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SECTION 4 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

ON DRAFT REIR (DECEMBER 2004) 

4.1 Introduction 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 
the County of Monterey as the lead agency evaluated the comments received on the Draft 
Recirculated EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1995083033) for the September Ranch Subdivision 
Project and has prepared the following responses to the comments received.  This Response to 
Comments document becomes part of the Final REIR for the project in accordance with § 15132 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines.  

The Draft Revised EIR (Draft REIR) was distributed for a 45-day public review period by the County 
of Monterey on December 30, 2004.  The County used several methods to elicit comments on the 
Draft REIR.  Copies of the Draft REIR document were distributed to state, regional, and local 
agencies, local libraries, and was available at the County Planning and Building Inspection Counter.  
The Draft REIR was also available in electronic form on the County’s website.   

Subsequent to the closure of the public review period for the Draft REIR, the County of Monterey 
prepared the Recirculated DREIR.  Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c) if a revision to an 
EIR is limited to a few chapters or portion of the EIR, the County need only circulate the chapters or 
portions that have been modified. The Recirculated DREIR included the recirculation of Section 4.3, 
Water Supply and Availability and Appendix C, Hydrogeologic Report (entire section recirculated), 
Section 4.9, Biological Resources (entire section recirculated), Section 5, Cumulative Impacts Water 
Supply and Biological Resources (only Water Supply and related Biological Resources portions 
affected; only those portions recirculated), Section 6, Alternatives (entire section recirculated, and 
Section 7, Other CEQA Considerations (entire section recirculated). The Recirculated DREIR was 
distributed for a 45-day public review period by the County of Monterey on February 15, 2006. 

For those portions of the Draft REIR for the September Ranch Subdivision Project SCH No. 
1995083033 (December 2004) that have been superseded by the Recirculated Portion of the Draft 
REIR for the September Ranch Subdivision Project SCH No. 199508033 (February 2006) this section 
refers to the “Recirculated DREIR” All other portions are cites as “Draft REIR.” 

4.2 Comment Letters and Responses 

The comment letters and responses are provided on the following pages.  Several of the comment 
letters contain comments on the same topic.  To address these similar comments more efficiently, 
master responses to these comments are provided.  These master responses are located in Section 2, 
Master Responses.  Master Responses are coded as MR-1, MR-2, etc.; please see the Table of 
Contents for Section 3. 
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4.2.1 Federal Agencies 

NATIONAL OCEANIC ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA) 

Response to NOAA 1-1 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section  4.3 and MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding 
Water Supply & Availability. 

Response to NOAA 1-2 

Please see Response to NOAA1-1.  The water demand of the proposed project would be 57.21 AFY.  
Please see MR-17: Water Demands.  The Recirculated Draft REIR evaluates the potential for reduced 
recharge to impact the CVA and the Carmel River.  The potential for impacts during extended 
drought periods is specifically analyzed.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability. 

Response to NOAA 1-3 

Please see MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability, regarding the 
consistency of the proposed project with the analysis presented in the 2002 Report. 

Response to NOAA 1-4 

The Recirculated Draft REIR addresses the concerns outlined by NOAA Fisheries.  Please refer to 
pages 4.9-14 to 4.9-17 of the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please see also MR-20: Aquatic Biological 
Resources and MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability.  NOAA Fisheries has stated that the primary 
value of the potentially affected reach of the Carmel River for steelhead is passage, and as 
demonstrated in the Recirculated Draft REIR, water use by the proposed project will not affect 
steelhead passage.     
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4.2.2 State Agencies 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH (OPR) 

Response to OPR 1-1 

This comment is noted and acknowledges the extension of the closing of the public review period for 
the Draft EIR.  Responses to the attached letters have been provided within this document.  No 
specific comments on the Draft EIR were provided; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response to OPR 1-2 

Comment is noted and it is acknowledged that the revised page 3-1A of the Draft REIR was 
distributed to the reviewing agencies on January 18, 2005.  No specific comments on the Draft REIR 
were provided; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT) 

Response to DOT 1-1 

Comment is noted.  No specific comments on the Draft REIR were provided; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to DOT 1-2 

This comment is noted and the applicant shall be assessed according to the appropriate Carmel Valley 
Master Plan fee schedule. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION (DFFP) 

Response to DFFP 1-1 

The comment is noted.  The project does not involve the conversion of timberland to non-timberland 
use and/or involve the commercial harvest of trees species as recognized by the Board of Forestry. 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD (SWRCB) 

Response to SWRCB 1-1 

The project does not propose additional Carmel River diversions.  The EIR analyzes the potential for 
project demand to impact the Carmel River due to reduced recharge to the CVA. It is noted that 
subsequent to the SWRCB comment letter, the County of Monterey issued a Recirculated Portion of 
the Draft REIR that addressed the SWRCB concerns outlined in this letter.  Please see Recirculated 
Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9; MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability and MR-20 Aquatic 
Biological Resources.    

Response to SWRCB 1-2 

The Recirculated Draft REIR concludes that the proposed project would not adversely impact 
steelhead.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9.  As noted in the Recirculated Draft 
REIR, water rights analysis is largely irrelevant to the potential for environmental impacts; however, 
a water rights analysis was included pursuant to judicial direction.  In this regard, although is 
reasonable for a water rights analysis to account for annual inflow and outflow, the environmental 
impacts analysis was conducted on a monthly basis to identify seasonal impacts as requested by the 
comment.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9 and MR-18: Hydrology & Water 
Availability. 

Response to SWRCB 1-3 

The impact analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR accounted for all existing diversions as requested 
by the comment.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9 and MR-18: Hydrology & 
Water Availability. 

Response to SWRCB 1-4 

See Response to SWRCB 1-2.  Potential impacts to biological resources were assessed based on 
gauge data of actual flows in the Carmel River, and therefore the analysis accounts for real-
conditions-on-the-ground. 

Response to SWRCB 1-5 

The Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and Appendix C, specifically analyzed stream flow in 
summer months in the dry/drought years.  Please see Response to SWRCB 1-2; see also MR-18: 
Hydrology & Water Availability and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources.  

Response to SWRCB 1-6 

The project does not propose to rely on diversions from the Carmel River.  The analysis accounts for 
the potential for the project to result in reduced recharge from the SRA to the CVA, and thence the 
potential to reduce flows in the Carmel River.  
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Response to SWRCB 1-7 

The Recirculated Draft REIR relies on a baseline of 3 AFY to evaluate project impacts.  See for 
example Section 4.3 and Appendix C.     

Response to SWRCB1-8 

The Recirculated Draft REIR clarified that the proposed project will withdraw water year-round, but 
will not result in adverse impacts to steelhead.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and 
MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources. 

Response to SWRCB1-9 

Comment noted.  The extent of collocation between the CVA and SRA is thoroughly described in the 
Recirculated DREIR, Section 4.3 and Appendix C. 

Response to SWRCB1-10 

The location of well SR1 has been added to the appropriate exhibits.   

Response to SWRCB1-11 

The Recirculated Draft REIR Section 4.3 assesses whether the SRA has the capacity to serve the 
proposed project.  As a matter of real conditions on the ground, it is noted that quantities in excess of 
those that would be required by the proposed project have been pumped from the SRA for  9 years, 
primarily (75%) during the summer months. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME (CDFG) 

Response to CDFG 1-1 

The comment is noted that during the March 9, 2005 meeting between CDFG and project proponents, 
CDFG was provided more detailed plant and habitat locations information.  It is noted that CDFG has 
commented that much of the open space is on steep grades not suitable for mitigation for threatened 
or endangered species onsite.  Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9. 

Response to CDFG 1-2 

The comment is noted; please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9. 

Response to CDFG 1-3 

Please refer to Response to CDFG 1-2.   

Response to CDFG 1-4 

Please refer to Response to CDFG 1-2. 

Response to CDFG 1-5 

Please refer to Response to CDFG 2-6.  Additionally, the County has included in their Draft 
Conditions of Approval, a condition which specifically prohibits ridge top development that states, 
“Any parcel where ridgeline development cannot be avoided shall be eliminated from the Final Map.” 

Response to CDFG 1-6 

Please refer to Response to CDFG 1-2. 

Response to CDFG 1-7 

Comment is noted that CDFG supports Mitigation Measure 4.9-1. 

Response to CDFG 1-8 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.9 and 5.0. 

Response to CDFG 1-9   

Please see Response to SOCR 1-162; MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & 
Availability.  

Response to CDFG 1-10 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3, 4.9 and 5.0.  The Recirculated Draft REIR 
acknowledges that the project may result in reduced flows in the Carmel River, but that even under a 
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worst-case scenario; such reduction is less than significant and will not affect steelhead.  Please see 
MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources. 

Response to CDFG 1-11 

The Recirculated Draft REIR contains the analysis requested in the comment.  Please see Section 4.9 
of the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please see also MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water 
Supply & Availability. 

Response to CDFG 1-12 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-69. 

Response to CDFG 1-13 

The REIR proposes mitigation measures to cap water use at or below 57.21 AFY.  Please see MR-17: 
Water Demands. 

Response to CDFG 1-14 

CDFG’s comment that terrestrial resource impacts are mitigated to less than significant is 
acknowledged and is consistent with the Recirculated Draft REIR conclusions.  The Recirculated 
DREIR presented additional analysis in response to CDFG’s comment regarding water use, please see 
Sections 4.3, 4.9 and 5.0 of the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources.    
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4.2.3 Regional Agencies 

MONTEREY BAY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT (MBUAPCD) 

Response to MBUAPCD 1-1 

Table 4.7-1 has been revised to include the annual State PM2.5 standard of 12 ug/m3.  It is noted that 
the North Central Air Basin is in attainment for this air standard. 

Response to MBUAPCD 1-2 

The emission levels for ozone and PM10 were obtained from data gathered at the Carmel Valley 
station; however, since emission levels for nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and PM2.5 are not 
monitored at the Carmel Valley station, emission levels for these pollutants was obtained from data 
gathered at the Salinas station.  It is noted that there have been no violations of either the State or 
federal ozone standards between 1999 and 2003 (see Table 4.7-2 on page 4.7-4 of the Draft REIR).  
As noted on page 4.7-4, there has been a violation of the State PM10 standard, which was likely 
associated with the Los Padres National Forest wild fires, which is not considered representative of 
normal ambient conditions in the project area. 

Response to MBUAPCD 1-3 

It is noted that the most current State Plan is the 2004 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP); 
however, the Air Quality Assessment prepared for the proposed project was completed in October 
2003, prior to the approval and implementation of the 2004 AQMP. 

Response to MBUAPCD 1-4 

The comment is noted and the reference to the 550 pounds per day threshold has been deleted from 
the second sentence of the third paragraph on page 4.7-9 of the Draft REIR.  This revision is included 
in Section 6, Errata. 
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MONTEREY PENINSULA REGIONAL PARKS DISTRICT (MPRPD) 

Response to MPRPD 1-1 

As noted on page 4.1-1 of the Draft REIR, the project site is bounded on the south by Brookdale 
Drive residential subdivision, on the west by the senior community of Del Mesa Carmel, and on the 
east and northeast by the approved, yet not fully developed 54-lot Canada Woods and Monterra 
Ranch.  The proposed project is similar in nature, scale, and density to these existing and/or future 
residential subdivisions.  Jacks Peak Regional Park does border a portion of the northern boundary of 
the project site.  No lots are sited directly adjacent to the park and the applicant previously granted 
five acres of property adjacent to Jacks Peak Regional Park to the County of Monterey.  Additionally, 
87.9 percent of the project site will remain as open space.  Moreover, as stated on page 4.11-13 of the 
Draft REIR, “ in an effort to ensure the overall visual quality of the site is maintained, a visual field 
survey of the site and adjacent areas was conducted to assess the existing visual character of the 
property from key vantage points.  This included the siting of lots through staking and flagging in an 
effort to identify the location of the final building envelopes to minimize potential viewshed impacts.  
More specifically, siting of these lots was established by taking into consideration topography and 
elevations in relation to public vantage points and transportation routes.”  The retention of the 
majority of the project site as open space and the particular siting of the building envelopes will assist 
in retaining the rural open space character of Jacks Peak Regional Park.   

Reduced Density Alternatives were examined in Section 6 of the Draft REIR and in the Recirculated 
Draft REIR.  During the decision process, the County of Monterey Board of Supervisors will have the 
opportunity to examine each of the alternatives discussed in Section 6 of the Draft REIR and the 
Recirculated Draft REIR in relation to the proposed project.  Please refer also to Response MPRPD 1-
4.  

Response to MPRPD 1-2 

Please see Response to MPRPD 1-1. 

Response to MPRPD 1-3 

County staff conducted a field visit with a representative of the District to ascertain whether there 
were any significant visual impacts.  It appears as if September Ranch could be visible from the 
newly created Park; however, there is a huge expanse within the Valley and Coast that is visible from 
the Park especially at high elevations.  CEQA examines whether there would be a significant impact 
and the County has concluded that there would not be a significant impact.  Per Response to 
Comment MPRPD 1-1, the siting of the lots as well as the significant amount of land dedicated open 
space addresses overall visual quality of the site with respect to views from off-site.  

Additionally, the County of Monterey Draft Condition of Approval states that, “Any parcel where 
ridgeline development cannot be avoided shall be eliminated from the Final Map.” Such a condition 
further reduces aesthetic impacts. Lastly, please see Response to MR-14 
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Response to MPRPD 1-4 

The County Board of Supervisors will examine the proposed project in relation to the alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR Section 6.0, including a reduced density 
alternative (see Section 6.2 of the Draft REIR) prior to making a final determination of project 
approval.  

As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning of the Draft REIR, the policies of the Carmel 
Valley Master Plan (CVMP) guide the allowable density within the project site and surrounding area.  
As identified in Section 4.1 of the Draft REIR, development under the CVMP land use designation 
allows for a maximum of 208 units onsite and development under the CVMP slope density formula 
allows for the development of 269 units.  The CVMP indicates that the maximum allowable density 
of a parcel is the lesser of the CVMP land use designation and the slope density formula; therefore, 
the maximum allowable density of the project site is 208 units, 99 units greater than proposed.  
Additionally, as with all development in the CVMP area, the proposed project and future projects are 
subject to the CVMP allocation system.  The CVMP allocation system establishes a 20-year total of 
1,310 existing and newly created lots.  Thus, project implementation could not encourage further 
urban development beyond that established in the CVMP. 



CAWD

CAWD 1-1

CAWD 1-2



CAWD

CAWD 1-2
CONT



September Ranch Subdivision Project  
Response to Comments to Draft REIR Response to Comments 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 4-40 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec04_Draft REIR Responses.doc  

 
CARMEL AREA WASTEWATER DISTRICT (CAWD) 

Response to CAWD 1-1 

The comment is noted and it is acknowledged that CAWD has indicated that it has adequate treatment 
capacity for both the expected average dry weather and peak wastewater flow from the September 
Ranch project.  Additionally, it is noted that CAWD has facilities within the vicinity of the proposed 
project, which would be able to serve the proposed project. 

Response to CAWD 1-2 

The comment is noted.  At the time of the preparation of the Draft REIR, there was no determination 
on whether the proposed project would be served via an onsite package treatment plant or through a 
connection to the CAWD.  Therefore, the Draft REIR examined the potential project impacts related 
to either system.  However, since the release of the Draft REIR for public review, a determination has  
been made that the proposed project will connect to the existing CAWD sewer facilities.  
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MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (MPWMD) 

Response to MPWMD 1-1 

Please refer to page 3-1A of Draft REIR. 

Response to MPWMD 1-2 

The comment is noted.  The third sentence in paragraph two on page 3-2 of the Draft REIR has been 
deleted.  This revision is included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to MPWMD 1-3 

The comment is noted.  The sixth sentence in paragraph 5 on page 4.2-5 of the Draft REIR has been 
revised to read as follows: 

Tetratech concluded that based on their exploration, there was no evidence for the north 
branch of the Hatton Canyon fault as it was previously mapped; however, when the southern 
trace was trenched it was identified as a northwest reverse fault with Quaternary 
displacement. 

This revision is included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to MPWMD 1-4 

The impacts analysis and conclusions are based on many factors including among others a 
quantitative assessment of maximum potential impacts to Carmel River flow, potential impacts to 
well levels, and a traditional water balance method.  Please see Section 4.3 of the Recirculated Draft 
REIR.  Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3 - Significance of Impact on 
the CVA and the Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries and HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on the 
Existing CVA Groundwater Users). 

Response to MPWMD 1-5 

Comment noted and text revised accordingly. 

Response to MPWMD 1-6 

The comment is noted.  The fourth sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.3-6 has been revised 
read as follows: 

Cal-Am’s pre-1914 appropriate rights are set at 1,137 AFA and Water Rights Decision 95-10 
directed Cal-Am to cease and desist diverting any water in excess of 14,106 AFY from the 
Carmel River and required Cal-Am to divert no more than 11,990 AFY in Water Year 1996 
and 11,285 AFY in each subsequent year. 

This revision is included in Section 6, Errata. 
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Response to MPWMD 1-7 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on the 
CVA and the Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries).   

Response to MPWMD 1-8 

Comment noted.  Consulting hydrologists confirm that the analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR is 
properly based on WY 1997; however, to address the concerns noted in the comment a supplemental 
analysis has been provided to modify normal rainfall year recharge estimates by using WY 2000 and 
2001.  This change does not affect the conclusions of the impact analysis.  Please see MR-18: 
Hydrology & Water Availability and Response to MPWMD2B 2-4. 

Response to MPWMD 1-9 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on the 
CVA and the Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries). 

Response to MPWMD 1-10 

Please see Response to MPWMD 1-8. 

Response to MPWMD 1-11 

Average storage during normal rainfall years has been estimated for Qoa1 as 200 AF and for Qoa2 as 
105 (total 305 AF).  These estimates are more recent and detailed than the MOU estimate; please note 
that the MOU stated storage of 261 AF is only for Qoa1. 

Response to MPWMD 1-12 

Please see Response to MPWMD 1-4 and MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3 - 
Significance of Impact on the CVA and the Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries). 

Response to MPWMD 1-13 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance and HMR-3 – 
Significance of Impact on the CVA & Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries).  

Response to MPWMD 1-14 

The increase of impervious surfaces will not affect the total runoffs available to recharge the SRA. 
The project will incorporate a series of detention basins, all of which will be designed to meet the 
runoff created during a 100-year storm event effectively. Drainage within the September Ranch 
watershed is fairly efficient because of the well-defined (high relief) ridges that influence the 
convergent/drainage pattern within the watershed. Generally, surface water flows (runoff) relatively 
unimpeded to the terrace deposit lying adjacent to the base of the ridges. Efficient drainage means 
groundwater recharge in the SRA is also fairly consistent in that the basin quickly refills itself 
annually under both normal rainfall years, and during and after prolonged drought periods. Recharge 
is estimated by subtracting surface runoff and evapotranspiration (ET-loss) from precipitation on a 
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monthly basis. Since the September Ranch watershed is a fairly closed hydrologic basin as defined by 
topography, surface runoff to adjacent watersheds is virtually nonexistent; hence, all runoff minus 
ET-losses are then available for recharge through infiltration and percolation into groundwater. 

Please see also Response to SOCR 2-51.  Both WRA and Public Works have conditions requiring 
detention facilities and drainage plans prior to the filing of the final map.  See draft conditions of 
approval.   

Response to MPWMD 1-15 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3 - Significance of Impact on the 
CVA & Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries).  Also, see Response to NOAA 1-2. 

Response to MPWMD 1-16 

An updated, quantitative cumulative impacts analysis that assessed the full project demand of 57.21 
AFY with an environmental baseline of 3.0 AFY was presented in Section 5.0 of the Recirculated 
Draft REIR. 

Response to MPWMD 1-17 

Thank you for your comments. 

 

 



LWMC 1-1

LWMC

LWMC 1-2

LWMC 1-3



LWMC

LWMC 1-3

LWMC 1-5

LWMC 1-4

LWMC 1-6

LWMC 1-7

LWMC 1-8

LWMC 1-9



LWMC

LWMC 1-10

LWMC 1-9
CONT

LWMC 1-11

LWMC 1-12

LWMC 1-13

LWMC 1-14

LWMC 1-15



LWMC

LWMC 1-15



September Ranch Subdivision Project  
Response to Comments to Draft REIR Response to Comments 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 4-71 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec04_Draft REIR Responses.doc  

 
4.2.4 Private Organizations and Persons 

LAND WATCH MONTEREY COUNTY (LWMC) 

Response to LWMC 1-1 

As noted on page 1-1 of the Draft REIR, in 1995 the project applicant applied to the Monterey 
County Planning and Building Inspection Department for a preliminary Project Review map and 
Vesting Tentative Map to allow for the division of the 891-acre parcel.  The application, as submitted 
in 1995 is still active and is not subject to the moratorium, as imposed in 1999, four years after the 
County accepted the application for the proposed project. 

Response to LWMC 1-2 

The proposed project is to be phased over a four-year period, with no more than twenty-five lots to be 
developed per year (with the exception of the inclusionary housing).  Please note that the phases may 
not directly correlate with a calendar year.  Additionally, Phase 1 and 4 consist of less than twenty-
five units. 

Response to LWMC 1-3 

The water demand of the project would be 57.21 AFY.  The impact analysis is premised on a baseline 
of 3 AFY, thus the net water demand would be 54.21 AFY over baseline.  The project does not 
propose continuing pasture irrigation. 

Response to LWMC 1-4 

Please refer to MR-13: Traffic Impact Fees. 

Additionally, the signalization of Carmel Valley Road/Dorris Drive and Carmel Valley 
Road/Laureles Grade intersections is not programmed (or funded) in the current Monterey County 5-
year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2005. 
However, improvements at these intersections are identified in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Traffic 
Improvement list.  The Transportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) has included in its 14-
year plan (Final Draft Transportation Expenditure for Monterey County dated July 19, 2004): 

Route 1 Carmel Area: Construct an extended northbound right turn lane on Highway 1 from Carmel 
Valley Road to Rio Road and provide improvements at both Carmel Valley Road at Rio Road.  
Improvements to the Highway 1/Ocean Avenue/Carmel Hills Drive intersection is not listed in the 
14-Year Plan.  Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant will be responsible for bonding 
transportation improvements for the proposed work in front of September Ranch on Carmel Valley 
Road and these will then be completed in accordance with the Subdivision Improvement Agreement. 
There is a more comprehensive Project in the TAMC “Unconstrained” Project List. The overlap 
phasing along Carmel Valley Road in front of September Ranch opposite of Garland Ranch and near 
Laureles Grade Road are included. 
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Response to LWMC 1-5 

The comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 has been omitted and Mitigation Measures 4.6-8 
and 4.6-9 have been subsequently renumbered. 

Response to LWMC 1-6 

The decision to signalize Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale Drive should be based on the signal 
warrants conducted after the proposed project is fully occupied.  The County’s consultants and the 
County’s Public Works Department have indicated that they have reviewed the traffic study and 
concluded that the safety issues with respect to traffic warrants necessitate the installation of a traffic 
signal at Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale Drive. This is consistent with the intent of CVMP Policy 
39.3.1.6, which recommends that signals be provided at intersections when the accepted engineering 
warrants are met. 

Response to LWMC 1-7 

CVMP Policy 39.1.6 states, “Every effort should be made to obtain the funding and proceed with the 
construction of the Hatton Canyon Freeway at the earliest possible date.  This should be a two-lane 
(each direction) non-access scenic route with every effort to minimize the necessary cuts.  After five 
years of allocation, the Board shall review local level of service and the status of the Hatton Canyon 
Freeway.  If the Freeway has not been built, the Board shall limit future development until the 
freeway is under construction.  Ultimately, the Board will decide what development to allow after 
reviewing local level of service and the status of the Freeway. 

