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SECTION 5 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON 

RECIRCULATED DRAFT REIR (FEBRUARY 2006) 

5.1 Introduction 

In accordance with § 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the 
County of Monterey as the lead agency evaluated the comments received on the Recirculated Draft 
REIR  (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 Recirculated Draft REIR was distributed for a 45-day public review period by the County of 
Monterey on February 15, 2006.  The County used several methods to elicit comments on the 
Recirculated Draft REIR.  Copies of the Recirculated 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 Recirculated 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1995083033 (December 2004) that have been superseded by the Recirculated Portion of the Draft 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.” 

5.2 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 3, 
Master Responses.  Master Responses are coded as MR-1, MR-2, etc. and numbered consecutively to 
follow the order of the letters that raise the issue, e.g., MR-1 is first referenced in the Monterey Pine 
Forest Watch Response (MPFW) all subsequent letters requiring that response are referenced as MR-
1.   
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5.2.1 State Agencies 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH I (OPR I) 

Response to OPR I 2-1 

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

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH II (OPR II) 

Response to OPR II 2-1 

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

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH III (OPR III) 

Response to OPR III 2-1 

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

 





DOT 2-1

DOT 2-2
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT) 

Response to DOT 2-1 

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

Response to DOT 2-2 

Mitigation measure 4.6-3 on page 2-11 and page 4.6-18 of the Draft REIR has been revised to read as 
follows: 

Contribute fair share fees, as outlined in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Traffic Mitigation Fee 
Ordinance Fee Schedule.  Fees would be required for the following improvements: 

• Signalizing the Carmel Valley Road/Dorris Drive intersection; 
• Signalizing the Carmel Valley Road/Laureles Grade intersection; and 
• Signalizing the Rio Road/Carmel Ranch Boulevard intersection. 

 
As of June 30, 2004, the fee per market rate home was $18,992 per unit. 

 

 
 
 



DFFP 2-1

DFFP 2-2

DFFP 2-3

DFFP 2-4

DFFP 2-5

DFFP 2-6



DFFP 2-7

DFFP 2-8

DFFP 2-9
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DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION (DFFP) 

Response to DFFP 2-1 

It is noted that the project will involve the conversion of timberland to non-timberland use and will 
require an Exemption from Timberland Conversion for Subdivision (RM-91) and that a Timber 
Harvesting Plan (THP) is required to be submitted concurrently with the Timberland Conversion 
Permit.  Please note that in the Recirculated Draft REIR, mitigation measures have been incorporated 
into the proposed project to limit tree removal.  As noted in Mitigation Measures 4.9-2 through 4.9-6, 
performance standards, including but not limited to, the dedication of open space, tree replacement 
and the protection of  trees being retained have been identified that reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

The THP is the environmental review documents submitted by landowners to California Department 
of Forestry outlining what timber he or she wants to harvest, how it will be harvested, and the steps 
that will be taken to prevent damage to the environment.  THPs are prepared by registered 
professional foresters who are licensed to prepare these comprehensive, detailed plans.  The THPs 
must meet all requirements of the California State Forest Practices Act, which is administered by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.  These plans include sale layout, marking and 
cruising, road location and design, logging system planning, erosion control, archeology, and plant 
and wildlife habitat mitigation.  These plans require a cumulative impact report on the entire 
watershed where the timber harvest plan is located. 

Response to DFFP 2-2 

Please see Response to Comment on the Recirculated Draft REIR MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest 
Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Response to DFFP 2-3 

As discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft REIR, the project applicant will be required to submit for 
review and approval to the Monterey County Public Works Department and the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency evidence of a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, which 
will require adherence to the County National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System Permit 
and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a drainage plan prepared by a qualified 
professional. 

Response to DFFP 2-4 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 provides a list of typical Best Available Control Measures (BACMs) (See 
page 8-2 of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District CEQA Air Quality Guidelines); 
the monitoring action for Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires the preparation of a grading plan, subject 
to the review and approval of the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department, 
which will incorporate the BACMs.  The grading plan will specify who will be in charge of planting, 
the types of plantings, and the time in which planting shall occur. 
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Response to DFFP 2-5 
The comment is note, the tree replacement plan identified in Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 on page 2-14 
and 4.9-24 of the Recirculated Draft REIR will be prepared by a registered professional forester.  
Additionally, the last bullet point of Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on page 2-16 and 4.9-25 is revised to 
read as follows: 

• Require protection of oak and Monterey pine trees located outside the designated 
development envelopes unless proved to be diseased or unhealthy as determined by a 
registered professional forester. 

 
These revisions are included in this document, see Section 6, Errata. 

Response to DFFP 2-6 

Based on additional information regarding pitch canker and an asymptomatic cone bearing parent and 
the disease resistance of its progeny, the following will be removed from the first sentence on Page 
4.9-24, Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 last section: 

… collected from asymptomatic trees, … 

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

Response to DFFP 2-7 

Comment noted. 

Response to DFFP 2-8 

As required, the project will be in compliance with Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
Section 4291. 

Response to DFFP 2-9 

As identified in the Draft REIR (see page 4.13-2), Michael Brandman Associates consulted with the 
Carmel Valley Fire Protection District.  The project applicant will be required to pay annexation fees, 
which will assist in funding projects identified in the Capital Improvement Plan for the Mid-Valley 
Fire Station.  Payment of these fees, as required, reduces the project’s fire service impacts to less than 
significant. 

As identified on page 4.13-1, project design will be in accordance with national standards and 
California ordinances regarding roofing materials, defensible space, and the distance of ornamental 
vegetation from buildings. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME (CDFG) 

Response to CDFG 2-1 

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

Response to CDFG 2-2 

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

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

The revision is referenced in Section 6, Errata. 

Response to CDFG 2-3 

The comment is noted.  Project implementation will occur in accordance with Carmel Valley Master 
Plan Policy 11.1.1.2, as required, which will in part require that the County Planning Department 
maintain records of the locations of all rare or endangered plant species, such as the CNPS List 1B 
Pacific Grove clover and that the location shall be noted on resource maps.  In addition, as identified 
in Mitigation Measure 4.9-11, the applicant is required to identify the population of Pacific Grove 
clover and the roadway realignment on the tentative map.  As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.9-
10, the applicant is required to consult with CDFG in regard to any special status plant species that 
may potentially be affected by the proposed project.  At such time, CDFG may review the roadway 
realignment in regards to hydrology concerns. 
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Response to CDFG 2-4 

Please refer to Response to ZA 2-5. 

Response to CDFG 2-5 

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

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

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

Response to CDFG 2-6 

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

Response to CDFG 2-7 

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

Response to CDFG 2-8  

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

Response to CDFG 2-9 

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

Response to CDFG 2-10 

As noted in the Recirculated DREIR, water will be pumped throughout the year.  Section 4.9 of the 
Recirculated DREIR refers in part to monthly impacts on the Carmel River; in terms of annual 
impacts, the Recirculated DREIR conservatively evaluates a maximum potential impact of a 1:1 
reduction in the CVA and Carmel River of 57.21 AFY.  Please see MR-18:  Hydrology and Water 
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Availability.  This is considered an unlikely scenario, but even at that maximum potential impact, the 
physical change to Carmel River flow does not affect the essential functions of steelhead in the 
Carmel River.  Please see MR-20 (Aquatic Biological Resources).     

Response to CDFG 2-11 

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

Response to CDFG 2-12 

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

Response to CDFG 2-13 

The Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 quantifies maximum potential maximum impact to Carmel 
River flow as .034 cfs on a monthly basis.  In light of this conclusion it is neither feasible nor helpful 
to further calculate reductions on the degree, date, and (finer scale) rate on the dry back of the River’s 
wetted front.  The Recirculated Draft REIR, page 4.3-48 second paragraph states that reduction of 
flows would likely occur in the summer months and during those months the baseline condition is 
that the River has no flows under existing pre-project conditions.  The Recirculated Draft REIR, page 
4.3-48, paragraph four states that, since there are no flows in the River, reduction cannot be quantified 
by comparison with the USGS gauge readings.    

Response to CDFG 2-14 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-69.  

Response to CDFG 2-15 

Measures are proposed that would limit project water use to a maximum cap at 57.21 AFY evaluated 
in the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 
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Response to CDFG 2-16 

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

Response to CDFG 2-17 

Section 4.9 of the Recirculated Draft REIR and the Final EIR incorporate several of CDFG’s 
suggestions, as noted above.  Please see Responses to CDFG 2-1 to 2-15. 



MBUAPCD 2-1
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5.2.2 Regional Agencies 

MONTEREY BAY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT (MBUAPCD) 

Response to MBUAPCD 2-1 
Comment is noted.  No specific comments on the Recirculated Draft REIR were provided; therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 

 



AMBAG 2-1
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ASSOCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS (AMBAG) 

Response to AMBAG 2-1 

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

 



MPRPD
2-1



MPRPD-1

MPRPD

MPRPD-2
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MONTEREY PENINSULA REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT (MPRPD) 

Response to MPRPD 2-1 

Please refer to Response to MPRPD 1-1 through MPRPD 1-4. 

 



CAWD 2-1



CAWD 2-1

CAWD 2-2

CAWD 2-3

CAWD 2-3
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CARMEL AREA WASTEWATER DISTRICT (CAWD) 

Response to CAWD 2-1 

The comment is noted and it is acknowledged that the CAWD had been providing tertiary water to 
the Carmel River riparian habitat, positively impacting the water quality and quantity in the Carmel 
Lagoon.  As noted by CAWD, more wastewater influent available for these uses is beneficial.  The 
proposed project will be connecting to the CAWD and therefore, providing the CAWD with an 
additional supply of wastewater to be tertiary treated and returned to the Carmel River.  

Response to CAWD 2-2 

The proposed project does not include a wastewater system that returns treated wastewater to the 
basin without removing nitrates. 

Response to CAWD 2-3 

The proposed project will connect with the CAWD and will not include an individual package plant. 

Response to CAWD 2-4 

Please refer to Response to CAWD 1-1. 

 



MPWMD2A 2-1



MPWMD2A 2-1
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MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (MPWMD2A) 

Response to MPWMD2A 2-1 

Please see MR-17:  Water Demands. 

Response to MPWMD2A 2-2 

Please see Response to MPWMD2A 2-1. 

Response to MPWMD2A 2-3 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, page 4.3-11 and Response to MPWMD2A 2-1.  The project does 
not propose continuing irrigation of pasture land.     

Response to MPWMD2A 2-4 

Please see Response to MPWMD2A 2-1.  System losses of 7% are acceptable to County 
Environmental Health in light of past experience; the water cap will prevent use in excess of 57.21 
AFY. 

Response to MPWMD2A 2-5 

Please see Response to MPWMD2A 2-1.  In response to MPWMD’s recommendations, the County is 
proposing measures and conditions to control/enforce water use at or under 57.21 AFY. 
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MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (MPWMD2B) 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-1 

Comment noted and text revised accordingly.  This change does not affect calculations in tables or 
findings. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-2 

SR1 will be added to AQ3 map.  Please see Response SOCR 1-69 and MM 4.3-4 (well 
locations), as outlined below and identified in Section 6, Errata of this document. 

4.3-4 The location of future wells on the September Ranch project site shall be based upon the 
following: 

• Wells will be located based on long-term pumping tests designed and 
executed to yield information on the radius of influence of potential 
multiple pumping wells.   

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

• Prior to issue of permits for new wells, the County will review and 
approve well site plans to ensure new wells will not impact existing 
wells.  

