfrogs, either through designing the pond to be seasonal or by including a drain in the pond
design so that water can be drained in the late summer or fall to limit bullfrog reproduction.

40

Page 3.3‐71, lines 11 ‐18 are revised as follows:

41
42

Mitigation Measure BIO‐20: Remove Vegetation during the Nonbreeding Season and Avoid
Disturbance of Nesting Migratory Birds and Raptors
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1
2
3
4
5
6

During construction of the Proposed Project or 130‐Unit Alternative, the Project Applicant or its
contractor would will condition its contractor to will ensure that construction contractors remove
trees and shrubs only during the nonbreeding season for migratory birds (September 16 through
January 30). In addition, removal of vegetation or filling of ponds or wetlands in the project area will
also take place during the nonbreeding season to avoid impacts on nesting birds in these areas. To
further minimize impacts, one of the following options will be implemented.

7

The following is added after Page 3.3‐79, line 5 as follows:

8

E. Impact on Wildlife from Increased Presence of Dogs and Cats

9
10

Impact BIO‐18: Potential Adverse Impact on Wildlife Increased Presence of Dogs and Cats
Associated with Residential Development (less than significant with mitigation)

11

Proposed Project

12
13
14
15
16
17

The Project, once occupied, has the potential to increase the presence of dogs and cats in the habitat
preserve and residential portion of the Project. Uncontrolled dogs have the potential to harass,
injure, or kill wildlife. Cats that are let outside have the potential to harass, injure, or kill wildlife
such as reptiles, birds, and rodents. The presence of trails through the preserve will guide people
through the preserve and confine them to designated areas, thereby minimizing the area in which
wildlife could be disturbed by dogs.

18
19
20

It is important to take into account that the current context is not a pristine riparian corridor – it is a
golf course with active human presence in the form of golfers and maintenance workers, including
the turf management activities that include mowing and the use of pesticides and herbicides.

21
22
23
24

While the Project would add residences at the project site and some residents will have cats or dogs
(or both) that have the potential for the effects noted above, the Project would also restore riparian
woodland to acres of golf course and would remove baseline golf course uses which is an
improvement in wildlife habitat conditions compared to the baseline conditions.

25
26
27
28

The new restoration habitat area would serve as a buffer between the existing riparian corridor
along the Carmel River and the residential area which will not be immediately adjacent to the river
and existing riparian corridor. The provision of this new habitat helps to offset the effect not only of
residential pets, but also human presence.

29
30
31
32
33
34

Mitigation Measure BIO‐23 is recommended as a prudent measure to help control the effect of cats
and dogs on wildlife (and vice‐versa). Taking into account the improvement in habitat conditions
along the Carmel River with the change from golf course to riparian woodland, the existing context
of intense human use on the golf course, and the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐23,
the addition of some residential cats and dogs will not result in an overall significant impact on
wildlife.

35

130‐Unit Alternative

36
37
38
39
40

Similar to the Proposed Project, the 130‐Unit Alternative has the potential to increase the presence
of dogs and cats in the habitat preserve and residential portion of the Project. Mitigation Measure
BIO‐23 is recommended as a prudent measure to help control the effect of cats and dogs on wildlife
(and vice‐versa). Taking into account the improvement in habitat conditions along the Carmel River
with the change from golf course to riparian woodland, the existing context of intense human use on
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the golf course, and the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐23, the addition of some
residential cats and dogs will not result in an overall significant impact on wildlife.

3
4

Mitigation Measure BIO‐23: Install Signs Along and Within the Habitat Preserve about
Restraining Dogs and Encouraging Cats to be Kept Inside

5
6
7
8

The Homeowners’ Association (HOA) or other entity that is responsible for maintenance of the
habitat preserve will ensure that signs are installed along and throughout the habitat preserve
that contain the following information to educate pet owners about the potential impacts of
dogs and cats on wildlife.

9
10

“Please help minimize the harassment, injury, or mortality of wildlife by dogs and cats by following
these measures.

11



Dogs must be on leashes. Please keep control of your dog at all times.

12



Please pick up after your dog.

13
14



Recognize that keeping your cat inside keeps wildlife safe from cats and cats safe from
wildlife.”

15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Chapter 3.4 – Aesthetics
Page 3.4‐22, add the following after line 35 under Mitigation Measure AES‐1:


The Homeowner’s Association (HOA) or other entity responsible for common landscaping
areas outside of residential units shall ensure that all required planting shall be permanently
maintained in good growing condition and, whenever necessary, replaced with new plant
materials to ensure continued compliance with applicable landscaping requirements.

22

Page 3.4‐23, lines 8‐10 are revised as follows:

23
24
25
26

The development would be partially visible from Carmel Valley Road, a proposed scenic route.
Views south from Carmel Valley Road toward the Rancho Cañada Village subdivision consist of
forested hills and ridges in the background and views of existing semi‐rural development in the
foreground.

27
28

Chapter 3.5 – Land Use

29

Page 3.5‐18, lines 14‐19 are revised as follows:

30
31
32
33
34
35

Carmel River—The Project would restore approximately 15 acres of riparian habitat adjacent to the
Carmel River that would enhance the function of the river as a riparian migration corridor. In
addition, the project would lower well withdrawals from the Carmel Valley aquifer Carmel Valley
Alluvial Aquifer, thus benefiting Carmel River flows. The Project’s potential impacts related to
hydrology and water quality (see Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality) and biological
resources (see Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources) can be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level.

36

Page 3.5‐19, the following text is added after line 18:
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Without a general plan amendment, the 130‐unit Alternative would be inconsistent with two other
policies concerning affordable housing. The 130‐unit Alternative is inconsistent with General Plan
Policy LU‐2.13 (which requires 25% affordable housing units and the project only proposes 20%)
and the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Ordinance 3768 which requires 20% affordable units on‐
site). As discussed above, the physical impact on the environment is related to commutes that would
be longer with less affordable housing considering that the 130‐unit alternative would result in
significant unavoidable traffic impacts. Thus inconsistency with these other policies is also a
significant unavoidable impact like the inconsistency discussed above with Policy CV‐1.27. The
proposed General Plan amendment would address the level of affordability and resolve the
inconsistency with other General Plan policies. However, while a change in the policies would
resolve the policy inconsistency, it would not avoid the physical effects described in the RDEIR (e.g.
longer commutes for workers from outside Carmel Valley contributing to significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts described in the RDEIR).

14
15

Chapter 3.7 – Traffic

16

Page 3.7‐10, Table 3.7‐5 is revised as follows:

17

Table 3.7‐5. Existing Intersection Levels of Service
Intersection

Peak Hour

7 Carmel Valley Road/Rio Road (unsignalized)

Delay1 (sec/veh)

LOS2

AM

0.5 (33.8)

A (D) (C)

PM

1.5 (65.8)

A (F)

18
19

Page 3.7‐23, Table 3.7‐9 is revised as follows:

20

Table 3.7‐9 Existing Plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service
Peak
Intersection
7. Carmel Valley Road /Rio Road3

Delay1 (sec/veh)
AM
PM

Existing Plus Proposed
Project

Existing

0.5 (33.8)
1.5 (65.8)

LOSb
A (D) (C)
A (F)

Delay2
(sec/veh)
8.2
10.7

LOS2
A
B

21
22

Page 3.7‐29, lines 37‐33 are revised as follows:

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR‐2, while required In response to anticipated traffic
congestion, Monterey County has sponsored RTP Project CT008, SR1‐Carmel Operational
Improvement Project which will begin construction in fiscal year 2016‐17. The project will
construct a climbing lane on SR 1 between Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road. Although RTP Project
CT008 would help alleviate the impact, it would not reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level
because the TAMC regional fee program does not include any proposed widening of SR1 in the
Carmel Area north of Carmel Valley Road or south of Rio Road. Proposed Improvements between io
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1
2

Road and Carmel Valley Road in the regional fee program would help to address current conditions
for that segment.

3

Page 3.7‐30, lines 18‐22 are revised as follows:

4
5
6
7
8
9
10

In response to anticipated traffic congestion, Monterey County has sponsored RTP Project CT008,
SR1‐Carmel Operational Improvement Project which will begin construction in fiscal year 2016‐17.
The project will construct a climbing lane on SR 1 between Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road.
Although RTP Project CT008 would help alleviate the impact, it Implementation of Mitigation
Measure TR‐2, while required, would not reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level because
the TAMC regional fee program does not include any proposed widening of SR1 north of Carmel
Valley Road or south of Ribera Road.

11

Page 3.7‐31, lines 3‐10 are revised as follows:

12

Mitigation Measure TR‐2: Contribute Fair‐Share Regional Impact Fee

13
14

The most recently adopted 2014 RTP and the TAMC 14‐Year Investment Plan Transportation
Plan both include the following improvement.

15
16
17



18
19

The Project Applicant will be responsible for contributing its a fair‐share impact fee for regional
traffic improvements as determined by TAMC in concert with Caltrans and Monterey County.

RTP Project CT008, SR1—Carmel Operational Improvement. This Project, sponsored by
Monterey County, will construct a northbound climbing lane on SR 1 between Rio Road and
Carmel Valley Road to relieve congestion on this facility.

20
21

Chapter 3.8 – Air Quality

22

Page 3.8‐26, line 18 through Page 3.8‐27 Line 5 are revised as follows:

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

As noted above, ICF performed an HRA for the Rancho Cañada Village Project (formerly referred to
as the Rancho Cañada Village Specific Plan Project) in 2011 which analyzed exposure to TACs,
including DPM, associated with construction‐related off‐road construction equipment and on‐road
haul trucks and the 2011 HRA was updated to reflect a 2015 assumed construction start date and to
reflect updates in methodology from OEHHA. In addition, the 2011 HRA was updated to account for
the correct amount of on‐site cut and fill.2 Sensitive receptors were analyzed at the Carmel Middle
School at two locations, a residential receptor along Carmel Valley Road and three residential
receptor locations along Rio Road west of the project site.

31
32
33
34

As shown in Table 3.8‐12, worst‐case construction activities are expected to result in a maximum
risk of 8.80 8.63 cases of cancer per million and a chronic Health Index score of 0.03 0.11 at the most
affected closest receptor. This level is of exposure and risk is below MBUAPCD’s cancer risk and
hazard thresholds. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
2 As described in the

HRA in Appendix F, the 2011 HRA emissions were based on activity data from the Applicant’s
air quality consultant (Chapin 2007). This activity data only included 100,000 CY of on‐site cut and fill, whereas the
current project description includes 120,000 CY of on‐site cut and fill. As part of the revisions to the RDEIR, ICF
revised the emissions estimate for that activity to account for the corrected amount of on‐site cut and fill. The
activity data (Chapin 2007) correctly used 100,000 CY for the imported fill activity.
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Table 3.8‐12. Proposed Project Potential Health Risks to Air Quality Sensitive Receptors near the
Project Site
Cancer Risk
(risk per million)

Chronic Non‐Cancer
Health Index Score

Off‐road

6.35 8.33

0.00 0.02

On‐road

2.46 0.70

0.11 0.02

Total

8.80 8.63

0.11 0.03

MBUAPCD Threshold

10

1.0

Above MBUAPCD Threshold?

No

No

Proposed Project Risk

Notes: The most affected sensitive receptor modeled for total DPM cancer risk was a residential
receptor along Rio Road, assuming haul trucks were to import soil using Rio Road. The most
affected sensitive receptor modeled for total non‐cancer health effects for DPM was for a
residential receptor along Carmel Valley Road assuming haul trucks were to import soil using
Carmel Valley Road. The total risk shown is the total highest risk to a single receptor and thus
does not reflect the addition of risks to different receptors (e.g. the off‐road and on‐road
numbers will not necessarily add up to the total risk because they are for different receptors).
The risk numbers shown in the RDEIR were pulled from a prior worksheet that was not finalized
and the total risk numbers shown in the RDEIR were additive of risks from different receptors,
which would have overstated impacts to the most affected receptor. The risk numbers shown in
these revisions to the RDEIR were pulled from the final work sheet and adjusted for the
corrected amount of on‐site cut and fill.
HRA = health risk assessment.
MBUAPCD = Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District.

3
4

Page 3.8‐27, line 18 through Page 3.8‐28 Line 3 are revised as follows:

5

130‐Unit Alternative

6
7
8
9
10

Similar to the Proposed Project, results from the 2011 HRA were adjusted to a 2015 assumed
construction start date, for the correct amount on on‐site cut and fill, and due to updates in
methodology from OEHHA. Additionally, construction of the 130‐Unit Alternative would include no
soil import, so the risk presented in the 2011 HRA for truck hauling is not applicable to the 130‐unit
Alternative.

11
12
13
14

As shown in Table 3.8‐13, worst‐case construction activities are expected to result in a maximum
risk of 5.38 5.47 cases of cancer per million and a chronic Health Index score of 0.01 0.00 at the
closest receptor. This level of exposure and risk is below MBUAPCD’s cancer risk and hazard
thresholds. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Table 3.8‐13. 130‐Unit Alternative Potential Health Risks to Air Quality Sensitive Receptors near
the Project Site
Cancer Risk
(risk per million)

Chronic Non‐Cancer
Health Index Score

Off‐road

5.47 5.38

0.01

On‐road

0.00

0.00

Total

5.27 5.38

0.01

MBUAPCD Threshold

10

1.0

Above MBUAPCD Threshold?

No

No

130 Unit Alternative Risk

Notes: The most affected sensitive receptor modeled for total DPM cancer risk was a residential
receptor along Rio Road. The most affected sensitive receptor modeled for total non‐cancer
health effects for DPM was for a residential school receptor along Carmel Valley Road. The 130‐
unit alternative would not include importation of soil and thus no soil haul truck emissions were
included in the HRA for this alternative (unlike the Proposed Project). The total risk shown is the
total highest risk to a single receptor and thus does not reflect the addition of risks to different
receptors (e.g. the off‐road and on‐road numbers will not necessarily add up to the total risk
because they are for different receptors). The risk numbers shown in the RDEIR were pulled
from a prior worksheet that was not finalized and the total risk numbers shown in the RDEIR
were additive of risks from different receptors, which would have overstated impacts to the
most affected receptor. The risk numbers shown in these revisions to the RDEIR were pulled
from the final work sheet and adjusted for the corrected amount of on‐site cut and fill.
HRA = health risk assessment.
MBUAPCD = Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District.

3
4
5
6

Chapter 3.10 – Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation
Pages 3.10‐2, Table 3.10‐1 is revised as follows:

Table 3.10‐1. Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation Impact Summary

Impact

Proposed Project 130‐Unit
Level of
Alternative Level Mitigation
Significance
of Significance
Measure

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

D. Water Demand
PSU‐5: Increased Water Supply
Demand
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Proposed Project 130‐Unit
Level of
Alternative Level Mitigation
Significance
of Significance
Measure

Impact
PSU‐6: Increased Demand for
Water and Sewer Infrastructure

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

PSU‐2 1: Test Well
Supply, Identify
Water Treatment
and Distribution
Facilities, and
Avoid Impacts on
Biological
Resources

LTS

F. Wastewater Treatment Capacity
PSU‐7: Increased Wastewater
Treatment Capacity

None Required

‐‐

G. Utility Disruption during
Construction
PSU‐8: Construction‐Related
Service Disruptions

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant

PSU‐3 2:
Coordinate with
Appropriate
Utility Service
Providers and
Related Agencies
to Reduce Service
Interruptions

LTS

1
2

Page 3.10‐2, Table 3.10‐2 is revised as follows:

3

Table 3.10‐2 summarizes the service, utility and recreation provided in the project area.

4

Table 3.10‐2. Summary of Public Service, Utility, and Recreation Providers in the Project Area
Public Service or Utility
Water
Wastewater
Electricity and Natural Gas
Communication Services
Solid waste
Education
Police
Fire
Parks

Service Provider
On‐site wells (golf course irrigation
Cal‐Am (Rancho Canada Golf Course clubhouse)
Carmel Area Wastewater District
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
AT&T
Monterey Regional Waste Management District
Carmel Unified School District
Monterey County Sheriff’s Office
Cypress Fire Protection District
Monterey County Parks Department/ Monterey Peninsula Regional Park
District / California State Parks

5

Page 3.10‐5, lines 5‐9 are revised as follows:

6
7
8

The three ‘beat’ areas that cover Carmel‐by‐the‐Sea and the Carmel Valley are, Beat 7, Beat 8A, and
Beat B. Together these beats cover the area of Carmel Valley Road from Ocean Avenue east to the
38‐mile marker past Laureles Grade. Each beat is manned at minimum with one deputy, with an
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

extra two deputies patrolling the entire area between the hours of 10 pm to 8 am. Average response
time for Beat 7, 8a, and 8B is 7 minutes The project area is located in the Beat 7 Area. The North and
South boundaries of Beat 7 are both sides of Hwy 1 from Carmel High School to Rocky Point. The
East and West boundaries are both sides of Carmel Valley Road from Hwy 1 to Rancho San Carlos
Road. The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Coastal Station in Monterey. This is a Sheriff’s
Office Substation. The nearby Beat areas also encompassed within the Coastal Station jurisdiction
are 6A, 6B, 8A, 8B and 9. During the Lincoln (Day) shift which is from 7am‐5pm there is one deputy
in a patrol vehicle patrolling Beat 7. During the X‐Ray (Swing) shift which is from 3 p.m.‐1 a.m., there
is not a Coastal Station Deputy assigned to Beat 7. There are two deputies (each in a patrol vehicle)
assigned from the X‐Ray shift at the Central Station in Salinas. They travel to the Monterey Peninsula
to cover all the Coastal Station Beat areas. In addition to Beat 7, these two patrol units also cover all
the Calls for Service in the other beat areas of 6A, 6B, 8A, 8B and 9. During the Zebra (Midnight Shift)
which is from 9 p.m.‐7:00 a.m., like the X‐Ray shift, there is not a dedicated Coastal Station assigned
to Beat 7. There are two deputies (each in a patrol vehicle) assigned from the Zebra shift at the
Central Station in Salinas. They travel to the Monterey Peninsula to cover all the Coastal Station Beat
areas. In addition to Beat 7, these two patrol units also cover all the Calls for Service in the other
beat areas of 6A, 6B, 8A, 8B and 9. During the time frame of Jan‐Dec 2013 the average response time
was 9 minutes, 7 seconds. This statistic includes both emergency and non‐emergency calls for
service. However, now with much lower staffing levels and not one unit dedicated to Beat 7 for the
Swing and Midnight shift, this response time would be much higher. (Galletti pers. comm.).

21

Page 3.10‐6, lines 5‐6 are revised as follows:

22
23

Private wells are subject to regulation by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
(MPWMD), the State Water Resources Control Board, and the Monterey County Health Department.