Based on constitutional principles, the elimination of the freeway does not affect the ability to move 
forward with this project. The State has passed legislation which permanently deletes the Hatton 
Canyon Freeway from being constructed by Cal Trans. Accordingly, this policy in the Carmel Valley 
Master Plan can no longer feasibly be complied with by any applicant. It is a basic provision of 
“takings” law that one cannot condition a project into the future with a requirement that cannot occur 
nor which is beyond the control of the applicant. Accordingly, the County believes that this policy 
cannot be applied to the September Ranch project. 

Response to LWMC 1-8 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9. 

The second sentence of the fourth paragraph on page 4.9-23 should be revised as follows: 

Approximately six percent of the coast live oak trees (890 out of conservatively estimated 
15,200 trees) and approximately four percent of the Monterey pines (2,692 out of a 
conservatively estimated 66,540 trees), that occur onsite will be removed as a result of project 
development. 

This revision in included in Section 6, Errata. 
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Response to LWMC 1-9 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to LWMC 1-10 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. 

Response to LWMC 1-11 

Information was solicited from the Monterey County Sheriff’s Department (MCSD) in preparation 
for the Draft REIR.  The MCSD had the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft REIR 
during the 45-day public review period. In addition, MCSD reviewed the project in preparation for 
the meeting of the Subdivision Committee in 2006 and recommended several additional conditions of 
approval which shall be imposed. 

Response to LWMC 1-12 

Please see Response to MPWMD 1-16. 

Response to LWMC 1-13 

Page 5-7 of the Draft REIR identifies the five intersections that are anticipated to operate 
unacceptably under the Year 2025 scenario prior to mitigation.  However, with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 5-1 and 5-2 as presented on page 5-8 of the Draft REIR, the project will have a 
less than significant cumulative impact. 

Response to LWMC 1-14 

Please refer to MR-15: Growth Inducement.  

Response to LWMC 1-15 

As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the project objective is to, “provide market rate and low-and 
moderate-income housing in accordance with the existing County ordinances and the CVMP.”  The 
Planning Commission Recommendation Alternative would result in the development of 49 market 
rate residential units and eight inclusionary housing units.  Therefore, this alternative provides less 
inclusionary housing units (which are considered a project benefit) in comparison to the proposed 
project.  The Planning Commission Recommendation Alternative has not been eliminated from 
consideration and the Monterey County Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to weigh the 
merits of this alternative in relation to the proposed project in its consideration of whether to certify 
the REIR and approve the project.  See also MR-16:  Staff Recommended Alternative. 
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SAVE OUR CARMEL RIVER (SOCR) 

Response to SOCR 1-1 

The 1998 Final EIR prepared by Denise Duffy and Associates (sometimes referred to as the “Duffy 
EIR”) was not used as a “template” for purposes of this Draft REIR.  The Draft REIR is an 
independent analysis that functions as a stand-alone CEQA document.  (See Draft REIR at Section 
1.2, pp. 1-1 to 1-2, History of Environmental Review; Draft REIR at Section 1.7, pages 1-4 to 1-5, 
Incorporation By Reference; Draft REIR, Section 10, References).  This also applies to the 
Recirculated Draft REIR.  

The Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR consider and update technical work underlying the 
1998 Final EIR, relying on the standard approach used for pre-existing technical reports, and where 
information from the 1998 Final EIR is noted, the Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR expressly 
incorporate that information by reference.  (Draft REIR at Section 1.7, pp. 1-4 to 1-5 (Incorporation 
By Reference); Draft REIR, Section 10 (References).  For example, see Draft REIR, Section 4.2, page 
4.2-1.   

The technical work underlying the 1998 Final EIR was not given any presumption of validity, and 
was reviewed and independently analyzed before being incorporated into the Draft REIR or 
Recirculated Draft REIR.  The County as lead agency addresses in this Final REIR questions 
regarding any specifically identified technical work underlying the Draft REIR or Recirculated Draft 
REIR, including any specifically identified information originally presented in the 1998 Final EIR.      

CEQA expressly provides for the involvement of consultants in a CEQA process, and recognizes that 
there will be both staff and consultants involved in preparing an EIR.  The lead agency is entitled to 
consult with its attorneys during the CEQA process, and these communications are entitled to 
attorney-client confidentiality and other privileges.   

Ultimately, whether staff, consultants, attorneys, or (as is generally the case) some combination of 
these were involved in a particular section of an environmental analysis is irrelevant to physical 
impacts, in part because the lead agency must  independently review and assess the work in the Draft 
REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR.  (See Draft REIR, Section 1.3, pp. 1-2 to 1-3.)  Because the 
question does not address or inquire as to the nature or magnitude of any specific physical change in 
the environment, no further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 1-2 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1. 

Response to SOCR 1-3 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1. 

Response to SOCR 1-4 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1. 
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Response to SOCR 1-5 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1. 

Response to SOCR 1-6 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1.   

Please see Section 4.3 of the Recirculated Draft REIR.  The baseline used for the impact analysis is 3 
AFY.   

Response to SOCR 1-7 

An impact assessment methodology does not equate to a policy decision that will serve as precedent 
in other cases, and it is inaccurate to assume, and the comment does not adequately explain why it 
assumes, that use of the water balance method would lead to approval of projects that would not 
otherwise be approved, or identification of a water supply where none would otherwise be identified 
but for use of the water balance methodology.  A water balance assessment is a very common 
approach to hydrologic analysis.  In any case, it is noted that environmental impact analyses are 
conducted on a case-by-case basis with site specific hydrologic and project information.  The SRA 
position and geology is unique in its hydrologic relationship with the CVA in that relatively small 
groundwater exchange is due to neutral gradient that exists between the two systems.      

Response to SOCR 1-8 

The comment confuses a factual description of hydrologic exchange with a standard of proof.  The 
hydrologic analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR constitutes substantial evidence, and there is no 
reduced “standard” being applied.  Indeed, the Recirculated Draft REIR has undertaken an exhaustive 
and quantitative analysis that exceeds the standards of most environmental documents.  No further 
response required. 

Response to SOCR 1-9 

The County has consulted, coordinated with, and obtained the comments of resource agencies to the 
extent appropriate in the context of the proposed project, and as required by CEQA.  Section 8 of the 
Recirculated Draft REIR lists organizations and persons consulted and has been updated for the Final 
REIR.  (See also Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 3.5 (Other Responsible and Trustee Agencies).)  
These consultations and disclosures satisfy the requirements of CEQA, and the comments are not 
otherwise relevant to physical changes to the environment.  Please see the comment letters submitted 
by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, the Department of Fish and Game, and the 
State Water Resources Control Board, and the responses thereto.  No further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 1-10 

As outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), a Lead Agency need only to respond to 
significant environmental issues and does not need to provide all information requested by reviewers.  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  The commentor is referred to the Notice of 
Completion submitted to the State Clearinghouse and included as an attachment to the letter 
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submitted by the Office of Planning and Research dated January 18, 2005 and included within this 
document. 

Response to SOCR 1-11 

The project would not receive water from Cal-Am; at present, it is not clear whether and/or when the 
project area would formally de-annex from Cal-Am's service area but in either case this regulatory 
exercise would not implicate adverse physical impacts within the meaning of CEQA.      

Response to SOCR 1-12 

As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft REIR, the project objective is to, “provide market rate and low-
and moderate-income housing in accordance with the existing County ordinances and the CVMP.”  It 
is noted that this objective does not explicitly state a number of units; however, the number of units 
required to meet the project objective can be determined when evaluating the project and each of the 
alternatives in relation to the mandates set forth in the ordinance itself, which as amended April 22, 
2003 requires that a residential development subject to the ordinance provide either an in lieu fee or 
on site inclusionary housing, which equals twenty percent of the total number of residential units 
proposed.  However, since the date of the development application for the proposed project preceded 
the amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, the project is required to provide fifteen 
percent of the total number of units proposed. Please note that consistent with the Carmel Valley 
Master Plan, affordable housing must be supplied onsite. 

The Planning Commission Recommendation Alternative would result in the development of 49 
market rate residential units and 8 inclusionary housing units.  Therefore, this alternative provides 
less inclusionary housing units (which are considered a project benefit) in comparison to the proposed 
project.  The Planning Commission Recommendation Alternative has not been eliminated from 
consideration and the Planning Commission will have the opportunity to weigh the merits of this 
alternative in relation to the proposed project in its consideration of the certification of the REIR and 
project approval.  Please refer also to MR-16: Staff Recommended Alternative. 

Response to SOCR 1-13 

Implementation of the proposed project will not result in altering the existing barn structure or 
appurtenant facilities. 

Response to SOCR 1-14 

The discussion of the location of the commercial services is solely in reference to the project location 
and the existing environment in the project area and does not relate to any specific project-related 
environmental impacts. 

Response to SOCR 1-15 

Currently there are five access points to the proposed project, which are identified on Exhibit 3-1.  
The REIR does not purport to substantiate the amount of use of these access points, rather the REIR is 
establishing the physical characteristics of the project site, which includes these access points.  
Providing supplemental supporting information as to the current usage of the various access points is 
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not in reference to any specific environmental issue and therefore in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204, this issue is not further addressed in this document. 

Response to SOCR 1-16 

Please see MPWMD comment letter and Response to MPWMD 1-2.  Any information in the 1998 
Final EIR on this issue is out of date and otherwise not relevant.  See Response to SOCR 1-1. No 
further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 1-17 

Kennedy-Jenks Consultants prepared a hydrologic report and Downey Brand prepared the legal 
riparian rights analysis for the County.  Both Kennedy Jenks Consultants and Downey Brand were 
retained by and supervised by the County of Monterey.  The last paragraph of the second paragraph 
on page 3-2 of the Draft REIR has been revised to read as follows: 

The County of Monterey retained Kennedy Jenks Consultants to conduct a lengthy, multi-
phase investigation (hydrogeologic report) to examine the degree of connectivity between the 
project terrace area and the adjacent and much larger CVA.  Additionally this investigation 
included an evaluation of the overall water availability and potential impacts from the 
proposed project.  This investigation is summarized in this REIR (see Section 4.3 
Groundwater Supply and Availability) and is contained in its entirety as an appendix to this 
REIR (see Appendix C). 

Response to SOCR 1-18 

Page 3-2, the first sentence of the sixth paragraph has been revised to read as follows: 

In addition to the proposed residential development, the proposed project contains 
approximately 783 acres of open space as identified below and as shown in Exhibit 3-3, Site 
Plan.   

Please note that all exhibits within the Draft REIR include the source of origin and date. 

Additionally, on Page 3-11, the last sentence of the first paragraph is revised to read as follows: 

As identified on page 3-11 of the Draft REIR, the general phasing schedule for the lots 
identified on Exhibit 3-2, Site Plan is as follows: 

Phase 1............. Lots 4-9, Lots 13-22, Lots 101, 104, Lots 105-119 (Inclusionary 
Units), and Parcels B, C, and D; 

Phase 2............. Lots 23-40 and Lots to 44-58; 
Phase 3............. Lots 59-85, 102, 103; and 
Phase 4............. Lots 86-100 
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Response to SOCR 1-19 

As identified on page 3-2 of the Draft REIR, in relation to the proposed project, open space is a 
combination of both the common open space (463.4 acres) and private open space (319.4 acres) 
Common open space is that open space, which is collectively owned by the residents of the 
September Ranch project site and is maintained by the Homeowners Association.  Private open space 
is that open space, which will remain as open space through Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
on individual lots, but is privately owned and maintained. 

Response to SOCR 1-20 

Exhibit 3-2 is the Local Vicinity Map.  Exhibit 3-2 was reproduced with the Draft REIR; however, 
there is the possibility that during reproduction that Exhibit 3-2 may have been omitted from the Draft 
REIR copy sent to the Save Our Carmel River organization.  The Draft REIR, including Exhibit 3-2 is 
available on the County of Monterey’s website at: 

 http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/pbi/docs/eirs/september/sept_deir.htm 

Additionally, Exhibit 3-2, Local Vicinity Map was included in Appendix A, Initial Study, Notice of 
Preparation, and Responses of the Draft REIR. 

Response to SOCR 1-21 

As discussed on page 3-1A of the Draft REIR, and Section 4.6, Transportation and Traffic and as 
shown on Exhibit 3-3 Site Plan of the Draft REIR, site access is going to be provided opposite the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Brookdale Drive.  

The Site Plan identifies the parcels rather than the building envelopes; however, as indicated in the 
Draft REIR, impacts were analyzed based upon building envelopes.  Specifically, as stated on page 
4.9-1 of the Draft EIR, for purposes of the biological assessment and subsequently the EIR analysis, it 
was assumed that habitat values within the building envelopes of each lot will be lost as a result of 
project buildout.  Exhibit 4.9-1 identifies the native plant communities/habitat types located onsite as 
well as the residential lots and Table 4.9-2 identifies the impacted vegetation communities.  
Therefore, the Draft REIR provides an adequate level of information in regards to impacts within the 
building envelopes (the building envelope is presumed to be approximately 0.33 acres for each of the 
parcel sites for the purpose of this analysis). 

Response to SOCR 1-22 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 6. 

Response to SOCR 1-23 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-18. 
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Response to SOCR 1-24 

As noted on page 3-2 of the Draft REIR, the proposed project includes 463.4 of Common Open 
Space.  Additionally, Exhibit 3-3 identifies the locations of the various portions of the project site that 
are being retained as Common Open Space.  Currently all of the areas designated for Common Open 
Space are undeveloped and will remain as such with project implementation; therefore, essentially, at 
time of project commencement all 463.4 acres of Common Open Space will be present onsite.  

Response to SOCR 1-25 

The comment is noted.  In Section 3.3 the first two sentences are a brief description of the proposed 
project and are not intended to be considered part of the project objective.  The first two sentences are 
factually correct and introduce the project objective, which is clearly stated in the third sentence of 
the paragraph. 

Response to SOCR 1-26 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Additionally, as noted on page 3-1A, the proposed 
project is consistent with the Carmel Valley Master Plan land use designations and the County of 
Monterey Zoning designations assigned to the project site; therefore, amendments to the General Plan 
and Zoning are not listed as needed discretionary approvals. 

Response to SOCR 1-27 

As a draft condition of approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, design approval (with 
the final approval by the Planning Commission) shall be required for the water tanks, inclusionary 
housing units, tract sales office, any fencing, and the gate and gatehouse.  All of these structures, with 
the exception of the water tanks shall follow a rural design and maintain compatible design 
consistency with the surroundings and keeping with the historic farmhouse and equestrian center. 

Response to SOCR 1-28 

As identified on page 3-2 of the Draft REIR, the project site contains 463.4 acres of common open 
space and 319.4 of private open space.  Collectively, the project site will have 782.8 acres of open 
space, comprising 87.9 percent of the 891-acre project site. 

Response to SOCR 1-29 

The project description includes all lots proposed to be developed by the applicant.   

Response to SOCR 1-30 

Exhibit 3-1, Site Plan identifies the existing equestrian center, including the barn and ranch house as 
well as the existing onsite wells, water tanks, and booster pumps and other ancillary facilities located 
onsite.  It is noted that the commentor has requested that the County investigate whether County 
permits exist for the onsite roads, when they were issued, and how many are on slopes over thirty 
percent.  These comments are not related to any specific environmental issue and per CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204, in responding to comments, CEQA does not require a Lead 
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Agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, or experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commentors.  Rather, a Lead Agency need only to respond to significant environmental 
issues and does not need to provide all information requested by reviewers as long as a good faith 
effort of full disclosure is made in the EIR.  As stated on page 3-1A of the Draft REIR, “Project 
implementation will result in the upgrade and extension of the existing roadway network to create 
access to the residential units (see Exhibit 3-3).”  Additionally also state on page 3-1A of the Draft 
REIR, “Approximately 100,000 cubic yards of grading will be required to upgrade the existing onsite 
circulation system.  Portions of the roadway system will be graded in excess of 30 percent slopes.  
This grading will require a waiver (e.g., variance) of County regulations prohibiting development on 
slopes in excess of 30 percent to allow for the construction of the internal access roads.”  

Additionally it is noted that the comment would like the County to identify the number of trees that 
were removed for the current onsite circulation system.  The existing conditions of the project site are 
those conditions that are present at the commencement of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation 
period and past tree removal, if any, does not assist in establishing the existing conditions as defined 
by CEQA and therefore, is not further evaluated within this document.  

Response to SOCR 1-31 

The statement is intended to further clarify the existing conditions.  The proposed project will not 
conflict with any existing or proposed trail requirements of alignments.  As note on page 4.13-7, 
Mitigation Measure 4.13.5-2, the applicant in coordination with the Monterey County Parks 
Department shall dedicate trail easements to the County for connection of future trails with existing 
trails.  The applicant is offering to dedicate a twenty foot public recreational trail easement over the 
subdivided property for the purpose of providing public access from Carmel Valley Road to Jack’s 
Peak County Park. The specific alignment shall be located entirely within the trail easement as 
described and shown on the Applicant’s Final Map.  The configuration of the hiking and riding trails 
will be consistent with the guidelines set forth in the Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. 

Response to SOCR 1-32 

As discussed on page 4.1-3 of the Draft REIR, “Land use compatibility is primarily determined by its 
compatibility with various characteristics associated with land use in adjacent areas.  These 
characteristics include types of activities, noise, density, height/bulk, and/or appearance.  

The inclusionary housing units will be of greater density height/bulk than that of the equestrian center 
consisting of a barn and ranch house; however, the overall land use pattern will remain as residential.  
Moreover, through proper site design, a project of greater density and/or height/bulk can be 
considered compatible with the existing equestrian uses.  For instance, architectural style and the use 
of materials will allow for a project of differing scale to be considered compatible.  As outlined in 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-2 on page 4.11-13 of the Draft REIR, “Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the applicant shall submit design guidelines and landscaping plan subject to review and 
approval of the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department.  The plan shall 
utilize rural-architectural theme, break up building mass of the units closest to Carmel Valley Road, 
and implement landscaping materials compatible with the surrounding area.”  
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Moreover, as discussed on page 4.11-16, the 1.9 acres that will support the inclusionary housing units 
will be the most visible component of the project.  Visibility of the inclusionary housing will be 
primarily from vehicles traveling eastbound on Carmel Valley Road.  The inclusionary housing will 
be located adjacent to natural or manmade vertical features, including a proposed 20-foot tree screen  
and set back greater than 100 feet from Carmel Valley Road in an effort to obscure the inclusionary 
housing from Carmel Valley Road.  Vehicles traveling westbound on Carmel Valley Road would not 
see the inclusionary housing units, as they would be obscured by the existing 20 to 30-foot high bluff.  
Given the distance and physical obstacles between the equestrian center and the proposed 
inclusionary housing, there will be minimal views of the inclusionary housing from the equestrian 
center.  Please see MR-14: Aesthetics - Inclusionary Housing. 

Therefore, it is considered that with the combination of site design and the techniques implemented to 
visually obscure the inclusionary housing from public viewsheds, that the inclusionary housing units 
may be constructed to be compatible with the existing equestrian center. 

Please also note that the Recirculated Draft REIR examined three additional alternatives that 
evaluated alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations.  These further address 
visual and aesthetic issues raised by the public.  See MR-14: Aesthetics - Inclusionary Housing.  

Response to SOCR 1-33 

The comment has not identified any specific text in which the County may be intending to use the 
word proscribed; therefore, the County cannot determine to what language the comment may be 
referencing. 

Response to SOCR 1-34 

The CVMP guides land use decisions and development within the project area.  If there is a change in 
a CVMP policy, that would result in either an increase or decrease in the allowable development 
density of a parcel within the CVMP planning area, the maximum allowable density resulting as a 
change in such policy would be determined (tabulated).  The proposed project will not result in a 
change in CVMP policies and as such, no such tabulations are included in the Draft REIR.  As stated 
on page 4.1-3, this statement is in reference to the procedures that determine the allowable density 
within the project site. 

Response to SOCR 1-35 

As a draft condition of approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, prior to the filing of 
the final map, the applicant shall request, in writing that Parcels A, B, C, and D be rezoned to Open 
Space (O). 

Response to SOCR 1-36 

The CVMP is a component of the Monterey County General Plan and as discussed in the CVMP (see 
page 1), the CVMP consists of the Monterey County CVMP (as adopted December 16, 1986 and as 
amended through November 5, 1996) and the Monterey County General Plan.  
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The Draft REIR combined policies as warranted when two or more policies are closely related and 
logically could be addressed collectively. 

The proposed project will result in 463.4 acres of common area open space, which is dispersed 
throughout the project site.  More specifically in relation to CVMP Policy 26.1.23 and as shown on 
Exhibit 3-3 of the Draft REIR the project provides an open space buffer along the eastern and western 
boundaries of the project site between the Del Mesa Carmel (to the east) and Canada Woods (to the 
west) residential developments.  As discussed on page 4.1-5 of the Draft REIR the majority of the 
project site as open space.  In all open space accounts for 87.8 percent of the total project site 
distinguishing the project site from more dense suburban developments. 

Please see MR-14: Aesthetics - Inclusionary Housing for a discussion regarding the visual impacts of 
the inclusionary housing. 

Response to SOCR 1-37 

As noted on page 3-1A and 4.1-7 of the Draft REIR the proposed project is consistent with the 
CVMP and zoning ordnance designations for the project site.  The inclusionary housing is located 
within the portion of the project site that is designated as Low Density Residential 5-1 acres/unit and 
zoned as Low Density Residential/2.5 Design Control- Site Control.  As discussed in the Recirculated 
REIR, the project will not require a zone change or up-zone as referenced by the commentor.  
Moreover, overall the proposed project will result in less development than is allowed under either 
the CVMP or the slope density formula.  Thus, the project is consistent with the intent of the CVMP 
to limit the amount of growth within the CVMP planning area.  

The reference to medium density housing on page 4.1-6 of the Draft REIR is unintentionally 
misleading and has been revised as follows: 

In the same manner, the inclusionary housing units would be located on land generally suited 
for the clustering of the smaller lot single-family inclusionary units. 

This revision is included in Section 6, Errata.   

Specifically, consideration was given to the height of the inclusionary housing in relation to 
topographical features throughout the project site and the ability to obscure the inclusionary housing 
(see MR-14: Aesthetics - Inclusionary Housing).   

Additionally, the inclusionary housing is to be constructed during the early stages of the proposed 
project.  Given that much of the infrastructure (i.e., roadways, pipelines, etc.) will not be fully 
constructed during this phase of the proposed project, it is logical to place the inclusionary housing in 
an area that is easily accessible to existing infrastructure.  

Please also note that the Recirculated Draft REIR examined three additional alternatives that 
evaluated alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations. 
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Response to SOCR 1-38 

The original Preliminary Project Review Map and Tentative Vesting Tract Map are dated 1995.  
Since the commencement of the proposed project, the project applicant has removed lots 41 through 
43 from the development plan.  

Response to SOCR 1-39 

The commentor notes that the CVMP (Policies 34.1.1.1 and 34.1.1.2) allows clustering only when 
distinct conditions are met.  In particular, the CVMP allows clustering when visible open space is 
preserved in critically sensitive areas or protects other natural resources. 

In accordance with the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, the project applicant is 
required to provide onsite inclusionary housing units unless the applicant demonstrates clear and 
convincing evidence that an onsite contribution is not appropriate for the September Ranch project 
site.  To feasibly provide onsite inclusionary housing, which is the intent of the ordinance, the 
applicant has designed the project to allow for the clustering of inclusionary housing in an area of the 
project site that is most suitable to support greater housing densities in relation to the policies set forth 
in the CVMP, including the preservation of open space and critically sensitive areas.  As discussed on 
page 4.11-13, “a visual field survey of the site and adjacent areas was conducted to assess the existing 
visual character of the property from key vantage points.  This included siting of lots through staking 
and flagging in an effort to identify the location of the final building envelopes to minimize potential 
viewshed impacts.  More specifically, siting of these lots was established by taking into consideration 
both topography and elevation in relation to public vantage points and transportation routes.”  This is 
consistent with the CVMP policy to preserve visible open space.  Additionally, please refer to 
MR-14: Aesthetics - Inclusionary Housing.  