Response to MPWMD2B 2-3 

The figures depict the extent to which the CVA is “collocated with” or extending inside of 
the SRA.  Collocation is sufficient to describe the overlap between the SRA and CVA. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-4 

WY 1996 and 1997 were used to calculate recharge and drawdowns (Table 4.3.3).  Although the 
original analysis was accurate, to address the District's concerns, supplemental estimates using WY 
2000 and WY 2001 as normal rainfall recharge years have been calculated for the response to 
comments.  The results are presented below: 
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Annual Cumulative Recharge Values 

Average 
Water Year 

San 
Clemente 

Dam Rainfall 
(in) 

September 
Ranch Site 

Precipitation 
Over 561 

Acres (AF) 

Net Recharge
with ET-loss 

of 70% 
Adjusted for 
Infiltration 

(AF) 

Below 
Average 

Water Years 

San 
Clemente 

Dam Rainfall 
(in) 

September 
Ranch Site 

Precipitation 
Over 561 

Acres (AF) 

Net Recharge 
with ET-Loss 

of 70% 
Adjusted for 
Infiltration 

(AF) 

Net Recharge
with ET-Loss 
of 85% (AF)¹ 

2000 20.37 760.9 228.5 1987 11.02 437.4 131.2 65.6 

2001 20.99 785.54 235.9 1988 11.07 439.4 131.8 65.9 

— — — — 1989 12.80 508.0 152.4 76.2 

— — — — 1990 13.09 519.6 155.9 77.9 

— — — — 1991 16.87 669.9 182.2 81.7 

Yearly Average 232.2 — — — 151 73 
 
Note: Estimated runoffs were subtracted from ET-loss for corrected recharges rates (see Table 1). 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-5 

Please refer MR-18 Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the SRA).  
The difference in storage between WY 1999 and 1994 has been evaluated and the comment by the 
District that reduced recharge in WY 1999 is due to limited storage is acknowledged.  Based on 
Enclosure 1 in District comments, the runoff for 1999 is 47,206 AF and average below normal years 
is 37,000 AF.  KJC notes that WY 1999 did receive below normal rainfall of 17.41 inches or 3.96 
inches below normal (Source: California-American Water Company, Monterey Division). 

In MR-18:  Hydrology and Water Availability (HMR-1), it is noted that recharge determines 
the sustainability of existing and future consumptive use of groundwater in the SRA and 
since storage capacity is larger than predicted annual recharge, the precise storage 
determination in this case is of secondary importance to recharge. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-6 

The approximate 100 AF storage in Qoa2 was derived from saturated thicknesses of Qoa2 
based on water table elevations for year 1997, 1998, and 1999.  Corresponding total volumes 
were calculated from saturated thicknesses.   

Response to MPWMD2B 2-7 

Please refer to MR-18:  Hydrology &Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in 
the SRA).  The statement re: subtracting surface runoffs from precipitation is a generic one.  
Surface runoff is effectively zero. 
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Response to MPWMD2B 2-8 

The text has been revised to eliminate reference to 1998 water year as below average rainfall.  
A modification has been made on page 4.3-14, paragraph 3.  This reference does not affect 
calculations in tables or findings. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-9 

See Response to MPWMD 2-8. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-10 

Please refer MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance). 

Re:  Page 4.3-44, paragraph 2, please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability 
(HMR-3 - Significance of Impact on the CVA & Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries). 

Page 4.3-47, paragraph 6, please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3 - 
Significance of Impact on the CVA & Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries).  Detailed 
clarifications on derivation of the potential spill over values are presented in HMR-3.  In-
addition, a more conservative analysis of one-to-one project demand versus potential 
reduction of spill over is presented in HMR-3.  Two evaluations of potential spill-over (or 
reduced spill-over) to the CVA are intended to demonstrate the very small and indiscernible 
amount of flow change to the CVA and Carmel River based on two different methods of 
analysis - i.e. with or without the consideration of limit groundwater exchange.  Both 
analyses demonstrate that the change would be less than significant.  See Recirculated 
DREIR, Section 4.9 and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-11 

Please refer to 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 
Rive in Terms of Fisheries, and HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on Existing CVA 
Groundwater Users). 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-12 

Comment noted and text revised to reflect correction that the reference of Well-D is for the 
aquifer test conducted in 1996 and 1997. 

Response to MPWMD2B 2-13 

Comment noted, text corrected in the table regarding the mean monthly flow values for WY 
1987 and also the subtraction of Case 1a - Case 1b. 
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Response to MPWMD2B 2-14 

Comment noted, please also see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-4 - Significance of 
Impact on Existing CVA Groundwater Users, Lessened Impact). 



MPWMD2
C 2-1

MPWMD2
C 2-2
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MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (MPWMD2C) 

Response to MPWMD2C 2-1 

Please refer to MR-17: Water Demands. 

Response to MPWMD2C 2-2 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-69. 



LWMC 2-1

LWMC 2-2

LWMC 2-3

LWMC 2-3



LWMC 2-4

LWMC 2-5



LWMC 2-5

LWMC 2-6

LWMC 2-7



LWMC 2-7

LWMC 2-8

LWMC 2-9



LWMC 2-7

LWMC 2-9

LWMC 2-10

LWMC 2-11

LWMC 2-12
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5.2.3 Private Organizations and Persons 

LAND WATCH MONTEREY COUNTY (LWMC) 

Response to LWMC 2-1 

Please refer to Response to AMAP 1-1 

Response to LWMC 2-2 

The Recirculated Draft REIR evaluates seven different alternatives, of which there are three 
alternatives that include alternative locations and reconfigurations of the inclusionary housing units.  
In accordance with CEQA Guideline 15126.6(d), the Recirculated RDEIR provides an evaluation of 
each of these alternatives in relation to the proposed project.  None of the alternatives have been 
eliminated from consideration.  CEQA does not require identification of a preferred alternative.  
Pursuant to usual procedure, County staff has identified a staff-supported alternative in public hearing 
reports.  See MR-16: Staff Recommended Alternative.  The project as proposed and all alternatives 
will be considered by the decision-maker, the County Board of Supervisors. 

Response to LWMC 2-3 

Senate Bill (SB) 18 became effective on March 1, 2005; the Draft REIR was released for public 
review in December 2004 and therefore, the proposed project is not subject to SB 18.  In addition, SB 
18 consultation applies to projects that include the adoption of and/or amendment to any General 
Plans, any adoption of, and/or amendment of any Specific Plans, and/or planned physical changes to 
any Open Space designations.  The proposed project does not include any of these actions. 

Response to LWMC 2-4 

The Recirculated Draft REIR has always presented on-site and off-site options for wastewater 
treatment.  Most recently, the off-site alternative has been discussed by staff as the most reasonable 
and feasible and thus it is currently proposed that the project connect to the Carmel Area Wastewater 
District (CAWD) (see Response to Comments CAWD 1-1 and CAWD 2-4).  Because the analysis 
has always included both options, the off-site connection does not present any impacts that have not 
previously been identified in the Recirculated Draft REIR.   

Response to LWMC 2-5 

Please refer to Response to RVD 2-2. 

Response to LWMC 2-6 

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

Project implementation will include the preparation of a Forest Management Plan, and Open Space 
Plan, Grassland Management Plan, and a Timber Harvest Plan (see Response to Comment on the 
Recirculated Draft REIR DFFP 2-1).   The requirement that the applicant submit the various plans 
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prior to the issuance of grading plans is consistent with the intent of CEQA provided that the 
mitigation measures requiring the plans identify performance standards that are sufficient to assure 
that the level of impact is less than significant.  Please see Mitigation Measures 4.9-1 through 4.9-9, 
4.9-14 through 4.9-14. 

Response to LWMC 2-7 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures and Response to LWMC 2-6.   

Response to LWMC 2-8 

During the preparation of the Carmel Valley Master Plan, the County of Monterey mapped Areas of 
Biological Significance in accordance with CVMP Policy 7.1.1.1.  The project site is not located 
within an area that is designated as An Area of Biological Significance.  

Response to LWMC 2-9 

Areas of biological signfiicance were mapped when the County did the Carmel Valley Area Plan.  
There are no areas of biological signficance mapped within the September Ranch project site. 

Response to LWMC 2-10 

Please refer to Response to LWMC 1-4 through LWMC 1-7. 

Response to LWMC 2-11 

As outlined in CEQA Guideline 15126.6, “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to 
a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision-making and public participation.”  The Recirculated Draft REIR included 
seven alternatives.  None of the alternatives have been eliminated from consideration and the 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.  In 
addition, please refer to MR-16: Staff Recommended Alternative.  

Response to LWMC 2-12 

CV/LUAC considered the proposed project in April 2005 and unanimously recommended denial.  
The LUAC’s opinion will be considered by decision-makers as appropriate.    
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SAVE OUR CARMEL RIVER AND PATRICIA BERNARDI (SOCR) 

Response to SOCR 2-1 

Section 15088.5(f)(2), requires that, “When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is the 
recirculating agency, only the revised Sections or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request 
that reviewers limit their comments to the revised Sections or portions of the recirculated EIR.  The 
lead agency need only to respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that 
relate to Sections or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) 
comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the Sections or portions of the earlier 
EIR that we revised and recirculated.  The lead agency’s request that reviewers limit the scope of 
their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the 
revised EIR. 

Response to SOCR 2-2 

Please see Response to Comment of the Recirculated Draft REIR SOCR 2-1. 

Response to SOCR 2-3 

The Recirculated Draft REIR is not a response to comments.  Please see MR-17 Re: Water Demand 
for information regarding the water demand of the proposed project. 

Response to SOCR 2-4 

CEQA is focused on the potential for significant impacts, and the detail requested in this comment is 
not appropriate in an EIR.  The Recirculated Draft REIR, appendices and references describes the 
studies undertaken, methodology, and conclusions consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  No 
further response is required. 

Response to SOCR 2-5 

Section 9 of the Recirculated Draft REIR contains a list of report preparers.  All personnel involved in 
the preparation of the Recirculated Draft REIR are listed within this section.  As discussed in the 
Recirculated Portion of the Draft REIR, page 2, “Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c), if a 
revision to an EIR is limited to a few Sections or portion of the EIR, the County need only circulate 
the Sections or portions that have been modified.”   

Response to SOCR 2-6 

Please see Response to SOCR 2-4. 

Response to SOCR 2-7 

Please see Response to SOCR 2-4. 
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Response to SOCR 2-8 

Section 8 of the Recirculated Draft REIR contains a list of organizations and persons consulted.  All 
organizations and persons consulted in the preparation of the Recirculated Draft REIR are listed 
within this section.  As discussed in the Recirculated Portion of the Draft REIR, page 2, “Under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c), if a revision to an EIR is limited to a few Sections or portion 
of the EIR, the County need only circulate the Sections or portions that have been modified.” 

Response to SOCR 2-9 

Comment noted.  The Recirculated Draft REIR extensively evaluates the hydrogeologic 
characteristics of the proposed project location.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3, 
Appendix C, and MR-18: Hydrology and Water Availability. 

Response to SOCR 2-10 

The Recirculated Draft REIR does address the distinction between the SWRCB’s jurisdiction over 
percolating groundwater versus other types of underground water.  Please see Recirculated Draft 
REIR, Section 4.3.  Based on the hydrogeologic evidence and the opinion of experts, the County has 
concluded that the SRA is percolating groundwater; however, it is noted that SWRCB approval is not 
required for a property owner to exercise a riparian right to underground water. 

Response to SOCR 2-11 and 2-12 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance) for further 
clarifications on hydraulic connectivity between the CVA and SRA. 

Figures in the Final REIR will clearly show the collocation of the CVA and SRA. 

Response to SOCR 2-13 

The hydrology findings in the Recirculated Draft REIR do not identify an impermeable barrier; 
instead, the Recirculated Draft REIR describes a low permeability zone which limits hydraulic 
communications.  It is agreed that there are no documentation of an impermeable barrier.   

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance) for further 
clarifications on hydraulic connectivity between the CVA and SRA. 