24

Page 3.10‐6, Table 3.10‐3 is revised as follows:

25
26
27

The Golf Club wells have produced between 309 and 522 acre‐feet per year (AFY) over the past 24
23 years (Table 3.10‐3) for irrigation of the golf course (Zischke 2015). Cal‐Am also has a potable
water supply well located on the golf course property.
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Table 3.10‐3. Existing Rancho Cañada Golf Course Use, 1991 ‐ 2014
Year

Irrigation (AFY)1

Type2

Precipitation
(inches)3

Precipitation
(inches)3

Type2

1991

358.4

RY1991

11.9

13.7

WY1991

1992

425.0

RY1992

15.3

18.0

WY1992

1993

440.5

RY1993

25.8

30.2

WY1993

1994

465.9

RY1994

12.0

13.9

WY1994

1995
1996

337.6
457.2

RY1995
RY1996

24.4
18.0

28.5
20.9

WY1995
WY1996

1997

499.8

RY1997

18.7

21.6

WY1997

1998

346.6

RY1998

40.6

47.2

WY1998

1999

309.4

RY1999

17.2

20.2

WY1999

2000

489.3

RY2000

18.0

20.9

WY2000

2001

430.8

RY2001

16.5

19.4

WY2001

2002

522.0

WY2002

13.4

15.6

WY2002

2003

451.9

WY2003

15.8

18.4

WY2003

2004

451.8

WY2004

14.1

16.4

WY2004

2005

379.4

WY2005

26.2

30.5

WY2005

2006

368.8

WY2006

21.3

24.8

WY2006

2007

404.3

WY2007

12.1

14.1

WY2007

2008

443.3

WY2008

12.3

14.4

WY2008

2009
2010

411.8
324.1

WY2009
WY2010

19.7
18.8

17.5
23.9

WY2009
WY2010

2011

309.1

WY2011

19.9

24.5

WY2011

2012

340.6

WY2012

8.9

13.5

WY2012

2013

419.3

WY2013

8.9

13.1

WY2013

2014

442.3

WY2014

5.9

8.9

WY2014

17.3

20.9

Avg. 1991–2014 2013

409.6

"Low Use Year"

355.42

"High Use Year"

451.85

"Very High Use Year"

482.29

Notes:

1991 – 2005 from Lombardo, T. (Lombardo 2006: 08/23/06, Exhibit A), based on MPWMD records ("WMCALC"
spreadsheets for each year. 2006 – 2014 from J. Zischke. (Zischke 2014a: 09/15/14 and Zischke 2014b: 12/22/14).
2 RY = Reporting Year = July 1 to June 30; WY = Water Year = October 1 through September 30
3 1991‐Sep 1994 Precipitation from Weather Station #5795 via Hopkins Marine Station; Precipitation Oct. 1994–2014
from National Weather Service Climatological Station, Monterey, California 93940 (elevation 385'), accessed via web at:
http://met.nps.edu/~ldm/renard_wx/
3 Site precip. for 2009‐2016 from CIMIS for on‐site Weather Station #210 (http://www.cimis.water.ca.gov/); Site precip.
for 1991 ‐ 2008 estimated through linear regression using Monterey Weather Station data for 2008 ‐ 2016 compared to
site precip. and applying to earlier years. Monterey precip. for 1991 ‐ Sept. 1994 and Oct. 2014 ‐ Sept. 2016 from Hopkins
Marine Station, Weather Station #5795; accessed via Web at http://www‐marine.stanford.edu/HMSweb/climate.html;
Monterey precip. For Oct. 94 ‐ Sep.2014 from NWS Climatological Station, Monterey, California 93940 (elevation 385'),
accessed via web at: accessed via web at: http://met.nps.edu/~ldm/renard_wx/.
4 “Low use", "high use" and "very high use" years based on 25th, 75th and 90th percentile, respectively. "Low use", "high use"
and "very high use” years would have 87%, 110% and 118% of average irrigation amounts. Use years not intended to be
predictive; only to present a range of irrigation pumping. The RDEIR utilized “wet”, “dry” and “very dry” categories to
reflect the range. Review of the irrigation vs. precipitation data indicated a weak correlation. Other factors (temperature,
evapotranspiration, timing of precipitation, etc.) appear more related than total precipitation. For these revisions to the
RDEIR, it was decided to use “low”, “high”, and “very high” use scenarios to reflect the range instead.
1
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1

Page 3.10‐8, the following is added after line 19:

2

Senate Bill 50

3
4
5
6
7
8

Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, was signed into law on
August 27, 1998. SB 50 allows governing boards of school districts to establish fees to offset costs
associated with school facilities made necessary by new construction within their respective district
boundaries. Payment of these fees is required prior to the issuance of building permits. Pursuant to
Government Code Section 65995, the payment of these fees by a developer serves to fully mitigate
all potential project impacts on school facilities from implementation of a project.

9

Page 3.10‐10, Lines 1 through 9 are revised as follows:

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

In October 2009, the State Water Board issued Order WR2009‐0060, a cease and desist order (CDO),
which prescribes a series of significant cutbacks to Cal‐Am’s pumping from the Carmel River from
2010 through December 2016. Specifically, it includeds a schedule for Cal‐Am to reduce diversions
from the Carmel River, bans new water service connections (with certain exceptions), bans
increased use of water at existing service connections resulting from a change in zoning or use,
establishes a requirement to build smaller near‐term water supply projects, and requires reporting
procedures. The CDO stated that if a new water supply cannot be built by the end of 2016, the CPUC,
which regulates Cal‐Am as a water utility, may require water rationing and/or a moratorium on new
water permits for construction/remodels.

19
20
21
22

The CDO was amended on July 19, 2016 (Order WR 2016‐0016) to grant Cal‐Am a five‐year
extension. The extension includes a diversion limit of 8,310 AFY and also includes seven milestones
over the next five years that must be met or Cal‐Am will face a reduction to the diversion limit by
1,000 AFY per milestone.

23

Page 3.10‐10, lines 18 through 3.10‐11, Line 40 are revised as follows:

24

Water Rights Context for Rancho Cañada Golf Club and the Project

25
26
27

The Project Applicant has asserted they have both riparian and appropriative water rights and
provided information to the County to support this assertion (Zischke 2014c, Zischke 2014d,
Zischke 2014e, Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc. 1992, Zischke 2016)

28
29
30
31
32
33

The Applicant has presented substantial evidence of a riparian right through a chain of title (Zischke
2014 c) showing continuity of the project property as connected to the water source (Carmel
River/Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer) and the County, as part of a separate project independently
reviewed that chain of title (see discussion below). The County finds that the riparian rights are
valid for use on the project site itself. However, the riparian rights could not be used to support a
water transfer to other off‐site properties.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

An appropriative right requires approval by SWRCB. An Application for an appropriative right has
been submitted to SWRCB in relation to the entire golf course property, of which the project site is
part. The Applicant’s proposal to transfer water as part of the 130‐unit Alternative would require
approval of the appropriative right by the SWRCB. The appropriative rights have not been
“perfected” in that they have not been formally recognized by the State Water Resources Control
Board or by a court of law. That does not mean they are not valid. In the end, water rights is a legal
matter, not a CEQA matter, since CEQA is focused on physical impacts on the environment. The
legal matters will be a matter for the Project Applicant and the SWRCB to resolve, but if the SWRCB
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1
2

does not approve the appropriative right, the 130‐unit Alternative would ultimately result in less
water use due to elimination of the proposed water transfer.

3
4
5
6
7
8

Groundwater use on the property that is now used for the golf course reportedly started in
approximately 1875 initially for dairy, irrigated pasture, and irrigated vegetable crops. Since 1969,
the primary use has been irrigation of the two golf courses, with some use for supporting riverbank
vegetation (Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc.1992). The golf club has a series of five on‐site wells
that it presently uses has used historically to draw water for irrigation from the lower Carmel Valley
aquifer Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer.

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

The Project Applicant provided the County with a chain of title (Zischke 2014c) showing that the
property on which the site is located has apparently never been “severed” from the Carmel River,
which is a key determination as to whether the project has riparian water rights. The County has
previously conducted an independent review of chain of title as part of a prior project. In the fall of
2002, the Monterey County Resource Management Agency – Planning Department retained Downey
Brand LLP (Sacramento, CA) to perform an independent review of the water rights of September
Ranch Development Application (PLN050001) to determine whether valid riparian rights exist. The
analysis concluded that the riparian rights were not severed from the property formerly owned by
the Hatton Family. The Rancho Cañada Village project site originates from the same chain of title of
property formally formerly owned by the Hatton Family. The Rancho Cañada Golf Club holds pre‐
1914 and riparian water rights to the Carmel Valley aquifer. As documented in Table 13 of Decision
1632, State Water Board also recognized that Rancho Cañada holds a superior water right to Cal‐Am
post‐1914 appropriation permits that have been issued to the District stemming from Decision
1632. The riparian rights have not been adjudicated, but as a result of the deed mentioned above
between Hatton and Pacific Improvement Co., the riparian rights appurtenant to the Rancho Cañada
property likely have a priority superior to Cal‐Am’s appropriative rights to the Carmel River and
Carmel River underflow excluding Cal‐Am’s right to extract from the Carmel Valley Basin under its
pre‐1914 appropriative water rights.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

The applicant has also asserted that project site has both pre‐1914 and post‐1914 appropriative
water rights in addition to riparian rights. In 1992, Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc. the lessee and
operator of the Rancho Canada Golf Course, applied for an appropriative right (per Application
A03111) to the SWRCB in relation to irrigation use for the golf course in the amount of 700 AFY and
ongoing diversion of up to 2.36 cubic feet per second (cfs) (Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc. 1992).
The 700 AFY amount was later reduced in 2003 to 545 AFY by Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc. in
order to qualify for a CEQA exemption (for the water right application – not for this project) (SWRCB
2011).

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

In 1995, SWRCB made determinations in Decision 1632 regarding potential appropriative rights
being sought by MPWMD in relation to the prior Los Padres Dam project. The decision required
SWRCB to examine how the potential appropriative rights being sought for that might project would
affect existing water right and potential water rights claims of others concerning the Carmel River
and the Carmel River Alluvial Aquifer. Table 13 of Decision 1632 recognizes a right to that if the
SWRCB were to approve an appropriative right permit for up to 700 AFY for the Rancho Cañada golf
course propertyies, those appropriative rights would be senior to any appropriative rights that
might have been issued to MPWMD in relation to the Los Padres Dam project. The Project Applicant
has also identified a prior 155 AFY reduction in water allocations for instream beneficial purposes,
which results in a remaining 545 AFY for the property. A reservation of an amount of water on Table
13 of State Water Board Decision 1632 is not the same as obtaining an appropriative water right
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permit from the State Water Board, which entails a formal approval process. SWRCB did not
recognize a right per se to 700 AFY for the Rancho Cañada property in Decisions 1632. Instead,
under Decision 1632, the SWRCB reserved 700 AFY for a potential future appropriation subject to
SWRCB approval of an appropriative right.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

The Project Applicant has submitted an application with the State Water Board for an appropriative
water right permit (Application #A30111). In order for an appropriative water right to be valid, the
State Water Board must follow the public notification, protest, and environmental review process
specified in the California Water Code before issuing a permit for diversion and use of water. The
State Water Board has determined the application is complete, and issued notice of the Application
A30111. To date, a permit has not yet been issued for Application A30111; Application A30111 is
still being processed and considered for the irrigation purposes applied for by Rancho Cañada de la
Segunda. If the Rancho Cañada Village project is approved (or if an alternative such as the 130‐Unit
Alternative is approved), then a change petition will be filed with the State Water Board

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Given that appropriative rights are subject to a seniority system, the exercise of such rights (if
validated) could be limited in the event of water shortages and in favor or potential senior water
rights. There are numerous challenges concerning the Carmel River and the Carmel River Alluvial
Aquifer given the long‐standing effects of groundwater pumping on instream flows supporting
Central Coast steelhead, California red‐legged frog, and other resources as well as the situation
concerning Cal‐Am. The SWRCB informed Rancho Canada de La Segunda, Inc. in 2011 that the
appropriative rights that they applied for may be conditioned to require the maintenance of
minimum daily instream flows for the Carmel River (SWRCB 2011).3 The SWRCB noted that they
believe that the proposed condition would resolve a number of public trust protests to Application
A03111 and the application could be permitted with inclusion of the condition. Rancho Canada de la
Segunda, Inc. has reportedly not responded to the 2011 SWRCB letter. If the proposed condition
were ultimately required and instream flows cannot be maintained to meet this condition (due to
cumulative ongoing pumping regardless of whether the project would worsen baseline conditions or
not), this may mean that any appropriative use, including any water transferred to parcels not
benefitted by a riparian right, may be subject to interruption. An interruptible water supply may be
insufficient to allow MPWMD to issue water use permits.

30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Prior to any Cal‐Am service to the Rancho Cañada Village project, the Project Applicant will seek a
State Water Board determination to either confirm that water diverted under the project site
properties Rancho Cañada’s rights are not subject to Ordering paragraphs 2 and 3.(a)(5) of WR
2009‐0060, or to modify its order to allow same. Nonetheless, the Project would not necessarily rely
solely on Cal‐Am water service, but rather as set forth in Chapter 2, Project Description, the water
will be supplied to the Project either through the Cal‐Am distribution system, or through the
creation of a separate community services district or mutual water company.

37
38
39
40
41

If the Rancho Cañada Village project is approved, then the Project Applicant intends to file a change
petition with the State Water Board to change the proposed water us in Application A03111 from
irrigation to residential. If the 130‐Unit Alternative is approved by the County, then State Water
Board and MPWMD approvals would be obtained in order to implement both the proposed uses,
including the proposed water transfer. This would entail a change petition to change the purpose
3 The instream flow requirements are based on National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, 2002) study of
requirements for steelhead are as follows: December 1 to April 15 – minimum bypass of 40 cfs at the SR 1 bridge
prior to lagoon opening and minimum bypass of 120 cfs at the SR1 bridge after lagoon opening; April 16 to May 31
– minimum bypass of 80 cfs at SR1 bridge; June 1 to November 30 – minimum bypass of 5 cfs at the SR1 bridge.
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and place of use for approval by the State Water Board (as noted above for the Proposed Project),
and the Project Applicant would seek confirmation from the State Water Board that water diverted
under Rancho Cañada’s rights for new subscriber use does not conflict with WR 2009‐0060. Also, a
new ordinance by the MPWMD similar to the ordinance allowing transfer of water entitlements
from the Pebble Beach Company to other users would need to be approved, which would entail a
new rule for issuance of water use permits under this entitlement. (See for example MPWMD Rules
23.5 (Pebble Beach Water Entitlement) and 23.6 (Sand City Water Entitlement). The new MPWMD
ordinance would dictate the restrictions for issuance of a water use permit to approved
developments and existing lots of record.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Another water rights issue concerns the disposition of rights between the different owners of the
golf course land. The entire golf course is approximately 270 acres. In 2016, the Trust for Public
Land (TPL) purchased 140 acres (the Hatton parcel) of the golf course and has been pursuing
acquisition of the 50 acre parcel of the golf course owned by the Lombardo Land Group II (although
this second acquisition has not yet occurred). The remaining 80 acres are within the Rancho Canada
Village project site, which is owned by the Lombardo Land Group I, which is working with the
Project proponent. TPL intends that the land be used for park and open space purposes. TPL, in a
letter to the County (TPL 2016) identified that there is a pre‐existing contractual allocation of water
rights between the different property owners and that 180 AFY is allocated to the developer of the
Rancho Canada Village project for use at their discretion. TPL, the Rancho Canada project developer,
and the Lombardo Land Group II entered into a forbearance agreement to temporarily constrain the
exercise of the riparian water rights appurtenant to the remaining golf course property. This
agreement will reportedly result in approximately 1,000 AFY (in total) over several years to be
dedicated for Carmel River beneficial use. This agreement is temporary and would not constrain
project use after the end of the forbearance agreement. The Lombardo Land Group II also sent a
letter to the County (Lombardo Land Group II 2016) confirming the same details noted in the TPL
letter that are described above. As such, in regards to the TPL acquisition and its potential second
future acquisition of the Lombardo Land Group II property, there does not appear to be any legal
restriction to the Project Applicant’s use of up to 180 AFY for project purposes. The agreement
between the different landowners does not in itself validate the legality or amount of a water right;
it only resolves any dispute between the parties as to the division of the potential 545 AFY
appropriative water right (pursuant to the SWRCB application) among the parties.

32
33
34
35
36
37

While this water rights discussion provides useful context, CEQA is solely concerned with
determining the nature and extent of physical impacts on the environment that may result from a
proposed project. With respect to water supply, CEQA is concerned with whether the proposed
supply is physically available, and whether the use of the supply will result in any significant
physical changes to environmental resources such as, a groundwater basin, water supply for other
users, or biological resources.

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

There is one other circumstance in which a water right analysis may be relevant to a CEQA analysis,
and that is if the exercise of a riparian or overlying right would displace existing water uses by
virtue of the "seniority'' of the riparian or overlying right, so that the existing uses were required to
obtain a water supply elsewhere. For this reason, and in order to respond to specific questions from
the Court of Appeal in Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87
Cal. App. 4th 99, Monterey County has included this a water rights analysis (as described above) in
this Draft Recirculated EIR. This analysis concludes that: (i) substantial evidence indicates that the
owners of Rancho Cañada Golf Course have apparent pre‐1914 and riparian rights; (ii) any post‐
1914 appropriative rights will need SWRCB approval and (iii) under either riparian or appropriative
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water right system, the Project's use of water from the CVA will not injure any senior water right
holders and will not displace junior water users because the Project (or the 130‐unit Alternative)
will result in a net reduction of water use (see impact analysis below). In this regard, it should be
noted that Monterey County is not the final arbiter of whether any particular property has riparian
or overlying rights. Such a binding determination may only be a ruling of a court of competent
jurisdiction and/or, with respect to appropriative rights, SWRCB.

7

Page 3.10‐13, the following text is added after Line 9:

8

Goal PS‐3. Ensure that New Development is assured a Long‐Term Sustainable Water Supply

9
10
11
12
13

Policy PS‐3.1 Except as specifically set forth below, new development for which a discretionary
permit is required, and that will use or require the use of water, shall be prohibited without proof,
based on specific findings and supported by evidence, that there is a long‐term, sustainable water
supply, both in quality and quantity to serve the development. [Exceptions listed in policy not
included herein].

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Policy PS‐3.2. Specific criteria for proof of a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply and an Adequate
Water Supply System for new development requiring a discretionary permit, including but not
limited to residential or commercial subdivisions, shall be developed by ordinance with the advice
of the General Manager of the Water Resources Agency and the Director of the Environmental
Health Bureau. A determination of a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply shall be made upon the
advice of the General Manager of the Water Resources Agency. The following factors shall be used in
developing the criteria for proof of a long term sustainable water supply and an adequate water
supply system:

22

a. Water quality;

23
24
25
26

b. Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to a permit from a
regulatory agency, production capability, and any adverse effect on the economic
extraction of water or other effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, including recovery
rates;

27
28

c. Technical, managerial, and financial capability of the water purveyor or water system
operator;

29
30

d. The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to water from the
source;

31
32
33

e. Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from the
source, and the ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or
otherwise affecting supply; and

34
35
36
37

f. Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment including on
in‐stream flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic
life, and the migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing impacts on
the environment and to those resources and species.

38
39

g. Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of best practices, to
renew or sustain aquifer or basin functions.
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The hauling of water shall not be a factor nor a criterion for the proof of a long term sustainable
water supply.

3
4
5
6

PS‐3.9. A tentative subdivision map and/or vesting tentative subdivision map application for either
a standard or minor subdivision shall not be approved until the applicant provides evidence of a
long‐term sustainable water supply in terms of yield and quality for all lots that are to be created
through subdivision.

7

Page 3.10‐23, Line 24 to 3.10‐28 Line 28 are revised as follows:

8

D. Water Demand

9

Impact PSU‐5: Increased Water Supply Demand (less than significant with mitigation)

10

Baseline for Impact Analysis

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

In order to assess water supply impacts, an existing use baseline must be established. The existing
golf courses uses between 309 and 522 AFY for irrigation (based on 1991 to 2014 data shown in
Table 3.10‐3), with an average annual use of 410 AFY. The Project will result in the elimination of
one of the two Rancho Cañada golf courses and the baseline irrigation use is considered to be 50% of
the current golf course irrigation use. which on average would be about 205 AFY. Current baseline
use depends on climatic factors and is estimated to range from 164 to 256 AFY, depending on
precipitation (Table 3.10‐4).

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Most irrigation occurs during the drier parts of the year (April through October) and thus a large
portion of the irrigation on the golf course (likely in excess of 80%) is consumed by the golf turf
through evaporation and transpiration (referred to as evapotranspiration). Based on the
recommendation of MPWMD, the baseline for this RDEIR is the consumptive use of water, as
opposed to the total amount of pumping. Consumptive use of water is defined as the water that is
used under baseline or project conditions and is not returned to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer.
For irrigated areas, consumptive use is defined as evapotranspiration.