Please also note that the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 6.0 examined three additional alternatives 
that evaluated alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations. 

Very little of the project site is currently disturbed.  As shown on Exhibit 4.9-1, the majority of the 
project site consists of Monterey pine/coast live oak forest, coastal sage scrub, and grassland.  As 
previously discussed, the project applicant is required to construct inclusionary housing, specifically, 
in accordance with the provisions of the ordinance, the project applicant is required to construct a 
minimum of fifteen inclusionary housing units.  Alternatively, if the applicant were to not cluster 
these units there would be greater disturbance to the existing habitat as a result of individual lots and 
the associated infrastructure needed to be constructed to support these lots.  Therefore, the clustering 
of the inclusionary lots is considered to be consistent with CVMP policy 34.1.1.2. 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6(f) state, “Alternatives must be limited to the ones that meet the project objectives, are 
ostensibly feasible, and would avoid or substantially lessen at least one of the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project.”  Evaluating an alternative inclusionary housing 
location would not substantially lessen at least one of the significant environmental effects of the 
project. 
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Response to SOCR 1-40 

As discussed on page 3-1A of the Draft REIR, 494 acres in the northern portion of the project site are 
designated as RDR/10-D-S and the remainder of the project site is zoned as LDR/2.5-D-S (397 acres).  
Moreover, as discussed in the Recirculated REIR and on pages 3-1A and 4.1-7 of the Draft REIR, the 
proposed project is consistent with the CVMP and zoning ordinance designations for the project site.  
Please see Response to SOCR-37. 

Response to SOCR 1-41  

Please see Response to SOCR1-51.  As demonstrated in Section 4.3 and the accompanying 
hydrologic report (Appendix C), the CVA and the SRA are independent, albeit partially connected, 
hydrologic units.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability. 

Response to SOCR 1-42 

Please see Draft REIR, Section 3.2-1, page 3-2 which notes that the proposed project is complying 
with a request that the project not connect to the Cal-Am system.  The ability of Cal-Am to comply 
with an order of the SWRCB is not implicated by any physical change resulting from the proposed 
project, and therefore no further response is required.  

The Recirculated Portion of the RDEIR addresses impacts to water supply at Section 4.3, and the 
accompanying Hydrogeologic Report (Appendix C), and impacts to aquatic biological resources at 
Section 4.9.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources.  

Response to SOCR 1-43 

Please see Recirculated DREIR, Section 4.9 and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources. 

Response to SOCR 1-44 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-9.  The Recirculated Draft REIR incorporates the latest technical 
information and analyses of connectivity between the CVA and the SRA.  Please see MR-18: 
Hydrology & Water Availability and Recirculated Draft REIR section 4.3, and the accompanying 
Hydrology Report (Appendix C). 

Response to SOCR 1-45 

Please see MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability. 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3.  Based on review of the hydrogeologic evidence by 
its expert consultant, the County has concluded that due to a limited hydrologic connection with the 
CVA, the SRA is percolating groundwater; accordingly, the County has concluded that the proposed 
project would exercise overlying groundwater rights to the SRA.  A riparian rights analysis was 
obtained in response to judicial and public inquiry, but after reviewing and weighing the evidence 
currently available regarding the hydrogeology of the proposed project area, the County does not 
believe that the project would be exercising a riparian right.  
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Response to SOCR 1-46 

County Ordinance 3310 applies only within the Cal-Am service area and only to projects that would 
use water within the County’s allocation, (Monterey County Code 18.46.030, Ord. 3310, 1988.)  The 
proposed project would not be included within the Cal-Am service area and would not use water from 
the County’s allocation.  Please see response to SOCR1-42.  Even if the Ordinance did apply, the 
County would have the discretion to evaluate the past 9 years of water use as a factual matter in 
applying its own Ordinance, and this existing water use on the property is higher than that proposed 
by the project.  As noted in the Recirculated Draft REIR, pursuant to judicial direction regarding 
CEQA standards, the CEQA baseline is set at 3 AFY, not at existing water use.  Please see Response 
to SOCR 1-48. 

Response to SOCR 1-47 

CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze the worst-case scenario in terms of environmental impacts.  
Additionally, as noted in CEQA Guidelines section 15126(d), “A draft EIR must describe a 
reasonable range of alternatives, which will in part, avoid or substantially lessens any of the 
significant environmental impacts of the proposed project.”  Therefore, examining a maximum 
zoning density alternative is not required by CEQA. 

Response to SOCR 1-48 

CEQA requires only a discussion of the impacts of the project.  As noted in the Recirculated Draft 
REIR, the environmental baseline was set at 3 AFY.  As also noted in Recirculated Draft REIR, 99 
AFY was not used as the baseline, but was briefly noted in order to fully disclose existing site 
conditions.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR Section 3.2; see also Recirculated DREIR, Section 
4.3; MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability. It is assumed that the “cannons” referenced in this 
comment are the irrigation devices currently being used to water pastureland.  The project’s proposed 
water use would be 57.21 AFY.  Continuing irrigation of pastureland is not proposed by the project. 

Response to SOCR 1-49a 

The baseline used for the impact analysis in the Recirculated DREIR is 3 AFY. 

Response to SOCR 1-49b   

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability   

Response to SOCR 1-50 

The comment does not identify how this information is relevant to the project or to the CEQA 
analysis.   

Assuming for purposes of providing a response that the comment is asking whether there are 
alternative project sites available, CEQA requires consideration of alternatives only for the purpose of 
reducing or eliminating the potential significant adverse impacts that result from the proposed project.  
The Recirculated Draft REIR demonstrates that there is no adverse significant impact to the water 
resources or biological resources of the Carmel River that would require consideration of alternative 
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sites.  (See Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9; see also MR-20: Aquatic Biological 
Resources.)  Moreover, assessment of alternative sites would not be likely to change the water 
demand of the proposed project or the potential impacts associated with that demand. 

Response to SOCR 1-51 

In SWRCB Order 95-10, quoted in the comment, the SWRCB evaluated water rights relevant to 
pumping by Cal-Am from the aquifer that is adjacent to the Carmel River.  See MR-19:  Significance 
Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability.  In order to reference the hydrogeographic 
location “underlying and closely paralleling the Carmel River” and in which Cal-Am’s pumping was 
taking place for the purposes of Order 95-10, the Recirculated Draft REIR shorthanded the SWRCB’s 
reference to this hydrogeographic location as the “Carmel Valley Aquifer or CVA.”  This term is used 
by the community and has not been objected to by any regulatory agency or water user commenting 
on the Recirculated Draft REIR.  The semantics of the term used to describe the aquifer is irrelevant 
to the nature or magnitude of physical changes potentially resulting from the proposed project, and 
therefore no further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 1-52 

The baseline used for project impact analysis is 3 AFY.  The comment does not explain how the 
semantics of the discussion are relevant to the nature or magnitude of physical changes potentially 
resulting from the proposed project, and therefore no further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 1-53 

The correction is noted and has been included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to SOCR 1-54 

It is not clear what “administrative Draft REIR” the comment refers to, or why this would be 
relevant to environmental impacts.  An administrative draft is produced for the purpose of 
catching errors, and therefore often contains errors.  It is not adopted by any legislative body 
and any information contained therein does not reflect the thinking of the legislative body 
unless and until the body adopts and certifies a Final EIR that contains such information.  
Consequently, to the extent the comment implies that there was a change in position that 
requires explanation, the response is that there is no value to explaining a change between the 
administrative draft (which is not a public draft) and a publicly-released draft; there has been 
no “change” in the analysis that is relevant to CEQA.   

Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 

Response to SOCR 1-55 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 

Response to SOCR 1-56 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 
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Response to SOCR 1-57 

Data in the table and chart are provided by NCDC Station listing for NWS Cooperative Network 
located at the north end of the Carmel Valley landing strip: Latitude: 36°29’West, Longitude: -
121°44’North, and elevation: 430 feet.  This station is about 7.5 miles southeast of September Ranch 
and should present a conservative precipitation range.  September Ranch is about 3¼ miles from the 
Pacific Ocean and is probably wetter and influenced more than the Carmel Valley area by weather 
including fog from the west. 

System loss is estimated at 7%.  Please see MR-17; Water Demands.   

Please see Response to SOCR1-54. 

Response to SOCR 1-58 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability, regarding the sources of recharge for the SRA.  
Reclamation is not a substantial component of SRA recharge. 

Response to SOCR 1-59 

The proposed project does not include continuing pasture irrigation. 

Response to SOCR 1-60 

Comment noted.  The Recirculated Draft REIR attempts to find a balance between the complex 
technical analysis demanded by the public versus explaining complex technical concepts in 
laypersons terms.  The phrases referenced refer to the degree to which the CVA and SRA are 
connected to each other by layers of materials underground, and the resulting water exchange (or lack 
thereof) between the two as a result of varying rainfall, runoff, and groundwater volume conditions.   

Response to SOCR 1-61 

The issue of water rights is a legal issue; the analysis was provided in order to respond to an inquiry 
by the court of appeal and in the interest of complete information.  Water rights are largely irrelevant 
to the potential for physical changes in the environment.  See Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3; 
see also Response to SOCR 1-1.  The comment is irrelevant to the nature or magnitude of physical 
changes potentially resulting from the proposed project, and therefore no further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 1-62 

The concept of riparian rights is only relevant if the SRA is considered part and parcel of the CVA.  
The extensive hydrology analysis conducted for the REIR demonstrates that the SRA is not the same 
aquifer as the CVA; instead, it is a separate (although partially connected) aquifer that is properly 
characterized as percolating groundwater.  This is not an unusual concept or one that is unique to the 
project; the concept of partially-connected water systems governed by different legal principles is an 
accepted and ubiquitous aspect of California water law.    
 
Despite the conclusions of the hydrology analysis, the riparian rights analysis is nonetheless included 
in the REIR in order to comply with judicial direction and in response to public inquiry.  For CEQA 
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purposes, the critical issue is that regardless of whether the SRA is considered subject to overlying or 
riparian water right principles, the potential physical impacts of the proposed project would be the 
same, and are extensively identified and evaluated in the REIR.  
 

Response to SOCR 1-63 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3 and MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-
2 - Water Balance) for clarification regarding the amount of exchange between the CVA and the 
SRA.   

Response to SOCR 1-64 

The text referenced in the comment refers to a water rights discussion.  Please see Recirculated Draft 
REIR Section 4.3 and accompanying Hydrology Report (Appendix C) as well as MR-18 Re: 
Hydrology & Water Availability regarding existing uses within AQ3 of the CVA (identified in 
CVSIM as approximately 10,000 AFY). 

Response to SOCR 1-65 

The Recirculated DREIR correctly states that there is limited potential for additional large 
development, and hence additional large water demands, within the Carmel River area.  Growth 
within the Carmel Valley is limited by the Carmel Valley Master Plan.  All reasonably foreseeable 
future water demands within the Carmel Valley were identified and evaluated for purposes of 
cumulative water supply impacts analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please see Recirculated 
Draft REIR, Section 5 (cumulative impacts), which addresses each project referenced in this 
comment.   

Response to SOCR 1-66 

All factual analysis and reasoning is already provided in the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3, 
and accompanying Hydrogeologic Report (Appendix C).  The SWRCB has never issued a formal 
opinion with respect to the hydrogeology of the proposed project area.  In the interest of full public 
discussion, the Recirculated Draft REIR provided consultant responses to each technical point raised 
a 1998 SWRCB staff comment letter on an outdated environmental review document for this project.  
See Appendix C.  The SWRCB did not submit any new comments on the Recirculated Draft REIR.   

Response to SOCR 1-67 

This clarification is noted and the appropriate revisions are included in Section 6, Errata, of this 
document. 

Response to SOCR 1-68 

The proposed project will rely on percolating groundwater from the SRA for its water supply.  Under 
California law, use of percolating groundwater does not require a permit from the SWRCB, 
regardless of the location of use. 
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Response to SOCR 1-69 

CEQA specifies that an EIR should provide only a general description of the project’s characteristics 
and shall not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of significant 
environmental impacts.  “General” means involving only the main features of something rather than 
details or particulars.  In this regard, precise engineering designs are not needed to analyze potentially 
significant impacts. 

The “general description” requirement is consistent with other CEQA mandates to make the EIR a 
user-friendly document.  For example, Guidelines section 15140 states that EIRs must be written in 
plain language so that decision makers and the public can rapidly understand them.  The general 
description requirement also fosters the principle that EIRs should be prepared early enough in the 
planning stages of a project to enable environmental concerns to influence the project's design.  A 
general description of a project element can be provided earlier in the process than a detailed 
engineering plan and is more amenable to modification to reflect environmental concerns.  The 
CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the 
initial project; new and unforeseen insights may emerge during investigation, evoking revision of the 
original proposal.  The primary requirement is that there is sufficient information to understand the 
significant environmental impacts of the proposed project.  

The Recirculated Draft REIR concluded that the potential impacts of water use by the project as 
proposed would be less than significant, and therefore no mitigation measures were required, except 
that the Recirculated Draft REIR adopted a performance standard to ensure that project well(s) would 
be located so as to preclude impacts to neighboring wells.  (Please see Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 (well 
locations) in Section 6, Errata.)  Although mitigation was not required by CEQA, in order to address 
public concerns regarding water use, in its land use process the County voluntarily developed 
additional mitigation measures and performance standards that would govern water use and which 
will be incorporated into the Final EIR.  See Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 (well locations); Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1 (cap on total project water use).  As part of its land use process, the County obtained 
an engineering report that recommends some details of water use.  (Questa Engineering).  The Questa 
Report is included for informational purposes in the Final EIR as Appendix A.  Consistent with the 
CEQA standards discussed above, the final water use plan may vary from these details in some 
respects; the County will evaluate technical details on an ongoing basis consistent with 14 C.C.R. § 
15162 (standards for review of new information).  Note that as a result of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 
(cap on total water use) any water use increase resulting from treatment or system losses, etc., would 
result in a reduction of the amount of water available for residential purposes, so that the project 
water use would never exceed the 57.21 AFY evaluated in the Recirculated Draft REIR. 

Response to SOCR 1-70 

Any project that demonstrated a right to use water and consistency with County policies would be 
eligible to apply for a County approval.  For purposes of the CEQA analysis, all reasonably 
foreseeable projects with net increases in water use are identified and analyzed in the Recirculated 
DREIR.  See Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 5. 
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Response to SOCR 1-71 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water Balance) discussions under 
Heading 1997 Pumping Test.  The comment from the District, regarding a rainy period during the 
aquifer test, is acknowledged.  The consulting hydrologist determined that there was no need to 
perform another test given that the test results are interpretable and beneficial in characterizing the 
nature of a groundwater flow divide during the tests which in turn suggest a degree of hydraulic 
separations between the two aquifers. 

The determination of 57.21 AFY of project demand is firm.  No analysis of impact is necessary for a 
hypothetical 100 AFY of usage.   

Response to SOCR 1-72 

This correction is noted and has been included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to SOCR 1-73 

The current drops in water level in the Brookdale well closest to the SRA of 5 to 7 feet on a yearly 
basis are within the normal and expected seasonal drawdowns due to pumping in this well (and 
likewise for any other active groundwater producing wells in the area) and hence its reported changes 
in water levels should not be regarded as influences from current SRA pumping.  Please see Response 
to SOCR 2-61. 

Response to SOCR 1-74 

The comment is correct that there are existing overlying users within the SRA.  The Recirculated 
Draft REIR acknowledged these existing users and included their water use in the environmental 
impact analysis.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3.   

Response to SOCR 1-75 

Exhibit 4.3-5 is included in the Draft REIR to visually support the discussion regarding the 
hydrogeologic setting of the project site.  As indicated in the legend of Exhibit 4.3-5, the boundary of 
the SRA is delineated by a line and dash sequence.  As identified on page 4.3-14 of the Draft REIR, 
the intent of Exhibit 4.3-5 is to show the elevation of the top of the Monterey Formation.  While it is 
understood that the comment requests that the Draft REIR include aerial photographs that show the 
most current land uses and roads, the location of Exhibit 4.3-5, and photographs of adjacent land uses, 
including Canada Woods and Monterra Ranch, as outlined in CEQA Guideline Section 15204(a), a 
Lead Agency need not provide all information requested by reviewers.  The discussions included 
within the Draft REIR, particularly within Sections 3, Project Description, and 4.1, Land Use and 
Planning sufficiently describe the current land uses within and surrounding the project site.  The 
information requested by the comment does not assist in further understanding the hydrogeologic 
setting of the project site and therefore is not appropriate to include within Section 4.3. 
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Response to SOCR 1-76 

Exhibit 4.3-7 shows the rise of the top of the Monterey Formation in the eastern portion of the SRA to 
nearly 120 feet MSL as compared to -40 feet MSL in the western portion.  Kleinfelder Plate three 
“Site Geologic Map” shows Monterey Formation outcropping in the eastern tip of the SRA boundary. 

Response to SOCR 1-77 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-71. 

Response to SOCR 1-78 

The analysis agrees with the concept that the SRA is an extension of the CVA, please see MR:18 
Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water Balance).  The Recirculated Draft REIR was 
updated with a brief statement at Page 4.3-42 that “all (recharged) groundwater not consumed or 
stored in the SRA would normally benefit the CVA.”  The Recirculated Draft REIR essentially agrees 
with the District’s concept that groundwater in the SRA is shared with the CVA mainly in the 
collocated portions of the two aquifers as illustrated in Figure 4.3-3 where cross-section M-M’ 
characterizes the depth to bedrock of these aquifers.   

Response to SOCR 1-79 

The project does not include the continuation of pasture irrigation.  The project description has been 
revised and this revision is included in Section 6, Errata (see Revisions to page 3-2). 

Response to SOCR 1-80 

Production records were received for only four wells, and it appears that these four are the only wells 
with historical records other than SR1.  Records for the four wells noted in the Todd 1997 report were 
compared to data kept at the MPWMD. 

Records at the MPWMD show that the average total production from the 4 wells is 0.76 AFY.  The 
difference between this average value from the District and the total pumpage from the individual 
wells of 2.65 is due to the large amount of usage from the Campisi well (1.3 AFY) as compared to 
data kept at the District.  It appears that the large usage in the Campisi well may have been a one-time 
usage and that the District’s data are more representative of aggregate long-term productions.  At 
page 4.3-46, the Final EIR will focus on the MPWMD’s average total usage and delete the word 
estimated. 

Response to SOCR 1-81 

The two aquifers overlap at the location noted (i.e., they are “collocated”), and only there do they 
share aquifer storage space.  Collocation does not preclude two groundwater areas from being 
denoted separate aquifers, which the hydrogeology of the area suggests these are.  Please note that 
whether the aquifers are denoted as one or two, the impact conclusions related to the proposed project 
would remain the same.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water 
Balance).   
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Response to SOCR 1-82 

The proposed project would not be allowed to use water beyond 57.21 AFY.  Please see MR-17:  
Water Demands. 

Response to SOCR 1-83 

The information is provided for context.  This specific historic information is irrelevant to physical 
changes caused by the proposed project, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to SOCR 1-84 

At the time of the preparation of the Draft REIR, it was not known if the project would include an 
onsite package treatment plant or connect to the Carmel Area Wastewater District for the disposal and 
treatment of project-generated wastewater.  However, since the release of the Draft REIR for public 
review, it has been determined that the proposed project will connect to the CAWD.  Please refer to 
the Recirculated Draft REIR. 

Response to SOCR 1-85 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-84.  In addition, as noted on page 4.5-8 of the Draft REIR, the 
project will include an onsite STEP collection system that will connect to the CAWD system within 
the approximate area of Via Petra and Carmel Valley Road. 

Response to SOCR 1-86 

Wastewater will be treated offsite by the CAWD. 

Response to SOCR 1-87 

Wastewater will be treated offsite by the CAWD. 

The Recirculated DREIR examined impacts from both spray and leach applications in the event that 
the proposed project would result in the construction of an onsite wastewater treatment system.  The 
Recirculated Draft REIR has always presented on-site and off-site options for wastewater treatment 
and disposal.  Most recently, the off-site alternative has been discussed by staff as most reasonable 
and feasible and thus it is currently proposed that the project connect with the Carmel Area 
Wastewater District (see Response to Comments CAWD 1-1 and CAWD 1-2).  Therefore, on-site 
disposal of treated wastewater is no longer a project component; however, because the analysis has 
always included both options, the off-site connection does not present any impacts that have not been 
previously identified in the Recirculated Draft REIR. 

Response to SOCR 1-88 

Wastewater will be treated offsite by the CAWD.  Please refer to Responses to SOCR 1-79, SOCR 1-
84, and SOCR 1-85. 
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Response to SOCR 1-89 

Please refer to Responses to SOCR 1-79, SOCR 1-84, and SOCR 1-85. 

Response to SOCR 1-90 

As identified in Section 4.4 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, Whitson Engineers prepared a 
Preliminary Drainage Report (June 3, 1996), which was peer reviewed by Monterey Bay Engineers 
(June 15, 1996).  As outlined on page 4.4-9 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, all proposed detention 
facilities have been designed to effectively meet the additional runoff created during a 100-year storm 
event.  According to the design criteria provided by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
(MCWRA), the detention basins must be sized to store the difference between the 100-year post 
development runoff and the 100-year pre development runoff while limiting the discharge to the 10-
year pre-development runoff rate.  If runoff from individual lots cannot be directed to a detention 
basin, on-site detention facilities shall be constructed in accordance with MCWRA requirements. 

As a draft condition of approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, prior to the filing of 
the final map, the applicant shall submit a drainage plan for review and approval by the Director of 
Public Works Department and the General Manager of MCWRA.  The report is to include and show 
all tributary areas and information pertinent to the drainage in the area.  The proposed detention basin 
capacities shall accommodate 100-year storm event, with engineered design features to control 
release of detained flows to pre-development 10-year storm levels, as planned. 

Response to SOCR 1-91 

The inland valleys, including the Carmel Valley, are filled with unconsolidated to semi-consolidated 
alluvium (stream channel and over-bank deposits) of Quaternary age (about the last 1.6 million 
years).  

Response to SOCR 1-92 

The Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2003 California Supplement Signal Warrants define 
a “rural road” as having a “critical speed of major street traffic greater than or equal to 40 miles per 
hour” or being “in (a) built up area of isolated community of less than 10,000 population”.  Based on 
this definition, the installation of a signal on Carmel Valley Road at Brookdale is not likely to change 
the designation of Carmel Valley Road from Rural to Urban. 

Response to SOCR 1-93 

The traffic analysis was conservatively based on the project consisting of 110 single-family homes, 
while only 95 single-family market rate homes are proposed.  The 15 inclusionary units are expected 
to have a lower trip generation rate than what was assumed for single-family residential. The ITE trip 
generation rates take into account all trips generated by a single family home and does not 
differentiate between whether residents or non residents are in the vehicles.  As part of another study, 
TJKM conducted its own trip generation survey of 64 “high-end” homes in Los Gatos.  The study 
resulted in a p.m. peak hour rate of 0.98 trips per home, which is very similar to the ITE rate of 1.01 
trips per home.    
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Response to SOCR 1-94 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-93. 

Response to SOCR 1-95 

The trip distribution assumptions are mainly based on existing travel patterns.  For example the 12 
percent of traffic that is expected to travel to (and from) the south on Highway One is based on the 
existing a.m. peak volume turning onto southbound Highway One from Rio Road divided by this 
volume plus traffic from eastbound Rio Road traffic and westbound Carmel Valley Road turning onto 
northbound Highway One.  Mathematically, this amounts to roughly 12 % 
(=(106+37)/(106+37+177+906)). 