Response to SOCR 2-14 

The changes to the Recirculated Draft REIR are provided for clarification and are consistent with the 
analysis in the December 2004 Draft REIR. 

Response to SOCR 2-15 

The Recirculated Draft REIR water rights analysis takes into account all pumping by Cal-Am.  The 
Recirculated Draft REIR impact analysis takes into account all existing pumping that could 
reasonably be identified within the CVA and SRA. 
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Response to SOCR 2-16 

The Recirculated Draft REIR applies the specific language and facts provided in the 2002 NOAA 
Fisheries Report.  Please see MR-19:  Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply and 
Availability.  It is noted that the 2002 NOAA Fisheries Report includes recommendations based on 
generalities, and does not have the force of law, particularly as applied to specific circumstances not 
evaluated therein.  The proposed project does not propose the type of appropriation from the Carmel 
River described in the Report.  The extensive analysis provided in the Recirculated Draft REIR 
demonstrates that there are no impacts to Carmel River biological resources. 

Response to SOCR 2-17 

Although at one time it was envisioned that the proposed project would pump for only part of the year 
(whether under overlying or riparian rights), the Recirculated Draft REIR clarifies that the proposed 
project would rely on overlying rights to percolating groundwater, and would pump without seasonal 
restriction, in part based on quantitative analysis demonstrating that there would be no impacts to 
Carmel River biological resources. 

Response to SOCR 2-18 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-69. 

Response to SOCR 2-19 

The reference to “de minimus” impact is a semantical one without practical effect; in both examples 
the same level of impact are referenced.  For consistency, the Final EIR eliminates the term “de 
minimus” wherever it appears. 

Response to SOCR 2-20 

The KJ Hydrology Report was included as Appendix C to the Recirculated Draft REIR (and was 
attached to the comment letter as attachment 3).    

Response to SOCR 2-21 

The basins are separate and distinct aquifers, but share common geographic areas which, when 
hydrologic conditions are right, create connectivity.  Even relying on a conservative assumption of 
constant connectivity (and therefore a 1:1 impact to the CVA), the conclusions of the impact analysis 
do not change even if the SRA and CVA are deemed to be a single aquifer.  Please see MR-18: 
Hydrology & Water Availability  

Response to SOCR 2-22 

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

Response to SOCR 2-23 

Supporting documentation is in the County’s files.  The records of the SWRCB are public records.  
Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1 through SOCR 1-5. 
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Response to SOCR 2-24 

The data is based on the combined use of average total precipitations 17.26 inches Western Climate 
Center and records available for the San Clemente dam (22 inches) with a reduction of 15.1% which 
results in 18.17 inches similar to the above.  See Response SOCR 2-28.      

Response to SOCR 2-25 

CEQA does not require that the lead agency engage in speculation or perform every study requested 
by a commenter.  The Recirculated Draft REIR includes a thorough analysis, within reason, of the 
relevant hydrologic factors, including an analysis of potential impacts during the extended drought 
period of 1987-1991, frequently used as a yardstick for determining extended drought impacts.  See 
also Response SOCR 2-24. 

Response to SOCR 2-26 

Comment noted.  Please see Responses to SOCR 2-24 and SOCR 2-25.  Also, please refer to 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) and specific discussion on 
recharge which explains use of extended drought precipitation records in WYs 1987 to 1991. 

Response to SOCR 2-27 

The values 19.02, 18.4, and 11.0 inches were calculated for the September Ranch Site.  The Final EIR 
clarifies the wording. 

Response to SOCR 2-28 

The rainfall records at the San Clemente Dam were reduced by 15.1% to compensate for topography 
and location (see Response to DMCCA 2-6).  See also 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) and specific discussion on recharge and impact analysis. 

Response to SOCR 2-29 

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. 

Response to SOCR 2-30 

See Response to SOCR 2-29. 

Response to SOCR 2-31 

Table 4.3-7 lists wells in the SRA and their production data. 
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Response to SOCR 2-32 

Exhibit 4.3-2 is the Well Locations Map; in contrast, Exhibit 4.3-3 is the Hydrologic Setting Map.  
These exhibits are not inconsistent; rather, the intent of each exhibit is to highlight a particular 
existing condition. 

Response to SOCR 2-33 

Comment noted.  The text and exhibits have been revised to address ambiguities.   

The sources for both exhibits are cited on the exhibits.  Additionally, these exhibits are available on 
the County of Monterey’s website. 

Response to SOCR 2-34 

Please see Response to Comment SOCR 2-33. 

Response to SOCR 2-35 

Table 4.3-7 lists wells in the SRA and their production data that are available from the MPWMD.  If 
wells are not reported to the District regarding their locations or production rates, then the property 
owner was responsible for identifying their non-reported use in comments on the Recirculated Draft 
REIR. 

Response to SOCR 2-36 

Comment noted.  The Recirculated Draft REIR attempts to present complex technical information 
requested by comments as clearly and concisely as possible.  The Final EIR reflects revisions where 
appropriate to provide context and promote clarity. 

Response to SOCR 2-37 

The method in arriving at these numbers is fully explained in Section 4.3.3 under heading: Results of 
Analysis of Seasonal Storage.  Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - 
Groundwater Recharge in the SRA) for clarifications on the relative importance of recharge versus 
storage in determining sustainable use. 

Response to SOCR 2-38 

 Please See Response to SOCR 1-9.  Otherwise, comment requests information that is not relevant to 
significant physical changes in the environment, and no further response is required.  There were no 
discussions with the District prior to deriving storage values listed in Table 4.3-2; however, District 
comments on the Recirculated Draft REIR have been considered and incorporated as appropriate, and 
responses provided.  .   

Response to SOCR 2-39 

Please See Response to SOCR 2-37.  The WY 1999 was used to estimate recharge for the SRA 
because no data prior to 1996 were available in the SRA.  The next best data set to be a surrogate to 
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low rainfall year were data from WY1999 which are incidentally similar to low rainfall years of 2002 
and 2004.  WY 1999 did receive below normal rainfall of 17.41 inches or 3.96 inches below normal 
(Source: California-American Water Company, Monterey Division). 

Storage estimates were calculated based on water levels and the estimate volume of the Qoa1 and 
Qoa2 water bearing units.  The method in arriving at these numbers is fully explained in Section 4.3.3 
under heading: Results of Analysis of Seasonal Storage.  Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water 
Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the SRA) for clarifications on the relative 
importance of recharge versus storage in determining sustainable use. 

Response to SOCR 2-40 

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

Response to SOCR 2-41 

Please refer to MR-17 Re: Water Demands.  

Response to SOCR 2-42 

The applicant would not connect to the Cal-Am system.   

Response to SOCR 2-43 

The header was placed on the document during confidential attorney review, as appropriate and was 
intended to be removed; the continued presence of the header after the document was finalized and 
issued to the public was a typographical error.  Under California law, attorney work product and 
attorney client communications are privileged from disclosure. 

Response to SOCR 2-44 

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

Response to SOCR 2-45 

The Recirculated Draft REIR did not rely on or actually use any of previous investigator’s 
interpretations or calculations to arrive at the findings and significance of impact conclusions.  In fact, 
independent findings in this study were compared and discussed in the Draft REIR to show 
exclusivity and objectivity in this re-analyses of raw data.  See Response to SOCR 1-1 through SOCR 
1-5.  

The hydrologic findings are based on raw data collected to-date in the field and evaluated (modeled 
by computer using GIS for area and volumetric analyses) to arrive at storage and recharge.  
Moreover, all soil and well logs were reviewed and reinterpreted by a California State licensed 
Professional Geologist in their use to deduce the geometry and hydraulic interactions between the 
SRA and CVA. 
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Response to SOCR 2-46 

The Recirculated Draft REIR does not advocate approval or disapproval of the proposed project.  The 
comment references a discussion that refers to rejected outflow after project demand is taken into 
account, as required by CEQA. 

Response to SOCR 2-47 

Comment noted and no response necessary. 

Response to SOCR 2-48 

As presented in Table 4.3-3, estimate recharge values for extended drought period are based on 1987 
to 1991 as suggested by the MPWMD.  It is the dry year recharge calculations that are the most 
pertinent in determining significance of impact to existing Carmel Valley pumpers and ecology of the 
Carmel River. 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the 
SRA) for clarifications on the relative importance of recharge versus storage in determining 
sustainable use. 

Response to SOCR 2-49 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the 
SRA and HMR-3 - Significance of Impact on the CVA & Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries, Less 
Than Significant Impact to the CVA). 

Response to SOCR 2-50 

The findings in the Recirculated Draft REIR rely on WY 1987 to 1991 for recharge data during below 
normal rainfall years.  See also Response SOCR 2-48. 

Response to SOCR 2-51 

Table 4.4-3 is a comparison of the estimated pre development storm water flows and the estimated 
post-development storm water flows.  Whitson Engineers prepared a preliminary drainage report, 
which was peer reviewed by Monterey Bay Engineers.  As identified on page 4.4-1 of the Draft 
REIR, the report and the peer review were incorporated by reference into the Draft REIR and are 
available for public review at the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department. 

In part, the report examined peak rates of discharge for the watersheds in the project site and 
recommends a drainage infrastructure to capture discharge surface runoff. As discussed on page 4.4-9 
of the Recirculated DREIR, the project will incorporate a series of detention basins. All proposed 
detention facilities have been designed to effectively meet the additional runoff created during a 100-
year storm event. As required, the project will adhere to Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
(MCWRA) standards, including the standard that detention facilities must be designed to store the 
difference between a 100-year post-development runoff and 10-year pre-development runoff while 
limiting discharge to the 10-year pre-development runoff rate. If runoff from individual lots cannot be 
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directed to a detention basin, on-site retention or detention facilities must be constructed in 
accordance with MCWRA standards. As stated, on page 4.4-10, prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the project applicant shall submit a drainage plan to the Monterey County Public works 
Department and MCWRA. The requirement that the applicant submit the various plans prior to the 
issuance of grading plans is consistent with the intent of CEQA provided that the mitigation measures 
requiring the plans identify performance standards that are sufficient to assure that the level of impact 
is less than significant 

Additionally, the project applicant is required to prepare a drainage report prior to the issuance of 
grading permits, which will include and show all tributaries and information pertinent to the drainage 
areas.  As identified in Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 and in the County of Monterey Draft 
Conditions of Approval, the drainage plan shall incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
including the proper design and placement of sediment traps, seasonal landscape cover and soil 
stabilization, and stormwater drainage improvements to prevent the discharge of sediments and 
pollutants into off-site drainage channels. 

Response to SOCR 2-52 

See Responses to SOCR 2-48 to SOCR 2-50. 

Response to SOCR 2-53 

Given the efficiency of recharge in the CVA, it is more conservative (as being the worst case 
scenario) to use a 5 year extended drought period 1987 to 1991 than a two year dry period of 1976 to 
1977 which were followed by an extremely wet WY-1978. 

As discussed in MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on 
Existing CVA Groundwater Users), water levels recover efficiently during the extended drought 
period of 1987 to 1991 which then lessens the impact of a prolonged below normal groundwater 
recharge period. 

Response to SOCR 2-54 

See Responses to SOCR 2-48 to SOCR 2-50, and SOCR 2-53. 

Response to SOCR 2-55 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 

Response to SOCR 2-56 

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 3.25 miles from the 
Pacific Ocean and is probably wetter and influenced more than the Carmel Valley area by weather 
including fog from the west. 
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Response to SOCR 2-57 

The table is intended to show 30-year precipitation averages that are similar to that at September 
Ranch.  These data were not used in the estimates of recharge; data pertaining to WY 2000, 2001 and 
1987 to 1991 for estimates of recharge are presented in Table 1 in the Hydrology Report. 