25
26
27
28
29
30

Using data from the on‐site CIMIS weather station on precipitation and reference
evapotranspiration, irrigation data from the golf course, data on crop plant factors for turfgrass, and
data on site soils, a soil‐water balance analysis was completed for the 1991 – 2014 period in order to
estimate evapotranspiration (See calculations in Appendix H). The identified average turf
evapotranspiration factors for different types of years was applied to the irrigation pumping data to
derive the baseline consumptive use as shown in Table 3.10‐4.
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Table 3.10‐4. Baseline Consumptive Water Use for the on Rancho Cañada Village Project Site
(acre-feet)

Average Year
Irrigation Pumping (1)
204.8
Consumptive Use (3)
145.1

Low‐Use (2)
Wet Year
(84% 80% avg.)
177.7 163.8
113.4

High‐Use (2)
Dry Year
(110% avg.)
225.9 225.3
170.8

Very High‐Use (2)
Very Dry Year
(118% 125% avg.)
241.1 256.0
195.0

Notes:
Data presented in Appendix H
1. Baseline irrigation pumping use is assumed to be the water use of one of the two golf courses on‐site because with the
Project, only one golf course will remain in operation.
2. Assumptions for “low‐use”, “high use” and “very high use” year irrigation pumping in Table 3.10‐3.
3. Consumptive use determined through a soil‐water balance analysis to estimate evapotranspiration.
Evapotranspiration for different type of years used same percentiles as used for irrigation pumping in Table 3.10‐3 See
Appendix B.

3
4

Proposed Project

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

ICF developed water demand estimates for different types of housing units using MPWMD fixture
unit methodology (Table 3.10‐5). MPWMD mandatory water efficiency requirements required by
MPWMD regulation for high efficiency toilets and washing machines were assumed. ICF then
prepared a demand estimate using these fixture estimates and estimates of the Maximum Applied
Water Allowable (MAWA) for common landscape areas and conservative use assumptions (Table
3.10‐6). ICF also estimated evapotranspiration for the landscaping water demand (both within
residential lots and common landscaped areas) using the same factors used to determine baseline
consumption use. These estimates were then combined to derive an estimate of project
consumptive use. Consumptive use includes residential indoor use (which is discharged to the
CAWD treatment plant and not returned to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer) and
evapotranspiration in landscaped areas.

16
17
18
19

The that estimates average project consumptive demand use is estimated as 88 115 AFY including
treatment and system transmission losses. The ICF estimate was used for the EIR analysis.
Accounting for precipitation climatic variation4, project consumptive use is estimated to range from
82 to 99 AFY 92 to 143 AFY (Table 3.10‐5).

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Based on these estimates, there would be a net reduction in water use ranging from 31 to 96 72 to
113 AFY, with an average of 57 90 AFY (Table 3.10‐7). This estimate is based on conservative
assumptions for demand, treatment, and system losses, and may understate the amount of the net
reductions. Further, the same percentage adjustments were made to the baseline use case for golf
course irrigation for wet, dry, and very dry years as for the Project residential demand. Residential
demand, particularly for the proposed residential development which has relatively compact
development and limited yards would vary far less than golf course irrigation and thus, in dry and
very dry years, the estimated Project demand is likely higher than it will actually be.

4

The variation by climatic conditions for “low use”, “high use” and “very high use” conditions was estimated by
using the same factors as noted above in Table 3.10‐3, but the variation factor was only applied to landscape uses,
as indoor uses were assumed to not vary due to climatic conditions.
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Given the existing impact of Cal‐Am withdrawals on the Carmel River, this net reduction is a
beneficial impact for both water supply and for biological resources in the river, such as steelhead.
In addition, wastewater would be conveyed to the Carmel Area Wastewater District’s (CAWD) water
recycling plant for eventual release into the Carmel Valley Lagoon. Presently, during the summer
and fall months the lagoon waters are at critically low levels, which jeopardize the lagoon’s
steelhead populations. With additional wastewater flows, such as those from the Rancho Cañada
Village Project, CAWD would have increased opportunity to release more wastewater. Therefore, the
Project would provide environmental benefits to the steelhead habitat.

9
10
11
12
13

The water source for the Project would be the on‐site wells using water rights held by the property,
as described above, or a connection to Cal‐Am facilitated by dedication of an appropriate amount of
the Project Applicant’s water right to Cal‐Am (See discussion of water rights in an earlier section of
this Chapter). The state has reserved 700 AFY for allocation to the Rancho Cañada property, of
which 545 AFY remain which exceeds the amount needed for golf course irrigation and the Project.
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Table 3.10‐5. Water Demand by Housing Type
Condo

Townhouse

SFR‐ Small

SFR‐Medium

SFR‐Large

Type of Fixture

FU Value

No.

FU Count

No.

FU Count

No.

FU Count

No.

FU Count

No.

FU Count

Wash Basins (lavatory sink) each

1.0

2

2.0

2

2.0

3

3.0

3

3.0

4

4.0

Two washbasins in Master Bathroom

1.0

1

1.0

Toilet (ULF, 1.6 gpf)

1.8

2

3.6

2

3.6

3

5.4

3

5.4

4

7.2

Toilet (HET, 1.3 gpf)

1.3

2

2.6

2

2.6

3

3.9

3

3.9

4

5.2

Toilet (UHET, 0.8 gpf)

0.8

Masterbath (Tub, sep. shower)

3.0

0.0

1

3.0

1

3.0

Large bathtub (w/ showerhead)
Standard bathtub (w/ showerhead)

3.0
2.0

4.0

2

4.0

1
2

Shower, separate stall

2.0

0.0
1

2.0

2.0

Kitchen sink and HE dishwasher

1.5

Laundry/utility sink

2.0

Washing Machine

2.0

1

2.0

Washing Machine (HEW, WF 5 or less)
Bidet

1.0
2.0

1

1.0
0.0

1.0

Entertainment sink

1.0

Vegetable sink

1.0

Subtotal Interior Fixture Units

2

4.0

0.0

Kitchen sink and dishwasher

Bar sink

0.0

1

2.0

2

0.0
1

0.0

0.0

4.0
0.0

2.0

1

2.0

1

2.0

2

4.0

0.0

1

2.0

1

2.0

2

4.0

1

2.0

1

2.0

1

2.0

1

2.0

1

1.0
0.0

1

1.0
0.0

1

1.0
0.0

1

1.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
1

1.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

11.6

13.6

18.4

21.4

30.2

Landscaping (Interior FUs X 0.5)

5.8

6.8

9.2

10.7

15.1

Subtotal Interior Fixture Units

9.6

11.6

15.9

18.9

27.2

4.8

5.8

8.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Fixture Unit Count

17.4

20.4

27.6

32.1

49.8

Acre‐Feet/Unit (0.01 AF/FU)

0.17

0.20

0.28

0.32

0.50

Fixture Unit Count

14.4

17.4

23.9

31.4

45.3

Acre‐Feet/Unit (0.01 AF/FU)

0.14

0.17

0.24

0.31

0.45

Landscaping (Interior FUs X 0.5)
Swimming Pools (per 100 SF)

1.0

9.5
3

3.0 0.0

13.6
4.5

4.5

Prepared by ICF using MPWMD Fixture Unit Methodology. All Assumptions about number of fixtures by ICF
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Table 3.10‐6. Rancho Cañada Village Estimated Water Demand/Use (by ICF)
Units
AF/Unit (1)
Average Year Direct Water Demand
Housing
Condominiums
35
0.14 0.17
Townhouses
64
0.17 0.20
Small Lot Single Family
67
0.24 0.27
Medium Lot Single Family
114
0.31 0.32
Large Lot Single Family
1
0.45 0.50
Housing Subtotal
281
Active Park (2)
2.6
1.0 2.5
Landscape Parkways (2)
3.3
2.3 2.5
Landscape Total
Residential Element Subtotal
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss
Average Year Direct Water Demand
Low Use Wet Year (87% 80% of avg.) (3)
High Use Dry Year (110% 110% of avg.) (3)
Very High Use Dry Year (118% 125% of avg.) (3)
Average Year Consumptive Use
Residential Element Subtotal (from Above)

Total

5.0
11.1
16.0
35.7
0.45
68.3
2.6
7.7
10.3
78.6
22.2
100.8
95.2
105.2
108.3

Total

6.1
13.1
18.5
36.6
0.5
74.7
6.5
8.3
14.8
89.5
18.7
114.7
91.8
126.2
143.4

78.6
‐6.6
‐3.0
69.0
19.5
88.5
81.9
93.8
98.8

Evapotranspiration Adjustment for Landscaping in Housing Area (4)
Evapotranspiration Adjustment for Shared Park/Parkways (4)
Revised Residential Element Subtotal
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss
Average Year Consumptive Use
Low Use Year (87% of avg.) (3)
High Use Year (110% of avg.) (3)
Very High Use Year (118% of avg.) (3)
Notes:
1. From Table 3.10‐5
2. Used MWELO MAWA limit for park and parkways.
3. With consumptive use approach, the total landscape demand is not included, only the
evapotranspiration amount (as was done in the baseline).
4. Only landscaping demand was adjusted for different years. Indoor use was not.
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Table 3.10‐7. Rancho Cañada Village Water Impact (Acre‐Feet)
Baseline
Consumptive Use

Project
Consumptive Use

Net Change

Average Year

145.1

88.5

‐56.7

Low Use Year

113.4

81.9

‐31.5

High Use Year

170.8

93.8

‐77.0

Very High Use Year

195.0

98.8

‐96.3

Average Year

204.1

114.7

‐90.1

Wet Year

163.3

91.8

‐72.0

Dry Year

224.5

126.2

‐99.1

Very Dry Year

255.1

143.4

‐112.6

Note: This estimate is based on conservative assumptions described in text and Appendix H. and may
underestimate the amount of net reduction.

Water for the new homes would be supplied either through the Cal‐Am distribution system by
assigning a portion of Rancho Cañada’s water rights associated with the project property to Cal‐Am
for delivery back to the development, or though the creation of independent community services
(private or public), contract or dedication to use the existing Rancho Cañada wells on the project
property to pump, treat, and purvey the amount of water necessary for the Project. Reduction in
water use would be documented through the meters on the wells which are already in place as
required by ordinance with MPWMD.
Because the Proposed Project would result in an overall reduction in water use, this impact would
be less than significant provided the project would result in no more than amount of consumptive
water described above. No mitigation is necessary.
Mitigation Measure PSU‐1, described below, will require the project to meet the water budgets in
this RDEIR, by requiring dedication of adequate water rights for the residential development,
designing new development to be water efficient, installation of water meters for the development
in accordance with MPWMD regulations, monitoring and reporting of water use to the County and
MPWMD, remedial action if the project exceeds established water budgets.
Infrastructure impacts related to a potential new water system are discussed below separately.
The following are recommended as conditions of approval to ensure impacts remain less than
significant:


(1) Require a permanent dedication of 143 of the Project Applicant’s water right that reserves
its use solely for the Rancho Cañada Village residential development (including the park and
preserve) and precludes any future use of this amount by the Project Applicant for golf course
irrigation, other use, or transfer. This amount is based on the estimated net demand during a
very dry year indicated in Table 3.10‐7.



(2) It is thus further recommended that the County, as a condition of approval, require monthly
reporting of water use on the golf course to verify that water use does not exceed the estimated
remaining amount of the Project Applicant’s water right (402 AF). This amount was determined
by subtracting the 143 AF dedication for Rancho Cañada Village from the 545 AFY remaining
site appropriation. Based on historic data this appears to be more than adequate for these uses.
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130‐Unit Alternative
ICF then prepared a demand estimate for the 130‐Unit Alternative using the housing type water
demand estimates from Table 3.10‐5 and conservative use assumptions similar to those used for
the Proposed Project. With the restrictions in water supply at present, the dedication amount can
serve as a hard limit on potential water use. As shown in Table 3.10‐8 below, this Alternative would
result in a consumptive water use demand of 112 AFY 130 AFY including 60 AFY proposed for
transfer to other Cal‐Am uses. The ICF estimate is used for the EIR analysis. Accounting for
precipitation use variation, Project 130‐unit Alternative consumptive use is estimated to range from
106 to 120 AFY 104 to 162 AFY (Table 3.10‐8).

Table 3.10‐8. 130‐Unit Alternative Estimated Water Demand/Use (by ICF)
Units

AF/Unit (1)

Housing
Condominiums
12
0.14 0.17
Small Lot Single Family
110
0.24 0.28
Medium Lot Single Family
7
0.31 0.32
Large Lot Single Family
1
0.45 0.50
Housing Subtotal
130
Open Space Irrigation (2)
7.7
2.3 2.5
Residential Element Subtotal
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss
Average Year Direct Water Demand
Low Use Wet Year (87% 80% of avg.) (3)
High Use Dry Year (110% 110% of avg.) (3)
Very High Use Dry Year (118% 125% of avg.) (3)
Water Transfer to Other Cal‐Am Users
Net Water Demand (Average Year)
Low Use Wet Year (87% 80% of avg.) (3)
High Use Dry Year (110% 110% of avg.) (3)
Very High Use Dry Year (118% 125% of avg.) (3)
Dedication for Instream Purposes (based on high use average year)
Water Demand + Instream Dedication (based on high use average year)
Average Year Consumptive Use
Residential Element Subtotal (from Above)
Evapotranspiration Adjustment for Landscaping in Housing Area (4)
Evapotranspiration Adjustment for Shared Park/Parkways (4)
Revised Residential Element Subtotal
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss
Average Year Consumptive Use
Low Use Year (87% of avg.) (3)
High Use Year (110% of avg.) (3)
Very High Use Year (118% of avg.) (3)
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Total

Total

1.7
26.2
2.2
0.5
30.6
17.9
48.5
13.7
62.2
57.4
65.9
68.6
60.0
122.2
117.4
125.9
128.6
51.4
180.0

2.1
30.4
2.2
10.5
35.2
19.3
54.4
15.4
69.8
55.8
76.8
87.2
60.0
129.8
103.8
142.8
162.3
50.2
180.0

48.5
‐3.0
‐5.2
40.3
11.4
51.7
46.1
56.2
60.5
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Water Transfer to Other Cal‐Am Users
60.0
Net Water Demand (Average Year)
111.7
Low Use Year (87% of avg.) (3)
106.1
116.2
High Use Year (110% of avg.) (3)
120.5
Very High Use Year (118% of avg.) (3)
59.5
Dedication for Instream Purposes (based on high use year)
Water Demand + Instream Dedication (based on high use year)
180.0
Notes:
1. From Table 3.10‐5
2. Used MWELO MAWA limit for landscaping area.
3. With consumptive use approach, the total landscape demand is not included, only the
evapotranspiration amount (as was done in the baseline).
4. Only landscaping demand was adjusted for different years. Indoor use was not.

Based on these estimates (excluding the instream dedication), there would be a net reduction in
water use ranging from 7 60 to 75 93 AFY, with an average of 33 74 AFY (Table 3.10‐9). This
estimate is based on conservative the assumptions for demand, treatment, and system losses
discussed in this Chapter and in Appendix H, and may understate the amount of the net reductions.
Further, the same percentage adjustments were made to the baseline use case for golf course
irrigation for low use, high use, and very high use wet, dry, and very dry years as for the Project
residential demand. Residential demand, particularly for the proposed residential development
which has relatively compact development and limited yards would vary far less than golf course
irrigation and thus, in dry and very dry years, the estimated Project demand is likely higher than it
will actually be.
Similar to the Proposed Project, given the existing impact of Cal‐Am withdrawals on the Carmel
River, this net reduction is a beneficial impact for both water supply and for biological resources in
the river, such as steelhead.

Table 3.10‐9. 130‐Unit Alternative Water Impact (acre‐feet)
Baseline
Consumptive Use

Project 130‐unit Alternative
Consumptive Use

Net Change

Average Year
Low Use Year
High Use Year
Very High Use Year

145.1
113.4
170.8
195.0

111.7
106.1
116.2
120.5

‐33.4
‐7.3
‐54.6
‐74.5

Average Year
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

204.1
163.3
224.5
255.1

129.8
103.8
142.8
162.3

‐74.3
‐59.5
‐81.7
‐92.8

Note: This estimate is based on conservative assumptions described in text and in Appendix H. and
may underestimate the amount of net reduction. Project 130‐unit Alternative use does not include
presumed proposed dedication of 50 AFY for instream purposes.

Because the 130‐Unit Alternative would result in an overall reduction in water use, this impact
would be less than significant provided the project would result in the amount of consumptive water
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described above. However, without enforcement and monitoring, there is no guarantee that the
project will limit its water use to the amounts estimated above. No mitigation is necessary.
Mitigation Measure PSU‐1, described below, will require the project to meet the water budgets in
this RDEIR, by requiring dedication of adequate water rights for the residential development,
designing new development to be water efficient, installation of water meters for the development
in accordance with MPWMD regulations, monitoring and reporting of water use to the County and
MPWMD, remedial action if the project exceeds established water budgets.
Infrastructure impacts related to a potential new water system are discussed below separately.
The following are not mitigation measures, but recommended as conditions of approval to ensure
impacts remain less than significant:


It is recommended that the County, as a condition of approval, require a permanent dedication
of 87 AF of the Project Applicant’s water right that reserves its use solely for the 130‐Unit
Alternative residential development (including the park and preserve) and precludes any future
use of this amount by the Project Applicant for golf course irrigation, other use, or transfer. This
amount is based on the estimated net demand during a very dry year indicated in Table 3.10‐8.



It is thus further recommended that the County, as a condition of approval, require monthly
reporting of water use on the golf course to verify that water use does not exceed the estimated
remaining amount of the Project Applicant’s water right. Combining the 130‐Unit residential
dedication (87 AFY) with the water transfer to other Cal‐Am users (60 AFY), and the instream
dedication (50 AFY using the estimate above), the total dedicated would be 197 AFY. From the
545 AFY remaining portion of the site’s appropriation, this would leave up to 348 AFY for use
for the remaining golf course and the clubhouse. Based on historical data, this appears adequate
to cover these remaining uses.

Mitigation Measure PSU‐1: Dedicate Water Rights for the Project; Design for, Meter, and
Monitor Water to meet Water Budgets; Implement Remedial Action if Water Budgets
Exceeded
The Project Applicant, the Homeowner’s Association (HOA), individual property owners, and any
other parties responsible for water use for the project shall implement the following measures to
ensure that the overall project consumptive use of water does not exceed the amounts estimated in
this RDEIR:


(1) The Project Applicant shall obtain a permanent dedication of 108 AFY (Proposed Project) or
60 AFY (130‐unit Alternative) of the water rights associated with the project site that reserves
its use solely for the on‐site residential development (including the park and preserve) and
precludes any future use of this amount for any other use or transfer. These amounts are based
on the estimated net demand during a very high use year as indicated in Table 3.10‐7
(Proposed Project) and in Table 3.10‐8 (130‐unit Alternative).



(2) The Project Applicant shall provide MPWMD and the County evidence of SWRCB approval of
any appropriative rights in sufficient amounts for any proposed on‐site residential uses that
would rely on appropriative rights and/or any proposed water transfer prior to issuance of any
building or water use permit. If the site residential development would only rely on riparian
rights and no water transfer is advanced, then this portion of this measure would not apply.
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(3) The Applicant (if they build parts or all of the development), individual homeowners (for lot
development not built by the Applicant), or other parties proposing water uses on‐site shall
demonstrate to MPWMD and the County at the final design phase (prior to issuance of a building
permit or any water use permits) that the project employs all MPWMD mandated efficiency
measures, will meter the new development as required by MPWMD and will require reporting
on actual water use on‐site monthly and annually to MPWMD and the County. All water use on‐
site shall be conditioned that MPWMD shall retain the ability to mandate feasible and
reasonable reductions in water use in the future as necessary to constrain water use to the
established water budgets.



(4) MPWMD and the County shall track building permit and water use permit approvals to
assure that the development overall will remain within the water budgets in this RDEIR. If
tracking indicates that the project overall trend would result in an exceedance of the established
water budgets upon full buildout, then MPWMD and the County shall require conditioning of all
future building and water use permits with reductions in water use in order to restore the trend
to compliance with the established water budgets. This limitation may ultimately include
limitations on residential improvements (such as numbers of fixtures, swimming pools, or other
limits), changes in landscaping amounts, types, or irrigation practices, a limit on overall amount
of landscaping or other measures.