Response to SOCR 1-96 

The correction is noted and the error message has been deleted, this correction is included in Section 
6, Errata. 

Response to SOCR 1-97 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-93. 

Response to SOCR 1-98 

Please refer to MR-13: Traffic Impact Fees. In addition, the purpose of the proposed traffic 
mitigations is to reduce the project’s traffic impacts to less than significant in terms of average delay 
per vehicle, and not aesthetics.  Please refer to Sections 4.1 and 4.11 of the Recirculated Draft REIR 
for discussions regarding land use and aesthetics. 

Response to SOCR 1-99 

The monitoring action included after mitigation measure 4.6-6 on page 4.6-19 of the Draft REIR 
applies to the four mitigation measures (4.6-3, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, and 4.6-6) that immediately proceed the 
monitoring action. 

Response to SOCR 1-100 

Please refer to Response to Comment on the Recirculated DREIR MR-12, Transit Stop 
Locations/Safety/Effectiveness. 

Response to SOCR 1-101 

Please refer to Response to Comment on the Recirculated DREIR MR-12, Transit Stop 
Locations/Safety/Effectiveness. 

Response to SOCR 1-102 

Please refer to Response to Comment on the Recirculated DREIR MR-11 Sight Distance. 



September Ranch Subdivision Project  
Response to Comments to Draft REIR Response to Comments 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 4-126 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec04_Draft REIR Responses.doc  

Response to SOCR 1-103 

Please refer to Response to Comment on the Recirculated DREIR MR-12, Transit Stop 
Locations/Safety/Effectiveness. 

Response to SOCR 1-104 

Please refer to Response to Comment on the Recirculated DREIR MR-12, Transit Stop 
Locations/Safety/Effectiveness. 

Response to SOCR 1-105 

The comment is noted that there are two access points that are currently utilized. Please refer to 
Response to SOCR 1-15. 

Response to SOCR 1-106 

During the early phases of construction prior to the installation of a water system to serve the project 
site, construction activities will require that water be hauled into the project site; therefore, during this 
time construction activities will not result in an increased water demand at the project site.  
Additionally, during later phases of construction, in the event that construction activities use onsite 
water facilities, as identified in Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 on page 4.7-8 of the Draft REIR, the project 
shall limit the area of excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one time to no more 
than eight acres on any given day.  Since construction activities will be limited, any demand would be 
less than what is assumed under the project’s operational conditions, which have been determined to 
have a less than significant water supply impact. 

Response to SOCR 1-107 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing.  Please also note that Section 6.0 of the 
Recirculated Draft REIR examined three additional alternatives that evaluated alternative 
inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations. 

Response to SOCR 1-108 

As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 on page 4.8-6 of the Draft REIR, the five-foot glass or 
transparent plastic barrier is required on both south facing balconies and decks.  Table 4.8-1 on page 
4.8-2 of the Draft REIR identifies the County of Monterey exterior noise land use compatibility 
standards; however, while 70 dBA is conditionally acceptable for multi-family residential housing, a 
discussed on page 4.8-1 of the Draft REIR, the County of Monterey considers 60 dBA as the most 
desirable for any useable outdoor space in semi-rural environments.  The inclusionary housing units 
may experience noise levels in the 60 to 65 dBA range, which is acceptable but not optimal.  
Therefore, mitigation is provided to reduce noise impacts to meet the County’s desired standard of 60 
dBA.  Normal noise attenuation within residential structures with closed windows is 20 dB; thus, the 
inclusionary housing units will not be exposed to interior noise levels greater than those dictated by 
the State of California Noise Insulation Standards (45 dBA). 
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Response to SOCR 1-109 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 as identified on pages 4.8-6 and  
4.8-7 of the Draft REIR, interior noise levels within the inclusionary housing units will meet the 45 
dBA standard set forth in the California Noise Insulation Standards.  No further special construction 
is needed. 

Response to SOCR 1-110 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing, and Responses to SOCR 1-37, SOCR 1-
39, SOCR 1-40, SOCR 1-108, and SOCR 1-109.   

Response to SOCR 1-111 

The comment is noted that the commentor would like an exhibit showing the surrounding project 
area. Exhibit 3-2 of the Recirculated DREIR identifies the local vicinity. 

Response to SOCR 1-112 

As identified in Appendix H of the Draft REIR, 297 coast live oak trees and 607 Monterey pines 
(with a dbh greater than 6 inches) will be removed for roadwork and 593 oaks and 2,085 Monterey 
pines will be removed for residential lots, inclusionary housing and detention ponds (Staub 2002).  
Additionally, as identified in Appendix H of the Draft REIR, Approximately 34.90-acres (less than 10 
percent) of the Monterey pine-coast live oak forest habitat will be directly impacted from construction 
of roads, utilities and building pads, including pads 6, 13-15, 19-23, 26-28, 30-71, 73,75,80-86, 88-
97, 99-102-, 107-109, 113, 114.  A map identifying the trees to be removed was included in the 
Forestry Report prepared by Staub Forestry and Environmental Consulting (2004) and may be 
reviewed at the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department. 

Additionally, as identified in Section 6, Errata, the second sentence of the last paragraph on page 4.9-
23 has been revised to read as follows: 

Approximately six percent of the coast live oak trees (890 out of a conservative estimate of 
15,200 trees) and approximately four percent of the Monterey pines (2,692 out of a 
conservative estimate of 66,540 trees), that occur onsite will be removed as a result of the 
construction of roadways, residential lots, inclusionary housing units, and detention ponds. 

Response to SOCR 1-113 

The distance between the project site and the Carmel River depends on which area of the project site 
is being measured.  For example, the northwest corner of the site to the Carmel River is farther away 
from the southeast corner of the site to the Carmel River.  In the examples identified in the comment, 
the distance was provided for context and has no relevance to environmental impacts.  For purposes 
of CEQA, the distance that matters is the distance between a) the point of collocation between the 
CVA and the SRA to b) the Carmel River.  Consulting hydrologists have identified that distance as 
approximately 850 feet.  Please refer to Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 5.0, Appendix C, 
and MR-18:  Hydrology & Water Availability 
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Response to SOCR 1-114 

As shown on Exhibit 3-3, Site Plan, Parcel C is Common Area, which is distinguished from Parcel A, 
which is Open Space. 

Response to SOCR 1-115 

The total cleared area identified in Exhibit 4.9-1 of the Draft REIR is approximately 0.6 acres and 
encompasses 58.5 percent of the envelopes of lots 38 and 39.  The cleared area habitat consists of 
0.19 acres of disturbed, 0.11 acres of Monterey pine/coast live oak disturbed and 0.3 acres of 
scrubland disturbed. 

Response to SOCR 1-116 

The grasslands on the site occur as a patchwork mosaic of native and non-native species.  Native 
grasslands cannot be readily mapped as noted in our previous correspondence on the subject.  The 
RDEIR (Mitigation No. 4.9-9) requires pre-construction surveys to identify high concentrations of 
native species (areas with over 50 percent native grassland species) and replacement on a 1:1 ratio as 
mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Response to SOCR 1-117 

Pines and oaks intergrade on the site such that oak woodland and pine forest cannot be readily 
separated for mapping purposes.  Similarly, native grassland elements (referred to in part as coastal 
terrace prairie in the RDEIR) merge with non-native species and cannot be readily mapped as noted 
above and in Zander Associates memo dated June 30, 2005.    Table 4.9-4 sets forth the impacted 
acreage for the Monterey pine/coast live oak forest and grassland, and the EIR establishes mitigation 
measures specific to the Monterey pine forest, coast live oak woodland, and grassland resources 
located on the project site to reduce impacts to a level of insignificance.   

Response to SOCR 1-118 

Several factors were considered in the design of the proposed lot configuration, including but not 
limited to topography and slopes, accessibility, aesthetics, and biological sensitivity.  Much of the 
scrub habitat onsite occurs in ridgeline areas, where lots would be more visible and less accessible.  
Project design attempts to limit roadway construction on slopes in excess of thirty percent and as 
discussed in Section 4.11 of the Draft REIR, the proposed lot configuration was designed with the 
consideration of topography and elevations in relation to public vantage points and transportation 
routes, an avoidance of ridgelines, and an attempt not to obstruct views of the surrounding mountains, 
Carmel River, or other sensitive public viewsheds.  

The Draft REIR contains alternative analyses that in part examine a reduction in impacts to the 
Monterey pine/coast live oak forest (see the Planning Commission Recommendation Alternative and 
the Reduce Forest with Twenty Percent Inclusionary Housing Alternative in Section 6 of the Draft 
REIR).  See also Section 6.0 of the Recirculated Draft REIR; MR-16:  Staff Recommended 
Alternative.  These alternatives have not been eliminated from consideration and the Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to weigh the merits of all of the alternatives 
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evaluated in the Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR in relation to the proposed project in its 
consideration of the certification of the REIR and project approval. 

As noted, approximately 18 acres of grassland will be impacted as a result of project implementation; 
however, the project applicant is required to prepare a grassland management plan, which contains 
provisions that will reduce grassland impacts to less than significant.  As noted on page 4.9-28 of the 
Draft REIR, two large grassland areas near the project entrance were identified as areas supporting a 
high diversity and abundance of native wildflowers and grasses will be preserved as open space.  As 
previously noted (see Response SCOR-47), CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d) dictate that, “A draft 
EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives, which will in part, avoid or substantially lessens 
any of the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project.”  Examining an alternative that 
places lots solely on scrubland may minimize impacts to other habitats; however, the coastal scrub 
also provides valuable cover, nesting, denning, roosting, and foraging habitat for animal species (see 
page 4.9-7 of the Draft REIR); therefore, impacts to biologically sensitive communities would not be 
substantially lessened.  Additionally, as previously noted, much of the scrubland habitat is located in 
the higher elevations and ridgelines of the project site.  The siting of lots in these areas may result in 
additional impacts not associated with the proposed project, such as greater visual and geologic 
impacts.  Therefore, while such an alternative may result in reducing impacts to grassland habitat, 
such an alternative would not result in substantially lessening any of the significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed project and thus is not in accordance with CEQA.  

Response to SOCR 1-119 

The comment is noted.  The language has been revised as shown below.  Please see page 4.9-8 of the 
Recirculated DREIR: 

On the other hand, small species, such as amphibians would find it difficult to move onto the 
site from the Carmel River due to the residential development and the debris-blocked culverts 
going under Carmel Valley Road. 

This revision is included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to SOCR 1-120 

Please see MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and Response to Comments SOCR 1-
112 and SOCR 1-118.  As stated on page 4.9-21 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, for purposes of the 
biological assessment and subsequently the EIR analysis, impacts were assessed under the 
conservative assumption that project implementation would result in the clearing of 0.33 acres 
clearing per residential lot, which would directly affect 34.9 acres of the existing 426 acres of 
Monterey pine forest located on the project site; however, as a result of the design review process for 
development of the individual lots, the actual tree loss is expected to be less.  Exhibit 4.9-1 identifies 
the native plant communities/habitat types located onsite as well as the residential lots and Table 4.9-
2 identifies the impacted vegetation communities.  

Response to SOCR 1-121 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and MR-7: Botanical Surveys. 
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Response to SOCR 1-122 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and MR-7: Botanical Surveys. 

Response to SOCR 1-123 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and MR-7: Botanical Surveys. 

Response to SOCR 1-124 

Focused surveys for wildlife species were not conducted based on the temporal nature of the habitat 
use.  Breeding birds may nest in the same tree in consecutive years but they may also nest in other 
trees.  Typically, pre-construction surveys and project scheduling outside of the breeding season are 
used to avoid take of individuals, and loss of breeding habitat is mitigated either on the site or off the 
site. 

Response to SOCR 1-125 

Dr. Richard Arnold mapped locations of two buckwheat species (Eriogonum parvifolium and E. 
nudum) in 1995 and 1996.  A total of 20 locations contained buckwheat in 1995 and 1996.  In 2001, 
buckwheat was observed in 16 of the 20 locations, with E. parvifolium growing in a new location in 
association with E. nudum.  No significant changes in the distribution and abundance of buckwheats 
were noted in 2001 compared to the results of 1995 and 1996 surveys (Arnold 1996). 

Response to SOCR 1-126 

Since storage capacity of 305 AF exceeds recharge of 228 to 236 AF in normal rainfall periods and 
73 to 151 AF in critically dry years, groundwater replenished outside of the low-flow period can be 
stored in the SRA aquifer for the low flow period (5 months).  Since there are limited groundwater 
exchange between the two adjacent aquifers, storage of 305 AF is more than enough to supply 
pumping during high demand months and have excess stored GW for low-flow months. 

Response to SOCR 1-127 

The analysis agrees with the concept that the SRA adjoins, and partly extends into the CVA, please 
see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water Balance).  See also Response to 
SOCR 1-78 and SOCR 1-80. 

Response to SOCR 1-128 

Please see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to SOCR 1-129 

Please refer to Response to Comments SOCR 1-112, SOCR 1-118, and SOCR 1-120. 

Response to SOCR 1-130 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 
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Response to SOCR 1-131 

Please see Response to Comment SOCR-135 below. 

Response to SOCR 1-132 

As discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 in the Recirculated Draft REIR, fencing is limited to the 
designated building envelopes and fencing is prohibited along parcel boundaries. Additionally, this 
mitigation measure sets forth the performance standards for the various management plans (please 
refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures).  This mitigation measure specifically states that 
the fencing is limited in such a manner to maintain areas for wildlife movement. 

Response to SOCR 1-133 

As stated in the County of Monterey draft conditions of approval (see MR-2:  Adequacy of Mitigation 
Measures):  

A conservation easement shall be conveyed to the County over those portions of the property where 
the following resource conditions exist: 1) environmentally sensitive habitat; 2) oak woodlands; 3) 
geological constraints including fault lines that cross the property; 4) slopes of 30 percent or more; 5) 
Parcels A, C, and D which total 536.4 acres of common open space shall also be placed in a 
conservation easement.  

Parcel B shall be subject to a separate conservation easement deed, restricting that parcel to open 
space for future public facilities. 

Conservation easements on each residential lot and location of the building envelopes on each lot 
shall be determined by a licensed Geologist, a licenses Forester or qualified Arborist, a qualified 
Biologist, a licenses Surveyor, and appropriate County personnel. The location of the building 
envelopes shall be based in part, on the studies and reports prepared for the project and any new 
information or surveys as well as the decision of the professional listed above. 

The conservation easements and building envelopes shall be delineated on a separate map for each lot 
and accompanied by the deed and shall be certified or signed by the licensed Geologist, licensed 
Forester or qualified Arborist, a qualified Biologist, the licensed Surveyor, and the appropriate 
County personnel. Driveway access to the building envelope shall also be delineated on the plan prior 
to the submittal to the Director of Planning for review and approval and subsequent adoption by the 
Board of Supervisors at the time of the recordation of each final map. The County does permit 
driveways to be constructed through conservation easements if appropriate for accessing the property. 
This would also be noted on the Final Map. 

Please also refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to SOCR 1-134 

It is not unreasonable to require that animals be leashed in open spaces.  Many jurisdictions require 
that animals be leashed outside of private property.  It is important to leash dogs in open spaces other 



September Ranch Subdivision Project  
Response to Comments to Draft REIR Response to Comments 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 4-132 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec04_Draft REIR Responses.doc  

than designated areas to protect wildlife.  The County of Monterey has an ordinance that in public 
areas dogs must remained leashed. 

Response to SOCR 1-135 

The building envelope is the footprint of the building.  The building envelope is shown on the 
tentative map as encompassed within the development envelope. However the area outside of the 
building envelope has restricted uses which would include some landscaping, fencing, or non-
permanent structures such as benches. For some of the parcels, the building and development 
envelope are co-terminus. All of these boundaries would be re-confirmed at the time of the filing of 
the Final Map. The lot or parcel is the property boundary.  

A natural community is defined by the Department of Fish and Game as those vegetation 
communities that support special-status plants or animals within the community and in combination 
they comprise all of a regions biotic diversity.  A vegetation community is a classification of the 
dominant plant species that occur in a specific area.  

A conservation easement is defined by the Nature Conservancy (www.nature.org) as a restricted place 
on a piece of property to protect its associated resources.  In the case of the September Ranch 
development, the easement is sold by the landowner (the developer) and constitutes a legally binding 
agreement that limits certain types of uses or prevents development from taking place on the land in 
perpetuity while the land remains privately owned, even if sold.  Conservation easements protect land 
for future generations while allowing owners to retain many private property rights and live on and 
use their land. 

As defined by Scenic America (www.scenic.org), scenic protection is a popular conservation goal.  In 
a recent study, scenic views and roads are among the conservation values expressly protected by fifty-
six percent of land trusts.  However, the goal of scenic protection often overlaps with other popular 
conservation goals, such as protection of open space, wildlife habitat, forests, and wetlands.  Given 
the overlap, many conservation easements are drafted not as single purpose scenic easements but as 
mixed-purpose easements.  This approach has the benefit of ensuring that is a conservation easement 
fails to qualify for scenic purposes under the Internal Revenue Service’s definition, it still can be 
supported under the definition of another permitted conservation value.  When a conservation 
easement includes the goal of preserving desirable views in an area, it is said to have a scenic 
conservation purpose.  If preservation of scenic resources is the sole purpose of the conservation 
easement, it may be referred to as a scenic conservation easement or scenic easement. 

Please see Response to Comment SOCR 1-133. 

Response to SOCR 1-136 

This alternative is discussed within Section 6.0 Alternatives, of the Draft REIR and Recirculated 
Draft REIR.  Please refer to the discussions on pages 6-5 through 6-24, which discuss the impacts of 
the Reduced Density – Planning Commission Recommendation Alternative, Reduced Forest Impact 
with High Inclusionary Housing Alternative and the Reduced Forest Impact with Twenty Percent 
Inclusionary Housing Alternative. 
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Please also note that the Recirculated REIR examined three additional alternatives that evaluated 
alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations.  Please see MR-16: Staff 
Recommended Alternative.  

Response to SOCR 1-137 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for 
Tree Removal. 

Response to SOCR 1-138 

An adaptive management approach allows for minor alterations to the plan to adjust for unforeseen 
circumstances in order to meet the biological goals and objectives of the management plan.  Adaptive 
management provides well-defined goals, acquisition of importance knowledge, decisive action, and 
effective evaluation so that the results can be used to increase knowledge and to modify goals and 
actions so as to improve management results.  This dynamic approach may be necessary to reach the 
long-term goals of the mitigation plan and to ensure the likelihood of its success.  Adaptive 
management provides monitoring of mitigation activities and analysis of the results to determine 
whether the success criteria are being met.  If the success criteria are not being achieved, adjustments 
in the mitigation strategy are then considered.  Monitoring is an integral tool in the adaptive 
management approach and will be performed in a way that ensures that data will be efficiently and 
properly collected, analyzed, and use to adjust mitigation strategies as necessary. 

Response to SOCR 1-139 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-4, third bullet item refers to yard and landscape environments, which would 
be located within the development envelope (see Response to SOCR 1-135).  If drip or other types of 
irrigation is to be installed within the development envelope in which pine trees are present, root 
damage is to be kept to a minimum by restricting trenching and digging. 

Response to SOCR 1-140 

The proposed project would not result in fragmentation nor result in significant impacts related to 
spread of pitch canker.  Please see MR:6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility. Consequently, CEQA does not requires assessment of alternatives that would reduce 
these impacts.    

Response to SOCR 1-141 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

The first bullet point of Mitigation Measure 4.9-6 on page 4.9-27 of the Draft REIR has been revised 
as follows:  

• Avoid grading, filling, and all construction activity within the dripline of the oak trees 
wherever possible.  Any construction activity within the dripline of an oak tree shall be 
reviewed and approved by a qualified forester or arborist. 
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The second bullet point of Mitigation Measure 4.9-7 on page 4.9-27 of the Draft REIR has been 
revised as follows: 

• Develop CC&Rs that shall include oak tree protection, as outlined in the Forest 
Management Plan (Staub 2005) for the protection of oak trees on individual lots as part 
of future home construction, as well as appropriate landscaping management to protect 
remaining oaks.  Wherever possible future homes should be sited outside of the dripline 
of any oak. 

 
These changes are included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to SOCR 1-142 

The first sentence of Mitigation Measure 4.9-7 on page 4.9-28 of the Draft REIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Clear definition of the development envelope of each lot in the coastal sage scrub areas, 
restrictions of the remainder of lots, and implementation of the Tentative Map (Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-1) that details the general open space management measures and conservation 
easement designations on lots should reduce some of the impacts to coastal sage scrub. 

Response to SOCR 1-143 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to SOCR 1-144 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-135. 

Response to SOCR 1-145 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to SOCR 1-146 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR; MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, MR-3: 
Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions/Mitigation Measure Enforcement, and MR-7: Botanical 
Surveys; and Response to SOCR 1-135.  

Response to SOCR 1-147 

As stated on page 4.9-21 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, for purposes of the biological assessment 
and subsequently the EIR analysis, impacts were assessed under the conservative assumption that 
project implementation would result in the clearing of 0.33 acres clearing per residential lot, which 
would directly affect 34.9 acres of the existing 426 acres of Monterey pine forest located on the 
project site; however, as a result of the design review process for development of the individual lots, 
the actual tree loss is expected to be less.  Additionally, please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR 
Response to SOCR 2-112, and MR-7: Botanical Surveys. 
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Response to SOCR 1-148 

Please refer to MR-3: Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions/Mitigation Measure Enforcement. 

Additionally, according to  the California Department of Fish and Game the nesting season begins 
March 1st.  To assure that there is no loss of nesting habitat, the first sentence of the bullet point of 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-11 in the Recirculated Draft REIR is revised as follows: 

• Removal should be conducted outside of the nesting season (February 1 through August 
15). 

 
The first sentence of the first bullet point on Mitigation Measure 4.9-12 in the Recirculated Draft 
REIR is revised as follows: 

• Grading within the grasslands shall be conducted outside of the nesting season (February 
1 through August 15). 

 
These changes are included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to SOCR 1-149 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal.  

As discussed on page 4.9-8 of the Recirculated Draft REIR:  

The open space available within the 1,673-acre study area provides a movement 
corridor for a variety of common wildlife species, such as raccoons, opossums, and 
skunks, within the local vicinity of the project area, as evidenced by various scat 
observed.  The value of the movement corridor from the open habitats in the north, 
such as the Jack Peak County Park area, and in the south, such as the Carmel River, 
is reduced by the existence of development immediately surrounding the Carmel 
River.  Larger species, such as deer, would use the study area as a movement corridor 
and would not be impeded by the residential development.  On the other hand, small 
species such as amphibians would find it difficult to move onto the site from the 
Carmel River due to the residential development and the debris-blocked culverts 
going under Carmel Valley Road.  (See Response to SOCR 1-119). 

The project site will retain 782.8 acres of the 891-acre project site as open space.  As shown on 
Exhibit 4.9-1, Vegetation Map of the Draft REIR the open space area contains a variety of habitat 
communities.  As discussed in Response to SOCR 1-118, several factors were considered in the 
design of the proposed lot configuration, including but not limited to topography and slopes, 
accessibility, aesthetics, and biological sensitivity.   

Response to SOCR 1-150 

When drafting mitigation measures, agencies should include only those measures that are considered 
feasible.  According to CEQA Guidelines section 15364, a mitigation measure is considered feasible 
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if it is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into consideration economic, legal, social, and technological factors.  Ultimately, the final 
determination of the feasibility of a mitigation measure is made by the decision makers when they 
prepare the findings. 

Response to SOCR 1-151 

This clarification is noted and the appropriate revisions are included in Section 6, Errata.  