Response to SOCR 2-58 

It is noted that the commentor identified when the chart on page 6 of Appendix C of the Recirculated 
Draft REIR is reproduced it is unclear; however, it is legible in the documents supplied to the County 
that were made available at locations where the public could access the documents (see page 3 of the 
Recirculated Draft REIR).  This is consistent with the intent of CEQA. 

Response to SOCR 2-59 

The chart and table are intended to show averages and trends for the past 30 years.  It is 
acknowledged that they cover different but overlapping time periods.  More recent data pertaining to 
WY 2000, 2001 and 1987 to 1991 for estimates of recharge are presented in Table 1 in the Hydrology 
Report. 

Response to SOCR 2-60 

An independent assessment of rainfall was performed (pages 4.3-11 and 4.3-12).  Appendix C, KJC 
Hydrology Report Table 1 presents calculations of rainfall on a monthly basis based on data provided 
by the MPWMD.  The Todd 1992 analysis was not used.  The 15.1% reduction factor is based on the 
California Fire and Resource Assessment contour maps. 

Response to SOCR 2-61 

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. 

Response to SOCR 2-62 

See Response to SOCR 2-61. 

Response to SOCR 2-63 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance) which discusses in 
more detail and clarifications in response regarding the connectivity and groundwater exchange 
between the two aquifers. 

Response to SOCR 2-64 

Table 3 was referenced to demonstrate the corresponding surface and subsurface recharge to normal 
and below normal rainfall periods.  Actual recharge values in this table were not used in estimating 
the September Ranch storage and recharge. 
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Data in WY1994 are not used because no water levels were available in September Ranch specifically 
water levels; hence, WY1999 was used to estimate storage.  Again, Table 3 was references simply to 
demonstrate the WY1999 received low recharge which corresponds to lower groundwater tables in 
both the SRA and CVA.  WY 1999 did receive below normal rainfall of 17.41 inches or 3.96 inches 
below normal (Source: California-American Water Company, Monterey Division).  The elevations of 
the water table in the SRA were needed to calculate the saturated thicknesses of the Qoa1 and Qoa2 
units and then infer storage. 

Response to SOCR 2-65 

If water levels in 1987 to 1991 exist in the SRA, then storage calculations based on water levels 
would be more representative of conditions then.  It is again noted that storage is not as important as 
recharge estimates which were based on actual rainfall data (1987 - 1991) in determining sustainable 
use.  Hence, this is the reason for not simulating (extrapolating) water level data for dry years; 
moreover, where data is feasibly and reasonably available, CEQA prefers actual data to interpreted 
information to establish impact.  Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - 
Groundwater Recharge in the SRA). 

Response to SOCR 2-66 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the 
SRA) regarding the importance of recharge over calculated storage and the use of WY 1996 to 1997 
precipitation records.   

Response to SOCR 2-67 

See Response to SOCR 2-33. 

Response to SOCR 2-68 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the 
SRA and HMR-2 - Water Balance) and MR-17: Water Demands for water balance between the two 
systems. 

Response to SOCR 2-69 

The District has not commented on the 70% ET-loss. 

Response to SOCR 2-70 

The proposed project will include storm drains.  Additionally, the proposed project will include 
ornamental landscaping; however, as noted in the Conditions of Approval, the project is limited to 
51.392 acre feet per year for the market rate lots and inclusionary units regardless of 
evapotranspiration rates. Please see Response to Comment SOCR 2-51. 

Response to SOCR 2-71 

An 85% ET-loss was evaluated as a very conservative scenario. 
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Response to SOCR 2-72 

This independent analysis of water supply started in 2002 and hence the cutoff date for raw data 
compilation was around then. 

Response to SOCR 2-73 

Method for calculating recharge has been fully explained in the Draft REIR pages 4.3-34 and 4.3-35 
and Table 3 in Appendix C (Hydrology Report) presents the step-by-step calculations in arriving at 
the recharge numbers. 

Response to SOCR 2-74 

See Response to DMCCA 2-6. 

The Recirculated Draft REIR assessment of recharge disagrees with the notion that zero 
recharge exists for consecutive drought years.  The argument is based on the Carmel River 
Flow at San Clemente Dam Site Runoff Records (provided by the MPWMD on 4/06) and 
assuming that these values are after ET and that the flows made it into the River.  The 
average runoff during normal (5) years is 52,000 AF (e.g. 1999 to 2003) and that during 
extended critically dry periods (5 years) is 14,000 AF (1987 to 1991).  The ratio of runoff in 
dry versus normal rainfall years is 27%.  Hence, during critically dry periods over 5 years, 
there is still a 27% runoff available to replenish the River, in this case.     

The comparison can be made to the September Ranch watershed, which has the same if not 
slightly wetter climate being nearer to the ocean, for runoff percentage during drought 
periods.  With 27% available recharge to the aquifer, it is not conceivable that the standard of 
zero recharge can be applied to this area and climate.  Lastly, the SRA has enough storage 
(305 AF) to supply a prolonged drought period with 27% of normal recharge. 

Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Sections 4.3 and 4.9 and MR-18: Hydrology & Water 
Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the SRA, 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) regarding potential impacts to existing water users in the CVA and potential 
impacts to the Carmel River and biological resources. 

Response to SOCR 2-75 

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 SOCR 2-76 

See above Response to SOCR 2-74. 
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Response to SOCR 2-77 

The large-scale aquifer test references the 47-day pumping test conducted in the winter of 1996/1997.  
The data has been independently evaluated for purposes of the Recirculated Draft REIR, see MR-18: 
Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2: Water Balance, Section 1997 Pumping Test).  The balance 
of the comment is not relevant to physical changes in the environment, and no further response is 
required. 

Response to SOCR 2-78 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance).  The Recirculated 
Draft REIR acknowledges connectivity between the two aquifers, and post-project groundwater 
between 187 and 205 AFY are available for exchange.  The hydrology assessment also finds that the 
exchange is most likely limited due to a low permeability barrier and neutral groundwater gradient. 

Response to SOCR 2-79 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2: Water Balance, Section 1997 Pumping 
Test). 

Response to SOCR 2-80 

Please see MR18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2: Water Balance, Section 1997 Pumping 
Test). 

Response to SOCR 2-81 

Please see MR18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2: Water Balance, Section 1997 Pumping 
Test). 

Response to SOCR 2-82 

Comment noted and the explanation in Page 16 of Appendix C is clear regarding “unique conditions.”  
In regard to the hypothetical usages of 100 to 150 AFY, these discharges (double and triples of the 
57.21 AFY) would amount to very small flows per day and the expected drawdown would be zero to 
0.96 foot but not those observed in a 270 gpm discharge from Well SR-1. 

These unique conditions are not expected to be replicated with the lower and slower pumping rates 
projected for the Project because the total extractions during the 47-day test would roughly equal the 
total extractions expected during one year of project operations. 

Response to SOCR 2-83 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands.   

Response to SOCR 2-84 

Continuing pasture irrigation is not proposed by the project.  
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Response to SOCR 2-85 

See Response to SOCR 2-84.  

Response to SOCR 2-86 

Peer review was performed for the CN62 Runoff curve which can applied to precipitation records for 
reasonably near-future runoff calculations (e.g. 1997). 

Response to SOCR 2-87 

The 84.9% is the rainfall portion reduced by 15.1% of that recorded at the San Clemente Dam based 
on the California Department of Forestry Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP) contour 
map. 

Response to SOCR 2-88 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands. 

Response to SOCR 2-89 

The Recirculated Draft REIR quantifies maximum potential impact to Carmel River flow as .034 cfs, 
an amount that experts have characterized as so small as to be indiscernible and incapable of 
measurement, and would not affect the essential functions of aquatic biological resources.  See 
Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9, and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources.  Please see MR 19: 
Significance Thresholds Regarding Water Supply & Availability. 

Response to SOCR 2-90 

The comment is noted and the text revised to eliminate the typographical error accordingly.  The six 
wells referenced are those reported to the District in the SRA and they are correctly referenced in 
Appendix C.    

Response to SOCR 2-91 

Comment noted.  The Canada De La Segunda also contributes to the CVA, and the sources of water 
to the CVA are important in analyzing the potential impacts of the proposed project.  The word 
“eclipse” is descriptive of the influence of a much larger water source situated next to a small one. 

Response to SOCR 2-92 

Please see Response SOCR 1-1 to SOCR 1-5, and Response to SOCR 2-5.  The County’s consultants 
independently reviewed and assessed all analysis identified in the REIR, and if the County chooses to 
certify the Final EIR, that certification represents the County’s independent review and assessment of 
the information contained in the Final EIR.     

Response to SOCR 2-93 

Please see Response SOCR 1-1 to SOCR 1-5.  
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Response to SOCR 2-94 

All comments were reviewed, please refer to Section 4, Responses to Comments on the Draft REIR 
(December 2004).   

Response to SOCR 2-95 

Neither page 4.3-11 nor the following page contain the reference “the Monterey area” or a reference 
to 17.23 inches of rainfall.  No further response is required.   

Response to SOCR 2-96 

The Water Supply Section (4.3) and the Biological Resources Section (4.9) were prepared by two 
separate and independent technical consultants.  As noted in the response, both calculations were 
approximations and were in reference to the environmental setting of the project site. 

Response to SOCR 2-97 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 2-96. 

Response to SOCR 2-98 

It is not known if the clearing was done under a permit and it is not known who cleared the area in 
question of when the area was cleared.  In accordance with CEQA Guideline 15125(a), “an EIR must 
include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced from both a local and regional perspective.”  At the time of the publication of the Notice 
of Preparation for the September Ranch project, the area identified as cleared on Exhibit 4.9-1 of the 
Recirculated Draft REIR, was cleared and is the acceptable condition under which the baseline 
environmental setting  by which to determine impacts in accordance with CEQA Guideline 15125(a). 

Response to SOCR 2-99 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal, MR-5:  Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity; and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility. 

Response to SOCR 2-100 

Comment noted.  No evidence has been provided that requires additional analysis or further response. 

Response to SOCR 2-101 

Please see MR-2:  Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

As discussed on page 4.3-34, in part consistency with the CVMP (including policy 7.2.2.5) includes 
the incorporation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to biological resources.  As identified on 
page 4.9-24 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 requires the 1:1 replacement of 
all coast live oak trees 6” or greater.  It is recognized that CVMP Policy 7.2.2.5 indicates that where 
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feasible, trees removed are to be replaced by nursery grown tress of the same species not less than one 
gallon in size; however, more current data suggests that replacement trees of smaller sizes (cell or one 
gallon) more readily adapt to a site and grow larger over the mind to long-term.  Additionally, as 
identified on page 4.9-25 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, Mitigation Measure 4.9-3, the removal of 
trees 6” or larger is subject to County approval.  The applicant will obtain a permit, as required prior 
to the removal of trees greater than 6” in diameter and two feet above ground level.  The project 
applicant has prepared a Forest Management Plan, which will be continually updated and revised as 
to respond to proposed development on the individual lots and a mitigation and monitoring 
component (see MR-2, Management Plans)  The requirement that the applicant submit the various 
plans prior to the issuance of grading plans is consistent with the intent of CEQA provided that the 
mitigation measures requiring the plans identify performance standards that are sufficient to assure 
that the level of impact is less than significant.  Please refer to Mitigation Measures 4.9-2 through 4.9-
4, Mitigation Measure 4.9-6, which reduce impacts to oak trees to less than significant. 