(5) If monitoring/reporting indicates that the project is exceeding the estimated water budget
in this RDEIR on average over two or more years or the “high use” estimate in any one year,
MPWMD and the County shall require responsible parties (HOA, individual property owners,
and/or any other entity responsible for water use on the project) to modify landscaping and
irrigation practices and/or add additional water efficiency measures to the project as necessary
to reduce the water use to the average yearly consumptive use shown in this RDEIR. If triggered,
the responsible parties for water use shall implement remedial measures within one year of the
exceedance.



(6) Failure to comply with these requirements will result in a request from the County to
MPWMD to impose mandatory limitations on project consumptive water use until compliance is
achieved.



(7) If a separate water system is proposed, the Project Applicant shall be required to obtain all
necessary permits for the separate water delivery system and to demonstrate to the County’s
satisfaction that the water delivery system can deliver water consistently and perpetually to the
project prior to issuance of the first building permit.

Consistency Relative to Long‐Term Sustainable Water Supply Goals and Policy in the 2010
General Plan
The focus of a CEQA evaluation of consistency with local land use policies is not to make a final
determination of consistency with the policies (which is up to the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors), but rather to identify rather any inconsistencies might give rise to a physical
impact on the environment and whether that physical impact is significant or not. An inconsistency
with a local land use policy does not inherently result in a significant physical impact on the
environment. It depends on the character of the resource affected and the nature and extent of the
project impact. Thus, what ultimately matters for CEQA is the physical impact of the environment,
which in this case is the impact on water supply.
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Water supply impacts are analyzed in this Chapter including the cumulative context of the impact of
prior and ongoing withdrawals from the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer and the effects on Carmel
River Biota as well as regional water supply conditions in which water is not available for new
connections while the regional water supply project is being completed. The significance threshold
used for this evaluation is no net increase in withdrawals from the aquifer, which was identified in
recognition of the critical state of the Carmel River and the biological resources dependent upon it as
well as the current regional water supply condition.
The fundamental intent of the County General Plan Goal PS‐3 and associated policies PS‐3.1 and PS‐
3.9 (and other related policies) is that new development must have a long‐term water supply in
terms of quantity and quality. The analysis shows that the Proposed Project (or the 130‐unit
Alternative) would not increase consumptive water use, would result in increased recharge to the
Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer, and would not result in any substantial adverse effect on Carmel
River instream flows. In regards to quality, the Proposed Project (or the 130‐unit Alternative) would
draw water from the same location that Cal‐Am already draws water to serve its customers.
Regardless of the modality of water delivery for the proposed residential use (Cal‐Am distribution
system or a separate community services district or mutual water company), the water can be
treated to all regulatory standards just like the water being drawn at present from Cal‐Am wells on
the Rancho Canada golf course property and in nearby adjacent areas. Thus, the water source is of
an acceptable water quality.
The proposed water supply for this project was reviewed using the criteria in County General Plan
Policy PS‐3.2:


Water Quality: Water is the same quality as current local Cal‐Am wells and is thus of acceptable
water quality. See discussion above.



Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to a permit from a regulatory
agency, production capability, and any adverse effect on the economic extraction of water or other
effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, including recovery rates: The analysis in this Chapter
shows that the on‐site pumping levels would be less than baseline pumping levels which will
help with groundwater recharge and thus would have no adverse effects to other wells or
groundwater level recovery.



Technical, managerial and financial capability of the water purveyor or water system operator: If
the project is served by Cal‐Am, it has proven capabilities to deliver water. If a separate water
system is proposed, the Project Applicant will be required to obtain all necessary permits for the
separate water delivery system and to demonstrate to the County’s satisfaction that the water
delivery system can deliver water consistently and perpetually to the project. With mitigation,
the project’s water supply can meet this criteria.



The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to water from the source: Please see
discussion of water rights above and in Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation. As
discussed therein, there are riparian rights associated with the project site and the Project
Applicant is seeking to obtain an appropriative right from the SWRCB in order to facilitate the
proposed water transfer.



Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from the source, and the
ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or otherwise affecting supply:
Cumulative conditions were taken into account when establishing significance criteria for the
water supply analysis in this EIR as no net increase in consumptive water use, no net reduction
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in groundwater recharge, and no substantial adverse change in instream flows in the Carmel
River. The project’s water supply impact will not exceed any of the significance criteria. The
project would reduce water use relative to baseline and help to reverse cumulative trends of
water supply impacts on the Carmel River.


Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment including on in‐stream
flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, and the
migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing impacts on the environment and to
those resources and species: The project’s water supply will not result in a net increase in
consumptive water use, no net reduction in groundwater recharge, and no substantial adverse
change in instream flows in the Carmel River. Thus, it will not result in any additional extraction
or diversion of water impacts on the environment and will not result in impacts to riparian
vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, or migration potential for steelhead. The project
instead should benefit riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish and other aquatic life and help
improve spring and summer instream flows.



Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of best practices, to renew or sustain
aquifer or basin functions: As noted above, the project will not adversely affect aquifer or basin
functions and will not hinder other efforts to renew aquifer or basin functions, such as the
development of an alternative water supply to Cal‐Am’s withdrawals in excess of its current
water rights or the dedication of water to instream uses by others. The project will instead
contribute to sustaining aquifer and basin functions.



The hauling of water shall not be a fact or nor a criterion for the proof of a long term sustainable
water supply: Hauling of water is not proposed.

As indicated above, with proposed Mitigation Measure PS‐1 to ensure delivery of the project’s water
supply (as noted above) and constrain it to a maximum of the amounts estimated in this RDEIR, the
Proposed Project (or the 130‐unit Alternative) is considered to have a long‐term sustainable water
supply because it has already met the relevant criteria and/or will be required to meet the relevant
criteria prior to issuance of any building permits.
Page 3.10‐29, lines 9‐14 are revised as follows:
As described above in Impact PSU‐5, water for the new homes would be supplied either through the
Cal‐Am distribution system or though the creation of independent community services (public or
private), contract, or dedication to use the existing Rancho Cañada wells to pump, treat, and purvey
the amount of water necessary for the Project. The Project Applicant has identified the location of
the treatment facilities as within the 2 acre park, and the wells are on‐site so the pipeline routing
would likely be across the golf course and through the residential development.
Page 3.10‐29, lines 24‐25 are revised as follows:
Implementation of Mitigation Measures PSU‐2 1 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant
level
Page 3.10‐29, lines 33‐37 are revised as follows:
As described above, for the Proposed Project and in Impact PSU‐5, water for the new homes would
be supplied either through the Cal‐Am distribution system or though the creation of independent
community services (public or private), contract, or dedication to use the existing Rancho Cañada
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wells to pump, treat, and purvey the amount of water necessary for the Project or 130‐Unit
Alternative.
Page 3.10‐30, lines 4‐21 are revised as follows:
Implementation of Mitigation Measures PSU‐2 1 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant
level
Mitigation Measure PSU‐21: Test Well Supply, Identify Water Treatment and Distribution
Facilities, and Avoid Impacts on Biological Resources Prior to construction, the Project Applicant or
its contractor would will condition its contractor to will test the proposed water supply for the
Project (or 130‐Unit Alternative) for California Title 22 constituents for potable water supply and
will design and fund any necessary treatment and distribution facilities needed to transport treated
water to the project site. Testing results will be provided to the County. The design for the new
facilities will be submitted to Monterey County for review and approval. The new facilities can be
placed within the existing golf course and/or other non‐habitat disturbed areas (such as existing
roads or golf paths). Under no circumstances will the new facilities result in permanent loss of
native vegetation, ponds, or wetlands. All biological mitigation described for construction‐related
impacts of the Project (or 130‐Unit Alternative) will apply to any potential impacts of new facilities
(this shall include the following, as applicable to impacts of construction of the new facilities:
Mitigation Measures BIO‐1 through BIO‐6; BIO‐8 through BIO‐21).
No grading for the Proposed Project (or 130‐Unit Alternative) will be allowed until the new facilities
have been approved by Monterey County and all biological resource mitigation has been approved
by the County, USFWS, and CDFW. The Project Applicant will be required to fund all necessary
improvements. This mitigation also applies to any new facilities required if the Project (or 130‐Unit
Alternative) utilizes a connection to the Cal‐Am distribution system.
Page 3.10‐31, lines 18‐19 are revised as follows:
Implementation of Mitigation Measures PSU‐3 2 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant
level.
Page 3.10‐31, lines 30‐33 are revised as follows:
Implementation of Mitigation Measures PSU‐3 2 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant
level.
Mitigation Measure PSU‐3 2: Coordinate with Appropriate Utility Service Providers and
Related Agencies to Reduce Service Interruptions
Page 3.10‐32, lines 15‐35 are revised as follows:
Impact PSU‐9: Increased Student Enrollments (less than significant)
Proposed Project
The Proposed Project could potentially increase student enrollments within the CUSD. A
conservative multiplying factor of 0.18 0.34 students per household was used to determine the
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potential increase of school‐age children attending public schools.5 Using the estimated build‐out
population projected, approximately 51 96 school‐aged children would be generated from the
Proposed Project. The introduction of new students would result in placing further demands upon
school services. Although CUSD has been experiencing an increase in enrollment, the addition of 51
students to the district would represent a 2.3% increase in total enrollment and additional facilities
would not be required. The CUSD levies school developer fees as authorized by SB 50, and the
Project Applicant would be legally required to pay these fees. Pursuant to Government Code Section
65995, the payment of these fees by a developer serves to fully mitigate all potential project impacts
on school facilities from implementation of a project. Therefore, this This impact is less than
significant. No mitigation is necessary.
130‐Unit Alternative
Similar to the Proposed Project, the 130‐Unit Alternative could potentially increase student
enrollments within the Carmel Unified School District. A conservative multiplying factor of 0.18 0.34
students per household was used to determine the potential increase of school‐age children
attending public schools.6 Using the multiplying factor of 0.18 0.34 students per household, the 130‐
Unit Alternative would generate approximately 23 44 school‐aged children. The introduction of new
students would result in placing less demand upon school services than the Proposed Project due to
the decrease in residential units from 281 to 130. Therefore, although CUSD has been experiencing
an increase in enrollment, the addition of 23 students to the district would represent a 1% increase
in total enrollment and additional facilities would not be required. The CUSD levies school developer
fees as authorized by SB 50, and the Project Applicant would be legally required to pay these fees.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, the payment of these fees by a developer serves to
fully mitigate all potential project impacts on school facilities from implementation of a project.
Therefore, this This impact would be less than significant. No further mitigation is necessary.
Page 3.10‐34, lines 25‐26 are revised as follows:
Like the Proposed Project, the end result of the 130‐Unit Alternative is that there will be only one
golf course instead of two on the Rancho Cañada property.

Chapter 3.12 – Population and Housing
Page 3.12‐10, lines 16‐19 are revised as follows:
Thus, the 130‐Unit aAlternative, including only the consideration of the 130 units at the Rancho
Cañada project site, would not result in a higher level of housing or population growth in the CVMP
area than anticipated in the adopted CVMP.

5

6

Personal communication with Rick Blanckmeister. Chief Business Official. Carmel Unified School District.
Telephone conversation with Rich Walter and Heidi Mekkelson – August 29, 2016. Email correspondence ‐
August 30, 2016. Telephone conversation with Heidi Mekkelson – September 9, 2016.
Ibid.
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Chapter 4 – Other CEQA‐Required Sections
Page 4‐10, lines 23‐25 are revised as follows:
In addition, the Proposed Project includes a 84‐inch buried pipe to convey DA‐27 drainage along the
western side of the Rancho Canada project site to the Carmel River, which would help in
management of DA‐27 flows that could otherwise result in flooding in CSA‐50.
Page 4‐13, lines 11 to Page 4‐15 Line 8 are revised as follows: Figure 4‐2 is deleted; the following text
edits are also made:


Between Rio Road (East) and Rancho Cañada Clubhouse and Between the Clubhouse and
Via Mallorca—Wildlife can currently move from undeveloped areas south of the Carmel River,
across the Rancho Cañada golf course between Rio Road (east) and the golf course clubhouse,
across the clubhouse access road, and across Carmel Valley Road to undeveloped areas north of
the road. The narrowest part (approximately 700 feet) of the corridor is between Rio Road
(east) and the clubhouse parking lot. New visitor‐serving development could be placed within
this corridor as allowed by the 2013 CVMP, which could block this corridor. However, if the
With the TPL acquisition of most of the east golf course occurs, then this area would will be used
for park and restoration purposes, which would preserve the wildlife corridor.



Between Rancho Cañada Clubhouse and residences west of Via Mallorca—Wildlife can
currently move from undeveloped areas south of the Carmel River, across the Rancho Cañada
golf course between the clubhouse and the residences west of Via Mallorca, and across Carmel
Valley Road to undeveloped areas north of the road. The narrowest part (approximately 1,600
feet) of the corridor is between the clubhouse and the residences west of Via Mallorca. New
visitor‐serving development could be placed within this corridor as allowed by the 2013 CVMP.
However, if the With the TPL acquisition of most of the east golf course occurs, then this area
would be used for park and restoration purposes, which would preserve the wildlife corridor.

The 2013 CVMP allows for development of up to 175 visitor‐serving units west of Via Mallorca, but
is non‐specific as to the location of such development. Although developing within the 100‐year
floodplain of the Carmel River (as proposed by the Proposed Project) is technically possible, as
noted above, it is more likely that visitor‐serving development would be placed somewhere between
Carmel Valley Road and the 100‐year floodplain. If the golf course area were to be preserved,
development most likely would occur closer to Carmel Valley Road in the areas west and east of the
clubhouse (if the clubhouse were retained). Visitor‐serving development often includes additional
amenities such as tennis courts, swimming pools, and other services. While unknown how much of
the 50‐acre area north of the 100‐year floodplain might be occupied by the new visitor‐serving
development and the clubhouse, new development could block or substantially impede wildlife
movement through the corridors east and west of the clubhouse.
As noted above, the Trust for Public Land has announced its intention to purchased the 140‐acre
Hatton parcel containing the clubhouse and most of the east golf course and conservation groups are
also in conversations with the Lombardo Land Group II family about purchasing an additional 50
acres south of the clubhouse that contains land north and south of the Carmel River (see Figure 4‐
1). If both of these acquisitions were to come to fruition, then the area east of the Proposed Project
would be retained as a wildlife corridor. If only the Hatton parcel were Lombardo Land Group II
parcel is not acquired by TPL, there is a possibility of development of 50‐acre area, but there would
remain a wildlife corridor on either side of the 50‐acre parcel.
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With the proposed restoration and the TPL purchase and conversion of much of the east golf course
to park and open space purposes, the two primary wildlife movement corridors east and west of the
clubhouse would be preserved and the project would not have a considerable contribution to
cumulative adverse effects on wildlife movement corridors.
However, if the two wildlife movement corridors east and west of the clubhouse were substantially
impeded by future cumulative development, then the corridor through the CMS habitat would be the
only unimpeded corridor in the part of the Mouth of the Valley between Via Mallorca and SR 1. In
this context, loss of the corridor through the CMS habitat area from the Proposed Project would be
cumulatively significant. Mitigation Measure BIO‐23, would reduce the cumulative impact of
cumulative development on wildlife movement corridors to a less‐than‐cumulatively significant level
by ensuring an effective north‐south wildlife migration corridor in this part of Carmel Valley.
Mitigation Measure BIO‐23 would not be necessary if the TPL acquisition occurs and a wildlife
corridor is preserved through the 140‐acre parcel.

130‐Unit Alternative
The 130‐Unit Alternative would make similar contributions to cumulative impacts on biological
resources as the Proposed Project. Lot 130 is already developed and would not add to cumulative
impacts on wildlife movement. Therefore, impacts and mitigation discussed under the Proposed
Project apply to the 130‐Unit Alternative. With implementation of mitigation measures described in
Section 3.3, Biological Resources and Mitigation Measure BIO‐23, as well as through
implementation of the proposed 2006 Restoration Plan, there would be a less‐than‐significant
cumulative impacts on wildlife migration corridors.
Mitigation Measure BIO‐23: Monterey County to Require Dedication of an Open Space
Easement on a Portion of the Rancho Cañada Golf Course for a Wildlife Movement
Corridor as a Condition of Approval of Future Development on the Remaining Portion of
the Golf Course
If any future development is proposed on the remaining golf course (outside of the area of the
Proposed Project or the 130 unit Alternative), Monterey County shall require, as a condition of
approval, dedication of an irrevocable open space easement over the specified portion of the
land at the Rancho Cañada Golf Course between the Carmel River and Carmel Valley Road as
described below in order to maintain a wildlife movement corridor from the Carmel River
across the golf course and northward across Carmel Valley Road.
The goal of this mitigation is to preserve a wildlife movement corridor east of the Rancho
Cañada clubhouse and wildlife movement from the habitat preserve along the north side of the
Carmel River to link up with the movement corridor east of the clubhouse.
A preliminary outline of the easement area is shown in Figure 4‐2. The area of the easement
will include, at a minimum, a portion of the golf course north of the Carmel River that is east of
the habitat preserve, south of the Rancho Cañada clubhouse, and east of the Rancho Cañada
clubhouse. The easement will exclude the existing footprint of the Rancho Cañada clubhouse,
access road, and ancillary facilities. The width of the wildlife corridor to the east of the
clubhouse shall be a minimum of 1,000 feet wide from Carmel Valley Road to a point parallel to
the southernmost edge of the clubhouse and then shall include a connections to areas south to
the Carmel River as shown in Figure 4‐2.
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The open space easement may allow for continued golf course use and periodic alteration of the
golf course for golf course purposes (including excavation, grading, and realignment of holes
and greens). The open space easement will not allow development of the land for residential,
visitor‐serving, commercial, or institutional uses.
The easement area and easement language shall be approved by the County prior to issuance of
any building permit for any future development on other parts of the golf course. The easement
shall be obtained and recorded prior to the start of construction of any future development on
other parts of the golf course. The easement will either be held by the County or by a third‐party
qualified to hold open space easements approved by the County the landowner. The easement
shall be in perpetuity and will be irrevocable without exception.
Page 4‐34, Lines 41‐42 are revised as follows:
The secondary impacts of such facilities would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by
Mitigation Measure PSU‐2 1 (described in Section 3.10).
Page 4‐35, Lines 16‐18 are revised as follows:
However, Mitigation Measure PSU‐3 2 would reduce the Project’s contribution to any cumulative
impact to a less‐than‐considerable level by providing coordination with utility service providers to
reduce the potential for service interruptions.
Page 4‐36, Lines 13‐15 are revised as follows:
With the implementation of Mitigation Measures PSU‐2 1 and PSU‐3 2, the 130‐Unit Alternative
would have less‐than‐considerable contributions to impacts related to water infrastructure and
utility disruptions.

Chapter 5 – Alternatives Analysis
Page 5‐21, lines 15 to 26 are revised as follows:
The 130‐Unit Alternative would result in less residential development at the Rancho Cañada project
site compared to the Proposed Project and Alternative 3.
Page 5‐23, lines 34‐35 are revised as follows:
As described in Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project is not estimated to increase
flooding upstream or downstream of the Rancho Cañada property project site.
Page 5‐25, lines 29‐31 are revised as follows:
In scoping, comments suggested the following additions to the Project: (1) a Monterey‐Salinas
Transit (MST) bus stop inside the project area; (2) a stoplight at Via Nona Marie Road and Rio Road;
and (3) relocation of the stoplight at the middle school to the entrance to the Rancho Cañada Village.
Page 5‐25, lines 32‐37 are revised as follows:
As described in Section 3.7, Transportation and Traffic, MST provides bus service along Carmel
Valley Road in front of the project site. The 24 line provides service between Carmel Valley Village
and the Monterey Transit Plaza with 60‐minute headways during weekday peak hours. Lines 91, 92,
Rancho Cañada Village Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

4‐34

November 2016
ICF 00106.11

Monterey County

Chapter 4. Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR

and 94 have bus stops in The Crossroads Carmel and the Barnyard and are designed to service
seniors and their specific travel and lifestyle needs. Lines 4, 5, 24, and 36 provide service in the
shopping area at the mouth of the valley and travel near the project area. A bus stop is located in the
project vicinity, on Carmel Valley Road near the Rio Road/Carmel Valley Road intersection.