Page 4.9-34, the last sentence of Policy 7.2.2.3 has been revised as follows: 

Such species shall not be used in required landscaping and wherever they currently occur, 
they shall be removed when the required landscaping is implemented. 

Response to SOCR 1-152 

As noted in Section 4.9, Aesthetics, page 4.9-10 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, prior to mitigation 
(see MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing), less than significant visual impacts are considered 
to occur as a result of the visibility of the inclusionary housing from Carmel Valley Road.  
Photographs included in the Draft REIR are limited to those areas that will be most visible from 
travelers along Carmel Valley Road.  As discussed on page 4.11-13 of the Draft REIR, the current 
location of the proposed lots will not result in the development of home sites along the ridgelines and 
will not obstruct views of the surrounding mountains, Carmel River, or other sensitive public 
viewsheds. 

The correction is noted and Exhibit 4.11-1, Photo Index Map has been revised to reflect the correct 
orientation of photographs 7 and 8.  The revised Exhibit 4.11-1 is included in Section 6, Errata, of this 
document. 

Response to SOCR 1-153 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR Section 4.3. 

Response to SOCR 1-154 

As stated on Page 4.11-14, Mitigation Measure 4.11-5, all lighting is required to be in compliance 
with the County standards, including security lighting along the project roadways, at the gatehouse, 
temporary sales office, and equestrian center.  Additionally, as stated on page 4.13-3 of the Draft 
REIR, the project applicant has incorporated as a design feature lighting levels, although sufficient to 
allow for patrol performance, will conform to the rural residential character of the project area. 

The project applicant will be required to submit a lighting plan that will be reviewed and approved by 
the County Planning Department prior to the issuance of building permits.  The lighting plan shall 
indicate the location, type, and wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog sheets for each fixture. 

 As outlined in the County’s draft conditions of approval, all exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, 
harmonious with the local area, and constructed or located so that the only intended area is 
illuminated and off-site glare is fully controlled.   
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Response to SOCR 1-155 

Please see Response to Comment SOCR 1-154. 

Response to SOCR 1-156 

As outlined in the County’s Draft Conditions of Approval, “Any parcel where ridgeline development 
cannot be avoided, shall be eliminated from the Final Map.” This is consistent with CVMP Policy 
26.1.9.1.  Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-135, MRPRD 1-3,  BW 1-19 and DMCCA 1-8.  
Additionally, Section 6 of the Draft REIR and the Recirculated REIR both contain alternative 
discussions that examine a reduction and/or reconfiguration of market rate residential units and/or 
inclusionary housing units.  None of the alternatives contained within the Draft REIR or the 
Recirculated Draft REIR have been eliminated from consideration and the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors will have the opportunity to weigh the merits of this alternative in relation to the 
proposed project in considering whether to certify the REIR and approve the project. 

Response to SOCR 1-157 

Please refer to SOCR 1-118 and MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing.  Please also note that the 
Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 6 examined three additional alternatives that evaluated alternative 
inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations. 

Response to SOCR 1-158 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. 

Response to SOCR 1-159 

As outlined in Section 4.11 of the Draft REIR, mitigation measures, specifically Mitigation Measure 
4.11-1 that protects public viewsheds are required for project implementation.  As identified in the 
County’s draft conditions of approval, prior to the filing of the final map, the applicant shall prepare a 
plan that is subject to the approval of the Director of Planning and any other allocable department 
heads or division chiefs that will in part, identify all the trees with biological significance or that 
provide visual screening; establish maximum building dimensions, height, and location to avoid 
ridgeline development, identify natural vegetation to be retained; and identify landscape screening as 
appropriate, including minimizing views from Jacks Peak Regional Park.  Additionally, the County’s 
draft condition states that any parcel where ridgeline development cannot be avoided shall be 
eliminated from the final map. 

Response to SOCR 1-160 

Please refer to Response to AMAP 1-1. 

Response to SOCR 1-161 

Final lot sizes have not been determined; however, prior to the filing of the final map, the applicant 
shall prepare a plan to be approved by the Director of Planning and any other applicable department 
heads or division chiefs.  The plan shall define in part the building envelope, including the general 
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location of each driveway in 3 dimension and define the boundary of the scenic easement (everything 
outside of the building envelope).  As identified in the County’s draft conditions of approval, notes 
should be included on each site plan indicating that discretionary permit approval and design approval 
is required for development of each lot prior to the issuance of a building permit.  A note shall be 
placed on an additional sheet of the final map stating that a site plan has been prepared for this 
subdivision and that the property may be subject to building and/or use restrictions. 

Please see Responses to Comments SOCR 1-133 and SOCR 1-135. 

Response to SOCR 1-162 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9.  The project would pump year round and 
will not include storage facilities. 

Response to SOCR 1-163 

As stated on page 4.13-2 of the Draft REIR, there are four to six officers available to respond from 
the station nearest the project site (Coastal Patrol Station located at 1200 Aguajito Road, Monterey) 
and one or two officers that can respond from the beat area.  As noted, information was solicited from 
the Monterey County Sheriff’s Department (MCSD) (see personal communication with Commander 
Lonnie Huffington, February 25, 2003).  While MCSD provided information pertaining to their target 
ratio (1 officer per 1,000 persons), information regarding the personnel to population for the project 
area was not provided; yet as discussed on page 4.13-3 of the Draft REIR, MCSD indicated that 
additional staff was needed to serve the proposed project.  The County assesses fees to offset the 
service costs of new development.  These fees can be used to employ additional staff to meet the 
needs of the project area. 

Response to SOCR 1-164 

The exact location and sizing of the street guide is not yet known; however, the street guide will be 
required to adhere to the County’s rural design standards and will required design approval with the 
final approval by the Planning Commission. 

Response to SOCR 1-165 

These ratios were provided to the County from the Carmel Unified School District and are inclusive 
of the factors that the District utilizes to determine population rates from proposed development.  A 
discussion of cumulative school impacts is included in Section 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Draft 
REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR. 

Response to SOCR 1-166 

As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.13.5-2 on page 4.13-7 of the Draft REIR, the applicant in 
coordination with the Monterey County Parks Department shall dedicated trail easements to the 
County for the connection of future trails with existing trails. The applicant is offering to dedicate a 
twenty foot public recreational trail easement over the subdivided property for the purpose of 
providing public access from Carmel Valley Road to Jack’s Peak County Park. As noted on page 
4.13-7 these trails are to be accessible for riding and hiking. As noted on page 4.13-8 of the Draft 
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REIR, the project is consistent with Carmel Valley Master Plan Policy 51.2.11, which requires that 
active recreation areas should be located at or within close access to the three development areas. All 
valley residents shall have nearby access to hiking and riding trail and small neighborhood open areas 
or parks. As stated on page 4.13-8 of the Draft REIR, “The September Ranch Subdivision project will 
allow for the dedication of the necessary easements to the County for connections to existing trails, 
thereby providing local access to hiking and riding trails and links to the County park system.” 

The impacts of the County Park trail system was considered in the preparation of the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 of the Recirculated DREIR 
reduces the impacts from habitat disturbance during site improvements, clearing, and grading to less 
than significant. 

Response to SOCR 1-167 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-31. 

Response to SOCR 1-168 

As noted in the draft County conditions of approval, “A note shall be placed on the final map or a 
separate sheet to be recorded with the final map and included on the subdivision improvement plans 
indicating that undergrounded utilities are required in this subdivision in accordance with Section 
19.10.095, Title 19 of the Monterey County code.” Mitigation Measures have been incorporated into 
the Recirculated Draft REIR to reduce biological impacts, such as Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 of the 
Recirculated Draft REIR reduces the impacts from habitat disturbance during site improvements, 
clearing, and grading to less than significant. 

Response to SOCR 1-169 

The project objective of the Final 1998 EIR is the same of that of the Recirculated DREIR. Please 
refer to the discussion of the 73/22 Alternative, which is the staff recommended alternative, in the 
Recirculated Draft REIR.  See also MR-16: Staff Recommended Alternative. 

Response to SOCR 1-170 

The Recirculated Draft REIR was prepared pursuant to the direction of the County of Monterey as the 
lead agency and is a County document.  The Recirculated Draft REIR assumes for purposes of 
identifying impacts that the project would be constructed as approved, consistent with CEQA.  Once 
approved, a project has the right to build-out as approved, and CEQA requires the full potential build-
out to be evaluated in the impact analysis.  The County will consider the information in the 
Recirculated Draft REIR as one factor in evaluating whether to approve the proposed project and at 
what level.  The Recirculated Draft REIR correctly states that the County has no approval authority 
over the existence or extent of overlying riparian water rights per se, but can only condition the 
exercise of those rights consistent with constitutional standards.  The County has evaluated the 
reasonableness of the use associated with the proposed project.  The Recirculated Draft REIR uses 3 
AFY, not 99 AFY, as the baseline.    

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 7.  The water use of all properties which currently report 
groundwater use from the SRA or which have otherwise provided water use figures have been 
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considered in the impact analysis for the proposed project.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, 
Section 4.3.   

Response to SOCR 1-171 

The comment is noted.  Included within this document are responses to the comments drafted in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a), addressing environmental issues raised by 
SOCR, public agencies and other private organizations and individuals identified in Section 2, List of 
Commentors.  As previously noted, subsequent to the closure of the public review period for the Draft 
REIR, the County of Monterey prepared the Recirculated DREIR.  Under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5(c) if a revision to an EIR is limited to a few chapters or portion of the EIR, the County need 
only circulate the chapters or portions that have been modified. The Recirculated DREIR included the 
recirculation of Section 4.3, Water Supply and Availability and Appendix C, Hydrogeologic Report 
(entire section recirculated), Section 4.9, Biological Resources (entire section recirculated), Section 5, 
Cumulative Impacts Water Supply and Biological Resources (only Water Supply and related 
Biological Resources portions affected; only those portions recirculated), Section 6, Alternatives 
(entire section recirculated, and Section 7, Other CEQA Considerations (entire section recirculated). 
The Recirculated DREIR was distributed for a 45-day public review period by the County of 
Monterey on February 15, 2006. 
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Sierra Club Comments on September Ranch
February 28, 200 5

that information here .

In addition, the fire threat is greatly increased by this project, both due to th e
development's threat to the health of the forest, and from the introduction o f
development on the steep and difficult-to-reach slopes of the project site .

In light of the above, please also provide a project alternative that reduces harm t o
these resources to less than significant . An alternative must be analyzed that move s
development (to the extent the actual water supply can support it) to the lower, les s
sensitive areas of the large project site .

Mitigations on bio resources : methods to deal with impacts must first consider
avoidance of harm, rather than causing harm and hoping mitigation will b e
successful (in this case, that appropriate sites for replanting destroyed trees wil l
somehow be found and the re-plantings will be successful .) We fail to see how this
amount of impact to Pines and Oaks can be justified . If the claim will be that the
lots must be placed where they are to avoid harm to other significant resources or
for other reasons, please explain and document with data . That case would not
appear to be supportable based upon existing plant/habitat mappings and animal
species data. Please explain how avoidance of these resources has been considered
and if it has, why are the sites placed in the most sensitive environments? Pleas e
provide details .

The DREIR proposes to mitigate tree and habitat destruction by replanting 3 acres
for every 1 acre of forest cleared. Please specify in detail on a readable map exactly
where such receiver sites would be and explain why, if the sites are suitable, there
are already no such trees and habitat already there . (4.9-2) As CNPS experts note, in
a native forest the trees already fully occupy the suitable sites . This is why
avoidance is the method of choice for dealing with environmental impacts .

In addition, the county cannot enforce CC&Rs, so mitigations relying upon tha t
mechanism are not feasible nor reasonable . Please provide mitigations that are .

Deferral of analysis : The DREIR proposes to defer plans and surveys that can
determine where building sites could be placed to avoid harm to the most sensitiv e
habitats and bird and animal species . (Forest, Open Space, and Grassland
Management Plans are to be submitted later to the County Planning & Building
Inspection Dept. for approval.) Requiring a botanical survey for endangered and
sensitive plants only before each house is constructed is backwards (4 .9-10 .) The
survey should be done before the building envelope is designated .

5
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SIERRA CLUB (SC) 

Response to SC 1-1 

Please see Response to LWMC 1-1.  The application is dated 1995 and is exempt.  

Response to SC 1-2 

The elimination of the Freeway from any future funding by the Legislature implies that the applicant 
cannot comply with this policy and therefore, cannot be required to do so. Please see LWMC 1-6. 

Response to SC 1-3 

The Recirculated Draft REIR evaluates project impacts against a baseline of 3 AFY.  Please see 
Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3.  As requested by the comment, the Recirculated Draft REIR 
quantitatively evaluates the potential for impacts to the Carmel River.  Please see Recirculated Draft 
REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9.  It should be clarified that 3 AFY is not the available water supply; it is 
simply the CEQA baseline which reflects a quantity of existing water use adopted for purposes of 
evaluating potential project impacts under CEQA. 

Response to SC 1-4 

Please see MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability. 

Response to SC 1-5 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability.       

Response to SC 1-6 

Please see Response to SC 1-3, Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 5 and 7 and MR-15: Growth 
Inducement.  Growth within the Carmel Valley is limited by the Carmel Valley Master Plan.  All 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the limits of the Master Plan that involve a net increase in 
water use have been identified and analyzed in the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please see Section 5.0, 
Recirculated Draft REIR.  These projects do not rely on the potential approval of the proposed project 
as precedent for their net increase in water use but have proceeded entirely independently of the 
proposed project.  The comment provides no evidence of a causal connection between any other 
future project and the proposed project, and the County after inquiry has identified none. 

Response to SC 1-7 

Please see Response to SC 1-3.  All projects, including the proposed project, are intended to comply 
with applicable law.      

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Ch. 4.3 and the accompanying Hydrogeologic Report (Appendix 
C).  Based on an independent review, consulting hydrologists have concluded that the SRA is an 
independent basin with limited connectivity to the CVA, and in any case has quantitatively assessed 
potential impacts of water use within the project area.  The SWRCB has never studied or issued a 
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formal opinion regarding the hydrogeology of the project location, and did not submit a comment on 
the Recirculated Draft REIR.  The Recirculated Draft REIR is consistent with the facts noted in 
SWRCB decisions relevant to the Carmel River and its value as steelhead habitat.  Please see MR-19: 
Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability.   

Response to SC 1-8 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree 
Removal, and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Comments from the 1998 Draft EIR as well as comments received on the Initial Study Notice of 
Preparation released January 31, 2003 (see Appendix A of the Draft REIR) were incorporated into the 
Draft REIR released for public review in December 2004 and include the Department of Fish and 
Game (March 7, 2003), the California Native Plant Society (March 11, 2003), and comments from 
private citizens.  The Draft REIR Appendix H’s Section 6, References, includes a list of all resources 
consulted in the preparation of the Biological Resources Assessment.  

Response to SC 1-9 

The mitigation measures presented in Section 4.9, Biological Resources, of the Recirculated Draft 
REIR reduce biological resources impacts to less than significant.  Additionally, Section 6, 
Alternatives of the Recirculated Draft REIR analyzes alternative project designs, including project 
designs that will result in reducing the number of trees affected as a result of project implementation.  
As discussed on page 6-2 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, the analysis of the alternatives assumes that 
all applicable mitigation measures associated with the project will be implemented with the 
appropriate alternatives; however, applicable mitigation measures may be modified as appropriate to 
be consistent with a proposed alternative. This would not change the intent of the mitigation measure.  
As discussed in Section 6, Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft REIR, with the implementation of 
mitigation measures, the biological resources impacts associated with the project alternatives are less 
than significant. 

Response to SC 1-10 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-118.  The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by 
a “rule of reason” that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives that reduce significant 
impacts to the extent necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.  Section 6, Alternatives of the Draft REIR includes a discussion 
of four alternatives.  Please also note that the Recirculated Draft REIR examined three additional 
alternatives that evaluated alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations 

Response to SC 1-11 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-7: Botanical Surveys and MR-5: Monterey Pine 
Forest Biological Sensitivity.  Additionally, as outlined on page 4.2-12, Mitigation Measure 4.2-15 of 
the Draft REIR, subsequent subsurface exploration shall be conducted before the final map approval 
to further characterize the possible mapped landslide in the vicinity of Lots 85-86.  As a draft 
condition of approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, deed restrictions would be 
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recorded on Lots 31-35 and 80-88, identifying that these lots shall conform to the mitigation measures 
in the Recirculated Draft REIR. 

Response to SC 1-12 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility and MR-9: 
Fire Danger/Provision of Services and Response to SC 1-10.  Please also note that the Recirculated 
Draft REIR examined three additional alternatives that evaluated alternative inclusionary housing 
locations and/or configurations. 

Response to SC 1-13 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, MR-3: Conditions, Covenants, and 
Restrictions/Mitigation, MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal, and MR-5: Monterey 
Pine Forest Biological Sensitivity. 

Response to SC 1-14 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures and MR-7: 
Botanical Surveys.  As discussed in Response to SOCR 1-135, the building envelope is the footprint 
of the building.  Therefore, the building envelope and the footprint of the individual houses as stated 
in Mitigation Measure 4.9-10 are equivalent.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.9-10, prior to the 
construction of roadways and individual houses, a botanical survey shall be conducted during the 
appropriate blooming period for each species (special status plant species).  If no individuals are 
observed, then no further action is required.  As further outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.9-10, if 
special status plant species are identified, additional mitigation may be required. Please see SOCR 1-
135. 

Response to SC 1-15 

Please refer to Mitigation 4.9-1 on page 4.9-22 and 4.9-23 of the Recirculated Draft REIR.  
Specifically, this mitigation measure requires the following: 

• Limits the use of fencing to designated development envelopes, and prohibits 
fencing of parcel boundaries in order to maintain areas for wildlife movement; 

• Restricts direct disturbance or removal of native vegetation to designated 
development envelopes, as planned, through project covenants, codes and 
restrictions (CC&Rs), through dedication of a conservation or open space 
easement, or other similar method (The project applicant currently proposes 
dedication of scenic easements over all portions of the site outside designated 
development envelopes). 

• Establishes lot restrictions and common open space regulations that limit uses and 
prescribe management responsibilities in private and common open space areas 
beyond the building and development envelopes identified in the final map. 

• Defines the conservation (scenic) easements dedicated to an entity acceptable to 
the County of Monterey.  These conservation easements are legally binding use 
restrictions recorded on privately owned land that can provide a high degree of 
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protection to certain areas on the property while allowing the rest of the land to be 
developed and used at the owner’s discretion.  Conservation easements to the 
benefit of the County of Monterey should be recorded with the sale of the lot and 
should run with the land regardless of the number of times the land is sold.  Such 
easements should be set aside for as much of the private open space on the 
property as is feasible to guarantee the long-term preservation of the site’s overall 
biological resource values.  Examples of the types of restrictions that should be 
considered in these conservation easements include the following: 

- Restriction of all development rights within the easement area;  
- Maintenance of natural habitat; 
- Pesticide use restrictions; 
- Only compatible public recreation uses allowed within easement lands, not 

uses that cause disturbance to native vegetation and wildlife; 
- Restricted trails for pedestrians, hikers and cyclists within easement lands; 
- No vehicles of any kind allowed in easement lands except for those required by 

the habitat/open space manager in performance of habitat monitoring or 
maintenance activities; 

- No alteration of land including grading, disking, compacting, soil removal or 
dumping shall be allowed unless the work is for the purpose of habitat 
management/restoration and authorized by the habitat/open space manager; 

- No removal of flora or fauna from the easement area including mowing or 
weed whacking unless authorized by the habitat/open space manager; 

- Limitations/restrictions will be placed on construction of permanent or 
temporary facilities (e.g., picnic tables or portable toilets) within the easement 
areas in accordance with the goals of the open space management program; 

- Leash laws within the easement areas must be enforced; and 
- Right of inspection of the easement area by the easement holder and 

habitat/open space manager. 
 
Additionally, see Response to SOCR 1-135. 

Response to SC 1-16 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-31. 

Response to SC 1-17 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-31. 

Response to SC 1-18 

It is currently proposed that the project connect to the Carmel Area Water District (see Response to 
CAWD 1-1 and CAWD 1-2).  Please see Response to SOCR 1-56 and SOCR-79.  The Equestrian 
Facility will remain operational as part of the proposed project; therefore, the proposed project is 
consistent with Carmel Valley Master Plan Policy 51.2.13, which encourages equestrian oriented 
recreational activities. The proposed project does not include continuing pasture irrigation.   

Response to SC 1-19 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-46. 
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With the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft REIR and Recirculated 
REIR project implementation is consistent with the CVMP Goal, “To protect all natural resources 
with emphasis on biological communities, agricultural lands, the Carmel River and its riparian 
corridor, air quality, and scenic resources.”  Additionally, please refer to MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity. 

The proposed project is subject to Monterey County Board of Supervisors hearings.  As identified in 
the Recirculated Draft REIR, the water supply analysis conducted by Kennedy Jenks Consultants has 
demonstrated there is sufficient water supply to support project implementation.  Please see Section 
4.3 and Appendix C, and MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability.   

Please see Response to SOCR 1-39 and MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing.  Additionally, 
please also note that the Recirculated Draft REIR examined three additional alternatives that 
evaluated alternative inclusionary housing locations and/or configurations. 

Additionally, as  in the Recirculated Draft REIR and on page 3-1A and 4.1-7 of the Draft REIR the 
proposed project is consistent with the CVMP and zoning ordinance designations for the project site; 
therefore, the proposed project will not require a General Plan Amendment. 

Response to SC 1-20 

As outlined in Section 4.11 of the Draft REIR, mitigation measures, specifically Mitigation Measure 
4.11-1 that protects public viewsheds are required for project implementation.  As identified in the 
draft conditions of approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, prior to the filing of the 
final map, the applicant shall prepare a plan that is subject to the approval of the Director of Planning 
that will in part, identify landscape screening as appropriate, including minimizing views from Jacks 
Peak Regional Park. 

Response to SC 1-21 

As stated on page 4.1-4 of the Draft REIR, the proposed project will result in a lesser density than is 
allowed on the project site under the Carmel Valley Master Plan land use designations or the slope 
density formula.  None of the alternatives identified in Section 6 of the Recirculated Draft REIR have 
been eliminated from consideration and the Monterey County Board of Supervisors will have the 
opportunity to weigh the merits of all of the alternatives in relation to the proposed project in its 
consideration of the certification of the REIR and project approval.  Additionally, please see 
Response to SC 1-10. 

Response to SC 1-22 

Please refer to Recirculated Draft REIR Sections 4.3, 4.9 and 5.0, MR-19: Significance Thresholds 
Regarding Water Supply & Availability, and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources.  The 
Recirculated Draft REIR quantitatively analyzes the significance of the potential impacts against fact-
specific significance thresholds that do not simply assume that any impact is a significant impact.  
This approach is consistent with and encouraged by CEQA.   
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It is not reasonably foreseeable that approval of this project would lead to SWRCB action against 
Cal-Am.  The proposed project would not be served by Cal-Am.  The SWRCB has not indicated that 
pumping by the proposed project would lead to action against Cal-Am.  Moreover, the proposed 
project would not require Cal-Am to pump additional supplies, nor would the proposed project have a 
significant impact on Carmel River flows, nor any impact on aquatic biological resources.  See 
Recirculated Draft REIR Sections 4.3, 4.9, MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability and MR-20: 
Aquatic Biological Resources. 

Response to SC 1-23 

Please see Response to SC 1-22. 

The hydrology assessment agrees with the basic concept of change in storage is inflow minus 
outflow.  The inflow is calculated by rainfall minus ET-loss minus surface runoff (page 4.3-34 in 
Recirculated RDEIR and in Section 3.4 in the KJC Hydrology Report (Appendix C).  The findings 
also agree that surface runoff is near zero (Table 1 KJC Hydrology Report).  The assumed reductions 
of SR area specific rainfall of 15.1% and ET-loss of 70% and 85% can only be estimated as pointed 
out by Dr. Williams.  KJC has taken best-of-care and due diligence in reviewing regional information 
to substantiate these assumptions (Page 4.3-34 and 4.3-35).  The comment’s characterizations of 
crudeness and uncertainty simply reflect a difference of opinion, and no further response is required.   