Response to SOCR 2-102 

The design of the proposed project took into consideration the location of healthy trees.  As discussed 
on page 4.9-21 of the Recirculated REIR, “Initial site improvements will be limited to clearing and 
grading.  However, because of the placement of the lots, limitations on building envelopes, and use of 
existing road alignments, less than 80 acres (approximately 9 percent) of the vegetation and wildlife 
habitat on the project site (exclusive of existing disturbed areas) will be directly lost or disturbed as a 
result of the project, Approximately 795 acres out of 891 acres of the site will remain relatively 
undisturbed as either common or private open space.  An additional 24.2 acres that comprise the 
equestrian center will be retained as is under existing conditions.  Furthermore, removal of trees and 
other native vegetation within the building envelopes themselves will be limited to individual 
building permits or roads and other infrastructures while subsequent residential development of the 
site will affect lands within the designated building envelopes.  For purposes of this assessment, it 
was assumed that habitat values within the building envelope of each lost will be lost as a result of 
buildout.”  As noted on Recirculated Draft REIR page 4.9-23 approximately 34.90 acres of Monterey 
pine/coast live oak forest habitat will be directly impacted from construction, roads, utilities, and 
building pads.  Approximately six percent of the coast live oak trees and four percent of the Monterey 
pines will be removed as a result of project development. 

Response to SOCR 2-103 

During the preparation of the Carmel Valley Master Plan, the County of Monterey mapped Areas of 
Biological Significance in accordance with CVMP Policy 7.1.1.1.  The project site is note located 
within an area that is designated as An Area of Biological Significance. 

No areas of critical habitat for rare and endangered species have been identified on the project site 
and development does not occur within a riparian corridor or within the 0.77 acre of willow riparian 
habitat located onsite.  

In accordance with CVMP Policies 111.1.1.1 and 111.1.1.2, a series of reports and surveys have been 
prepared for the proposed project to document the biological resources, including the Updated 
Biological Surveys for September Ranch, Monterey County, CA (Zander Associates 2002), 
Supplemental Forestry Report of August 2002 to the Forestry Management Plan for September 
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Ranch, prepared by Hugh Smith, dated May 10, 1995 (Staub 2002), Final Environmental Impact 
Report Volume 2 - Supplemental Information in Response to Additional Public Comments (Denise 
Duffy and Associates 1998), September Ranch in Carmel Valley, Monterey County, CA - Smith’s 
Blue Butterfly Survey in 2001 (Entomological Consulting Services 2001), September Ranch in 
Carmel Valley, CA - Smith’s Blue Butterfly Survey in 1996 (Entomological Consulting Services 
1996), September Ranch in Carmel Valley, CA - Smith’s Blue Butterfly in 1995 (Entomological 
Consulting Services 1995), Forest Management Plan for Residential Subdivision (Smith 1995), 
Morgens Property Special Status Plants Assessment (Mori 1995a), Morgens Property Biotic 
Assessment Carmel Valley, California (Mori 1995b), Biological Resource Assessment, Morgens 
Property, Carmel Valley, California (Zander Associates 1995), Morgens Ranch Biological Survey 
(WESCO 1981), and comments from the USFWS (USFWS 1997), CDFG (CDFG 2003E), the 
Monterey Pine Forest Watch (Smith 2003) and the California Native Plant Society Monterey Bay 
Section (Matthews 2003).   

In addition plant surveys were conducted in February 1981 (WESCO 1981), November 1992 and 
January 1995 (Mori 1995a), March 1995 (Mori 1995b), April 1995, May 1995, and June 1995 
(Zander 1995), April 2001, May 2001, and August 2001 (Zander 2002) April and May 2005 (Zander 
2005).  Appendix A of Appendix H of this REIR contains the special status plant table, which 
provides a synopsis of when the surveys were conducted and the findings of those surveys. 

As a result of the biological resources analysis undertaken, it was noted that  a total of five special 
status plant species were not observed on the project site: small-leaved lomatium, California Adders 
tongue, Pacific Grove clover, Michael’s piperia, and Monterey pine and according to the CNPS an 
additional fourteen have the potential to occur onsite: Small-leaved lomatium; Congdon’s tarplant; 
Eastwoods’s goldenbrush; Santa Cruz tarplant; Carmel Valley malacothrix; Fransiscan manzanita; 
Contra Costa manzanita; Monterey manzanita; Hickman’s onion; Fragrant fritillary; Carmel Valley 
beach mallow; California adder’s-tongue; Monterey spineflower; and Hutchinson’s larkspur (see 
Appendix A of Appendix  H of this Draft REIR). However, six of these species were not observed 
during 2005 focused surveys: Hooker’s manzanita; Monterey manzanita, Congdon’s tarplant, 
Hutchinson’s larkspur, Eastwood’s goldenbrush.  In accordance with CVMP Policy 7.2.1.2, 
Mitigation Measures 4.9-9 through 4.9-11 reduces impacts to special status plant species to less than 
significant. 

Additionally, as a result of the biological resources analysis it was determined that are a total of 
twelve endangered or special status animal species that have the potential to occur in the project area 
or be affected by project implementation: Smith’s blue butterfly; south/central coast steelhead; 
California red-legged frog; California spotted owl; long-eared owl; golden eagle; Cooper’s hawk; 
purple martin; white-tailed kite; pallid bat; mytosis bat; and the Monterey dusk-footed woodrat.  In 
accordance with CVMP policy 7.2.1.2, Mitigation Measures 4.9-12 through 4.9-14 are included in the 
Draft REIR for endangered and/or special status wildlife species that could potentially be affected by 
the proposed project. 

In accordance with CVMP Policies 7.2.1.3, 7.2.2.1, 7.2.2.2, and 7.2.2.3, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 
prohibits the planting/introduction of nonnative invasive plant species such as acacia, French or 
Scottish broom, and pampas grass and requires the development of landscape guidelines that 
encourage the use of native species indigenous to the area as ornamentals.  Compliance with this 
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mitigation measure will require that the applicant or agent thereof consult the Look of the Monterey 
Peninsula Landscape publication. 

Please see Response to SOCR 2-101 and SOCR 2-102 for the project’s consistency with CVMP 
Policies 7.2.2.5 and 7.2.2.6 

Mitigation Measures 4.9-1 and 4.9-7 identify the performance standards for the Open Space 
Management Plan, which in part require the protection and enhancement for the long-term viability of 
habitat types onsite and the plant and animal species they support, limit native vegetation removal and 
other disturbances in areas not specifically designated for buildings and other facilities, and protect 
sensitive plant species through design and setbacks.  Additionally, the project applicant proposed 
dedication of scenic easements over all portions of the site outside designated development 
envelopes.  Adherence to these mitigation measures will assure consistency with CVMP Policy 
9.1.2.2. 

Response to SOCR 2-104 

The Recirculated Draft REIR provides the referenced reports, prepared by applicant consultants, for 
public review.  The Recirculated Draft REIR conclusions are based on thorough, careful and cautious 
assessment of the information provided in those reports—as well as independent analyses—by 
County consultants.  The referenced reports are prepared by professional consultants and constitute 
relevant information in the record.  It would have been inappropriate for the Recirculated Draft REIR 
to ignore the reports or to not release them for public review.  No further response is required.   

Response to SOCR 2-105 

Please see Response to SOCR 2-104. 

Response to SOCR 2-106 

Please see Response to SOCR 2-104.  Appendix C was prepared by Kennedy Jenks Consultants, the 
County’s consulting hydrologist for the proposed project, as identified on that report and through the 
Draft REIR and Recirculated DREIR.   

Response to SOCR 2-107 

Please see Response to SOCR 2-104. 

Response to SOCR 2-108 

Zander Associates identified the population of piperia in late April 2005.  It could not be identified 
further until it bloomed.  Once the plant bloomed Zander and Associates was able to make a proper 
identification.  An independent biologist reviewed the methodology identified in the report and 
determined that the methodology described by Zander and Associates is standard for sensitive plant 
surveys.  The blooming period for plants varies from year to year.  Botanists generally go to known 
populations to see when flowering will occur and will than conduct and complete surveys, explaining 
the multiple visits to the project site during late April and May of 2005. 
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Response to SOCR 2-109 

It is noted that the commentor identified when Attachment 1 of the June 30, 2005 Zander Associates 
Report contained in Appendix H of the Recirculated Draft REIR is reproduced it is unclear; however, 
it is legible in the documents supplied to the County that were made available at locations where the 
public could access the documents (see page 3 of the Recirculated Draft REIR).  This is consistent 
with the intent of CEQA. 

Response to SOCR 2-110 

The terms directed or focused searches refer to plant surveys conducted to determine presence or 
absence of target species.  The direction is provided through background (e.g. CNDDB) review and 
local knowledge/experience regarding suitable habitat and other factors (e.g. species range, 
seasonality) that might contribute to the likelihood of a plant occurrence.  Directed searches for a list 
of target species were conducted along with general (floristic) surveys on the September Ranch site 
over a period of several years.  These surveys covered non-target species including Monterey 
spineflower, Eastwood's goldenbush and Hooker's and Monterey manzanita.  The Department of Fish 
and Game concurred with our determination that no suitable habitat occurred on site for these species.   
Nonetheless, after the Recirculated DREIR was published, we conducted additional surveys on the 
site for these and other species.  With the exception of a limited population of Pacific Grove clover, 
no other sensitive species were located on the project site.  (please see Appendix H of the 
Recirculated DREIR). 

Response to SOCR 2-111 

An independent consultant to the County of Monterey, Wildlife Research Associates reviewed all 
reports, surveys, and documents and changes incorporated into the Recirculated DREIR. It was 
determined that Mitigation Measure 4.9-9 could not be effectively implemented and that the 
appropriate mitigation would be to tie the final location of a building pad to a pre-construction survey 
that identifies areas with high concentrations of native species. Therefore, those areas could be 
avoided as feasible to reduce impacts. 

Response to SOCR 2-112 

The building envelope is the footprint of the building.  The development envelope includes the area of 
disturbance for both the building and for landscaping.  The 0.33 acres of disturbance includes the 
development envelope which encompasses the building envelope.  The acreages for each habitat are 
shown in Table 4.9-4: Impacted Vegetation Communities.  Development refers to the development 
envelope which is 0.33 acres.  The 17.92 acres of development in the grassland area was based on the 
proposed suitable area for the development envelope, which will be verified after the botanical 
surveys are conducted.  The 18.55 acres of development in the coastal scrub is the development area, 
but does not include the entire lot, of which the majority will be set into a conservation easement. 

Response to SOCR 2-113 

The term "building envelopes" as used by Zander Associates was broadly defined and referred to the 
allowable use area on each lot (assumed 0.33-acre/lot).  Zander Associates considered the entirety of 
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impacts to biological resources within the development areas.   The terms "development envelopes" 
and "building envelopes" were defined more closely in the Recirculated DREIR for some lots to 
distinguish between allowable areas for placement of structures ("building envelopes") and allowable 
areas outside of this for other improvements such as driveways, patios, pools or other improvements 
("development envelopes").  Both sets of definitions assumed a maximum residential clearing area of 
0.33-acre/lot, similar to the assumptions made for tree loss.   The Recirculated DREIR estimates that 
approximately 18 acres of grassland is located within the development areas, while about 44 acres of 
this habitat type will remain as managed open space.    

 In addition, please see Responses to SOCR 1-135 and SOCR 2-112. 

Response to SOCR 2-114 

The grassland and forest areas are identified on Exhibit 4.9-1, and the impacted vegetation 
communities are shown in Table 4.9-4 on pages 4.9-3 and 4.9-22 respectively of the Recirculated 
DREIR. 

 In addition, please see Responses to SOCR 2-112 and SOCR 2-113.. 

Response to SOCR 2-115 

Zander proposes to replace at a 1:1 ratio those areas of the grasslands that have 50% or greater 
composition of native grass.  Those areas of grasslands that have less than 50% native grasses are 
considered non-native grasslands and are not mitigated for other than what is detailed in Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-8 which identifies the Grassland Management Program.  A conservative approach of 
100% native grassland for the restoration will be the mitigation.  As with all opens space areas, a 
conservation easement will be placed on the restored mitigation area as identified in Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-1. 