Chapter 6 – References Cited
Page 6‐10 under Chapter 3.8, Air Quality, the following reference is added:
Don Chapin Company. 2007. Rancho Canada Village. Construction Phase Emissions of the Rancho
Canada Village Specific Plan. July.
Page 6‐11 and 6‐12 under Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities and Recreation, the following
references are added:
Lombardo Land Group II (LLGII) 2016. Letter on Water Rights re: Rancho Canada Village Project.
10/25/16.
NMFS. 2002. Instream Flow Needs for Steelhead in the Carmel River: Bypass Flow
recommendations for water supply projects using Carmel River waters. June 3.
Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc. 1992. Application to Appropriate Water by Permit (Application
A030111)
SWRCB. 2011. Letter RE: Application 30111 of Rancho Canada de la Segunda, Inc., Carmel River
Subterranean Stream in Monterey County, August 23..
Trust for Public Land (TPL) 2016. Letter on Water Rights re: Rancho Canada Village Project.
10/25/16.
Zischke 2014a. Rancho Canada Golf Course Water Use Data. September 15.
Zischke 2014b. Rancho Canada Golf Course Water Use Data and Other Information. December 22.
Zischke 2014c. Chain of Title and September Ranch Excerpt. September 18.
Zischke 2014d. Response to MPWMD Comment Letter, September 16.
Zischke 2014e. Response to TOMP 2008 Comment Letter, September 18.
Zischke 2016. Response to ICF Data Request, October 7.
Page 6‐16 under Chapter 4 – Other Required CEQA Analysis, is revised as follows:
———. 2015a. Carmel Canine Sports Center. Available:
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments‐i‐z/resource‐management‐agencyrma‐/p
lanning/current‐major‐projects/carmel‐canine‐sports‐complex. Accessed: January 20, 2016.
———. 2015b. Before the Planning Commission in and for the County of Monterey, State of
California. February 25. Available: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/docs/resolutions.
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Appendix E – Rancho Canada Draft Transportation Impact Study
Table 7 on page 18 is revised by bolding certain conditions for Intersection #1 and #4

Intersection

Peak
Hour

Existing

Existing Plus Project

Existing + 130‐unit
Alternative

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

1.Highway
1/Carpenter
Street

AM
PM

19.4
39.9

B
D

19.8
43.3

B
D

19.6
41.2

B
D

4. Highway 1/Rio
Road

AM
PM

25.1
41.4

C
D

25.4
42.6

C
D

25.2
41.6

C
D

The following text is added near the bottom of Page 18:
The following intersections would operate below the desired service level:


Intersection #1: The Highway 1/Carpenter Street intersection operates below the C/D cusp Caltrans
standard for the State Highway System. Deficient operations would be made slightly worse than
under existing conditions with the Project or the 130‐unit Alternative, but operations would remain
at LOS D.



Intersection #4: The Highway 1/Rio Road intersection operates below the C/D cusp Caltrans standard
for the State Highway System. Deficient operations would be made slightly worse than under
existing conditions with the Project or the 130‐unit Alternative, but operations would remain at LOS
D.

Appendix F – Air Quality
Appendix F.2.2, Health Risk Assessment‐Scaling Calculations were revised in two ways: 1) The scaled
results presented in the RDEIR (first page in Appendix F2.2) were based on a worksheet that was not
finalized; the finalized worksheet was used for calculations for the revisions to the RDEIR; and 2) the
scaling calculations presented in the RDEIR were based on the HRA 2011 which has an incorrect
assumption for the on‐site cut to fill amount based on the Applicant’s air quality report (Chapin 2007).
The cut to fill amount was updated to the correct amount and a scaling factor was applied to the HRA
results to take into account this change. Thus, Appendix F2.2 is changed as follows:
1) The first sheet in the appendix entitled “Health Risk Assessment for both Rancho Canada Village
alternatives” is replaced in its entirety by the enclosed new table.
2) An additional calculation sheet is added entitled “Adjustment for Cut to Fill Amounts for
Revisions to the RDEIR (11/5/16).
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Health Risk Assessment for both Rancho Canada Village Alternatives (Revised 11/5/16)
Scaling for 2015 Adjustements for RDEIR
Max Annual Average Concentration
(μg/m3) from 2011 HRA
Haul Route 1
OFFROAD
Receptor 1: School 1
Receptor 2: School 2
Receptor 3: Residential 1
Receptor 4: Residential 2
Receptor 5: Residential 3
Receptor 6: Residential 4
ONROAD
Receptor 1: School 1
Receptor 2: School 2
Receptor 3: Residential 1
Receptor 4: Residential 2
Receptor 5: Residential 3
Receptor 6: Residential 4
TOTAL
Receptor 1: School 1
Receptor 2: School 2
Receptor 3: Residential 1
Receptor 4: Residential 2
Receptor 5: Residential 3
Receptor 6: Residential 4
max

Haul Route 2

Risk as shown in
2011 HRA
Haul
Haul
Route 1 Route 2

2011 HRA, Revised based on 2015 OEHHA guidance
Dose

Cancer Risk

3rd Tri

Haul Route 1
0<2

Haul Route 2
2<9

3rd Tri

0<2

2<9

Haul Route 1
3rd Tri
0<2

2<9

sum

Haul Route 2
3rd Tri
0<2
2<9

Chronic Hazard
Haul
Haul
Route 1 Route 2
sum

Proposed Project
Scaling
Factor

130‐unit Alternative

Cancer

Chronic
HI

Scaling
Factor

Cancer

Chronic
HI

0.06
0.14
0.08
0.10
0.03
0.04

0.06
0.14
0.08
0.10
0.03
0.04

1.03
2.54
6.63
9.12
2.85
3.39
9.1

1.03
2.54
6.63
9.12
2.85
3.39
9.1

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
2.6E‐05
3.6E‐05
1.1E‐05
1.3E‐05

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
7.9E‐05
1.1E‐04
3.4E‐05
4.0E‐05

2.4E‐05
5.9E‐05
4.6E‐05
6.3E‐05
2.0E‐05
2.3E‐05

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
2.6E‐05
3.6E‐05
1.1E‐05
1.3E‐05

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
7.9E‐05
1.1E‐04
3.4E‐05
4.0E‐05

2.4E‐05
5.9E‐05
4.6E‐05
6.3E‐05
2.0E‐05
2.3E‐05

0.0000
0.0000
1.0295
1.4165
0.4428
0.5264

0.0000
0.0000
9.3251
12.8309
4.0109
4.7685

1.1305
2.7932
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

1.13
2.79
10.35
14.25
4.45
5.29

0.0000
0.0000
1.0295
1.4165
0.4428
0.5264

0.0000
0.0000
9.3251
12.8309
4.0109
4.7685

1.1305
2.7932
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

1.13
2.79
10.35
14.25
4.45
5.29

0.01
0.03
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.0

0.01
0.03
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.0

0.58
0.58
0.58
0.58
0.58
0.58

0.66
1.63
6.05
8.33
2.60
3.10
8.33

0.01
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.02

0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38

0.43
1.05
3.91
5.38
1.68
2.00
5.38

0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01

0.02
0.02
0.12
0.23
0.53
0.03

0.25
0.06
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.53

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
1.3E‐04
2.4E‐04
5.5E‐04
3.1E‐05

8.6E‐06
8.6E‐06
7.3E‐05
1.4E‐04
3.2E‐04
1.8E‐05

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
6.9E‐06
6.9E‐06
1.0E‐05
1.8E‐04

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
2.1E‐05
2.1E‐05
3.1E‐05
5.5E‐04

1.1E‐04
2.6E‐05
1.2E‐05
1.2E‐05
1.8E‐05
3.2E‐04

0.0000
0.0000
0.7030
1.3474
3.1048
0.1757

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

0.04
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.04
0.70
1.35
3.10
0.18

0.0000
0.0000
0.1172
0.1172
0.1757
3.1048

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

0.5452
0.1309
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

0.55
0.13
0.12
0.12
0.18
3.10

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
2.0E‐04
3.5E‐04
5.9E‐04
7.2E‐05
6E‐04

3.3E‐05
6.8E‐05
1.2E‐04
2.0E‐04
3.4E‐04
4.2E‐05
3E‐04

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
3.3E‐05
4.3E‐05
2.2E‐05
2.0E‐04
2E‐04

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
1.0E‐04
1.3E‐04
6.5E‐05
5.9E‐04
6E‐04

1.3E‐04
8.5E‐05
5.8E‐05
7.5E‐05
3.8E‐05
3.4E‐04
3E‐04

0.0000
0.0000
1.7324
2.7639
3.5476
0.7022
3.55

0.0000
0.0000
9.3251
12.8309
4.0109
4.7685
12.83

1.1741
2.8368
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
2.84

1.17
2.84
11.06
15.59
7.56
5.47
15.59

0.0000
0.0000
1.1466
1.5337
0.6185
3.6313
3.63

0.0000
0.0000
9.3251
12.8309
4.0109
4.7685
12.83

1.6757
2.9240
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
2.92

1.68
2.92
10.47
14.36
4.63
8.40
14.36

0.05
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.11
0.1
0.06
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.11
0.11

0.12
0.03
0.16
0.30
0.70
0.70
0.70
0.78
1.66
6.21
8.63
3.30
3.79
8.63

0.01
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.03

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
6.8E‐05
1.2E‐04
1.9E‐04
2.4E‐05
2E‐04

0.00
0.00
0.02
0.05
0.11
0.01
0.1
0.02
0.03
0.04
0.07
0.11
0.01
0.11

0.22
0.22
0.22
0.22
0.22
0.22

0.3058
0.1979
0.0957
0.1242
0.0626
0.5687
5.69E‐01

0.49
0.12
0.19
0.19
0.28
5.00
5.0
1.52
2.65
6.82
9.31
3.13
8.39
9.31

0.0E+00
0.0E+00
4.2E‐05
8.0E‐05
1.8E‐04
1.0E‐05

0.0758
0.1579
0.1957
0.3342
0.5626
0.0687
5.63E‐01

0.04
0.04
1.13
2.17
5.00
0.28
5.0
1.07
2.58
7.76
11.29
7.85
3.67
11.29

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.43
1.05
3.91
5.38
1.68
2.00
5.38

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Adjustment for Cut to Fill Amounts for Revisions to RDEIR (11/5/16)

HRA 2011
Adjusted 2016
Delta
HRA 2011
Adjusted 2016
Delta
Change (%)

Cut to Fill
Cut to Fill
Total PM10
Total PM10

HRA 2011
100,000 CY
120,000 CY

PM10 Emission
0.085
0.102
0.017
0.790
0.807
0.017
2.1%

Notes:
Based on Chapin, 2007
Adjusted by ICF 2016
From HRA 2011
Adjusted by ICF 2016
Change in overall emissions
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Appendix H – Water Supply Calculations
A new appendix has been added to the RDEIR to show the water supply analysis calculations and data
used. This is found in the next part of this document.
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Appendix H
Water Supply Calculations

1

Appendix H

2

Water Supply Calculations

3

Summary

4
5
6
7
8
9

The Proposed Project (or the 130-unit Alternative) will create water demands, consumptively use water,
and will change groundwater recharge conditions on the project site. This appendix presents the baseline
information on Rancho Canada golf course irrigation use, data on precipitation and evapotranspiration,
Proposed Project/130-unit Alternative proposed water uses, consumptive use impacts compared to
baseline, recharge analysis of non-impervious land covers using a soil-water balance model, and recharge
analysis for impervious areas.

10
11

Table H1-1 presents Rancho Canada Golf Course Irrigation Data for 1991 to 2014 along with estimated
precipitation at the project site.

12

Table H1-2 presents Rainfall Averages for the Monterey Peninsula and for the site from 1991 to 2014.

13
14

Table H1-3 presents the fixture unit count assumptions used to estimate Proposed Project/130-unit
Alternative water demands.

15
16
17

Table H1-4 presents the estimated baseline consumptive use for different types of use years. The
evapotranspiration factors used in the estimate of baseline consumptive use were derived from the soilwater balance modelling (see Table H2-1).

18

Table H1-5 presents the estimated water demands and consumptive use for the Proposed Project.

19

Table H1-6 compares the Proposed Project’s consumptive use to the baseline consumptive use.

20

Table H1-7 presents the estimated water demands and consumptive use for the 130-unit Alternative.

21

Table H1-8 compares the 130-unit Alternative’s consumptive use to the baseline consumptive use.

22
23
24

Table H1-9 presents monthly data on golf course irrigation, precipitation, and reference
evapotranspiration for Water Years 2009 to 2014. Figures and graphs follow this table to illustrate the
relationship between irrigation, precipitation and evapotranspiration.

25
26

Table H1-10 presents a profile of change in seasonal pumping from baseline conditions to Proposed
Project and 130-unit Alternative Conditions.
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Appendix H Water Supply Calculations

1
2

Table H1-11 presents data on individual wells on the Rancho Canada golf course including location,
ownership, and pumping amounts from 1986 to 2014.

3

Table H1-12 presents reported data on Cal-Am system losses in Water Years 2014 and 2015.

4

Table H2-1 presents the results of the groundwater recharge analysis.

5
6

Table H2-2 presents the land cover acreages used in the recharge analysis as well as plant factors for
different land cover types.

7
8

Table H2-3 presents data on precipitation and evapotranspiration used for the recharge analysis from the
on-site CIMIS weather station (#210) on the Rancho Canada golf course for WY 2009 to WY 2016.

9
10

Table H2-4 presents measured and modelled precipitation and reference evapotranspiration for Rancho
Canada Golf Course for Water Years 1991 to 2016.

11
12

Table H2-5 describes the factors and data used to estimate available water capacity for use in the soilwater balance modelling and describes the soil-water balance model source.

13
14

Table H2-6 summarizes the results of the soil-water balance modelling for turf/landscape areas for 1991
– 2016.

15
16

Table H2-7 summarizes the results of the soil-water balance modelling for woodland areas for 1991 –
2016.

17

Table H2-8 summarized the results of the soil-water balance modelling for scrub areas for 1991 – 2016.

18
19

Table H2-9 summarized the results of the soil-water balance modelling for wetland areas for 1991 –
2016.

20

Table H2-10 summarized the results of the soil-water balance modelling for pond areas for 1991 – 2016.

21
22

Table H2-11 summarized the results of the soil-water balance modelling for grassland areas for 1991 –
2016.

23
24
25
26
27

Table H3-1 presents the results of the infiltration analysis for impervious parts of the Proposed Project
and the 130-unit Alternative to estimate how much of runoff from impervious areas will contribute to
recharge due to being routed to proposed infiltration basin(s). The analysis was done for Water Years
2003 and 2009 to 2016, as hourly precipitation and evapotranspiration data were available for those
periods. Two example output sheets from the modelling follow the table.

28
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Table H1-1: Existing Rancho Canada Golf Course Use., 1991 - 2014
Irrigation
Type
Precip
1991
358.4 RY1991
11.9
1992
425.0 RY1992
15.3
1993
440.5 RY1993
25.8
1994
465.9 RY1994
12.0
1995
337.6 RY1995
24.4
1996
457.2 RY1996
18.0
1997
499.8 RY1997
18.7
1998
346.6 RY1998
40.6
1999
309.4 RY1999
17.2
2000
489.3 RY2000
18.0
2001
430.8 RY2001
16.5
2002
522.0 WY2002
13.4
2003
451.9 WY2003
15.8
2004
451.8 WY2004
14.1
2005
379.4 WY2005
26.2
2006
368.8 WY2006
21.3
2007
404.3 WY2007
12.1
2008
443.3 WY2008
12.3
2009
411.8 WY2009
19.7
2010
324.1 WY2010
18.8
2011
309.1 WY2011
19.9
2012
340.6 WY2012
8.9
2013
419.3 WY2013
8.9
2014
442.3 WY2014
5.9
Avg. 1991 - 2014
409.6
17.3
"Low Use Year" (25th percentile)
355.42
"High Use Year" (25th percentile)
451.85
"Very High Use Year" (90th percentile)
482.29
Year

Type
WY1991
WY1992
WY1993
WY1994
WY1995
WY1996
WY1997
WY1998
WY1999
WY2000
WY2001
WY2002
WY2003
WY2004
WY2005
WY2006
WY2007
WY2008
WY2009
WY2010
WY2011
WY2012
WY2013
WY2014

Source: Water Use 1991 - 2005 from Lombardo 2006, based on MPWMD records (WMCALC spreadsheets); 2006 to 2014 based on Zitschke
2014a and 2014 .
Notes:
1. RY = Reporting Year = July 1 to June 30; WY = Water Year = October 1 through September 30
2. Assumptions for low, high, and very high use year as follows: "Low use" year based on 25th percentile; "high use" year based on 75th
percentile, and "very high use" year based on 95th percentile. Resultant calculations are that a "low use" year would be 87% of average, "high
use" year would be 110% of average, and "very high use year" would be 118% of average. These assumption are not intended to be predictive
for any particular year, but rather to reflect the range in the baseline irrigation use.
3. Site precip for 2009-2016 from CIMIS for on-site Weather Station #210 (http://www.cimis.water.ca.gov/);Site precip for 1991 - 2008 estimated
through linear regression using Monterey Weather Station data for 2008 - 2016 compared to site precip from CIMIS. MontereyWeather Station
Precipitation 1991 - Sept. 1994 and Oct. 2014 - Sept. 2016 from Hopkins Marine Station, Monterey Weather Station #5795; accessed via Web at
http://www-marine.stanford.edu/HMSweb/climate.html; Precip Oct. 94- Sep.2014 from National Weather Service Climatological Station,
Monterey, California 93940 (elevation 385'), accessed via web at: accessed via web at: http://met.nps.edu/~ldm/renard_wx/.

Table H1-2
Monterey Peninsula and Site Rainfall 1991 - 2016
(inches)
Year
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
Avg. 95 - 14
Avg. 91 - 16

Monterey
WY
13.2
17.9
30.1
14.0
28.4
21.0
21.7
47.4
20.1
21.0
19.2
15.6
18.4
16.4
30.5
24.8
14.1
14.4
17.5
23.9
24.5
13.5
13.1
8.9
9.6
25.5
20.7
21.9

Site
WY
11.9
15.3
25.8
12.0
24.4
18.0
18.7
40.6
17.2
18.0
16.5
13.4
15.8
14.1
26.2
21.3
12.1
12.3
19.7
18.8
19.9
8.9
8.9
5.9
9.6
25.5
17.5
17.3

Note: Precipitation 1991 - Sept. 1994 from Hopkins Marine Station,
Monterey Weather Station #5795; accessed via Web at http://wwwmarine.stanford.edu/HMSweb/climate.html; Precip Oct. 94- Sep.2014 from
National Weather Service Climatological Station, Monterey, California
93940 (elevation 385'), accessed via web at: accessed via web at:
http://met.nps.edu/~ldm/renard_wx/. Site precip from CIMIS, 10/24/2008 09/30/16; Site precip fro 1991 - 2008 estimated through linear regression
using Monterey Weather Station data for 2008 - 2016 compared to site
precip from CIMIS.