It is agreed that cumulated recharge is not relevant to evaluating significance of impact to the ecology 
of the Carmel River and existing groundwater users.  It is noted that the estimates of recharge are to 
benefit the assessment of sustainable use of GW in the SRA, meaning annual recharge exceeds 
proposed project demand.  To address impact, please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water 
Availability (HMR-3 – Significance of Impact on the CVA and the Carmel River in Terms of 
Fisheries and HMR-4 – Significance of Impact on Existing CVA Groundwater). 

Response to SC 1-24 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3.  The Recirculated Draft REIR concludes based on 
extensive independent hydrogeologic studies that the relevant water rights framework is that 
applicable to percolating groundwater.  In any case, although largely irrelevant for purposes of 
CEQA, a riparian rights analysis was conducted and the conclusion was that there was no severance.   
The deed to Cal-Am’s predecessor is accounted for in the analysis.  CEQA does not require, and in 
fact discourages, a lead agency to provide copies of legal documents in an EIR.  CEQA requires only 
a reasonable, good-faith attempt to present information that is relevant to significant physical changes 
to the environment.  The comment does not implicate significant physical changes in the 
environment, and thus no further response is required.  Inquiries regarding water rights associated 
with the property may be raised in other contexts, including among others the County’s land 
use/approval process.  It is noted that if the project were considered be exercising a riparian rather 
than an overlying right, the entire property would be considered within the watershed of the CVA for 
purposes of exercising a riparian right.   
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Response to SC 1-25 

The analysis agrees with the concept that the SRA is an extension of the CVA to the extent they are 
collocated, please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water Balance).  The 
Recirculated Draft REIR was updated with a brief statement in the Recirculated document Page 4.3-
42 that “all (recharged) groundwater not consumed or stored in the SRA would normally benefit the 
CVA.”  The Recirculated Draft REIR essentially agrees with the District’s concept that groundwater 
in the SRA is shared with the CVA mainly in the collocated portions of the two aquifers as illustrated 
in Figure 4.3-3 where cross-section M-M’ characterizes the depth to bedrock of these aquifers.  To 
this extent, the Recirculated Draft REIR and accompanying hydrologic analysis is consistent with the 
perspective that since there is effectively no surface runoff, then recharged groundwater in excess of 
storage and usage must benefit the CVA AQ3. 

Response to SC 1-26 

See Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3 and accompanying Hydrogeologic Report (Appendix C); 
MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability.  The Recirculated Draft 
REIR evaluates whether the proposed project would require any water user including Cal-Am to seek 
additional or replacement supplies, regardless of where they are located, and concludes that it would 
not.  The Recirculated Draft REIR quantifies the potential impact of reduced recharge on the CVA, 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
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CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY (CNPS) 

Response to CNPS 1-1 

As outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), a Lead Agency need only to respond to 
significant environmental issues and does not need to provide all information requested by reviewers.  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  The Draft REIR was distributed to interested 
parties in accordance with Public Resources Code 21092(b)(3).  Additionally, in accordance with 
CEQA Guideline 15201, the Draft REIR is available for review on the County of Monterey’s website 
at the following address: 

 http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/pbi/docs/eirs/september/sept_deir.htm. 

Response to CNPS 1-2 

The comment is noted.  Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity and MR-7: Botanical Surveys. 

Response to CNPS 1-3 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity. 

Response to CNPS 1-4 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to CNPS 1-5 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal. 

Response to CNPS 1-6 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-3: Conditions, Covenants, and 
Restrictions/Mitigation Measure Enforcement, MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch 
Canker Susceptibility and MR-7: Botanical Surveys.  Additionally, the first bullet point of Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-4 has been revised to read as follows: 

• Pines adjacent to ones slated for removal will be protected individually with orange 
construction fencing placed around their dripline.  Pines not slated for removal shall not be 
damaged.  Retained trees shall be protected by individually cutting adjacent removal trees. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 has been revised to read as follows: 

To reduce loss of individual trees, replacement planting of all oaks and pines 6” or larger 
removed by the project shall be replaced on a 1:1 ratio by planting trees in areas of suitable 
soils as determined appropriate by a professional forester. 
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Additionally, the following language has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.9-3: 

The location and species of all required replacement trees planted shall be mapped so they 
can be monitored for successful establishment over a five-year period.  The monitoring 
period shall be extended for individual trees that die or are in poor health and must be 
replaced. 

Require that tree removal of native oaks and pines 6” or larger for future lot construction be 
subject to County approval and appropriate tree replacement.  A tree protection plan detailing 
tree removal, replacement and protection measure for retained trees shall be required for each 
lot where tree 6” or greater will be removed.  The plan shall be considered a site-specific 
amendment to the Forest Management Plan for the project, which applies to all lots. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 has been revised to read as follows: 

Pines adjacent to ones slated for removal will be protected individually with orange 
construction fencing placed around their dripline.  Pines not slated for removal shall not be 
damaged.  Retained trees will also be protected by individually cutting adjacent removal 
trees. 

These revisions are included in Section 6, Errata. 

Please see MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to CNPS 1-7 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. 

Response to CNPS 1-8 

Please refer to MR-9: Fire Danger/Provision of Services. 

Response to CNPS 1-9 

Please refer to MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest Biological Sensitivity. 

Additionally, the correct is noted, Policy 7.2.2.3 is revised as follows: 

Weedy species such as pampas grass and genista shall not be planted in the Valley.  Such 
species shall not be used in required landscaping and wherever they occur, they shall be 
removed when the required landscaping is implemented. 

This revision is included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to CNPS 1-10 

Section 6 of the Draft REIR included an analysis of a Reduced Density Alternative and the 
Recirculated Draft REIR included three additional alternatives, including a 73/22 Inclusionary 
Housing Alternative that limits the amount of development in the northern portion of the project site 
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adjacent to Jacks Peak Regional Park and Monterra Ranch.  None of the alternatives presented in the 
Draft REIR or the Recirculated Draft REIR have been eliminated from consideration and the 
Planning Commission will have the opportunity to weigh the merits of this alternative in relation to 
the proposed project in its consideration of whether to certify the REIR and approve the project. 

Response to CNPS 1-11 

The REIR acknowledges that aquifer pumping may affect the Carmel River; potential impacts to the 
CVA and Carmel River are quantitatively evaluated.  Please refer to Recirculated DREIR, Sections 
4.3, 4.9 and 5.0, MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources. 

Response to CNPS 1-12 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 1-10. 
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of the issues of older drivers on Carmel Valley Road . Please address how these facts chang e

the DREIR analysis of sight lines and traffic safety . Why was the entrance to the Equestrian
Center not used as the main entrance? The sight lines seem superior to Brookdale . Please

investigate and address this option .

The Carmel Valley Association has reviewed all of the alternatives . Each alternative
provides no supporting facts for us to analyze . They state the number of units, the number
of people assumed to occupy those units, how much less grading is required and how many

less trees will be removed . The alternatives should include information on the location of
the new lots and inclusionary housing, how many feet, yards, or miles of road goes over

30% slopes, etc . The three alternatives require less development than the September Ranc h

proposal . The REIR should include analysis and quantification of how much less of ai l

impact each alternative will have . Is it 5% or 20% for each impact? Without mor e
information about the alternatives, there is no way to provide feedback on the alternatives .

In the alternatives section, some conclusions state that "this alternative would not meet the
project's objective of providing market rate and low to moderate income housing" . But each
alternative does just that, so how were those conclusions reached? Please provide specifi c
explanations for every alternative where that conclusion was reached . Just because the
alternative does not provide as many units as the applicant wants does not mean that the

project objective is not met . Please explain how the applicant's desire for the bigge r
proposed project (rather than a reduced alternative) drove the DREIR's conclusions about
the alternatives . Why were only affordable units for sale considered? Why not affordabl e
rentals?

Why was no alternative included that eliminated most if not all of the need to cut into slopes
over 30 percent? The slope issues are a major concern since the seven detention ponds wil l
be maintained by the future HOA and that will cause many future problems . The problem
with having the HOA doing the maintenance is there may not be enough money to do it, and
possibly a lack of agreement to continue the maintenance among the homeowners . As
stated earlier, the REIR's figures and exhibits prevent the public from clearly seeing the
locations of project components and the slopes involved .

The Carmel Valley Association is in favor of the No Project/No Development
Alternative .

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter .

Sincerely ,

Glenn E. Robinson
President
Carmel Valley Association
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CARMEL VALLEY ASSOCIATION (CVA) 

Response to CVA 1-1 

The incorporation process would only affect an application that was deemed complete after the 
incorporation process was officially underway.  This application was deemed complete in 1995 and 
therefore the County is the appropriate authority to review and make a decision on the project.  The 
application is exempt from the referenced Government Code standard.  Please see also Response to 
LWMC 1-1.    

Response to CVA 1-2 

Please see Response to LWMC 1-1.   

The Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed project and included in Appendix E of the 
Recirculated DREIR examined the project’s individual and cumulative impacts along Carmel Valley 
Road. With the inclusion of the mitigation measures identified in Section 4.6 of the Recirculated 
DREIR, the project will have a less than significant cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts 
along Carmel Valley Road.  

Response to CVA 1-3 

In consultation with County staff, TJKM analyzed the traffic impacts of 19 approved and pending 
projects that are expected to generate trips in the study area (see Table IV of Appendix E of the Draft 
REIR).  Additionally, please refer to MR-13: Traffic Impact Fees.  

Response to CVA 1-4 

If approved by the County, the proposed mitigation measures will lead to the detailed design and 
collection of fees. 

Response to CVA 1-5 

Please refer to Response to LWMC 1-5.  Additionally, a detailed signal design and signing/striping 
plan of Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale Drive/September Ranch Road will be submitted for County 
approval prior to the installation of a signal. 

Response to CVA 1-6 

The signal warrant analyses were performed in accordance with established Caltrans criteria, please 
note that safety is also a critical factor in the determination of whether a signal is warranted.  The 
Draft REIR Appendix E contains the signal warrant analysis worksheets.  Under existing conditions, 
the intersection of Carmel Valley Road/Dorris Drive and Carmel Valley Road/Laureles Grade Road 
meet the Caltrans peak hour signal warrant criteria (see page 4.6-9 of the Draft REIR).  As outlined in 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-3, the applicant shall contribute fair share fees to the signalization of these 
intersections.  Project implementation will require the signalization of the intersection of Carmel 
Valley Road/Brookdale Drive/September Ranch Road.  As noted under Response to CVA-5, a 
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detailed design and signing/striping plan will be submitted for County approval prior to the 
installation of the signal.  

As noted on page 4.6-1 of the Draft REIR, Carmel Valley Road is a major two-lane rural highway.  
With project implementation, Carmel Valley Road will remain designated as a major two-lane rural 
highway.  With the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.6, Transportation 
and Circulation, and as identified in Table 4.6-3 of the Draft REIR, the intersections of Carmel Valley 
Road/Dorris Drive, Carmel Valley Road/Laureles Grade Road and Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale 
Drive/September Ranch Road will operate at LOS C or better. 

Response to CVA 1-7 

The cumulative transportation scenario evaluates Year 2025 buildout of the plan area in accordance 
with the Monterey County General Plan.  The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
(AMBAG) provided cumulative plus project cumulative conditions for four roadway segments 
including Carmel Valley Road between Schulte Road and San Carlos Road.  As noted on page 5-8 of 
the Draft REIR, this segment of Carmel Valley Road is forecasted to have a PM peak roadway 
volume of 2,170 vehicles per hour.  According to the Highway Capacity Manual (2000), a two-lane 
rural highway, such as Carmel Valley Road has a total capacity of 3,400 vehicles per hour.  
Therefore, Carmel Valley Road between Schulte Road and San Carlos Road should be able to 
accommodate the cumulative plus project traffic.  Additionally, the Carmel Valley Master Plan 
(1995) lists three long-term passing lane improvements along Carmel Valley Road in the study area, 
the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution towards these improvements (see Mitigation 
Measure 5-1 on page 5-8 of the Draft REIR).  Please refer to MR-13: Traffic Impact Fees for a 
discussion regarding the payment of fees as applicable mitigation. 

Response to CVA 1-8 

Please note as outlined on page 5-4 of the Draft REIR, the Court of Appeal determined that the 1998 
Final EIR was adequate in its discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation.  As such, the traffic 
consultant, TJKM, provided an updated traffic impact analysis.  As identified in the Draft REIR, all 
transportation and circulation impacts (project-related and cumulative) can be mitigated to less than 
significant with the incorporation of the mitigation measures identified in Sections 4.6 and 6 of the 
Draft REIR.  Please refer to MR-13: Traffic Impact Fees for a discussion regarding the payment of 
fees as applicable mitigation. 

Response to CVA 1-9 

Comment C1 - The hydrology arguments in the Recirculated Draft REIR and in the accompanying 
Hydrology Report maintains that the CVA and SRA systems are collocated but are in limited 
hydraulic communication due to the very low permeability in the QOA2 or older alluvial deposits.  
Further discussions are provided in MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 – Groundwater 
Recharge in the SRA, HMR-2 – Water Balance, HMR-3 – Significance of Impact on the CVA & 
Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries, and HMR-4 – Significance of Impact on Existing CVA 
Groundwater Users).  Please see Response to RG2-1. 
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Comment C12 – The hydrology assessment disagrees with the potential for overdraft.  Discussions 
are provided in MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 – Groundwater Recharge in the 
SRA and HMR-4 – Significance of Impact on Existing CVA Groundwater Users). 

Comment C16 – The analysis agrees with the concept that the SRA is an extension of the CVA, 
please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water Balance).  See Response to 
SC1-26. 

Comment P.S-27 - The hydrology assessment disagrees with that there would be a significant impact.  
MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 – Groundwater Recharge in the SRA and HMR-4 
– Significance of Impact on Existing CVA Groundwater Users). 

Comment P.S-37 - The hydrology assessment disagrees with vulnerability under drought.  Please see 
MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 – Groundwater Recharge in the SRA and HMR-4 
– Significance of Impact on Existing CVA Groundwater Users). 

Response to CVA 1-10 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance) and Response to SC 
1-26. 

Response to CVA 1-11 

See Responses to SC 1-26 and CVA 1-10. 

Response to CVA 1-12 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 – Water Balance).  Water levels in the 
SRA would have to be higher than firstly the top of Qoa2 (about 47 feet MSL) and then higher than 
43 feet MSL of the nearby CVA water levels to allow GW to flow from the SRA to the CVA. 

Response to CVA 1-13 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 – Groundwater Recharge in the SRA, 
HMR-2 – Water Balance for the concept of effective barrier, and HMR-4 – Significance of Impact on 
Existing CVA Groundwater for the on impact on existing users). 

Response to CVA 1-14 

Pasture irrigation has been conducted on the property since 1998.  However, the environmental 
baseline for the REIR does not include pasture irrigation; instead the environmental baseline is set at 
3 AFY.  

Response to CVA 1-15 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 
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Response to CVA 1-16 

Please see MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and Response to SOCR 1-112. 

Response to CVA 1-17 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-118. 

Response to CVA 1-18 

The comment is noted and the appropriate changes have been included in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to CVA 1-19 

Please refer to MR-9: Fire Danger/Provision of Services. 

Response to CVA 1-20 

The Final REIR will provide maps and related information in a form that is as clear to read as is 
feasible.  The Recirculated Draft REIR and Final REIR provide all information that is required during 
the CEQA process—the CEQA process is not intended to encompass every individual detail, and it 
would be inefficient and unreasonable to attempt to do so.  Please see Response to SOCR 1-69. 

Response to CVA 1-21 

As identified on page 4.8-4 of the Draft REIR, the County of Monterey has no specific performance 
standards in the County Code that apply to construction noise.  Such activities are exempt from 
compliance with numerical noise ordinance standards because the activity occurs during less noise 
sensitive hours.  Construction noise impacts are thus minimized by time restrictions placed on grading 
permits.  Time limits on construction involving the operation of heavy equipment will be restricted to 
the limitations set forth in the Carmel Valley Master Plan, which restricts noise generation 
construction activities to the hours of 8 AM and 5 PM, Monday through Friday. 

Additionally, as outlined on page 4.8-3 of the Draft REIR, equipment noise will reach 90 dB at a 
distance of 50 feet when it operates under full load.  Under normal atmospheric spreading losses, 
peak levels of up to 65 dB may be heard as far as 1,000 feet from the operating equipment.  
Construction noise impacts could thus extend as far as 1,000 feet from construction activity.  Given 
the considerable setback from the onsite construction and existing residences and the noise 
attenuation provided by the site and area topography, noise levels are anticipated to be 65 dB or less 
at existing residences.  

Response to CVA 1-22 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-26.  The County of Monterey Inclusionary Housing Ordinance does 
not specify that inclusionary housing must be of the same type as market rate units. 

Response to CVA 1-23 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing and Response to SOCR 1-32. 
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Response to CVA 1-24 

The comment is noted.  The onsite barn structure is considered historic and a Phase I Cultural 
Resource Assessment has been prepared.  In brief, previous research for the proposed project 
concluded that there are “no structures eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, 
the California Register of Historical Resources, the California Historical Landmarks, the California 
Points of Historical Interest, or the California State Historic Resources Inventory for Monterey 
County” (Draft REIR 2004).  However, letters from concerned citizens, James Bryant, President of 
Alliance of Monterey Area Preservationists (AMAP) and Ken Hinshaw, also from AMAP, state that 
“we feel it likely that the barn and house are of historic importance . . . and that a professional 
historian should conduct an Historic Evaluation of the buildings” (March 22, 2005 and April 8, 2005).   

To address these concerns, a reconnaissance survey of the proposed project area near the house and 
barn was conducted by MBA Senior Project Archaeologist, Carrie D. Wills, M.A., RPA in August 
2005.  The survey was conducted in compliance with the regulations found in the CEQA Guidelines § 
15064.5 and California Public Resources Code § 21083.2.   

The results of this reconnaissance survey indicated that the existing barn and house are likely to be 
deemed historic in any subsequent study.  Accordingly,  the project will be conditioned as such.  The 
equestrian center, barn and existing residence will not be demolished.  Any modifications would be 
required to follow procedures for changes to historic structures.  The proposed gate house and sales 
office will require an administrative permit and these also will be conditioned to be consistent with 
the historic nature of this portion of the site.  The proposed new residential units will likewise be 
sufficiently distant from the front portion of the property so as to not have any impact on the existing 
buildings.  Accordingly,  there will be no impacts.  Additionally, no project construction lay-down 
areas, turn-arounds, and/or equipment storage locations are planned for the Carmel Valley Road.   

Response to CVA 1-25 

As outlined in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(d), the discussion of environmental effects of 
alternatives may be in less detail than the impacts of the proposed project.  The alternatives 
discussion, while not as detailed as the discussion of the proposed project contains sufficient 
information including, the number of lots, location of lots, grading requirements, and the number of 
impacted trees to warrant meaningful comparison analysis in relation to the proposed project. 

Response to CVA 1-26 

Please note that only under the No Project/No Development Alternative was it concluded that the 
alternative would not meet the project’s objective of providing market rate and low to moderate 
income housing.  Given that with the No Project/No Development Alternative the entire project site 
would remain unchanged and no development would occur, this alternative would not meet the 
project objective.  

It is noted that the comment requests information pertaining to the applicant’s decision to propose for 
sale affordable housing rather than affordable rental housing.  As outlined in CEQA Guidelines 
section 15204(a), a Lead Agency need only to respond to significant environmental issues and does 
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not need to provide all information requested by reviewers.  This comment does not address an 
environmental issue. 

Response to CVA 1-27 

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires an EIR 
to set forth only those alternatives that reduce significant impacts and are necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Section 6, 
Alternatives, of the Draft REIR includes a discussion of four alternatives, and the Recirculated Draft 
REIR analyzed additional alternatives. 
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SAVE OUR PENINSULA (SOP) 

Response to SOP 1-1 

Please see Response to CVA1-9.  In the 1998 EIR, the SRA was treated as an aquifer with finite 
storage and in limited communication with the adjacent CVA.  See Recirculated Draft REIR, page 
4.3-15.  Based on current hydrology studies, limited interconnectivity is acknowledged and an 
integral part of the impact analysis presented in the Recirculated Draft REIR.  (Please see 
Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3 and accompanying Hydrogeologic Report (Appendix C)). 

Response to SOP 1-2 

Please see Response to CVA 1-27. 

Response to SOP 1-3 

The County of Monterey General Plan and the Carmel Valley Master Plan have not been determined 
to be legally inadequate.  It is recognized that the County is currently undergoing the process of 
updating the County General Plan and subsequently the Carmel Valley Master Plan; however, the 
Draft General Plan has not been adopted by the County Board of Supervisors.  Therefore, the current 
General Plan is the appropriate document to utilize in the preparation of the Draft REIR. 

In accordance with CEQA, the environmental setting of the proposed project is the set of conditions 
as they existed at the time of the release of the Notice of Preparation (1995). 

Response to SOP 1-4 

The Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared in accordance with the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments and the Transportation Authority of Monterey County guidelines in addition to the 
standards set forth in the Highway Capacity Manual (2000).  The Court of Appeal determined that the 
1998 Final EIR was adequate in its discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation.  The Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared for the Draft REIR is an update of the previously upheld Traffic Impact Analysis. 

Response to SOP 1-5 

Comment noted. 

Response to SOP 1-6 

As noted on page 5-1 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, the CEQA Guidelines allow a summary of 
projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning document, which is designed to 
evaluate regional or area-wide conditions.  Please refer to Response to SOP 1-3. 

Response to SOP 1-7 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal. 
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Response to SOP 1-8 

The Draft REIR examined the potential project impacts related to wastewater treatment via either an 
onsite package treatment plant or through a connection to the Carmel Area Wastewater District 
(CAWD).  However, since the release of the Draft REIR for public review, a determination has been 
made that the proposed project will connect to the existing CAWD sewer facilities.  Please refer to 
the Recirculated REIR and Response to CAWD 1-1.  

Response to SOP 1-9 

Several geotechnical reports were prepared for the 1998 Final EIR, Geologic and Geotechnical 
Feasibility Investigation (Terratech, Inc., 1996), Geologic Investigation of Mapped Landslides 
(Terratech 1996), Technical Peer Review (Nolan and Associates 1996), Preliminary Geologic 
Feasibility (Geoconsultants 1995), and Geologic Evaluation of Two Landslide Areas (Geoconsultants 
1981).  Additionally, a Geologic, Soils, and Drainage Assessment (Kleinfelder, Inc., 2003) was 
prepared for the Draft REIR.  As a result of these various studies, mitigation measures, and 
monitoring actions were recommended that reduce impacts related to grading activities.  As noted on 
page 4.2-12 of the Draft REIR, a grading plan shall certified and approved by a qualified engineering 
geologist prior to the issuance of grading permits.  

Response to SOP 1-10 

Although the issue of water rights is largely irrelevant to CEQA analysis, the Recirculated Draft 
REIR contains an extensive water rights discussion.  Please see Recirculated DREIR, Section 4.3 and 
Appendix C.  The comment provides no specific information and thus no further response is required.    
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MONTEREY PINE FOREST WATCH (MPFW) 

Response to MPFW 1-1 

Please refer to MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest Biological Sensitivity. 

Response to MPFW 1-2 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to MPFW 1-3 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to MPFW 1-4 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to MPFW 1-5 

Please refer to MR-1: Biological Resources Impacts: Mitigation Revisions and Clarifications. 