Response to SOCR 2-116 

As stated on page 4.9-28 of the Recirculated REIR, 18 acres of the grasslands on the site lie within 
the project’s building envelopes or roads and approximately 44 acres of this habitat type will remain 
as managed open space.  Additionally, as noted on page 4.9-28, of the Recirculated REIR, there are 
two large grassland areas near the project entrance that were identified as supporting a high diversity 
and abundance of native wildflowers and grasses and will be preserved as open space.  Exhibit 4.9-1 
identifies the vegetation communities located onsite as well as the lot lines, roadways, equestrian 
center and associated pastures, and open space parcels. 

Response to SOCR 2-117 

Native grasslands will be surveyed for prior to the placement of the development envelope.  They will 
be avoided to the greatest extent possible.  

Response to SOCR 2-118 

Please see MR-4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal, MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity, MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 
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Response to SOCR 2-119 

As outlined in the draft conditions of approval, see MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, 
landscaping of private lawns is allowed.  Mitigation Measure 4.9-8 precludes the use of herbicides 
unless applied directly to invasive, non-native species. 

Response to SOCR 2-120 

The cumulative impact analysis has been updated to include reasonably foreseeable future 
developments such as the Quail Meadows lots.  The Dow development is no longer considered 
reasonably foreseeable, although the REIR provides an impact analysis that included Dow for 
informational purposes. The referenced estate lots were approved based on no net increases in water 
use and therefore do not contribute to cumulative impacts. Please see Revised Technical 
Memorandum No. 6 included within Appendix C and Errata, Section 5.0.  The revisions do not 
change the impact conclusions of the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology and 
Water Availability and MR-20: Aquatic Biological Resources.        

 
Response to SOCR 2-121 

The impact analyses incorporate potential impacts during dry-year scenarios and during an extended 
drought period.  The 1987-1991 dry periods is commonly deemed representative of extended drought 
periods for hydrology analyses.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability. 

Response to SOCR 2-122 

Please refer to MR4: Loss of Trees & Mitigation for Tree Removal, MR-5: Monterey Pine Biological 
Sensitivity, MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation & Pitch Canker Susceptibility. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 states that fencing will be limited to the designated development envelopes 
(i.e., 0.33 acres) and fencing around the remainder of the parcel will be prohibited.  Conservation 
(scenic) easements are proposed on all areas outside designated development envelopes.  The 
conservation (scenic) easements will be run with the lands regardless of the number of times the land 
is sold.  The total impacted acreages of open space and native habitats on the site are surrounded by 
contiguous habitats that will not be fenced or otherwise modified.  Therefore, the potential for 
fragmentation of grasslands and coastal scrub is greatly reduced.  Cattle currently graze the site and 
horse trails currently exist on the site.  There are no plans for further expansion of the existing horse 
stables on the site.  Although current residences have cats and dogs, the new development will require 
leash laws to prevent dogs from running uncontrolled in the unfenced open space areas.  In addition, 
only compatible public recreation uses will be allowed within the easement lands (open space lands). 

Response to SOCR 2-123 

The project site is zoned as Rural Density Residential (RDR), 10 acres/Unit Design Control Site- 
Control and Residential Allocation Zoning (RAZ) and Low Density Residential (LDR) 2.5 acres/Unit 
Design Control - Site Control and RAZ.  According to the County of Monterey Zoning Code, Title 
21, residential structures are not to exceed 30 feet in height in a RDR or LDR zone.  In addition, as 
discussed on page 4.1-8 and as shown on Exhibit 3-4, under the project as proposed, the inclusionary 
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housing units are to be developed on 5.3 acres in the southeast corner of the project site.  This 
configuration is subject to change if an alternative is approved.    

In accordance with CEQA Guideline 15124(b), “The project description is not required to supply 
extensive information beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impacts.”  
Therefore, information regarding the number of automobiles, bathrooms and number of bedrooms for 
the inclusionary housing units is not required under CEQA as it does not pertain to the evaluation of a 
particular environmental impact.  Rather, generation rates based upon the type of housing have been 
supplied by the respective service purveyors or technical experts to evaluate environmental impacts 
(i.e. water supply, transportation, and traffic).  

Response to SOCR 2-124 

As discussed in the Draft REIR, the project is in compliance with the County of Monterey 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.  See also draft conditions of approval, referenced in MR-2:  
Adequacy of Mitigation Measures.  

Response to SOCR 2-125 

Both the proposed project and the Planning Commission Alternative utilize a factor of 3.177 persons 
per household (3.177 x 109 = 346 and 3.177 x 57 = 181),  a population generation factor which as 
stated on page 4.12-5 of the Draft REIR, was obtained from the State Department of Finance.  
Likewise, the other alternatives discussed in the REIR utilize a factor of 3.177; the Reduced Forest 
Impact with High Inclusionary Housing would introduce 298 persons (3.177 x 94 =298), and the 
Reduced Forest Impact with 20 Percent Inclusionary Housing would introduce 276 persons (3.177 x 
87 = 276).  Caretaker and senior units would be prohibited.  See also draft conditions of approval, 
which prohibit second units, including but not limited to, caretakers units and senior citizens units. 

Response to SOCR 2-126 

As discussed on page 6-50 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, the 73/22 Alternative is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  CEQA Guideline 15126.6(d) states that, “The EIR shall 
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project.”  In comparison to the proposed project, the Planning 
Commission Alternative would result in the construction of a lesser number of inclusionary housing 
units.  Since the County lacks an adequate amount of affordable housing, the reduction in the number 
of inclusionary housing units associated with this alternative is considered to be a greater population, 
housing, and employment impact in relation to the proposed project.  

As stated in CEQA Guideline 15126.6(d), “The EIR shall include sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow for meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison.  Short-term construction 
employment is discussed in Section 4.12, Population, Housing, and Employment (see page 4.12-5 of 
the Draft REIR) and therefore, it is reasonable to discuss the effects of short-term construction 
employment in relation to the proposed project and a specific alternative. 
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Response to SOCR 2-127 

As discussed on page 6-11 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, both the proposed project and the 
Planning Commission Alternative are within the population forecast parameters of the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments and neither the proposed project nor the Planning Commission 
Alternative is considered to have a significant population impact.  However, Monterey County lacks 
an adequate supply of inclusionary housing.  The proposed project will result in the construction of a 
greater amount of inclusionary housing in comparison to the Planning Commission Alternative.  
Given the need for inclusionary housing in the project area and Monterey County, the Planning 
Commission Alternative is considered to have greater housing impacts than the proposed project. 

Response to SOCR 2-128 

In part, the project objective is to provide low to moderate-income housing.  The proposed project 
will provide 15 inclusionary housing units; the Planning Commission Alternative would provide 8 
inclusionary housing units.  Thus, comparatively, as stated on page 6-12 of the Recirculated Draft 
REIR, the Planning Commission Alternative would not fully meet the project objectives.  It should be 
noted that the proposed project will not allow for secondary or caretaker units.  See also draft 
conditions of approval, referenced in MR-2:  Adequacy of Mitigation Measures.  

Response to SOCR 2-129 

As stated on page 6-50 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, the 73/22 Alternative is the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

Response to SOCR 2-130 

It is recognized that in the context of CEQA, an analysis of Population, Housing, and Employment 
may not be directly relevant to a physical change in the environment.  However, the information 
provided in the Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR is useful to the County in assessing the 
feasibility of the proposed project in relation to the project alternatives.  As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131, “The evaluation of economic or social effects is generally treated as 
optional; agencies may, but are not required to, evaluate then and sometimes include an analysis of 
economic or social effects of a proposed project.”  Additionally, in the event that the County would 
have to draft a Statement of Overriding Considerations, it is important for the County to understand 
the potential social, economic, or other beneficial project aspects, such as employment opportunities 
or a greater number of inclusionary housing units, justify approving the project despite significant 
unavoidable impacts.  Such as state in CEQA Guideline Section 15093, “CEQA requires the decision-
making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits 
of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to 
approve a project.  If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental 
effects may be considered acceptable” 

Michael Brandman Associates prepared the analysis for the Population, Housing, and Employment.  
As noted in Section 4.12 of the Draft REIR Michael Brandman Associates utilized recognized 
demographic databases and information obtained from organizations in part charged with 
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documenting and forecasting population, housing, and employment trends, including the Association 
of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), US Census Bureau, and the State Department of 
Finance.  As noted on page 4.1-6 of the Draft REIR, the proposed project density is less than is 
currently allowed under the Carmel Valley Master Plan or the slope density formula.   

As with all issue areas, the project-related population, housing, and employment impacts are 
evaluated in relation to the population, housing, and employment impacts reasonably assumed to be 
associated with a particular alternative. 

Response to SOCR 2-131 

As noted in Response to Comment SOCR 130, the proposed project density is less than is currently 
allowed under the Carmel Valley Master Plan or the sloped density formula.  The projected 
population associated with the proposed project is within the parameters of the AMBAG population 
forecasts for the project area and therefore, therefore, the population is accounted for in regional plans 
and forecasts. 

Response to SOCR 2-132 

As identified on page 6-17 of the Draft REIR, since the Reduced Forest Impact Alternative would 
result in a greater amount of inclusionary housing (in comparison to the proposed project); thus 
providing an increase in low to moderate-income housing units, this alternative is considered to have 
beneficial population, housing, and employment impacts in relation to the proposed project.  As stated 
on page 6-11 of the Draft REIR, the proposed project is considered to have greater beneficial 
population, housing, and employment impacts in relation to the Planning Commission Alternative 
because the proposed project will result in a greater number of inclusionary housing units and it will 
provide for a greater/extended amount of construction employment opportunities. 

Response to SOCR 2-133 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 2-130. 

Response to SOCR 2-134 

The project objective is outlined in Section 3.3 of the Draft REIR.  As noted in the Recirculated Draft 
REIR, Revisions to the Draft REIR, Section 3 was not recirculated.  Conclusions regarding the 
alternatives are based on a comparative analysis to the proposed project.  In some instances, 
alternatives examined may reduce a significant project impact or reduce even greater a project-related 
less than significant impact.  However, there are some instances, in that the project may have a 
greater beneficial impact than an alternative; although, neither the project nor the alternative have a 
significant impact.  Please see Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft REIR SOCR 2-128 
and 2-132. 

Response to SOCR 2-135 

Please refer to Responses to SOCR 2-28, 2-130, 2-132, and 2-134. 
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Response to SOCR 2-136 

The Draft REIR and the Recirculated REIR contain a range of feasible alternatives that follow the 
rule of reason, “that requires an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice.”  CEQA does not require that an EIR consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  
Additionally, in addition to the No Project Alternative as required under CEQA, in accordance with 
CEQA, the Draft REIR and the Recirculated REIR examines alternatives that feasibly obtain most of 
the basic project objectives and that avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental 
impacts (Reduced Density - Planning Commission Alternative, Reduced Forest with High 
Inclusionary Housing Alternative, and the Reduced Forest with Twenty Percent Inclusionary Housing 
Alternative).  Moreover, in response to comments made on the Draft REIR, the Recirculated REIR 
examined three additional alternatives, the Reconfigured 94/15 Alternative, 82/27 Alternative, and the 
73/22 Alternative, all of which were designed to address commentors concerns regarding the location 
of the inclusionary housing.  Please refer to Responses to SOCR 1-39 and SOCR 1-118. 