FU Value
1.0
1.0
1.8
1.3
0.8
3.0
3.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.5
2.0
2.0
1.0
2.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

Table H1-3
Water Demand by Housing Type
Condo
Townhouse
SFR- Small
No. FU Count
No.
FU Count
No.
FU Count
2
2.0
2
2.0
3
3.0

Wash Basins (lavatory sink) each
Two washbasins in Master Bathroom
Toilet (ULF, 1.6 gpf)
Toilet (HET, 1.3 gpf)
Toilet (UHET, 0.8 gpf)
Masterbath (Tub, sep. shower)
Large bathtub (w/ showerhead)
Standard bathtub (w/ showerhead)
Shower, separate stall
Kitchen sink and dishwasher
Kitchen sink and HE dishwasher
Laundry/utility sink
Washing Machine
Washing Machine (HEW, WF 5 or less
Bidet
Bar sink
Entertainment sink
Vegetable sink
Subtotal Interior Fixture Units
Landscaping (Interior FUs X 0.5)
Swimming Pools (per 100 SF)
1.0
Fixture Unit Count
Acre-Feet/Unit (0.01 AF/FU)
Prepared by ICF using MPWMD Fixture Unit Methodology
(2015b). All Assumptions about number of fixtures by ICF

2

2.6

2

0.0
1
1

2.0
0.0
2.0

1.0
0.0
0.0

3

0.0
2
1

0.0
1

2.6

1

SFR-Medium
No.
FU Count
3
3.0

SFR-Large
No.
FU Count
4
4.0
1
1.0

3.9

3

3.9

4

5.2

0.0

1

3.0

3.0

2
1

4.0
0.0
2.0

1
1
2

4.0
0.0
2.0

2
1

4.0
0.0
2.0

0.0

1

2.0

1

1.0
0.0
0.0

1

1.0
0.0
0.0

1

2

4.0
0.0
4.0

2.0

2

4.0

1.0
0.0
0.0

1

1.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
27.2
13.6
4.5
45.3
0.45

1
0.0
9.6
4.8
0.0
14.4
0.14

0.0
11.6
5.8
0.0
17.4
0.17

0.0
15.9
8.0
0.0
23.9
0.24

3.0

0.0
18.9
9.5
3.0
31.4
0.31

4.5

Table H1-4: Baseline Consumptive Use (Acre-Feet)
Average Year

Low Use Year

High Use Year

Very High Use
Year

Proposed Project
Irrigation Pumping

204.8

177.7

225.9

241.1

Evapotranspiration of Irrigation

145.1

113.4

170.8

195.0

Baseline Consumptive Use

145.1

113.4

170.8

195.0

Notes:
1. Average Irrigation identified based on 50% of the average irrigation per golf course turf acre (1991-2014, see Table H1-1.
2. Assumptions for low, high, and very high irrigation pumping years as follows: "Low use" year based on 25th percentile; "high
use" year based on 75th percentile, and "very high use" year based on 95th percentile. Resultant calculations are that a "low use"
year would be 84% of average, "high use" year would be 107% of average, and "very high use year" would be 118% of average.
These assumption are not intended to be predictive for any particular year, but rather to reflect the range in the baseline irrigation
use. These assumptions are general only to give an idea of the range of irrigation demand in the baseline and to reflect that range in
the analysis.
3. Consumptive use determined by determining average year evapotranspiration by conducting an soil-moisture water balance
analysis using monthly data from 1991 to 2014 on applied water (irrigation), reference evapotranspiration, precipitation, using an
appropriate turfgrass plan coefficent to adjust reference evapotranspiration, accounting for soil moisture change and then calculating
evapotranspiration (see Table H2-1 and following tables). Approach to low, high, and high use the samed method as above for
irrigation pumping.

Table H1-5
Rancho Canada Village Estimated Water Demand/Use
(by ICF)
Units
AF/Unit Total
Landscape Irrigation Adjustments
Housing
100%
87%
110%
118%
Condominiums
35.0
0.14
5.0
1.7
Townhouses
64.0
0.17
11.1
3.7
Small Lot Single Family
67.0
0.24
16.0
5.3
Medium Lot Single Family
114.0
0.31
35.7
11.9
Large Lot Single Family
1.0
0.45
0.5
0.1
Housing Water Demand
281
68.3
22.7
19.7
25.1
26.8
Evapotranspiration adjust for landscape in units
-6.6
-6.6
-7.1
-6.1
-5.1
Housing Consumptive Use
61.7
61.7
58.2
64.6
67.3
Shared Landscape Areas
Active Park (per MAWA limit from MWELO)
2.6
1.0
2.6
Landscape Parkways (per MAWA limit from MWELO)
3.3
2.3
7.7
Landscape Water Demand
10.3
10.3
8.9
11.3
12.1
Evapotranspiration adjust for shared landscape
-3.0
-3.0
-3.2
-2.8
-2.3
Landscape Consumptive Use
7.3
7.3
5.7
8.6
9.8
Subtotal Water Demand
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss)

78.6
22.2

78.6
22.2

74.3
20.9

82.0
23.1

84.5
23.8

Subtotal Consumptive Use
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss)

69.0
19.5

69.0
19.5

63.9
18.0

73.1
20.6

77.0
21.7

100.8
95.2
105.2
108.3

100.8

95.2

105.2

108.3

88.5
81.9
93.8
98.8

88.5

81.9

93.8

98.8

Average Year Water Demand
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year
Average Year Consumptive Use
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year
MAWA = EToX 0.62 X(ET adj X LA + 1-Ead jX SLA)
Eto
ET adj
LA (landscaped area in SF)
0.62 - conversion for gallons
325851 - gallons per AF
SLA (special landscape area)

10.27
40.10
0.7
143,748
0.62
325,851
113,256

Source
Acres
MAWA
Total (AFY)
CIMIS
Park
2.6
2.3
7.7
MWELO Parkways
3.3
1.0
2.6
Project Data
10.3
Factor
Factor
Park

Average Year
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

Table H1-6
Rancho Canada Village Water Impact
(Acre-Feet)
Baseline Use Project Use
Net Change
145.1
88.5
-56.7
113.4
81.9
-31.5
170.8
93.8
-77.0
195.0
98.8
-96.3

Sources: See Tables H.1-4 and H.1-5.

Units
Housing
Condominiums
Small Lot Single Family
Medium Lot Single Family
Large Lot Single Family
Housing Direct Water Demand
Unit landscaping adjusted
Housing Consumptive Use
Shared Landscaping
Open Space Irrigation Demand
Shared landscaping adjusted
Shared Landscaping Consumptive Use

Table H1-7
130 unit Alternative Estimated Water Demand/Use
(by ICF)
AF/Unit
Total
Notes
12
110
7
1
130

0.14
0.24
0.31
0.45

7.7

2.3

1.7 Rev MPWMD factor
26.2 Rev MPWMD factor
2.2 Rev MPWMD factor
0.5
30.6
-3.0
27.6

Landscape Adjustments for Evaporation
100%
87%
110%
0.6
8.7
0.7
0.1
10.2
8.8
11.2
-3.0
-3.2
-2.7
27.6
26.1
28.9

118%

12.0
-2.3
30.1

17.9 Used MAWA from
-5.2
12.7

17.9
-5.2
12.7

15.5
-5.6
9.9

19.8
-4.8
14.9

21.1
-4.0
17.1

Subtotal Water Demand
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss)

48.5
13.7 Total of 22% loss

48.5
13.7

44.8
12.6

51.4
14.5

53.5
15.1

Subtotal Consumption Use
Treatment (15%) and System (7%) Loss)

40.3
11.4 Total of 22% loss

40.3
11.4

36.0
10.2

43.9
12.4

47.2
13.3

Residential Element Water Demand
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

62.2
57.4
65.9
68.6

62.2

57.4

65.9

68.6

Residential Element Consumptive Use
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

51.7
46.1
56.2
60.5

51.7

46.1

56.2

60.5

Water Transfer
Water Transfer to Other Cal-Am Users

60.0

Net Water Demand (Average Year)
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

122.2
117.4
125.9
128.6

Net Water Use (Average Year)
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

111.7
106.1
116.2
120.5

MAWA = EToX 0.62 X(ET adj X LA + 1-Ead jX SLA)
MAWA = EToX 0.62 X(ET adj X LA + 1-Ead jX SLA)
Eto
ET adj
LA (landscaped area in SF)
0.62 - conversion for gallons
Gallons per AF
SLA (special landscape area)

17.91
2.3
40.10
0.7
335,412
0.62
325,851
0

Acre-Feet
Acre-Feet per Acre
Inches
Factor from MWELO
Square Feet
Conversion factor
Conversion factor
N/A

Average Year
Wet Year
Dry Year
Very Dry Year

Table H1-8
130 Unit Alternative Water Impact
(Acre-Feet)
Baseline
Alternative
Use
Use
Net Change
145.1
111.7
-33.4
113.4
106.1
-7.3
170.8
116.2
-54.6
195.0
120.5
-74.5

Note: The Applicant's proposed dedication for instream beneficial uses is not considered a
consumptive use of water and is not used in the calculations above. On average, the 130unit alternative would result in 46 AFY less consumptive water use than under defined
baseline conditions. This anount would be available for dedication for instream purposes.

Year
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Table H.1-9: Existing Rancho Canada Golf Course Use, Irrigation, Precipitation, and Reference Evapotranspiration 2009 - 2014
Irrigation - AFY
Type
Dec
Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May Jun
Jul
Aug
Oct
Nov
411.8 WY2009
43.8
6.5
5.0
11.7
1.8
8.5
42.9 50.3 62.7
69.8
59.4
324.1 WY2010
26.5
17.4
5.0
0.0
0.0
9.1
0.0 41.0 60.4
61.7
50.0
309.1 WY2011
22.6
13.4
0.0
6.4
6.1
1.8
27.0 44.3 39.1
58.4
44.9
340.6 WY2012
17.7
4.0
13.8
10.1
8.1
11.8
7.9 55.2 56.5
57.9
54.4
419.3 WY2013
32.0
6.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
23.4
42.0 64.3 68.1
63.5
67.1
442.3 WY2014
40.0
21.2
16.0
30.9
4.2
8.0
19.0 63.4 67.7
72.4
53.3

Avg. 2009 - 2014
Source: See Table H>1-1
Year
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Avg. 2009 - 2014
Source: CIMIS
Year
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Avg. 2009 - 2014
Source: CIMIS

374.5

Precip, - Inches
19.0
18.9
20.0
8.9
9.0
6.0
13.6

Reference ET (Eto)
34.7
37.6
37.7
40.2
41.8
42.2
39.0

23.1

53.1

59.1

64.0

54.9

Sep Total
49.4 411.8
52.7 323.8
45.0 309.0
41.6 339.0
52.8 419.3
46.5 442.6
48.0

374.2

30.4

11.4

6.6

9.9

3.4

10.4

Type
WY2009
WY2010
WY2011
WY2012
WY2013
WY2014

Oct
0.0
2.7
0.7
1.4
0.2
0.2
0.9

Nov
2.0
0.3
1.6
1.5
1.0
0.2
1.1

Dec
3.0
1.5
4.2
0.1
3.8
0.2
2.1

Jan
2.2
5.6
1.2
1.5
1.3
0.1
2.0

Feb
6.4
1.8
4.8
0.5
0.8
1.4
2.6

Mar
2.7
2.2
5.0
2.1
1.3
2.2
2.6

Apr
May Jun
2.4
0.2
0.1
4.1
0.4
0.0
0.2
1.0
1.3
1.4
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.1
0.1
1.2
0.2
0.0
1.6
0.3
0.3

Jul
Aug
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0

Sep Total
0.1
19.0
0.1
18.9
0.0
20.0
0.0
8.9
0.1
9.0
0.3
6.0
13.6
0.1

Type
WY2009
WY2010
WY2011
WY2012
WY2013
WY2014

Oct
0.0
3.0
2.7
3.2
3.1
3.2
2.5

Nov
1.8
2.0
1.9
1.8
2.0
2.1
1.9

Dec
1.2
1.3
1.3
1.9
1.4
2.0
1.5

Jan
1.9
1.4
2.0
2.0
1.9
2.1
1.9

Feb
1.8
1.6
2.2
2.3
2.2
2.0
2.0

Mar
3.2
3.2
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.5
3.2

Apr
May Jun
3.9
3.9
4.3
3.8
4.5
4.4
4.3
4.5
4.0
4.3
4.9
5.2
4.6
5.1
5.0
4.3
5.0
4.8
4.2
4.6
4.6

Jul
Aug
4.5
4.6
4.3
4.1
4.6
3.6
4.1
4.1
4.4
4.5
5.1
4.3
4.5
4.2

Sep Total
3.7
34.7
4.0
37.6
3.5
37.7
3.4
40.2
4.3
41.8
3.8
42.2
39.0
3.8

Rancho Canada Golf Course Irrigation Compared to Reference Evaporation, WY 2009 to WY 2014
(Source: Evapotransporation from CIMIS Station #210 located on golf course; irrigation pumping from sources in Table H1‐1)
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Rancho Canada Golf Course Irrrigation Compared to Precipitation, WY 2009 to WY 2014 (Source: Precipitation from CIMIS Station
#210 located on golf course; irrigation pumping from sources in Table H1‐1)
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Table H1-10: Change in Seasonal Pumping Patterns
130-Unit Alt.
(AF)
9.47
8.04
7.68
7.92
7.44
7.97
8.92
11.17
11.62
11.98
11.30
10.79
122.21
36.02
86.19

Proposed Project
Baseline(AF)
%
Project (AF)
%
Change (AF)
October
16.65
8.1%
8.33
8.3%
-8.3
November
6.26
3.1%
6.66
6.6%
0.4
December
3.63
1.8%
6.23
6.2%
2.6
January
5.39
2.6%
6.52
6.5%
1.1
February
1.84
0.9%
5.94
5.9%
4.1
March
5.71
2.8%
6.57
6.5%
0.9
April
12.66
6.2%
7.69
7.6%
-5.0
May
29.05 14.2%
10.33 10.2%
-18.7
June
32.33 15.8%
10.86 10.8%
-21.5
July
34.99 17.1%
11.29 11.2%
-23.7
August
30.01 14.7%
10.49 10.4%
-19.5
September
26.26 12.8%
9.88
9.8%
-16.4
TOTAL
204.78 100.0%
100.79 100.0%
-104.0
Irrigation
204.78
42.33
Other Use
0.00
67.77
1. Baseline, Project and 130-unit pumping based on average year values.
2. Seasonality of irrigation based on golf course monthly irrigation records, WY 2009 - WY 2014.
3. Project and 130-unit Alternative irrigation use includes system losses relative to irrigation.

%
7.7%
6.6%
6.3%
6.5%
6.1%
6.5%
7.3%
9.1%
9.5%
9.8%
9.2%
8.8%
100.0%

Change
(AF)
-7.2
1.8
4.1
2.5
5.6
2.3
-3.7
-17.9
-20.7
-23.0
-18.7
-15.5
-82.6

Table H1-11: Rancho Canada Golf Course: Well Production by Well 1986 to 2014
Well
Section
Location
Parcel
Current Property Owner
Water Year
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Average 1986 - 2014
Average 1991 - 2014

RC3 (17West or 17W)
SW1/4,SE1/4,S18,T16S,R1E
West Course, 17th Hole
015-162-039
Lombardo Land Group I
Pumping
121.72
145.57
122.73
153.50
117.52
213.72
243.95
250.53
265.55
185.03
244.98
227.24
190.42
98.98
178.49
215.30
199.26
236.89
200.40
162.76
199.81
213.83
227.38
215.84
161.52
158.45
186.04
227.53
227.97
192.86
205.49

Other wells described in noted references
"11E (inactive)"
NE1/4,SE1/4,S17,T16S,R1E
RC?
SW1/4,SE1/4,S18,T16S,R1E
Cal-AM Canada Well
NE1/4,SW1/4,S17,T16S,R1E
Cal-AM Well B
NE1/4,SW1/4,S18,T16S,R1E
Cal-AM San Carlos Well
NE1/4,SE1/4,S17,T16S,R1E

RC5 (15 East or 15E)
RC1 (12 East)
RC2
SW1/4,SW1/4,S17,T16S,R1E
East Course, 15th Hole
East Course, 12th Hole
Driving Range
157-181-004
Lombardo Land Group II
Trust for Public Land
Lombardo Land II?
Pumping
Pumping
Pumping
221.19
0
222.92
0
0
159.24
0
97.6
200.89
146.05
46.92
38.2
2.14
0
0.58
0
2.33
0
11.52
0
0
0
112.09
0
128.47
0
0
0
187.71
0
199.72
0
265.7
0
199.09
0
251.43
0
130.69
0
169.03
190.49
215.93
195.93
162.54
150.69
153.14
191.78
214.37
131.98
15.21
132.60
1.59

11th hole, east course?
East Side GC
West of GC, not on GC properties
East of GC, not on GC properties

RC4
Unknown

86.09
156.12
240.64
168.8
16
59.51
178.94
189.4
198.01
141
212.2
160.43
27.72
210.43
123.12
15.82
57.04
15.94
0
85.94

80.80
69.81

Unknown
Pumping
Total
194.68
623.68
159.3
683.91
133.1
655.71
92.2
512.10
20.17
500.63
0
358.35
0
425.03
0
440.51
0
465.89
0
337.55
0
457.18
0
499.76
0
346.61
0
309.41
0
489.32
0
430.84
0
522.00
0
451.92
0
451.83
0
379.39
368.84
404.32
443.31
411.77
324.06
309.14
339.19
419.31
442.34
20.67
441.51
0.00
409.49

Data Source
Lombardo 2006 (PCC method)
Lombardo 2006 (PCC method)
Lombardo 2006 (PCC method)
Lombardo 2006 (PCC method)
Lombardo 2006 (PCC method)
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006
Lombardo 2006

MPWMD Water Production Reports and
Statements of Water Diversion as
presented in Zischke 2104a and Zischke
2014b.

Includes PCC method data
Only Includes Water Meter Data

Table H1-12: Cal-AM System Production and Losses 2014 - 2015

Month
Cal-AM Production (AF)
Nov 14
751
Dec. 14
770
Jan.15
763
Feb. 15
793
Mar. 15
796
Apr. 15
841
May. 15
841
Jun.15
879
Jul. 15
958
Aug. 15
985
Sep. 15
919
Oct. 15
867
Nov. 15
666
Dec. 15
644
Source: MPWMD Monthly reports, 2015a, 2016
Losses (AF)
Nov. 14 - Oct. 15
Dec 14 - Nov 15
Jan 15 - Dec 15
Source: CAL-Am CDO Report, Q1, 2016

Nov. 14 - Oct. 15
Dec 14 - Nov 15
Jan 15 - Dec 15
Source: See above

446
221
247

Production (AF)
10,163
10,078
9,952

Losses (AF)
Percent
446
4%
221
2%
247
2%

Table H2-1a: Summary of Proposed Project Groundwater Recharge Analysis (Acre-Feet)
Groundwater Pumping
Factors
Baseline
Groundwater Pumping (1)
204.78
Groundwater Recharge
Recharge (2)
Landcover (3)
Recharge (4)
AFY Per Acre
Acre
AFY
Landcover
Turf
1.07
56.70
60.59
Developed Area - Impervious
NA
0.00
0.00
Developed Area - Pervious (5)
NA
0.00
0.00
Detention Basin (6)
NA
0.00
0.00
Woodland
1.18
0.00
0.00
Scrub
1.04
10.90
11.35
Pond
0.47
1.40
0.65
Wetland
0.47
0.30
0.14
Grassland
0.64
0.00
0.00
Subtotal
69.30
72.73
Net Groundwater Recharge
-132.05
Net Recharge
Change with Proposed Project

Project
100.79
Landcover (3)
Recharge (4)
Acres
AFY
5.90
6.30
22.59
29.83
14.46
15.45
1.10
NA
22.04
25.92
0.50
0.52
0.00
0.00
1.20
0.00
8.60
5.49
76.39
83.52
-17.27
114.77

Notes:
1. Pumping amounts are total irrigation.
2. Recharge estimates for natural and landscape land covers from soil-water balance calculations for 1991 to 2014.
3. Land cover acreages from GIS analysis for biological resource evaluation. Adjustments made to avoid double-counting areas and to match baseline
and project acreage overall.
4. Recharge estimated by multiplying recharge estimate per acre by land cover acreage, except for analysis of impervious areas for the Proposed Project
which were estimated using a modified runoff-infiltration model used by Balance Hydrologics.
5. Pervious areas within the development footprint were treated as if they were turf.
6. Detention basin is tied to impervious space; to avoid double-counting, no infiltration of direct precipitation in this area was included.