Response to MPFW 1-6 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-7: Botanical Surveys.  

In addition, potentially suitable habitat for the Carmel Valley bush mallow was identified by Charlie 
Patterson in 1981 (Wesco 1981).  Typically found in chaparral and cismontane woodlands, this 
deciduous shrub species blooms May through August.  Surveys were conducted between May and 
August in 1995 (Zander 1995), 2001(Zander 2002), and 2005 (Zander 2005).  The species was not 
found during any of these surveys. 

Moreover, there are several species that were not addressed in the Draft REIR because there is no 
suitable habitat onsite.  The peregrine falcon and merlin may use the site for foraging but they do not 
nest in the habitats present onsite.  Merlins nest in the northern portion of California and north into 
Canada and Alaska.  Foraging habitats for avian species, unless specifically noted under their state 
status (i.e. Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl) is not protected under CEQA.  The black swift nests 
on the cliff faces in sheltered crevices and ledges under overhangs, but typically in moist situations, 
such as near a seep or behind a waterfall (A Guide to Nests, Eggs, and Nestlings of North American 
Birds, 1997).  No suitable habitat for this species occurs on site.  The American badger inhabits open 
grasslands, savannahs, and mountain meadows near timberline.  They require abundant burrowing 
mammals, which are their principle food source and loose, friable soils.  Their highly excavated 
tunnels with large dirt kick outs at the entrance of the tunnel would be noticeable if they were within 
the project area.  There are no suitable habitat occurs on site.  Monterey ornate shrews are typically 
found in brackish water marshes, along streams, or in brush areas of valleys and foothills.  No habitat 
for this species occurs on site.  Southwestern pond turtles require slow or slack permanent water but 
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are known to move between ponds when they dry up.  They are uncommon in high gradient streams 
(Jennings and Hayes, 1994).  No suitable ponds or streams occur on site.  Silvery legless lizards are 
fossorial animals that create burrows in soils with high sand content (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).  No 
such suitable soil occurs on site.  The monarch butterfly has been reported in Pacific Grove and at 
Lester Roundtree Memorial Arboretum on Hatton Drive, Carmel.  This is one of the very few sites 
where observation of the monarch butterfly has been reported in the Monterey Peninsula.  With 
usually less than 20 individuals observed in a handful of trees, this site is considered very minor 
(CNDDB, 2005). 

In addition, please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9. 

Response to MPFW 1-7 

Please refer to MR-3: Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions/Mitigation Measure Enforcement. 

Please see Response CVA 1-27. 

Response to MPFW 1-8 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to MPFW 1-9 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to MPFW 1-10 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to MPFW 1-11 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 and MR-7: Botanical Surveys. 

Response to MPFW 1-12 

Please refer to MR-8: Weed Control and MR-9: Fire Danger/Provision of Services. 

Response to MPFW 1-13 

Please refer to MR-3: Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions/Mitigation Measure Enforcement, and 
MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal, and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

In addition, the 318.4 acres of private open space is considered habitat because the areas are large 
enough to support plants and animals within the existing habitat.  Larger mammals such as deer and 
foxes will move through these areas if they are not fenced (see Mitigation Measure 4.9-1).  Passerines 
and raptors will use existing plants for nesting.  
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Response to MPFW 1-14 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-118. 

Additionally, Section 6 of the Draft REIR included an analysis of a Reduced Density Alternative and 
the Recirculated Draft REIR included three additional alternatives, including a 73/22 Inclusionary 
Housing Alternative that limits the amount of development in the northern portion of the project site 
adjacent to Jacks Peak Regional Park and Monterra Ranch.  None of the alternatives presented in the 
Draft REIR or the Recirculated Draft REIR have been eliminated from consideration and the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to weigh the merits of this 
alternative in relation to the proposed project in considering whether to certify the REIR and approve 
the project. 
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DEL MESA CARMEL COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION (DMCCA) 

Response to DMCCA 1-1 

The inclusionary housing is to be located in the southeastern portion of the project site as identified 
on Exhibit 3-3.  The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.1-8 of the Draft REIR is revised 
as follows: 

Currently, the project proposes to construct 15 residential units to be developed on 5.3 acres 
within the southeastern corner of the site. 

Response to DMCCA 1-2 

Comment noted.  See Response to DMCCA 1-27. 

Response to DMCCA 1-3 

The comment is noted and the first sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.4-9 of the Recirculated 
DREIR is revised as follows: 

Watershed A contains two proposed detention basins, one of which is proposed within the western 
portion of the project site in Roach Canyon. The other basin is proposed to be located in the 
southwestern corner of the project site. 

Response to DMCCA 1-4 

The County of Monterey has adopted the Carmel Valley Traffic Impact Fee (CVTIF), which is used 
for funding planned improvements along Carmel Valley Road. 

As identified in Table 4.6-1 of the Draft REIR, the intersection of Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale 
Drive currently operates at unacceptable levels of service (LOS) during the AM and PM peak hours.  
As noted on page 4.6-9 of the Draft REIR, in conjunction with the Carmel Valley Road 
improvements, the County plans to install a left turn channelization on the westbound approach of 
Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale Drive; however, even with this improvement the minor approach at 
this intersection is forecasted to operate at an unacceptable LOS.  In addition to a fair share CVTIF 
payment, the project applicant is responsible for the signalization of Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale 
Drive/September Ranch Road and any additional costs for signal coordination associated with this 
signalization (see Mitigation Measure 4.6-9 on page 4.6-20 of the Draft REIR).  As identified in 
Table 4.6-3 of the Draft REIR, once signalized the intersection of Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale 
Drive and the future September Ranch Road will operate at LOS A during the AM and PM peak 
hours. Safety is also considered an important criteria as a warrant for adding a traffic signal. 

Additionally, as also  identified in Table 4.6-1 of the Draft REIR, the intersection of Carmel Valley 
Road/Dorris Drive currently operates at unacceptable levels of service (LOS) during the AM and PM 
peak hours and as identified on page 4.6-9 of the Draft REIR, under existing conditions, this 
intersection meets the Caltrans peak hour signal warrant criteria.  As identified in Table 4.6-3 of the 
Draft REIR, once signalized this intersections operates at LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours.  
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The project applicant is required to make a fair share CVTIF payment for the signalization of this 
intersection (see Mitigation Measure 4.6-3 on page 4.6-18 of the Draft REIR). 

In consultation with the County, TJKM identified the study area roadway intersections and roadway 
segments to be analyzed in the Draft REIR.  While TJKM did not perform a LOS analysis for the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road/Del Mesa Drive/Via Petra, TJKM did analyze the segment of 
Carmel Valley Road from Rancho San Carlos Road to Carmel Rancho Boulevard.  As noted on page 
4.6-18 of the Draft REIR, the study area roadway segments along Carmel Valley Road should be able 
to accommodate the existing plus project-related traffic in the study area.  However, as discussed in 
Section 4.6 of the Draft REIR, the applicant will be required to pay a fair share traffic impact fee for 
the County adopted improvements to Carmel Valley Road, including three long-term passing lane 
improvements.  The Carmel Valley Road improvements have been adopted to ensure that Carmel 
Valley Road operates at an acceptable level of service and will be phased as funds become available.  

Response to DMCCA 1-5 

Please refer to MR-11: Sight Distance. 

Response to DMCCA 1-6 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility.  

Response to DMCCA 1-7 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility and MR-9 
Fire Danger/Provision of Services. 
 
Response to DMCCA 1-8 

As stated on page 4.11-15 of the Draft REIR, the County has established a hierarchy of sensitive 
viewsheds as outlined in the Carmel Valley Visual Study (CVVS).  While CVMP Policy 26.1.9.1 
states that siting of new development visible from private viewing areas may be taken into 
consideration during the subdivision process, the CVVS has established private viewsheds as Non-
Critical Viewsheds.  As outlined on page 4.11-16 if the Draft REIR, “Non-Critical Viewsheds are 
places not visible from the public viewing area, or briefly visible to the public, so that non-existent or 
brief views for very little to alter the perception of the viewer regarding the rural character of Carmel 
Valley.  Development in these places may affect nearby residents and therefore be construed as 
critical to them.  However, these views are not deemed critical to maintaining the overall perception 
of Carmel Valley as a rural place.”  However, while County policy does not specifically protect 
private viewsheds, the proposed project has been designed with consideration of the adjacent land 
uses.  As stated on page 4.11-16 of the Draft REIR, “More specifically, the project’s retention of 
nearly 783 acres of open space will result in maintaining the overall rural and visual character of the 
project area and the Valley.  Retention of this open space will also provide visual buffers throughout 
the development itself and with the surrounding land uses.”  As shown in Exhibit 3-3, Site Plan of the 
Draft REIR, the project provides an open space buffer along its western border. 

Please refer to the three inclusionary housing alternatives identified in the Recirculated Draft REIR 
and MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. 
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Response to DMCCA 1-9 

The Recirculated Draft REIR uses a baseline of 3 AFY. 

Response to DMCCA 1-10 

The Recirculated Draft REIR contains an extensive quantitative analysis of potential project impacts 
measured against a baseline of 3 AFY.  Please see also Response to CVA 1-9 and MR-19: 
Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability. 

Response to DMCCA 1-11 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability.   

Response to DMCCA 1-12 

Comment makes contradictory statements about whether water rights are relevant.  The County 
agrees that water rights are largely irrelevant for CEQA purposes.  However, a water rights analysis is 
included to address questions by Court of Appeal, and that analysis includes all senior water rights in 
the project area.  See Recirculated Draft REIR, Section  4.3.  The impact analysis accounts for all 
existing uses, regardless of seniority.  

Response to DMCCA 1-13 

The comment mischaracterizes the analysis in the Draft REIR.  The support for the significance 
conclusion regarding the potential reduction in rejected recharge from the SRA to the CVA is not the 
water rights analysis; rather, it is the hydrology analysis presented subsequent to the water rights 
analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3.  As described in the Recirculated Draft REIR, 
this analysis is based on the water balance method, an understanding of the basin’s hydrology, and the 
potential to affect other wells.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability.  The Recirculated 
Draft REIR provides a thorough and, where possible, quantitative analysis of impacts to public trust 
resources, including water supplies and biological resources.  See Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 
4.3 and 4.9.  Otherwise, the comment provides no new information or data on which to base a 
response, and no further response is required. 

Response to DMCCA 1-14 

Please see MR-19: Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability.  The prior EIR 
adopted a per se significance threshold; the Recirculated Draft REIR instead sets significance 
thresholds based on a review of factual information relevant to the Carmel River, and with respect for 
constitutional requirements, CEQA Guidelines and other laws that require mitigation measures and 
approvals to reflect a connection between the facts and the conclusions made, and that preclude 
imposition of mitigation measures for impacts not caused by the project.  For these reasons, the 
Recirculated Draft REIR undertakes a fact-specific analysis of potential physical changes caused by 
the proposed project.  Please see also Responses to SOCR 1-1 through SOCR 1-5, MR-18: Hydrology 
& Water Availability.   
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Response to DMCCA 1-15 

The baseline used to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project in the Recirculated Draft 
REIR is 3 AFY, not 99 AFY.  However, it is noted for clarity as to existing conditions that water use 
on the property has averaged at 99 AFY for approximately 9 years.   

Response to DMCCA 1-16 

The proposed project does not include continuing pasture irrigation and the pastureland is to remain 
as part of the 20.2 acre equestrian lot.. 

Response to DMCCA 1-17 

Please see Response to DMCCA1-16. 

Response to DMCCA 1-18 

The Recirculated Draft REIR takes no position on existing use for CEQA purposes, because it is 
irrelevant: a) with the exception of the equestrian center 3 AFY, existing water use is not relied on for 
the CEQA baseline and b) courts have confirmed that the legality of existing conditions is not 
relevant to the CEQA analysis.  No further response is required.   

Response to DMCCA 1-19 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3 for clarification of the significance threshold.  The 
impact analysis is not based on the water right analysis, and thus is not limited to those with senior 
water rights.  The proposed project would not affect Cal-Am’s ability to provide water.  Please see 
MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability. 

Response to DMCCA 1-20 

Please see Response to DMCCA1-13 and Sections 4.3 and 4.9 in the Recirculated Draft REIR.  The 
text to which the comment refers has been revised in the Recirculated Draft REIR.   

Response to DMCCA 1-21 

Comment noted.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability for clarifications on the use of 
data from drought years 1987 to 1991. 

Response to DMCCA 1-22 

Performance standards regarding well locations are proposed as mitigation measures.  Please see 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 (well locations) in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to DMCCA 1-23 

See Response to SOCR 1-46. 
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Response to DMCCA 1-24 

See Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9.  Pumping would be year-round, with a maximum 
cap on total withdrawal.  There are no impacts to aquatic biological resources.  Please see MR-20: 
Aquatic Biological Resources.   

Response to DMCCA 1-25 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 5.0. 

Response to DMCCA 1-26 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 7.0, and MR-18: Hydrology & Water 
Availability.  No water users would be deprived of supply as a result of the proposed project.  The 
proposed project would rely on percolating groundwater, but for informational purposes both 
scenarios are discussed.   

Response to DMCCA 1-27 

As requested by the comment, the Recirculated Draft REIR analyzed whether development of the 
proposed project would induce growth elsewhere within the County.  Please see Recirculated Draft 
REIR, Section 7 and MR-15: Growth Inducement.  As suggested by the comment, the Final EIR 
includes a mitigation measure that will limit overall water use by the proposed project.  This measure 
is not required by CEQA because impacts are less than significant, but would be adopted as a 
condition of land use approval in any case to respond to public concerns.          
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS (LWV) 

Response to LWV 1-1 

Please see Response to LWMC 1-1. 

Response to LWV 1-2 

The proposed project does not include continued pasture irrigation. 

Response to LWV 1-3 

Please refer to MR-13: Traffic Impact Fees. 

Response to LWV 1-4 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch 
Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to LWV 1-5 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to LWV 1-6 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. 

Response to LWV 1-7 

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires an EIR 
to set forth only those alternatives that would reduce significant impacts and are necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Section 6, 
Alternatives of the Draft REIR includes a discussion of four alternatives, including the Reduce Forest 
Impact with High Inclusionary Housing Alternative and the Reduced Forest Impact with 20 percent 
Inclusionary Housing Alternative.  The Recirculated Draft REIR presented three additional 
alternatives: Reconfigured 94/15 Alternative, 82/27 Alternative, and the 73/22 Alternative.  None of 
these alternatives have been eliminated from consideration, including the Planning Commission 
Alternative, which is an alternative based upon the reduced project approved by the Planning 
Commission in 1998.  The Monterey County Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to weigh 
the merits of all of the alternatives in relation to the proposed project in its consideration of the 
certification of the REIR and project approval. 



AMAP 1-1
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ALLIANCE OF MONTEREY AREA PRESERVATIONISTS (AMAP) 

Response to AMAP 1-1 

Please see CVA 1-24. In addition, any proposed plans to widen or change Carmel Valley Road are of 
sufficient distance as to not affect the viewshed nor to impinge on the historic buildings. 



AMAP2 1-1
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ALLIANCE OF MONTEREY AREA PRESERVATIONISTS (AMAP2) 

Response to AMAP2 1-1 

Please see response to AMAP 1-1. 
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BRIGITTE WASSERMAN (BW) 

Response to BW 1-1 

Building envelopes have been proposed for all of the parcels. A number of parcels also have 
development envelopes. These will be finalized prior to the filing of the final map, but will be 
consistent with the mitigation measures and conditions imposed on the project. Please see SOCR 1-
135. 

As noted on page 3-1A and 4.1-7 of the Draft REIR the proposed project is consistent with the 
CVMP and zoning ordinance designations for the project site; therefore, the proposed project will not 
require a General Plan Amendment. 

Additionally, please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility. 

Response to BW 1-2 

Please refer to Response to BW-1 

Response to BW 1-3 

Please refer to Response to BW-1. 

Response to BW 1-4 

Please refer to Response to BW-1.  Additionally, the September Ranch project will result in less 
development than is allowed under either the Carmel Valley Master Plan or the Slope Density 
Formula (see page 4.1-4 of the Draft REIR). 

Response to BW 1-5 

Please refer to Response to SOCR-32. 

Response to BW 1-6 

Please refer to Response to SOCR-32.  The Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master 
Plan, and the County Zoning Ordinance guide development on the project site.  As noted on page 3-
1A and 4.1-7 of the Draft REIR the proposed project is consistent with the CVMP and zoning 
ordnance designations for the project site.  While there is no definition of rural provided by the 
comment, there are no policies or ordinances that apply to the September Ranch project that either 
require or forbid characterization of multi-family housing as “rural.”  

Response to BW 1-7 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR, MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing, and 
Response to SOCR-32. 
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Response to BW 1-8 

The Noise Impact Analysis does not distinguish between the noise generated by the inclusionary 
housing units and the market rate residential units.  As stated on page 4.8-3 of the Draft REIR, noise 
level increases are considered excessive or substantial if they violate standards or measurably increase 
the noise level in an area that is already in violation of standards. 

The greatest long-term noise impact associated with residential projects is an increase in traffic 
related noise.  Traffic noise impacts are generally analyzed to both insure that the project will not 
adversely impact the acoustic environment of the surrounding community and to insure that the 
project site is not exposed to an unacceptable noise resulting from the ambient noise environment.  As 
identified in Table 4.8-3 of the Draft REIR, at a 50-foot reference distance from the centerline of 27 
area roadway segments.  The largest project traffic related noise increase is +0.2 dB along Carmel 
Valley Road near the project site.  Changes in project related traffic noise will be less than 1.5 dB, the 
threshold of human perception under laboratory conditions. 

As stated on page 4.11-13 of the Draft REIR, the introduction of new sources of light within the 
project area may be potentially significant and intrusive to surrounding residences since, with the 
exception of the equestrian facilities; the site does not currently generate night lighting.  Moreover, it 
is noted that the most prominently visible source of light will be as a result of the inclusionary 
housing.  The proposed tree screen in conjunction with Mitigation Measures 4.11-4 and 4.11-5 will 
reduce the impacts of night lighting.   

Response to BW 1-9 

The inclusionary housing will consist of single-family units that are of greater density and smaller lots 
than the market rate residential units.  References to multi-family residential units have been omitted 
from the Draft REIR on pages 4.1-3, 4.3-40, 4.5-4, 4.5-6, and 4.8-7.   These revisions are included in 
Section 6, Errata.  

Response to BW 1-10 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. 

Response to BW 1-11 

As identified on page 4.4-2 of the Draft REIR, according to the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the project site is situated within Zone C, an area of 
minimal flooding.  The project will incorporate a series of detention basins, all of which will be 
designed to meet the runoff created during a 100-year storm event effectively.  As required facilities 
will be designed in accordance with the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) 
criteria that require that detention facilities are sized to store the difference between the 100-year post 
development runoff and the 10-year pre development runoff while limiting the discharge to the 10-
year pre-development runoff rate.  If runoff from individual lots cannot be directed to a detention 
basin, onsite retention or detention shall be constructed in accordance with the requirements of the 
MCWRA (see page 4.4-9 of the Draft REIR).  Final design of the facilities is subject to the review 
and approval of the MCWRA and the Monterey County Public Works Department. 
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Response to BW 1-12 

Please refer to Response to BW-11 and Exhibit 4.4-2, Drainage Detention Basins, of the Draft REIR. 

Response to BW 1-13 

As outlined in CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a), a Lead Agency need only to respond to significant 
environmental issues and does not need to provide all information requested by reviewers.  This 
comment does not address an environmental issue, and no further response is required. 

Response to BW 1-14 

As noted on page 3-2 of the Draft REIR, the project includes 782.8 acres of open space, comprising 
87.9 percent of the entire project site.  Of these 782.8 acres, 463.4 are common open space.  Open 
space is situated throughout the project site providing a buffer between the project site itself and the 
public views into the project site.  As discussed on page 4.11-13 of the Draft REIR, the project will 
not result obstruct view of surrounding mountains, Carmel River, or other sensitive viewsheds.  
Mitigation is provided in Section 4.11, Aesthetics of the Draft REIR to reduce the visibility of the 
project site from Carmel Valley Road and to preserve the rural character of the project site.  In 
addition, three inclusionary housing alternatives were presented in the Recirculated Draft REIR to 
address concerns related to the visibility of the inclusionary housing.  

Response to BW 1-15 

As stated on page 4.1-4 of the Draft REIR, under the slope density formula a maximum of 294 units 
could be developed on site.  Regardless of topography or development constraints, the project will 
retain 782.8 acres of open space. 

Response to BW 1-16 

Please refer to Responses to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal and MR-5: 
Monterey Pine Forest Biological Sensitivity. 

Response to BW 1-17 

Please refer to Response to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility. 

Response to BW 1-18 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal, and MR-6: Monterey Pine 
Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to BW 1-19 

CEQA Guideline section 15126.4(a) states, “Formulation of mitigation measures should not be 
deferred until some future time.  However, mitigation measures may specify performance standards 
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more 
than one specified way.”  Given that the visual sensitivity of each lot and/or building envelope is 



September Ranch Subdivision Project  
Response to Comments to Draft REIR Response to Comments 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 4-232 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec04_Draft REIR Responses.doc  

unique, varying in part depending on topography and screening, it is not possible to set forth a 
quantitative standard (i.e., building height) that is universal to each lot and/or building envelope.  
However, Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 sets forth performance standards of protecting the public 
viewshed by avoiding ridgeline development, preserving existing screening vegetation, and limiting 
building heights of the homes situated on the lots overlooking Carmel Valley Road to reduce 
visibility and screen buildings.  Site development standards are set forth in the Monterey County 
Code Title 21, which limit the maximum residential building height and define the maximum 
buildout within a building envelope.  The project is also subject to the Carmel Valley Master Plan 
policies, more specifically policies 26.1.9.1, 26.1.26, 26,1,28, and 40.2.1.3, all of which set forth 
performance standards in relation to the protection of viewsheds. 

This is in reference to the Monitoring Action for Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-4.  The 
mitigation measures themselves set forth the performance standards in accordance with CEQA 
Guideline 15126.4(a).  

The Draft REIR recognizes that there are potentially significant water quality project-related impacts.  
The Draft REIR outlines typical best management practices (BMPs) that are included in the County’s 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit; as stated on page 4.4-11 of the 
Draft REIR, the project will incorporate the specific measures outlined or their equivalent.  As stated 
on page 4.4-5 of the Draft REIR, “The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, also referred to as the 
Clean Water Act (CWA), states discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States from any 
points source is unlawful unless it complies with the NPDES permit.  

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to BW 1-20 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-12. 

Response to BW 1-21 

Comment noted.  The statement in the December 2004 Draft REIR at page 7-3 was an error that did 
not affect the impact analysis and that was revised in the Recirculated Draft REIR (Feb. 2006).  In 
both instances, the impact analysis accounted for other wells overlying the SRA.  For example, pages 
4.3-45 to 4.3-46 of the Recirculated Draft REIR evaluates whether the proposed project would affect 
the sustainable yield of the SRA during average and below average water years, taking into account 
future production by other overlying wells.  To identify other production wells, the Recirculated Draft 
REIR reviewed pumping records provided by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, 
updating the 1997 data identified by Todd Engineers, and the results are identified in Table 4.3-7.  
The sustainable yield calculation is discussed in the text and summarized in Table 4.3-8.   

Based on the available data, the EIR concluded that the proposed project would not adversely affect 
the sustainable yield of the SRA, and therefore there are no long-term impacts to other water users 
overlying the SRA.  See Section 4.3.  