Response to SOCR 2-137 

Please refer to MR-2: Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, Responses to SOCR 1-118, SOCR 1-152, 
and SOCR 2-123.  In addition, as stated on page 4.11-13 of the Draft REIR, Mitigation Measure 4.11-
1: 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a Tentative Map, 
which will be subject to review and approval to the Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department (MCPBID).  The MCPBID establishes envelopes on 
each proposed lot to define the building area that result in minimal grading and 
protects public viewsheds by avoiding ridgeline development and preserving existing 
screening vegetation.  Home sites in building envelopes on the bluffs overlooking 
Carmel Valley Road should be limited in building height, as needed, to reduce 
visibility and screen buildings from Carmel Valley Road. 

See also draft conditions of approval, referenced in MR-2:  Adequacy of Mitigation Measures.  

As noted on page 4.11-17 of the Draft REIR, the proposed project will require approval of a variance 
for any development on slopes in excess of 30 percent.  This variance, which is typically granted to 
low-density developments, such as the proposed project, is being requested for the development of 
roadways serving residential lots and will allow for flexibility in road placement to accommodate 
varying terrain (resulting in less cut and fill slopes) and the protection of sensitive biological 
resources and viewsheds.  Exceptions may be granted for the relaxation of roadway standards under 
CVMP Policy 39.2.7. 

Response to SOCR 2-138 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-118 and SOCR 2-136.  There are no significant grading impacts 
associated with the proposed project; therefore, discussing such an alternative would not serve to 
provide an analysis of an alternative that would eliminate a potential project-related impact.  
Additionally, as stated in CEQA Guideline 15126.6(d), the discussion of environmental effects of 
alternatives may be in less detail that the discussion of the impacts of the proposed project.  



September Ranch Subdivision Project Responses to Comments 
Response to Comments to Draft REIR  on Recirculated Draft REIR 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 5-128 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec05_Recirc Draft REIR Responses.doc 

Response to SOCR 2-139 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 2-130. 

Response to SOCR 2-140 

The comment is noted.  
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SIERRA CLUB (SC) 

Response to SC 2-1 

The County is pursuing the appropriate and regular process for evaluating proposed development 
projects, in which the environmental review is completed prior to consideration of the merits of the 
project by the County Board of Supervisors.  For the proposed project, the County Board of 
Supervisors is the only legislative body with a substantive vote; discussion in other committees is 
advisory only.  Because the Final EIR consists primarily of response to comments and changes to the 
draft that do not implicate important new information, the Recirculated Draft REIR contains most if 
not all of the information that is relevant to consideration by advisory bodies.  For this same reason, it 
is not uncommon for advisory bodies to consider projects based on draft environmental documents; 
the process enables the final document to incorporate any concerns raised by the advisory body. 

Response to SC 2-2 

Comment noted and no response necessary. 

Response to SC 2-3 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the SRA, 
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). 

Response to SC 2-4 

Comments for paragraphs 1 to 11 are noted.  Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability 
(HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on Existing CVA Groundwater Users) which discusses in more 
detail and clarifications in response to these comments. 

Comment on paragraph 2 &3 states that 0.034 cfs is 24.57 AF.  For clarification, this is reduction for 
a single month and so it would not equal a yearly proposed demand of 57.21 AF. 

Response to SC 2-5 

Please see Hydrology MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-4 - Significance of Impact on 
Existing CVA Groundwater Users). 

Response to SC 2-6 

The Recirculated Draft REIR and accompanying hydrology analysis demonstrate that the SRA is 
properly characterized as percolating groundwater.  However, even if this characterization were 
incorrect, then the SRA would be riparian to the Carmel River; because the entire property is within 
the watershed of the CVA, the property owner would have riparian rights.  Although the question of 
the property’s water rights is not relevant to physical changes in the environment, the Recirculated 
Draft REIR notes that the County has obtained a water rights opinion concluding that the property 
owner retains valid riparian rights. 
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Response to SC 2-7 

Comment noted, see 2nd paragraph in Recirculated Draft REIR, page 4.3-13 for discussion regarding 
updated geologic evidence on the fault’s position and the relative locations of the September Ranch 
wells.  Wells are not located in the portion of the aquifer that would be confined by the fault.  There is 
no evidence based on the updated position of the fault and well locations that it is influencing 
groundwater conditions in water wells. 

Response to SC 2-8 

Groundwater contours are interpreted based on data collected in November 1996 from the depicted 
wells in Figure 4.3-5.  Moreover, the flow patterns which the contours suggests are based on aquifer 
tests conducted in 1992 and 1996/1997 which suggest near east-west flows and parallel flows 
between the SRA and CVA.  With the factual evidence that the near impermeable bedrock shale 
outcrops and top of shale, it is not possible for groundwater to flow south-southwest down the 
alluvium and out into the CVA. 
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CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY (CNPS) 

Response to CNPS 2-1 

While the intent of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 of the Recirculated Draft REIR is intended to prevent 
such actions, the measure has been revised along with measures 4.9-13 and 4.9-14 using stronger 
language to assure the prevention of such actions.  This revision is included in this document, see 
Section 6, Errata. 

In addition, as stated on page 2-4, of the Recirculated Draft REIR, “CEQA requires agencies to set up 
monitoring report programs for ensuring compliance with the mitigation measures adopted as 
conditions of approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects as identified in 
the REIR.  A mitigation monitoring program, incorporating the mitigation measures set forth in this 
document, will be adopted at the time of certification of the EIR.” 

Response to CNPS 2-2 

The Forest Management Plan, which is included in Section 10, References of the Draft REIR, was 
prepared in June 1995 by Urban Forestry Consulting.  As required by Section 21092(b) of the Public 
Resources Code Section and Section 15150(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency is 
required to make all documents cited in the EIR available for public review.  As identified on pages 
1-4 and 1-5 of the Draft REIR, the public may obtain and review referenced documents and other 
sources used in the preparation of the Draft REIR at the Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department. 

However, project implementation will include the preparation of an updated Forest Management 
Plan, as well as an Open Space Plan, a Grassland Management Plan, and a Timber Harvest Plan.  The 
requirement that the applicant submit the various plans prior to the issuance of grading plans is 
consistent with the intent of CEQA provided that the mitigation measures requiring the plans identify 
performance standards that are sufficient to assure that the level of impact is less than significant.  
The performance standards, which may be referenced in Mitigation Measures 4.9-1 through 4.9-9 in 
the Recirculated Draft REIR, include but are not limited to the specification of preservation, 
dedication, and replacement of open space, grasslands, and/or trees.  The specific performance 
standards are identified in Mitigation Measures 4.9-1 through 4.9-6 of the Recirculated Draft REIR 
(pages 4.9-22 through 4.9-29 of the Recirculated Draft REIR). 

Response to CNPS 2-3 

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

Response to CNPS 2-4 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 2-3. 
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Response to CNPS 2-5 

The comment is noted.  As noted by Steven Staub, Professional Forester (see letter SF-2 of the 
Response to Comments on the Recirculated Draft REIR), “All replacement trees shall be of local 
native stock.  All replacement Monterey pines shall be grown from onsite native stock collected 
within the 500-foot elevation zone of planting site.  Replanting shall avoid open spaces where 
currently there are no trees unless there is evidence of soil deep enough and of good quality to support 
plantings.”  This revision has been made to Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 and is included in this 
document; see Section 6, Errata, 

As noted in the letter submitted by Steven Staub, this language specifically deletes the 
recommendation that replacement pines be grown from seeds collected from asymptomatic trees in 
the last item on page 4.9-24 of the Recirculated Draft REIR (the eighth bullet point of Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-3) because extensive studies by pitch canker researchers at UC Davis and Cal Poly have 
determined that there is little to no useful correlation between a symptomless cone bearing parent and 
the disease resistance of its seen grown progeny. 

Response to CNPS 2-6 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 2-3. 

Response to CNPS 2-7 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 2-103. 

Response to CNPS 2-8 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 1-9. 

Response to CNPS 2-9 

The Draft REIR included four alternatives: The No Project/No Development Alternative; Reduced 
Density/Planning Commission Alternative; Reduced Forest Impact with High Inclusionary Housing 
Alternative; and the Reduced Forest with Twenty Percent Inclusionary Housing Alternative.  
Additionally, the Recirculated Draft REIR contained 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. 
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MONTEREY PINE FOREST WATCH (MPFW) 

Response to MPFW 2-1 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal; MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility. 

Response to MPFW 2-2 

Please see Response to MPFW 2-1. 

Response to MPFW 2-3 

Please refer to Responses to MPFW 1-1 through MPFW 1-14. 

Response to MPFW 2-4 

Please see Response to MPFW 2-1. 

Response to MPFW 2-5 

The comment is noted that MPFW supports the No Project/No Development Alternative. 

Response to MPFW 2-6 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 2-5. 

Response to MPFW 2-7 

Please refer to Response to MPFW 1-6. 

Response to MPFW 2-8 

The comment is noted that the commentor recommends putting the maximum acreage in conservation 
easements and creating smaller lots. 

Response to MPFW 2-9 

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

Response to MPFW 2-10 

Please refer to MR-1: Biological Resources Impacts: Mitigation Revisions and Clarifications, MR-4: 
Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal. 
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Response to MPFW 2-11 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 2-5. 

Response to MPFW 2-12 

Project implementation will include the preparation of a Forest Management Plan, Open Space 
Management Plan, Grassland Management Plan, and a Timber Harvest Plan (see Response to DFFP 
2-1).  The preparation of the various plans prior to the issuance of grading plans is consistent with the 
intent of CEQA provided that the mitigation measures requiring the plans identify performance 
standards that are sufficient to assure that the level of impact is less than significant.  Please refer to 
the Mitigation Measures in Section 4.9, Biological Resources, which reduce biological resources 
impacts to less than significant. 

Response to MPFW 2-13 

Please see Response to CDFG 2-1. 

Response to MPFW 2-14 

Areas of infestation, such as French broom, will be replanted with native species and monitored to 
ensure complete removal of invasive species and such areas would be considered a benefit to the 
project (see Mitigation Measure 4.9-8 of the Recirculated Draft REIR).  Funding and on-going 
maintenance programs will be addressed in the management plan to be developed as part of the 
tentative map application process. 

Response to MPFW 2-15 

Please refer to the Response to CNPS 2-1. 
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DEL MESA CARMEL COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION (DMCCA) 

Response to DMCCA 2-1 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 1-1 through SOCR 1-5 and MR-19: Significance Thresholds 
Regarding Water Supply & Availability.   

Response to DMCCA 2-2 

Comment noted and no response necessary. 

Response to DMCCA 2-3 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2: Water Balance) which discusses in 
more detail and clarifications in response regarding the connectivity and groundwater exchange 
between the two aquifers. 

Response to DMCCA 2-4 

Please see Response to DMCCA 1-13. 

Response to DMCCA 2-5 

The Recirculated Draft REIR accurately concludes that the potential spillage in the SRA is not needed 
to meet the maximum use in AQ3; however, the comment incorrectly characterizes this conclusion as 
based on the water rights analysis alone.  For clarification of the impact analysis presented in the 
Recirculated Draft REIR and additional calculations presented in response to comments, please see 
MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (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).   

Response to DMCCA 2-6 

The ET loss factor of 85% in the Recirculated Draft REIR is a conservative number over the actual 
agreed on valued used in the Todd 1992 analysis with the concurrence by the District.  There are no 
field data (site-specific factors) available to this EIR to make an independent analysis.  Even if one is 
made, we are likely to come up with the same range of numbers 70% to 85%. 

The paragraph under Hydrometeorologic Setting (page 4.3-11) discusses the rationale behind the 
characterization of Mediterranean climate and the use of the California Fire and Resource Assessment 
contour maps for deriving the 15.1 percent reduction in ET as compared to the rain gauge location at 
the San Clemente Dam.  The use of 70% and a more conservative 85% ET is based on Soil 
Conservation Service Method TR-55. 