Table H2-1b: Summary of Groundwater Recharge Analysis, 130-unit Alternative
Factors
Baseline
Groundwater Pumping
Groundwater Pumping (1)
204.78
Groundwater Recharge
Recharge (2)
Landcover (3)
Recharge (4)
Landcover
AFY Per Acre
Acre
AFY
Turf
1.07
56.90
60.80
Developed Area - Impervious
NA
3.40
17.10
Developed Area - Pervious (5)
NA
0.00
0.00
Detention Basin (6)
NA
0.00
0.00
Woodland
1.18
7.10
8.35
Scrub
1.04
10.90
11.35
Pond
0.47
1.40
0.65
Wetland
0.47
0.30
0.14
Grassland
0.64
0.00
0.00
Subtotal
80.00
98.40
Net Groundwater Recharge
-106.38
Net Recharge
Change with 130-unit Alternative

130-Unit Alternative
122.21
Landcover (3)
Recharge (4)
Acres
AFY
7.70
8.23
17.10
22.64
11.40
12.18
0.84
NA
22.04
25.92
0.50
0.52
0.00
0.00
1.20
0.56
19.26
12.28
80.04
82.33
-39.88
66.50

Notes:
1. Pumping amounts are total irrigation.
2. Recharge estimates for natural and landscape land covers from soil-water balance calculations.
3. Land cover acreages from GIS analysis for biological resource evaluation. Adjustments made to avoid double-counting areas and to match baseline
and project acreage overall.
4. Recharge estimated by multiplying recharge estimate per acre by land cover acreage, except for analysis of impervious areas for the Proposed Project
which were estimated using a modified runoff-infiltration model used by Balance Hydrologics.
5. Pervious areas within the development footprint were treated as if they were turf.
6. Detention basin is tied to impervious space; to avoid double-counting, no infiltration of direct precipitation in this area was included.

Table H.2-2: Land Cover Estimates and Plant Factors Used for Recharge Analysis
Baseline Land Cover (Acres)
Project
Turf/Landscaped
56.7
Developed/Disturbed
0.0
Non-Native Monterey Pine
0.1
Coast Live Oak Woodland
0.8
Coyote Brush Scrub
10.9
Wetland Vegetation
0.3
Golf Course Ponds
1.4
Riparian Forest and Woodland
6.2
Total
76.4
Turf/Landscaped
56.7
Developed/Disturbed
0.0
Woodland
7.1
Scrub
10.9
Ponds
1.4
Wetland Vegetation
0.3
Total
76.4
Land Cover (Acres)
Turf/Landscaped
Impervious in Developed Area
Pervious in Developed Area
Non-Native Monterey Pine
Coast Live Oak Woodland
Coyote Brush Scrub
Wetland Vegetation
Ponds
Riparian Forest and Woodland
Grassland
Total
Turf/Landscaped
Developed Area (Impervious)
Developed Area (Pervious)
Detention Basin
Woodland - Preserve
Scrub - Preserve
Wetlands - Preserve
Grassland - Preserve (or Common)
Total
Turfgrass (Cool season varietals)

Project

130 unit Alt.
56.9
3.4
0.1
0.8
10.9
0.3
1.4
6.2
80.0
56.9
3.4
7.1
10.9
1.4
0.3
80.0
130 unit Alt.

5.9

7.7

22.6
14.5
0.0
0.8
0.5
1.2
1.4
21.2
8.3
76.4
5.9
22.6
14.5
1.1
22.0
0.5
1.2
8.6
76.4
WUCOLS III Classification (1)
High

17.1
11.4
0.0
0.8
0.5
1.2
1.4
21.2
18.7
80.0
7.7
17.1
11.4

0.8
22.0
0.5
1.2
19.3
80.0
Plant Factor
0.8

Species for Non-Turf Areas
WUCOLS III Classification (1)
Plant Factor
Woodland Species: Coast Live Oak
Very Low
0.1
Scrub species: Coyote Brush Scrub
Low
0.2
Wetland Vegetation species: California Bulrush
NA(1)
1.25
Non-Native Grassland species: Annual ryegrass
Low
0.8
Notes
(1) Plant Factor (K) used to adjust reference ET to Crop ET. Values except for wetlands from UCDE/DWR
2000 Water Use Classification of Landscape Species (WUCOLS).
(2) Plant Factor for wetlands from Shellhorn 1995.

Table H.2-3: Meteorologic Data for CIMIS Rancho Canada Golf Course Site
Carmel Precipitation 2009 - 2016 (inches)
Water Year
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

2.68
0.70
1.38
0.22
0.22
1.63
0.02

1.97
0.25
1.57
1.50
1.01
0.15
0.97
5.67

3.02
1.54
4.17
0.08
3.81
0.22
6.05
3.80

2.21
5.61
1.19
1.46
1.31
0.10
0.00
7.65

6.38
1.76
4.82
0.52
0.82
1.41
0.80
1.55

2.74
2.24
4.98
2.05
1.27
2.15
0.01
5.78

2.39
4.12
0.24
1.39
0.29
1.17
0.00
0.77

0.20
0.43
0.95
0.17
0.06
0.18
0.18
0.33

0.06
0.01
1.32
0.30
0.11
0.02
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.05
0.01
0.02
0.01
0.01

0.00
0.13
0.03
0.00
0.01
0.05
0.00
0.02

0.07
0.07
0.01
0.00
0.07
0.28
0.01
0.00

Avg. 2009 - 2016

0.98
1.64
2.84
2.44
2.26
2.65
1.30
0.31
0.23
0.01
0.03
0.06
Note: Carmel Meteorological Station, on RC East GC, CIMIS Station #210 data (http://www.cimis.water.ca.gov/)

WY

18.85
19.98
8.90
8.99
5.97
9.66
25.61
14.75

Carmel Evapotranspiration (Eto) 2009 - 2016 (inches)
Water Year
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
Avg. 2009 - 2016

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

3.02
2.72
3.15
3.13
3.18
3.47
3.25

1.81
2.00
1.93
1.82
1.97
2.08
2.08
2.08

1.18
1.26
1.26
1.86
1.36
2.03
1.37
1.48

1.92
1.41
2.00
1.98
1.85
2.14
2.19
1.33

1.79
1.59
2.19
2.29
2.24
1.96
2.40
2.94

3.17
3.20
3.07
3.19
3.31
3.51
3.87
3.45

3.85
3.81
4.27
4.31
4.64
4.33
4.29
4.14

3.94
4.46
4.54
4.86
5.11
4.96
3.68
4.31

4.31
4.44
4.03
5.19
5.03
4.79
4.97
5.30

4.50
4.27
4.61
4.09
4.37
5.05
5.09
5.00

4.56
4.10
3.59
4.06
4.48
4.32
5.03
3.83

3.71
3.99
3.53
3.37
4.33
3.83
4.12
3.80

3.13
1.97
1.48
1.85
2.18
3.35
4.21
4.48
4.76
4.62
4.25
3.84
Note: Carmel Meteorological Station, on RC East GC, CIMIS Station #210 data (http://www.cimis.water.ca.gov/)

WY

37.55
37.74
40.17
41.82
42.18
42.56
40.91
40.10

Table H.2-4: Measured and Modelled Precipitation and Reference Evapotranspiration for Rancho Canada Golf Course, 1991 - 2016
Reference ET (ETo) (inches)
Year
jan
feb
mar
apr
may
jun
jul
aug
sep
oct
nov
dec Annual
1990
3.00
2.06
1.86
6.92

1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

1.29
1.81
1.58
1.81
1.29
1.49
1.53
1.29
1.81
0.95
1.88
1.69
1.92
1.37
1.58
1.71
2.08
1.29
1.93
1.39
1.99
1.99
1.86
2.14
2.19
1.30

1.90
2.07
1.77
1.86
1.74
1.76
2.65
1.38
1.92
1.66
2.31
2.46
2.31
1.77
1.91
2.43
1.90
1.91
1.82
1.61
2.18
2.30
2.21
1.95
2.41
2.93

1.43
3.03
3.16
3.56
2.84
3.47
3.87
2.99
3.04
3.39
3.19
3.79
3.91
3.64
3.21
3.05
3.47
3.36
3.16
3.18
3.03
3.19
3.31
3.51
3.85
3.43

4.45
5.10
4.71
4.22
3.97
4.79
5.15
4.49
4.37
4.70
4.07
3.91
4.26
4.67
4.51
3.11
4.17
4.98
3.86
3.81
4.28
4.31
4.64
4.36
4.31
4.14

4.60
4.30
5.55
4.70
3.62
5.12
5.91
5.11
4.68
5.15
5.30
5.07
5.06
5.83
5.26
4.80
4.59
4.83
3.93
4.46
4.54
4.87
5.10
4.95
3.71
4.32

4.55
4.16
5.88
5.57
4.89
5.49
6.03
4.54
4.57
4.44
5.83
4.86
5.01
5.55
5.32
4.53
4.96
4.97
4.33
4.46
4.02
5.18
5.03
4.80
4.99
5.27

3.41
4.56
4.55
3.21
5.00
4.64
3.99
3.86
4.53
4.02
3.86
4.32
4.68
3.70
3.66
4.94
4.05
4.60
4.50
4.26
4.61
4.10
4.36
5.02
5.08
5.01

3.98
4.19
4.48
4.00
3.91
4.26
4.20
4.07
3.75
3.77
3.91
3.53
4.68
3.80
2.57
3.31
4.42
3.72
4.58
4.11
3.57
4.06
4.47
4.31
5.04
3.82

2.80
3.52
3.11
2.98
3.15
3.35
4.24
3.01
2.41
3.86
2.69
3.56
3.43
3.63
3.22
2.86
3.47
3.68
3.73
3.99
3.52
3.37
4.33
3.82
4.12
3.80

2.65
2.56
3.09
2.93
2.71
3.16
3.28
3.05
3.05
2.37
1.71
2.67
3.18
1.78
2.96
3.19
2.15
3.32
3.05
2.68
3.16
3.11
3.18
3.47
3.25

1.92
2.00
2.31
1.65
1.79
1.75
1.72
1.77
1.57
2.02
1.57
2.09
1.92
2.03
2.19
1.71
1.52
1.82
2.01
1.94
1.79
1.98
2.08
2.06
2.09

1.59
1.47
1.56
1.23
1.19
1.38
1.64
1.72
1.85
1.97
1.33
1.36
1.29
1.78
1.30
1.61
1.36
1.18
1.26
1.26
1.85
1.34
2.03
1.36
1.48

Avg

1.66

2.04

3.27

4.36

4.82

4.97

4.33

4.02

3.45

2.87

1.90

1.51

34.57
38.76
41.73
37.72
36.09
40.65
44.21
37.29
37.56
38.29
37.65
39.33
41.64
39.53
37.69
37.26
38.13
39.66
38.16
37.15
38.54
39.80
42.60
41.75
42.52
34.02
39.20

Table H.2-4: Measured and Modelled Precipitation and Reference Evapotranspiration for Rancho Canada Golf Course, 1991 2016 (Continued)
Precipitation (Inches)
Precip
jan
feb
mar
apr
may
jun
jul
aug
sep
oct
nov
dec Annual
1990
0.12
0.45
1.42
1.99

1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

0.60
1.89
8.29
2.59
9.11
4.31
7.51
8.90
3.06
5.68
4.38
1.27
1.32
1.65
4.51
3.13
1.15
6.29
2.22
5.62
1.17
1.46
1.31
0.10
0.00
7.62

1.94
5.41
6.49
3.43
0.63
6.93
0.18
12.24
3.48
6.84
3.39
1.36
1.99
3.81
4.22
1.37
3.26
2.46
6.37
1.76
4.82
0.52
0.81
1.40
0.79
1.54

6.45
3.42
2.66
0.39
6.23
2.50
0.15
3.60
3.78
1.90
2.09
1.23
0.98
0.56
3.93
7.05
0.69
0.33
2.74
2.24
4.97
2.06
1.28
2.14
0.00
5.75

0.41
0.03
0.79
1.18
1.92
0.79
0.34
2.91
1.75
0.80
1.89
0.36
2.35
0.09
1.72
3.42
1.04
0.32
2.40
4.13
0.23
1.39
0.29
1.17
0.00
0.77

0.21
0.01
0.71
0.72
0.50
1.14
0.10
2.29
0.05
0.69
0.00
0.94
0.82
0.01
0.70
0.38
0.26
0.03
0.20
0.43
0.95
0.17
0.07
0.18
0.17
0.32

0.03
0.16
0.72
0.02
1.20
0.03
0.07
0.29
0.27
0.06
0.04
0.09
0.04
0.09
0.31
0.00
0.07
0.03
0.06
0.00
1.32
0.29
0.10
0.01
0.00
0.01

0.04
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.04
0.03
0.21
0.03
0.01
0.02
0.02
0.00
0.15
0.03
0.06
0.08
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.01
0.02
0.01
0.00

0.22
0.09
0.03
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.20
0.02
0.07
0.01
0.09
0.04
0.07
0.07
0.01
0.00
0.03
0.06
0.00
0.14
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.02

0.02
0.06
0.01
0.04
0.00
0.03
0.03
0.20
0.17
0.35
0.11
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.02
0.40
0.03
0.07
0.06
0.01
0.00
0.07
0.28
0.00
0.00

1.10
0.56
0.13
0.28
0.03
0.91
0.50
0.51
0.16
3.75
0.17
0.01
0.24
3.58
0.17
0.07
0.86
0.71
2.68
0.70
1.38
0.22
0.22
1.63
0.01

0.12
0.15
1.51
2.39
0.19
2.26
6.42
2.55
1.41
0.47
2.53
2.03
1.48
0.98
1.28
1.60
0.51
1.97
0.24
1.57
1.48
0.97
0.14
0.96
5.65

3.00
5.37
1.89
2.09
2.01
6.87
3.06
1.47
0.14
0.26
5.38
6.20
5.84
6.22
4.41
3.48
1.40
2.99
1.53
4.18
0.08
3.81
0.22
6.03
3.78

Avg

3.66

3.36

2.66

1.25

0.46

0.20

0.04

0.05

0.08

0.80

1.59

3.20

14.14
17.17
23.27
13.21
21.85
25.85
18.59
35.19
14.39
20.81
20.09
13.53
15.12
17.29
21.28
20.57
9.73
15.26
18.51
20.83
16.43
10.95
4.52
13.96
10.41
16.03
17.35

Table H.2-4: Measured and Modelled Precipitation and Reference Evapotranspiration for Rancho Canada Golf Course, 1991 2016 (Continued)

Source: Data for November 2008 to September 2016 from CIMIS weather station on site (Station #210) from CIMIS
(http://www.cimis.water.ca.gov/). Data for 1991 to October 2008 developed by comparing on‐site CIMIS data for late 2008 to 2016 to two
other data sets: (1) precipitation was developed by comparing on‐site data to late 2008 to 2016 data at the Monterey Weather Stations
[Precipitation 1991 ‐ Sept. 1994 and Oct. 2014 ‐ Sept. 2016 from Hopkins Marine Station, Monterey Weather Station #5795; accessed via
Web at http://www‐marine.stanford.edu/HMSweb/climate.html; Precip Oct. 94‐ Sep.2014 from National Weather Service Climatological
Station, Monterey, California 93940 (elevation 385'), accessed via web at: accessed via web at: http://met.nps.edu/~ldm/renard_wx/] to
determine adjustment factor; this was then used to derive a precipitation data set for on‐site conditions for 1991 ‐ 2008; (2)
evapotranspiration data developed by comparing late 2008 to 2016 on‐site data to the Castroville Weather Station (data from CIMIS) to
determine adjustment factor; this was then used to derive an evapotranspiration data set for 1991 ‐ 2008.

Table H.2-5: Factors Used for Calculating Available Water Capacity
Type
Turf
Turf
Woodland
AWC calcs
Cool Season Coast Live Oak
Rooting Zone
6.00 inches
6.0
AWFraction
0.15 Avg. based on site soil
0.15
AWC
0.88 Inches
0.9
6.0
AWC
22.25 mm
22.3
152.4

Scrub
Coyote Brush

Pond
Wetland
Used Wetland California Bulrush
6.0
6.0
0.35
0.35
1.6
2.1
2.1
40.6
53.3
53.3

Grassland
Used Turf
6.0
0.1
0.9
22.3

References:

Root zone

Turf (Penn. State. No Date); Woodland (USDA 2007); Scrub (USDA 2008): Wetland and pond assumed to have shallow rooting depths;
Grassland (Used turf factor)

Used USDA on-line soil survey data (NRCS no date) for available water fraction for turf soils for soils on-site, but adjusted for approximate
AW Fraction percent of soil areal extent on site. Used Saxton & Rawls. 2006 estimate for rate for clay/silty clay for pond/wetland
Soils
Coverage
AW Fraction
Total
Slope
Depth (H2)
Total
H1
Total
0.1
0.17
0.017 0 to 2 percent
99
9.9
12
1.2
Mf
PF
0.75
0.15
0.1125 0 to 2 percent
72
54
55
41.25
TbB
0.15
0.11
0.0165 0 to 5 percent
60
9
60
9
BH, 2005
BH, 2005
0.146 Soil Survey
Soil Survey
72.9
51.45

SOIL‐WATER BALANCE MODEL INFORMATION
Source: http://www.ohio.edu/people/dyer/water_balance.html [See Dyer No Date, Dyer 2009 and Dyer 2015)
Calculates Water Budget based on method of Thornthwaite & Mather
Worksheet created by James Dyer, Ohio University
Modified by ICF to use Total Water (App. Water + Precip.) instead of Precip. Only and Crop ET instead of Eto
All other values computed automatically.
Calculations begin for month where Storage (ST) is full
Assumes decreasing availability of soil moisture (Mather 1974, curve C, WATBUG default)

According to the USDA Soil Survey, all of the site soils have permeability rates (nominally 2 inches/hour or more) that are significantly higher than typical
rainfall intensities that can be expected at the site (max hourly rainfall in on-site hourly data reviewed by 1.1 inches). Therefore, runoff from typical storm
events can be expected to be very low where there is no impervious cover or areas of soil compaction. Thus, the surplus identifed in soil-water balance
calculations for WY 91 to WY 14 was assumed to be recharge and not runoff for non-impervious areas. For impervious areas, a separate analysis was
conducted to determine runoff and recharge; stormwater for these areas will be routed to an infilitration basin or basins designed to capture 85% of runoff.