Well production records were obtained from the MPWMD and the SWRCB files.  The Wasserman 
well did not appear in any of these records.  The comment does not provide any information 
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regarding the quantity of production from this well.  The Wasserman well is located geographically 
so that project pumping would not affect her well, and the Final EIR adopts a performance standard 
requiring wells to be located to avoid drawdown of neighboring wells.  Finally, although the comment 
provides no data regarding pumping, the sustainability analysis provided in the Recirculated Draft 
REIR could accommodate the quantity reasonably anticipated from several additional wells (within 
the range of the available well pumping data noted in the EIR) without affecting the sustainability 
analysis or conclusion. 

Response to BW 1-22 

Please see Response to BW 1-21. 

Response to BW 1-23 

Please see Response to BW 1-21.  The statement regarding other overlying users was corrected in the 
Recirculated Draft REIR, and does not affect the analysis or conclusions. 

Response to BW 1-24 

Under California law, landowners who overlie the groundwater basin and retain their water rights 
would have an overlying correlative right that is of equal priority to other overlying rights, such as 
that of the proposed project.     

Response to BW 1-25 

The Recirculated Draft REIR uses 3 AFY as the environmental baseline.  The statement regarding 
existing uses and reduction is not a significance conclusion; it is provided in the interest of full 
information regarding the capacity of the basin in light of existing conditions over the past 11 years.   

Response to BW 1-26 

The six-inch standard was established to allow drivers to react to a small object on the roadway. 

Response to BW 1-27 

The addition of project traffic to a signalized intersection of Carmel Valley/ Brookdale 
Drive/September Ranch Road is not expected to increase the accident rate at the intersection. 

Response to BW 1-28 

The signalization of Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale Drive/September Ranch Road is expected to 
create gaps in Carmel Valley Road traffic and thus make it easier for traffic to enter and exit adjacent 
properties on Carmel Valley Road. 

Response to BW 1-29 

An alternative access was not studied and TJKM did not evaluate the sight distance at alternative 
access points for September Ranch. 
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Response to BW 1-30 

Table 4.3-8 of the Draft REIR identifies the existing plus project CNEL at a 50-foot distance from the 
centerline of 27 project area roadway segments.  As identified on page 4.8-6 of the Draft REIR, the 
largest noise increase directly related to the project is 0.2 dB along Carmel Valley Road near the 
project site, less than the 1.5 dB threshold of human perception under laboratory conditions.  

Response to BW 1-31 

Please refer to MR-10: Trip Generation & Distribution. 

Response to BW 1-32 

The actual location of the transit stop has not been determined. However, as outlined in the County of 
Monterey Draft Conditions of Approval for the proposed project, “The project applicant shall submit 
plans to install a safe transit stop(s) convenient to the project entrance, subject to the review and 
approval of the County Public Works Department and after consultation with the transit planner at 
Monterey Salinas Transit. The applicant shall provide a pull out in each direction, and onsite signage 
at the site entrance showing the transit schedule and map” 

Response to BW 1-33 

As noted on page 4.8-4 of the Draft REIR, the noise impact analysis included a future noise impact 
analysis based upon the vehicle mixes and speeds observed during onsite monitoring.  This would 
include current mass transit vehicles that travel along Carmel Valley Road and State Route 1.  As 
noted the location of the transit stop has not been determined.  Currently, Monterey Salinas Transit 
operates the Carmel Grapevine Express, which runs in the project area once an hour between 7 AM 
and 7 PM during the weekdays and 8 AM and 7 PM during the weekends.  As noted in Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-7, while the exact location of the transit stop has not been determined; however it is 
noted that the stop is to be convenient to both the inclusionary housing and the equestrian center 
(please see Response to Comment BW-132).  The equestrian center is not considered a noise sensitive 
land use and mitigation has been provided to reduce noise related impacts associated with the 
inclusionary housing component.  In relation to air quality, extremely minor emissions associated 
with the brief (2-3 minutes or less) idling of buses at the proposed bus stop as they pick up passengers 
once an hour during normal hours of operation does not contribute substantially to the project’s total 
emissions burden, and total emissions with this mitigation measure will still be below the District’s 
threshold of significance published in the “CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.”  Therefore, 
implementation of this mitigation measure will result in less than significant air quality impacts. 
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ROBERT HALE (RH) 

Response to RH 1-1 

Please refer to Section 6 of the Draft REIR that contains Alternatives to the proposed project, as does 
Section 6 of the Recirculated Draft REIR; please see MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing, and 
Response to SOCR-39. 

Response to RH 1-2 

As discussed on page 4.11-13 of the Draft REIR, “in an effort to ensure the overall visual quality of 
the site is maintained, a visual field survey of the site and adjacent areas was conducted to assess the 
existing visual character of the property from key vantage points.  This included the siting of the lots 
through staking and flagging in an effort to identify the location of final building envelopes to 
minimize potential viewshed impacts.  More specifically, siting of these lots were established by 
taking into consideration both topography and elevations in relation to public vantage points and 
transportation routes.” 

Response to RH 1-3 

Final design and approval of the detention facilities is subject to the review and approval of the 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency and the Monterey County Public Works Department.  

Response to RH 1-4 

Please see Response to SOCR 1-31. 

Response to RH 1-5 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to RH 1-6 

Please refer to MR-9: Fire Danger/Provision of Services. 

Response to RH 1-7 

The proposed project is in compliance with all applicable regulations, ordinances, and policies 
regarding the provision of parkland.  As shown on Exhibit 3-3, Site Plan of the Draft REIR, the 
project applicant previously granted five acres in the northwestern portion of the project site adjacent 
to Jacks Peak Regional Park to the County of Monterey.  As discussed in Response to SOCR-31, the 
applicant in coordination with the Monterey County Parks Department shall dedicate trail easements 
to the County for connection of future trails with existing trails and local access will be provided to 
the hiking and riding trails and links in the County park system.  

Response to RH 1-8 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility.   
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Response to RH 1-9 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker Susceptibility.  

Response to RH 1-10 

Please refer to MR-8: Weed Control. 

Response to RH 1-11 

Please refer to MR-8: Weed Control. 

Response to RH 1-12 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-135. 

Response to RH 1-13 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-135. 

Response to RH 1-14 

Trail easements will be dedicated prior to the recordation of the final subdivision map.  All trail 
easements will be developed and maintained in accordance with the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area 
Plan. 

Response to RH 1-15 

Please refer to MR-8: Weed Control. 

Response to RH 1-16 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to RH 1-17 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to RH 1-18 

Please refer to MR-8: Weed Control. 

Response to RH 1-19 

The comment is noted; please refer to the 73/22 Inclusionary Housing Alternative in the Recirculated 
Draft REIR, Section 6.  Please see also MR-16: Staff Recommended Alternative.  
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Response to RH 1-20 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-118, and Response to SC 1-10.  In addition, please note that 
three additional alternatives were analyzed in the Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 6.0. 
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RICHARD AND VIRGINIA DUNN (RVD) 

Response to RVD 1-1 

The proposed project would result in the construction of 109 unit’s total, 94 of which are market rate 
residential units and 15 of which are inclusionary housing units.  Please refer also to MR-16:  Staff 
Recommended Alternative. 

Response to RVD 1-2 

The comment is noted.  The sentence is omitted from the Draft REIR. 

Response to RVD 1-3 

The correction is noted.  The first sentence of the second paragraph has been revised as follows: 

Currently, the project proposes to construct 15 residential units to be developed on 5.3 acres 
within southeastern corner of the site. 

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

Response to RVD 1-4 

Please refer to Response to SOCR-19 and SOCR-24. 

Response to RVD 1-5 

Please see Response to RVD 2-2.  All statements are based on independent and professional re-
evaluation of raw data, objective finds, and conclusions.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water 
Availability. 

Response to RVD 1-6 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability for clarifications on reduction of flow to the 
CVA, on CVA GW storage, and reduced recharge (not zero) during severe drought periods. 

Response to RVD 1-7 

As stated on page 4.3-49 of the Draft REIR, “In accordance with the CVMP, the project will be the 
subject of public hearings by the Monterey County Subdivision Review Committee, the County 
Planning Commission, and the County Board of Supervisors.”  Additionally, as noted on page 4.3-48 
of the Draft REIR, “The proposed project does not have a water authorization from the County of 
Monterey and no water is available for this project in the County’s allocation.  Rather consistent with 
the CVMP, the proposed project will pump groundwater from the SRA for potable needs.” 
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Response to RVD 1-8 

The comment is noted and the Draft REIR acknowledges that four of the study are intersections 
currently operate at an unacceptable level of service (see pages 4.6-9 and 4.6-7 of the Draft REIR).  
No specific comments on the Draft EIR were provided; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response to RVD 1-9 

Since the project access will be from Carmel Valley Road, 100 percent of the project-related traffic 
was assigned to the Carmel Valley Road/Brookdale Drive/September Ranch Road intersection and to 
the segment of Carmel Valley Road that includes the project. 

Response to RVD 1-10 

As discussed on pages 4.6-18 and 4.6-19 of the Draft REIR, a combination of Mitigation Measures 
4.6-1 through 4.6-7 will reduce project-related level of service impacts at the five intersections that 
will operate at an unacceptable LOS under the existing plus project conditions. 

Response to RVD 1-11 

The project’s potential noise related impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Draft REIR. 
In addition, please see Response to Comment LWMC 1-7. 

Response to RVD 1-12 

Please refer to MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility and MR-2: 
Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Response to RVD 1-13 

Please refer to Response to DMCCA 1-8.  

Response to RVD 1-14 

The proposed project consists of 94 market rate residential units, which are subject to the CVMP 
annual allocation system and 15 inclusionary housing units that are not subject to the annual 
allocation but are subtracted from the 20-year quota.  As stated on page 5-1 of the Draft REIR, 
subdivisions may be approved up to the maximum number of lots for the life of the tentative map.  
However, as a general policy, no more than 25 lots per year may be created in any one subdivision. 
As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft REIR, the project is planned to be built out over a ten year period. 
This is consistent with the CVMP allocation system. 

Response to RVD 1-15 

Please refer to Response to CAWD 1-1. 

Response to RVD 1-16 

Please refer to Response to DMCCA 1-8. 
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Response to RVD 1-17 

The comment is noted.  As outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), a Lead Agency only 
needs to respond to significant environmental issues.  This comment does not address an 
environmental issue, and no further response is required. 
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MARGARET ROBBINS (MROB) 

Response to MROB 1-1 

The water use number represents all water uses by the horses including not only drinking water but 
washing and other incidental uses.  Equine consumptive needs is estimated in 1.5 Animal Units (AU) 
wherein AFY equals 1.5 AU x .017 = AFY.   

Response to MROB 1-2 

The project site is privately owned and no easements of record or easements established by a judge of 
a court of competent jurisdiction which grant the public at large right of access to, or use of, property 
within the proposed project site exists.  Please see Response to SOCR 1-31. 

Response to MROB 1-3 

Equestrian center operations will not be altered as a result of project implementation, thus activities at 
the equestrian center were considered in the traffic impact analysis and the appropriate Institute of 
Traffic Engineers traffic generation rates were applied to this component. 

Response to MROB 1-4 

The proposed project is not introducing any uses that would require the implementation of a manure 
management plan. 

Response to MROB 1-5 

Please see Responses to SOCR 1-48 and DMCCA 1-18. 

Response to MROB 1-6 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands.  Wastewater will be treated offsite.  Under draft conditions of 
approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, auxiliary units would not be allowed.  
Additionally, please see MR-11, Trip Generation and Distribution.  

Response to MROB 1-7 

Please refer to Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 on page 4.9-22 and 4.9-23 of the Recirculated Draft REIR 
for the maintenance of private open space.  As outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, fencing is 
limited to the designated development envelopes and in order to maintain areas for wildlife 
movement fencing of parcel boundaries is prohibited.  

Response to MROB 1-8 

Please see Response to RVD 1-3. 
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Response to MROB 1-9 

Water users not reporting to the SWRCB were assumed to be riparian users because if they were 
appropriative users, they would be required by law to report to the SWRCB.  The Recirculated Draft 
REIR assumes that other water users obey the law, and there is no evidence to suggest otherwise.       

Response to MROB 1-10 

There is no rain gauge closer to the project site.  The 15.1% reduction factor was established in the 
Todd 1992 analysis with concurrence by the MPWMD. 

Response to MROB 1-11 

Please see Response to MROB 1-5.    

Response to MROB 1-12 

As stated on page 4.5-8 of the Draft REIR, CAWD anticipates that after meeting its contractual 
agreements, tertiary water would be available to augment the freshwater flow to the Carmel Valley 
Lagoon.  The critical months for steelhead in the Carmel River are winter (December 15 through 
April 14) when they migrate up streams and spawn, and in the spring (April 15 through May 31) 
when the smolt leaves the streams after the winter spawn.  Additionally, please refer to the 
Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9. 

Response to MROB 1-13 

Please refer to Response to RVD 1-7. 

Response to MROB 1-14 

Please see Response to Comment DMCCA 1-3. 

Response to MROB 1-15 

If runoff from individual lots cannot be directed to one of the detention basins identified on Exhibit 
4.4-2, on site retention or detention facilities shall be constructed on such lot.  The facility will be 
required to be designed in accordance with the requirements of the Water Resources Agency. 

Response to MROB 1-16 

AM and PM peak period traffic counts were conducted at the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and 
Brookdale Drive in December 2002.  These counts are the basis for the LOS calculations. 

Response to MROB 1-17 

All of the LOS calculations for the study area intersections are based on turning movement counts 
conducted in the AM and PM peak periods in December 2002, with the exception of the intersection 
of Highway 68 and Laureles Grade Road, at which AM and PM peak period counts were conducted 
in June 2003.  A signal cannot prevent brakes from failing. 
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Response to MROB 1-18 

Based on various counts conducted over time and at various locations, it is quite common for the peak 
hour volume to be approximately ten percent of the daily volume.  

Response to MROB 1-19 

The Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2003 Supplemental Signal Warrants defines a rural 
road as, “having a critical speed of major street traffic greater than or equal to 40 miles per hour or 
being in a built up area of isolated community of less than 10,000 population.  Based on this 
definition Carmel Valley Road is a rural highway. 

Response to MROB 1-20 

Existing volume on Carmel Valley Road between Rancho San Carlos Road and Schulte Road during 
the PM peak hour is approximately 1,630 vehicles per hour (vph) total in both directions.  With 
September Ranch, this volume is expected to increase by approximately 78 vph to 1,708 vph.  This 
relatively small increase (4.8%+78/1,630) is not expected to “result in substantial safety risks” (bullet 
3).  The project’s proposed access point, when signalized and properly alerted (as identified in 
Mitigation Measures 4.6-8 and 4.6-9) is not expected to “substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature” (bullet 4). 

Response to MROB 1-21 

The second bullet identifies that the project will have a significant impact if it will result in the 
degradation below LOS C for those rural roads now operating at LOS C or better.  Within the project 
area, there are two rural highways: Carmel Valley Road and Laureles Grade Road.  Under existing 
conditions there are three intersections along the study area rural roads that operate below LOS C 
(Carmel Valley Road and Brookdale Drive; Carmel Valley Road and Dorris Drive; and Carmel 
Valley Road/Laureles Grade Road).  Under existing conditions all study area rural roadway segments 
studied operate at LOS C or better.  Project traffic will not result in rural roadway study area 
intersection to be degraded from LOS C to worse and project traffic can be accommodated on all 
study area rural roadway segments.  Moreover, the analysis of the existing plus project conditions 
indicate that individually the proposed project is not expected to cause an existing study area 
intersection to degrade from LOS C to LOS D. Additionally, the proposed project includes mitigation 
that will contribute to the improvements of study area intersections that currently operate at an 
unacceptable LOS (LOS D or worse). 

Response to MROB 1-22 

The trip generation rate of 9.57 is based upon the single-family generation rate published in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual 6th Edition.  ITE trip generation rates 
forecast vehicle trips based upon land use and are considered the professional standard. 

Response to MROB 1-23 

Future residents of September Ranch are assumed to have similar travel characteristics as existing 
residents in the area.  Therefore, the trip distribution assumptions are mainly based on existing counts.  
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For example, the 12 percent of traffic that is expected to travel to and from the south on Highway 1 is 
based on the existing AM peak volume turning onto southbound Highway 1 from Rio Road divided 
by this volume plus traffic from eastbound Rio Road traffic and westbound Carmel Valley Road 
turning onto northbound Highway 1.  Mathematically this amounts to roughly 12 percent [= (106 
+37)/(106 +37 + 177 +906)].  Footnote 1 is an explanation of the trip generation calculations and was 
not included in Exhibit 4.6-2 because this exhibit is intended to depict the study area intersections 
lane configurations. 

Response to MROB 1-24 

Project trip generation (with trip distribution) results in project trip assignments.  These assignments, 
when combined with existing volumes presented in Figure 4.6-3 form the foundation of the existing 
plus project LOS analysis. 

Response to MROB 1-25 

The intersection of Carmel Rancho Road and Rio Road was not studied as part of the September 
Ranch Traffic Impact Study and therefore it is beyond the scope of this project to explain the 
calculated LOS discrepancies presented in other studies that included this intersection. 

Response to MROB 1-26 

Overlap signal phasing is intended to improve intersection operations; however, it will not reduce 
vehicle trip generation. 

Response to MROB 1-27 

A MST stop adjacent to the September Ranch project would reduce vehicle trip generation of 
residents choose to use transit.  This mitigation in combination with Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 
through 4.6-7 collectively reduces vehicle trip generation and LOS impacts to less than significant. 

Response to MROB 1-28 

As noted on page 4.13-3 of the Draft REIR, the Monterey County Sheriff’s Department indicated that 
additional staff is needed to serve the proposed project.  The applicant will be required to pay a fee 
that is assessed by the County to offset the service costs associated with new development.  The 
payment of this fee will assist in providing the funding for additional staff.  Similarly, the Mid-Valley 
Fire Department has identified that the project will require annexation into the district and the 
applicant will be required to pay annexation fees.  As noted on page 4.13-2 of the Draft REIR, CVFD 
has indicated that the payment of the annexation fees will assist with funding of projects identified in 
the Capital Improvement Plan for the Mid-Valley Fire Department, including station expansion and 
the purchase of new fire apparatus. In addition, the Sheriff added a condition that requires the 
applicant to provide a “drop down” space for deputies within the subdivision. 

Response to MROB 1-29 

Generation rates were provided to the County from the Carmel Unified School District (CUSD).  As 
discussed on page 4.13-4 of the Draft REIR, the generation rate is 0.081 for students K-5, 0.045 for 
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students 6-8, and 0.053 for students grades 9-12.  Overall the CUSD formula projects 0.18 students 
per residential unit.  This calculates to 20 students. 

Response to MROB 1-30 

Quail Meadows should have a “1” after it rather than a “2.” The 1 refers to the Quail Meadows Study 
prepared by Higgins Associates in 2001. 

Response to MROB 1-31 

The list of approved and pending projects was based on information provided by the County in 2003. 

Response to MROB 1-32 

Monterey County Code Section 19.12.010 was adopted by the Monterey County  pursuant to Section 
66477 of the Government Code (the Quimby Act), which provides for the dedication of land or the 
payment of fees in lieu thereof for park and recreational facilities as a condition of approval of a 
tentative map or parcel map. Monterey County Code Section 19.12.010 requires that 0.003 
acres/person x 3 persons/dwelling unit x number of proposed dwelling units within the Monterey 
County shall be devoted to active park and recreational land uses or the payment of in lieu fees to 
provide active park and recreation improvements that reasonably serve the residents of new 
subdivisions.  

The Parks Department has imposed conditions on the applicant that include a combination of a 
dedication trail easements and dedication of land and reaction to improvements in accordance with 
Section 19.12.010(D). The applicant will also be required to prepare and submit a park and recreation 
plan for approval by the Direction of Parks. 

Response to MROB 1-33 

The comment is noted that the commentor supports the No Project/No Development Alternative. 
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SUZI BLUFORD (SB) 

Response to SB 1-1 

The comment is noted. 

Response to SB 1-2 

Please refer to MR-14: Aesthetics – Inclusionary Housing. As noted in Section 4.4, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, the project will include a series of detention basins. The preliminary size of the basins 
are shown on Exhibit 4.4-2 of the Draft REIR and summarized in Table 4.4-4 on page 4.4-10 of the 
Draft REIR. Final design of the facilities is subject to the review and approval of the Monterey 
County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) and the Monterey County Public Works Department. In 
the event that runoff from individual lots cannot be directed to a detention basin, such lots must 
construct onsite retention or detention basins in accordance with MCWRA.  

Noise modeling prepared for the Noise Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project did not 
identify any noise impacts to offsite sources.  As discussed in Section 4.8 of the Draft REIR, potential 
noise impacts associated with the inclusionary housing component of the proposed project will be 
reduced to less than significant with the recommended mitigation. 

Response to SB 1-3 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-112 and SOCR 1-118. 

Response to SB 1-4 

The comment is noted that the commentor is not in support of the proposed project. 
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LINDA AGERBAK (LA) 

Response to LA 1-1 

Please refer to the Recirculated Draft REIR and MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal. 
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MARGARET BATES AND DAVID TALCOTT BATES (MBDTB) 

Response to MBDTB 1-1 

As discussed in Sections 4.9 and 4.11 of the Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR, with 
mitigation the September Ranch Subdivision project will have less than significant biological 
resources and aesthetic impacts.  Please see MR-20:  Aquatic Biological Resources.  Additionally, the 
Recirculated Draft REIR included three additional alternatives, including a 73/22 Inclusionary 
Housing Alternative that limits the amount of development in the northern portion of the project site 
adjacent to Jacks Peak Regional Park and Monterra Ranch. None of the alternatives presented in the 
Draft REIR or the Recirculated Draft REIR have been eliminated from consideration and the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to weigh the merits of this 
alternative in relation to the proposed project in its consideration of whether to certify the REIR and 
approve the project. 
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STAUB FORESTRY (SF) 

Response to SF 1-1 

Please see page 4.9-9 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-2 

Please see page 4.9-24 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-3 

Please see pages 4.9-24 and 4.9-25 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-4 

Please see page 4.9-25 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-5 

Please see page 4.9-26 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-6 

Please see page 4.9-27 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-7 

Please see page 4.9-32 of the Recirculated DREIR. 

Response to SF 1-8 

Please see page 4.9-33 of the Recirculated DREIR. 
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MONTEREY COUNTY OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH (EH) 

Response to EH 1-1 

Comment noted.  It is noted that EH, County Planning and Building Inspection, Environmental 
Health, and EIR consultants have coordinated and consulted since receipt of EH’s March 25, 2005 
letter and EH has represented that its concerns outlined in this letter have been addressed.  Please 
refer to Appendix A and MR-17:  Water Demands.  

Response to EH 1-2 

A private mutual water company is proposed to manage water supply for the proposed project.  
However, it is noted the type of entity has little if any relevance to significant environmental impacts, 
and thus generally is considered the type of specific detail that is not required by CEQA.  The project 
description has been revised and this revision is included in Section 6, Errata (see Revisions to page 
3-2). 

Response to EH 1-2 

Please see Response to EH 1-2. 

Response to EH 1-3 

Please see Response to EH 1-2. 

Response to EH 1-4 

Please see Responses to EH 1-1 to EH 1-2. 

Response to EH 1-5 

The proposed project would connect to the CAWD.   

Response to EH 1-6 

Please refer to MR-17:  Water Demands.  The proposed project does not include continuing pasture 
irrigation.   

Response to EH 1-7 

Please refer to EH 1-7.  The proposed project does not rely on the augmentation of lagoon flows with 
wastewater and that is not an element of the proposed project, although the potential for such 
augmentation is noted.  Please direct further inquiries to CAWD.  

Response to EH 1-8 

Please refer to MM-4.3-4 (well locations) in Section 6, Errata.  
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Response to EH 1-9 

Please refer to Appendix A.  

Response to EH 1-10 

The project would connect to CAWD. 

Response to EH 1-11 

Please see Response EH 1-11. 

 

 

 

 

 