Table H2-6 Summary of Modelled Evapotranspiration and Recharge by Year
Landcover Type Turf

WY
Precip. (In.) ETo (In.)
1991
11.91
35.33
1992
15.31
38.90
1993
25.82
40.80
1994
11.98
38.86
1995
24.38
36.20
1996
18.03
40.06
1997
18.66
43.85
1998
40.64
37.40
1999
17.22
37.64
2000
18.04
38.41
2001
16.49
39.39
2002
13.39
37.82
2003
15.80
41.37
2004
14.07
40.34
2005
26.20
36.82
2006
21.28
37.20
2007
12.12
39.62
2008
12.35
38.36
2009
19.73
38.16
2010
18.83
37.59
2011
19.94
37.62
2012
8.89
40.17
2013
8.94
41.74
2014
5.92
42.15
Avg.
17.33
38.99
Percentile Statistics
25th
19.78
40.21
50th
16.85
38.63
75th
12.29
37.61
90th
9.83
36.93

Modelled
Irrigation
Total Water
Modelled
Evapotranspiration/To
(In.)
(Precip. + Irr.) Recharge (In.)
tal Applied Water
21.95
33.86
7.50
78%
26.04
41.35
12.01
71%
26.98
52.81
20.96
60%
28.54
40.52
10.72
74%
20.68
45.06
16.53
63%
28.00
46.04
14.69
68%
30.61
49.27
19.24
61%
21.23
61.87
32.04
48%
18.95
36.17
7.84
78%
29.97
48.01
18.04
62%
26.39
42.88
12.27
71%
31.98
45.36
16.34
64%
27.68
43.48
11.06
75%
27.68
41.74
12.85
69%
23.24
49.44
20.35
59%
22.59
43.88
14.30
67%
24.77
36.88
6.65
82%
27.16
39.50
11.53
71%
25.23
44.96
14.43
68%
19.83
38.66
8.82
77%
18.93
38.87
9.69
75%
20.77
29.66
0.00
100%
25.68
34.62
9.69
75%
27.11
33.03
0.22
99%
25.08
42.41
12.82
72%
27.68
25.86
21.77
29.54

45.53
42.31
38.22
49.39

16.39
12.14
9.47
6.91

64%
71%
76%
81%

Modelled
Recharge/Total
Applied Water
22%
29%
40%
26%
37%
32%
39%
52%
22%
38%
29%
36%
25%
31%
41%
33%
18%
29%
32%
23%
25%
0%
8%
1%
28%
36%
29%
23%
11%

Table H.2-7: Summary of Modelled Evapotranspiration and Recharge by Year
WY
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Avg.
Percentile
0.25
0.5
0.75
0.9

Precip. (In.) ETo (In.) Eto-P
11.91
35.33
15.31
38.90
25.82
40.80
11.98
38.86
24.38
36.20
18.03
40.06
18.66
43.85
40.64
37.40
17.22
37.64
18.04
38.41
16.49
39.39
13.39
37.82
15.80
41.37
14.07
40.34
26.20
36.82
21.28
37.20
12.12
39.62
12.35
38.36
19.73
38.16
18.83
37.59
19.94
37.62
8.89
40.17
8.94
41.74
5.92
42.15
17.33
38.99
19.78
16.85
12.29
9.83

40.21
38.63
37.61
36.93

23.42
23.59
14.97
26.88
11.82
22.03
25.19
0.00
20.42
20.37
22.91
24.44
25.57
26.27
10.61
15.92
27.50
26.01
18.43
18.76
17.68
31.28
32.80
36.23
21.80

Recharge
8.58
11.79
21.85
8.29
20.87
14.29
14.72
36.95
13.60
14.33
12.82
9.77
11.94
10.42
22.62
17.79
8.35
8.86
16.15
15.24
16.28
4.94
16.28
2.01
14.12

Irrigation (AFY)
358.35
425.03
440.51
465.89
337.55
457.18
499.76
346.61
309.41
489.32
430.84
522.00
451.92
451.83
379.39
368.84
404.32
443.31
411.80
324.10
309.14
340.63
419.30
442.30
409.56

26.08
23.16
18.24
30.15

16.28
13.95
9.55
8.31

355.42
422.17
451.85
482.29

Woodland
AE
Recharge
28%
72%
23%
77%
15%
85%
31%
69%
14%
86%
21%
79%
21%
79%
9%
91%
21%
79%
21%
79%
22%
78%
27%
73%
24%
76%
26%
74%
14%
86%
16%
84%
31%
69%
28%
72%
18%
82%
19%
81%
18%
82%
44%
56%
18%
58%
66%
34%
24%
75%
18%
21%
27%
31%

82%
78%
72%
61%

Table H.2-8: Summary of Modelled Evapotranspiration and Recharge by Year
WY
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Avg.
0.25
0.5
0.75
0.9

Scrub

Precip. (In.) ETo (In.) Eto-P
Recharge Irrigation (AFY)
11.91
35.33
23.42
7.66
358.35
15.31
38.90
23.59
10.97
425.03
25.82
40.80
14.97
19.82
440.51
11.98
38.86
26.88
6.51
465.89
24.38
36.20
11.82
18.52
337.55
18.03
40.06
22.03
12.68
457.18
18.66
43.85
25.19
14.42
499.76
40.64
37.40
0.00
34.42
346.61
17.22
37.64
20.42
11.75
309.41
18.04
38.41
20.37
12.70
489.32
16.49
39.39
22.91
11.20
430.84
13.39
37.82
24.44
8.15
522.00
15.80
41.37
25.57
10.21
451.92
14.07
40.34
26.27
9.95
451.83
26.20
36.82
10.61
20.45
379.39
21.28
37.20
15.92
16.42
368.84
12.12
39.62
27.50
6.75
404.32
12.35
38.36
26.01
8.33
443.31
19.73
38.16
18.43
14.52
411.80
18.83
37.59
18.76
13.51
324.10
19.94
37.62
17.68
13.60
309.14
8.89
40.17
31.28
2.23
340.63
8.94
41.74
32.80
13.60
419.30
5.92
42.15
36.23
1.48
442.30
17.33
38.99
21.80
12.49
409.56
19.78
16.85
12.29
9.83

40.21
38.63
37.61
36.93

26.08
23.16
18.24
30.15

14.45
12.22
8.29
6.59

355.42
422.17
451.85
482.29

AE
Recharge
36%
64%
28%
72%
23%
77%
46%
54%
24%
76%
30%
70%
23%
77%
15%
85%
32%
68%
30%
70%
32%
68%
39%
61%
35%
65%
29%
71%
22%
78%
23%
77%
44%
56%
33%
67%
26%
74%
28%
72%
32%
68%
75%
25%
32%
50%
86%
25%
34%
65%
26%
31%
35%
45%

74%
69%
63%
51%

Table H2-9: Summary of Modelled Evapotranspiration and Recharge by Year
WY
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Avg.
Percentile
0.25
0.5
0.75
0.9

Precip. (In.) ETo (In.) Eto-P
Recharge
Irrigation (AFY)
11.91
35.33
23.42
3.17
358.35
15.31
38.90
23.59
3.11
425.03
25.82
40.80
14.97
13.47
440.51
11.98
38.86
26.88
1.04
465.89
24.38
36.20
11.82
10.07
337.55
18.03
40.06
22.03
7.09
457.18
18.66
43.85
25.19
11.09
499.76
40.64
37.40
0.00
23.21
346.61
17.22
37.64
20.42
1.74
309.41
18.04
38.41
20.37
8.41
489.32
16.49
39.39
22.91
2.85
430.84
13.39
37.82
24.44
4.72
522.00
15.80
41.37
25.57
3.15
451.92
14.07
40.34
26.27
5.19
451.83
26.20
36.82
10.61
10.77
379.39
21.28
37.20
15.92
6.41
368.84
12.12
39.62
27.50
0.46
404.32
12.35
38.36
26.01
4.08
443.31
19.73
38.16
18.43
4.57
411.80
18.83
37.59
18.76
2.32
324.10
19.94
37.62
17.68
3.52
309.14
8.89
40.17
31.28
0.00
340.63
8.94
41.74
32.80
3.52
419.30
5.92
42.15
36.23
0.00
442.30
17.33
38.99
21.80
5.58
409.56
19.78
16.85
12.29
9.83

40.21
38.63
37.61
36.93

26.08
23.16
18.24
30.15

7.42
3.80
2.72
0.64

355.42
422.17
451.85
482.29

Wetland
AE
Recharge
91%
9%
92%
8%
74%
26%
97%
3%
78%
22%
85%
15%
77%
23%
62%
38%
95%
5%
82%
18%
93%
7%
90%
10%
93%
7%
88%
12%
78%
22%
85%
15%
99%
1%
90%
10%
90%
10%
94%
6%
91%
9%
102%
0%
91%
0%
103%
0%
88%
11%
84%
90%
94%
98%

16%
10%
6%
0%

Table H2-10: Summary of Modelled Evapotranspiration and Recharge by Year
WY

Precip. (In.) ETo (In.) Eto-P
Recharge
11.91
35.33
23.42
15.31
38.90
23.59
25.82
40.80
14.97
11.98
38.86
26.88
24.38
36.20
11.82
18.03
40.06
22.03
18.66
43.85
25.19
40.64
37.40
0.00
17.22
37.64
20.42
18.04
38.41
20.37
16.49
39.39
22.91
13.39
37.82
24.44
15.80
41.37
25.57
14.07
40.34
26.27
26.20
36.82
10.61
21.28
37.20
15.92
12.12
39.62
27.50
12.35
38.36
26.01
19.73
38.16
18.43
18.83
37.59
18.76
19.94
37.62
17.68
8.89
40.17
31.28
8.94
41.74
32.80
5.92
42.15
36.23
Avg.
17.33
38.99
21.80
Percentiles
0.25
19.78
40.21
26.08
0.5
16.85
38.63
23.16
0.75
12.29
37.61
18.24
0.9
9.83
36.93
30.15
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Pond

Irrigation (AFY)
3.17
3.11
13.47
1.04
10.07
7.09
11.09
23.21
1.74
8.41
2.85
4.72
3.15
5.19
10.77
6.41
0.46
4.08
4.57
2.32
3.52
0.00
3.52
0.00
5.58

358.35
425.03
440.51
465.89
337.55
457.18
499.76
346.61
309.41
489.32
430.84
522.00
451.92
451.83
379.39
368.84
404.32
443.31
411.80
324.10
309.14
340.63
419.30
442.30
409.56

7.42
3.80
2.72
0.64

355.42
422.17
451.85
482.29

AE
Recharge
91%
9%
92%
8%
74%
26%
97%
3%
78%
22%
85%
15%
77%
23%
62%
38%
95%
5%
82%
18%
93%
7%
90%
10%
93%
7%
88%
12%
78%
22%
85%
15%
99%
1%
90%
10%
90%
10%
94%
6%
91%
9%
102%
0%
91%
0%
103%
0%
88%
11%
84%
90%
94%
98%

16%
10%
6%
0%

Table H2-11: Summary of Modelled Evapotranspiration and Recharge by Year
WY
Precip. (In.) ETo (In.)
1991
11.91
35.33
1992
15.31
38.90
1993
25.82
40.80
1994
11.98
38.86
1995
24.38
36.20
1996
18.03
40.06
1997
18.66
43.85
1998
40.64
37.40
1999
17.22
37.64
2000
18.04
38.41
2001
16.49
39.39
2002
13.39
37.82
2003
15.80
41.37
2004
14.07
40.34
2005
26.20
36.82
2006
21.28
37.20
2007
12.12
39.62
2008
12.35
38.36
2009
19.73
38.16
2010
18.83
37.59
2011
19.94
37.62
2012
8.89
40.17
2013
8.94
41.74
2014
5.92
42.15
Avg.
17.33
38.99
Percentiles
0.25
19.78
40.21
0.5
16.85
38.63
0.75
12.29
37.61
0.9
9.83
36.93

Eto-P
23.42
23.59
14.97
26.88
11.82
22.03
25.19
0.00
20.42
20.37
22.91
24.44
25.57
26.27
10.61
15.92
27.50
26.01
18.43
18.76
17.68
31.28
32.80
36.23
21.80
26.08
23.16
18.24
30.15

Recharge

Grassland

Irrigation (AFY)
4.85
6.05
15.56
2.86
12.81
8.83
12.04
26.12
5.26
9.59
4.57
4.72
4.59
6.88
12.93
9.37
2.89
5.63
7.49
5.50
7.60
0.00
7.60
0.00
7.65

358.35
425.03
440.51
465.89
337.55
457.18
499.76
346.61
309.41
489.32
430.84
522.00
451.92
451.83
379.39
368.84
404.32
443.31
411.80
324.10
309.14
340.63
419.30
442.30
409.56

9.42
6.46
4.68
2.87

355.42
422.17
451.85
482.29

AE
Recharge
59%
41%
61%
39%
40%
60%
76%
24%
47%
53%
51%
49%
35%
65%
36%
64%
69%
31%
47%
53%
72%
28%
65%
35%
71%
29%
51%
49%
51%
49%
56%
44%
76%
24%
54%
46%
62%
38%
71%
29%
62%
38%
100%
0%
62%
21%
100%
0%
61%
38%
51%
61%
71%
76%

49%
39%
29%
22%

Table H3-1: Summary of Recharge from Developed Impervious Areas through Infiltration basin
Project
Annual Precip (In) Annual Recharge (AF) Max Hourly Rainfall (In)
Notes
WY03
18.40
29.54
0.69 Avg
WY09
19.23
30.38
1.10 Avg
WY10
17.76
28.29
0.49 Avg
WY11
19.71
31.10
0.49 Avg
WY12
8.22
13.13
0.25 Very Dry
WY13
9.33
14.89
0.87 Very Dry
WY14
5.26
8.40
0.32 Very Dry
WY15
9.59
15.26
0.55 Very Dry
WY16
25.16
40.04
0.76 Wet
AVG 09-16
16.58
26.38
0.69
Average
18.78
29.83
0.69
8.10
12.92
0.50
Very Dry
Wet
25.16
40.04
0.76
130 Unit Alternative
Precip. (In.)
Recharge (AF)
Max Hourly (In.)
Notes
WY03
18.40
22.20
0.69 Avg
WY09
19.23
23.16
1.10 Avg
WY10
17.76
21.40
0.49 Avg
WY11
19.71
23.78
0.49 Avg
WY12
8.22
9.92
0.25 Very Dry
WY13
9.33
11.24
0.87 Very Dry
WY14
5.26
6.35
0.32 Very Dry
WY15
9.59
11.59
0.55 Very Dry
WY16
25.16
30.38
0.76 Wet
AVG 09-16
16.58
20.00
0.69
Average
18.78
22.64
0.69
8.10
9.77
0.50
Very Dry
Wet
25.16
30.38
0.76
Source: Recharge modelling by ICF using Balance Hydrologics model used for 2005 Preliminary Stormwater
Management Plan (Balance Hydrologics 2005). ICF adjusted model in terms of current site acreage; adjusted to run for
both Proposed Project and 130-unit Alternative, and conducted additional runs for WY 09 to WY 16. Precipitation for WY
03 from original Balance Hydrologics model. Precipitation for WY 09 to WY 16 from on-site CIMIS meteorological station.
Basin size set to provide 85% infiltration of runoff per original assumption in Balance Hydrologics model. Each model run
for entire Water Year (except WY03 which was run per original data extent of October to June only and WY09 which was
run from 10/24/08 to 09/30/09 due to lack of data from CIMIS station prior to 10/24/08). Recharge model includes runoff
from developed impervious areas and analyze conditions hourly to determine how much runoff actually infiltrates. First
page of model output for WY10 shown on next page for Proposed Project and 130-unit Alt.

Appendix H.3: Infiltration analysis for Rancho Canada Village Project RDEIR: Proposed Project (First page of results only)
Based on daily rainfall estimated for site
Water Year
2010
Total Runoff (ac-ft) =
Total Infiltrated (ac-ft) =
Sub-watershed area (acres) =
37.7
Soil infiltration rate (in/hr) =
2.00
Required Storage (ac-ft) =
Percent impervious =
60.0
Total Rainfall (in) =
Basin area (ft2) =
49000
Annual Runoff C =
Site mean rainfall (in/yr) =
17.76
Peak discharge (cfs) =
Sizing for infiltrating 85% of mean runoff
Max depth (ft) =
Max hourly
0.49
0.92
0.00
0.92
0.19
0.73
TOTAL
17.76
33.43
0.00
33.43
28.29
5.14
East storm drain runoff (ac-ft)
Site
Basin Perc
Carryover
Date
Hour
Rainfall (in)
Imperv
Other
Total
(ac-ft)
(ac-ft)
10/1/2009
100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

33.43
28.29
5.14
17.76
0.60
11.2
4.57

Appendix H.3: Infiltration analysis for Rancho Canada Village Project RDEIR: 130-unit Alternative (first page of results only)
Based on daily rainfall estimated for site
Water Year
2010
Total Runoff (ac-ft) =
Total Infiltrated (ac-ft) =
Sub-watershed area (acres) =
28.5
Soil infiltration rate (in/hr) =
2.00
Required Storage (ac-ft) =
Percent impervious =
60.0
Total Rainfall (in) =
Basin area (ft2) =
37000
Annual Runoff C =
Site mean rainfall (in/yr) =
17.76
Peak discharge (cfs) =
Sizing for infiltrating 85% of mean runoff
Max depth (ft) =
Max hourly
0.49
0.70
0.00
0.70
0.14
0.56
TOTAL
17.76
25.31
0.00
25.31
21.40
3.91
East storm drain runoff (ac-ft)
Site
Basin Perc
Carryover
Date
Hour
Rainfall (in)
Imperv
Other
Total
(ac-ft)
(ac-ft)
10/1/2009
100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
1900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/1/2009
2400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
1900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/2/2009
2400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
700
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
800
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
900
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1000
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1100
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1200
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1300
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1400
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1500
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10/3/2009
1600
0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

25.31
21.40
3.91
17.76
0.60
8.4
4.60
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DRAFT ZONING ORDINANCE AND ZONING MAP
ORDINANCE NO. __________
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
AMENDING THE MONTEREY COUNTY ZONING MAP SECTION 21-16 OF THE
SECTION DISTRICT MAPS TO REZONE APPROXIMATELY 40 ACRES OF THE
FORMER RANCHO CANADA WEST GOLF COURSE FROM PUBLIC/QUASI-PUBLIC
WITH DESIGN CONTROL, SITE PLAN REVIEW, AND RESIDENTIAL ALLOCATION
ZONING OVERLAYS, (PQP-D-S-RAZ) TO MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL WITH
DESIGN CONTROL, SITE PLAN REVIEW, RESIDENTIAL ALLOCATION ZONING, AND
24 FOOT HEIGHT LIMIT ZONING OVERLAYS (MDR-D-S-RAZ (24)) AND TO REZONE
A SEPERATE 4.3 ACRES FROM PQP-D-S TO LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL WITH
DESIGN CONTROL, SITE PLAN REVIEW, AND RESIDENTIAL ALLOCATION ZONING
OVERLAYS (LDR-D-S-RAZ).
County Counsel Summary
This ordinance amends Section 21-16 of the Sectional District Maps of Section
21.08.060 of Title 21 (Zoning) of the Monterey County Code to change the zoning
classification from the “PQP-D-S-RAZ” (Public/Quasi-Public with Design
Control, Site Plan Review, and Residential Allocation Zoning Overlays) zoning
classification to the “MDR-D-S-RAZ (24)” (Medium Density Residential with
Design Control, Site Plan Review, and Residential Allocation Zoning Overlays,
and a 24 foot height limit) zoning classification on 129 parcels, located on
approximately 40 acres. The ordinance also changes the zoning classification on
approximately 4.3 acres from “PQP-D-S-RAZ” (Public/Quasi-Public with Design
Control, Site Plan Review, and Residential Allocation Overlays) zoning
classification to the “LDR-S-D-RAZ” (Low Density Residential with Design
Control, Site Plan Review, and Residential Allocation Overlays) zoning
classification. (Ranch Canada West Golf Course; Assessor’s Parcel Number’s
015-162-009-000, 015-162-017-000, 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000, 015162-033-000, 015-162-039-000, 015-162-040-000, 015-162-043-000, 015-162045-000, 015-162-046-000 and 015-162-047-000).
The Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey ordains as follows:
SECTION 1. Section 21-16 of the Sectional District Maps of the Monterey County
Code is hereby amended to change the zoning from “PQP-D-S-RAZ” to “MDR-D-S-RAZ (24)”
on 40 acres (West Course of the Rancho Canada Golf Course; Assessor’s Parcel Number’s 015162-009-000, 015-162-017-000, 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000, 015-162-033-000, 015162-039-000, 015-162-040-000, 015-162-043-000, 015-162-045-000, 015-162-046-000 and 015162-047-000) as shown on the map attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by
reference, with said zoning reclassification to occur only if and when the final parcel map for
Phase 1 of the Rancho Canada Village subdivision (PLN040061) is approved and recorded,
resulting in the creation of 130 units on approximately 40 acres including a remaining parcel
totaling 4.3 acres to be designated for Low Density Residential.
SECTION 2. Section 21-16 of the Section District Maps of the Monterey County Code
is hereby amended to change the zoning form “PQP-D-S-RAZ” to “LDR-D-S-RAZ” on 4.3 acres
1

as shown on the map attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference, with
said zoning reclassification to occur only if and when the final parcel map for Phase 1 of the
Rancho Canada Village subdivision (PLN040061) is approved and recorded, resulting in the
creation of 130 units on approximately 40 acres including a remaining parcel totaling 4.3 acres to
be designated for Low Density Residential use.

SECTION 3. SEVERABILITY. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase
of this Ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity
of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it
would have passed this Ordinance and each section, subsection, sentence, clause and phrase
thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, or
phrases be declared invalid.
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the
later of: a) the 31st day after adoption; or b) the recordation of the first final Parcel Map for the
Rancho Canada Village subdivision (PLN040061).

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ____ day of _____, 2016 by the following vote:
AYES:
Supervisors
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Jane Parker, Chair

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
A T T E S T:
GAIL T. BORKOWSKI
Clerk of the Board

APPROVED AS TO FORM BY:

By:____________________________
Deputy

_______________________________
Wendy S. Strimling
Senior Deputy County Counsel
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