The Recirculated Draft REIR assessment of recharge disagrees with the notion that zero 
recharge in for consecutive drought years.  The argument is based on the Carmel River Flow 
at San Clemente Dam Site Runoff Records (provided by the MPWMD on 4/06) and 



September Ranch Subdivision Project Responses to Comments 
Response to Comments to Draft REIR  on Recirculated Draft REIR 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 5-177 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec05_Recirc Draft REIR Responses.doc 

assuming that these values are after ET and that the flows made it into the river.  The average 
runoff during normal (5) years is 52,000 AF (e.g. 1999 to 2003) and that during extended 
critically dry periods (5 years) is 14,000 AF (1987 to 1991).  The ratio of runoff in dry versus 
normal rainfall years is 27%.  Hence, during critically dry periods over 5 years, there is still a 
27% runoff available to replenish the River, in this case.   

The comparison can be made to the September Ranch watershed for runoff percentage during 
drought periods.  With 27% available recharge to the aquifer, it is not conceivable that the 
standard of zero recharge can be applied to this area and climate.  Lastly, the SRA has 
enough storage (305 AF) to supply a prolonged drought period with 27% of normal recharge. 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in the 
SRA, 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). 

Response to DMCCA 2-7 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-1 - Groundwater Recharge in 
the SRA).  The hydrologic findings in the Recirculated Draft REIR notes that recharge determines 
the sustainability of existing and future consumptive use of groundwater in the SRA and since storage 
capacity is larger than predicted annual recharge, the precise storage determination in this case is of 
secondary importance to recharge. 

Response to DMCCA 2-8 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-2 - Water Balance) discussions 
under 1997 Aquifer Pumping Test.   

Response to DMCCA 2-9 

Please see Response to DMCCA 1-18. 

Response to DMCCA 2-10 

See Response to SOCR 1-1 through SOCR 1-5.  Please see MR-19: Significance Thresholds 
Regarding Water Supply & Availability. 

Response to DMCCA 2-11 

Please refer to MR18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3- Significance of Impact on the 
CVA & Carmel River in Terms of Fisheries).  For clarification, the calculated maximum 
reduction of flow into the Carmel River of 0.034 cfs is a monthly reduction. 

Response to DMCCA 2-12 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3 and HMR-4). 
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Response to DMCCA 2-13 

Please see Response to DMCCA 2-12.   

Response to DMCCA 2-14 

Please see Response to DMCCA 2-10.  The Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.9 quantifies the 
maximum potential reduction in Carmel River flow at .034 cfs which experts characterize as 
indiscernible and as small as to be capable of measurement, and as having zero adverse impact with 
respect to the essential functions of Carmel River biological resources including steelhead migration 
and riparian resources. 

Response to DMCCA 2-15 

Please see Response to DMCCA 2-5 and Response to MPWMD 1-11. 

Response to DMCCA 2-16 

The hydrology findings in the Recirculated Draft REIR disagree with the notion of 100% ET-loss.  
The slow recovery rate in the 96/97 in Well-D is due to 270 gpm discharge which is much higher than 
daily project usage and annual usage of 57 AF.  The 270-gpm discharge substantially depleted local 
groundwater storage which will not be the scenario in normal consumptive use of the project and 
hence the recovery rate after the aquifer test was slow. 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-3, Significance of Impact on the 
CVA and Carmel River) for further clarification. 

Response to DMCCA 2-17 

Please refer to MR-18: Hydrology & Water Availability (HMR-4, Significance of Impact on 
Existing CVA Groundwater Users).  The hydrology assessment standby the expected drawdown for 
57.21 AFY of project usage will be near zero to 0.96 foot in an average rainfall year and below 
average year, respectively within the SRA. 

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. 

Response to DMCCA 2-18 

Please see MR-17: Water Demands.   

Response to DMCCA 2-19 

Please see Response to SOCR1-1 to SOCR1-5; please refer to MR-19: Significance Thresholds 
Regarding Water Supply & Availability.    
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The Recirculated Draft REIR is the first project environmental document to engage in fact-specific 
review of the 2002 Report and a quantitative analysis of potential impacts to Carmel River fisheries.  
The 2002 Report was not eliminated from discussion; please see MR-19: Significance Thresholds for 
Water Supply & Availability.  The conclusions in the Recirculated Draft REIR are based on upon the 
opinion of independent expert consultants (Entrix) with experience in Carmel River fishery matters. 

Response to DMCCA 2-20 

The Recirculated Draft REIR and Final EIR demonstrate that the CVA and SRA recover rapidly 
during and after droughts.  See MR-18: Hydrology and Water Availability.  The Recirculated Draft 
REIR does not conclude that the cumulative impact is less than significant because it is small per se; 
but is based on the overall flow, the accuracy of gages, the biological needs of Carmel River 
resources, and the range of reduction that consulting biologists have concluded would not impact 
Carmel River fisheries.   

Response to DMCCA 2-21 

Please see MR-15: Growth Inducement.  The conclusions of the Recirculated Draft REIR and Final 
EIR will be considered by the County as one of several factors that influence project approval or 
disapproval. 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS (LWV) 

Response to LWV 2-1 

Please refer to Response to LWV 1-6. 

Response to LWV 2-2 

Please refer to Response to LWV 1-7. 

Response to LWV 2-3 

Please refer to Response to LWV 1-3. 

Response to LWV 2-4 

Please refer to Response to AMAP 1-1. 

Response to LWV 2-5 

Please see Response to RVD 2-2. 

Response to LWV 2-6 

Please refer to Response to CNPS-2.  Additionally,  as noted in Response to Comments on the 
Recirculated Draft REIR, under CEQA it is acceptable to submit a management plan, such as the 
required Forest Management Plan, Open Space Management Plan, and the Grasslands Management 
Plan prior to certification of the EIR, provided that the mitigation measure(s) requiring that the plan 
imposes performance standards, such as those outlined in Mitigation Measures 4.9-1 through 4.9-4, 
4.9-6 through 4.9-9, sufficient to control the level of impact. 

Response to LWV 2-7 

The Oak Woodland Act of 2001 was designed to help local jurisdictions protect and enhance their 
oak woodland resources. It offers landowners, conservation organizations, and cities and counties 
funding to purchase oak woodland conservation easements and provide grants for land improvements 
and oak restoration efforts. The Act allows for funding of the creation of an Oak Woodlands 
Management Plan to be developed for a City or County. 

Response to LWV 2-8 

CV/LUAC considered the proposed project in April 2005 and unanimously recommended denial.  
The LUAC’s opinion will be considered by decision-makers as appropriate.  Please refer to Response 
LWMC 2-12 
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ALLIANCE OF MONTEREY AREA PRESERVATIONISTS (AMAP) 

Response to AMAP 2-1 

Please refer to Response to AMAP 1-1. 

Response to AMAP 2-2 

Please refer to Response to AMAP 1-1. 
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TIMBERLAND HARVEST (TH)  

Response to TH 2-1 

Please see Responses to CDFG 2-1 through CDFG 2-17.  

 

 
 
 



RVD 2-1

RVD 2-2



RVD 2-2

RVD 2-3

RVD 2-4

RVD 2-5



September Ranch Subdivision Project Responses to Comments 
Response to Comments to Draft REIR  on Recirculated Draft REIR 
 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 5-205 
H\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370002\RTC\RTC Final 07-06\21370002_Sec05_Recirc Draft REIR Responses.doc 

 
RICHARD AND VIRGINIA DUNN (RVD) 

Response to RVD 2-1 

The comment is mostly correct that the primary hydrologic evidence remains the same, although 
refined analyses of the information is presented in the Recirculated Draft REIR and accompanying 
Hydrology Report by means of additional technical memorandum and summaries in the Recirculated 
Draft REIR.  The comment does not reference or provide information regarding environmental 
impacts, and thus no further response is required.   

Response to RVD 2-2 

“Less than significant” is a defined term under CEQA.  The conclusion of separate ground water 
basins is based in part on the existence of limited and temporally/physically inconsistent hydrologic 
connection.  Please see Recirculated Draft REIR, Section 4.3 and Appendix C.  The terms used in the 
Recirculated Draft REIR reflect that there is no such thing as perfect information and that hydrologic 
analysis necessarily contains some uncertainty, as expressly allowed by CEQA.  The Recirculated 
Draft REIR identifies and presents the best information that the County could reasonably obtain.  The 
comment does not reference or provide information regarding environmental impacts, and thus no 
further response is required. 

Response to RVD 2-3 

Please see Response to LWMC 2-4. 

Response to RVD 2-4 

The issue of whether the proposed project should be approved is not relevant to the environmental 
analysis; rather, the environmental analysis will be considered as one factor in subsequent land use 
proceedings that may or may not lead to project approval.  The proposed project would not receive 
water from the County’s allocation but instead would utilize the applicant’s pre-existing water rights. 

Response to RVD 2-5 

The Recirculated Draft REIR does not assume that direct withdrawal is necessary to create an impact.  
As noted extensively in the Recirculated Draft REIR, the potential impact results from reduction in 
recharge, in some years, from the SRA to the CVA, not direct withdrawal to the CVA.  Contrary to 
the comment, it is not necessarily unlawful to reduce the volume of storage in the CVA.  The 
proposed project would reduce the volume of storage in the CVA in some years, but the potential 
reduction is less than significant. 
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ROBERT GREENWOOD (RG) 

Response to RG 2-1 

The hydrology analysis in the Recirculated Draft REIR and the Hydrology Report 
demonstrates that the 2 systems are collocated but there are limited in hydraulic 
communications due to the very low permeability in the QOA2 or older alluvial deposits.  
See also MR-18: Hydrology and Water Availability (HMR-1, HMR-2, HMR-3, and HMR-
4). 

Response to RG 2-2 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology and Water Availability and Response SOCR 1-66.  The 
SWRCB does not have jurisdiction over percolating groundwater.  Even if the SRA was, in 
fact, part of the CVA, the SWRCB would not have jurisdiction because the property owner 
would have riparian rights. 

Response to RG 2-3 

Please see MR-18: Hydrology and Water Availability (HMR-1, HMR-2, HMR-3, and HMR-
4). 
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LORRAINE SKLAR (LS) 

Response to LS 2-1 

The comment is noted.  As outlined in Section 4.6 of the Draft REIR, the project was designed to 
provide a minimum safe access point to the property and circulation improvements are included in the 
project that will assist in emergency planning/access.  Additionally, as identified in Section 4.6, the 
project will not result in any significant transportation and traffic impacts.  
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MARGARET JOHNSON (MJ) 

Response to MJ 2-1 

The Recirculated 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 in Section 6 of the REIR).  This alternative has 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 evaluated in the REIR in relation to the proposed project in its consideration of the 
certification of the REIR and project approval. 

Response to MJ 2-2 

The equestrian center will be retained as part of the proposed project.  As noted on page 4.6-12 of the 
Draft REIR, no significant environmental impacts are associated with the retention of the equestrian 
center and the proposed residential land uses.  The equestrian center will only contribute a total of 13 
peak hour trips (11 inbound and 2 outbound).  Additionally, the existing equestrian facilities consist 
of only one employee residential unit; therefore, retention of this feature will not result in a significant 
contribution to the project-related population forecasts.  

Response to MJ 2-3 

The historical bar and the associated equestrian facilities will be maintained onsite and utilized for 
equestrian purposes as discussed in Section 3, Project Description of the Draft REIR.  
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MARY ANN MATTHEWS (MM) 

Response to MM 2-1 

Please refer to Response to SOCR 2-103. 
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MARGARET BATES AND DAVID TALCOTT BATES (MBDTB) 

Response to MBDTB 2-1 

Please refer to MR-4: Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal; MR-5: Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity and MR-6: Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility. 
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MARGARET ROBBINS 

Response to MROB 2-1 

Please see Response to Comment LWMC 2-3. 
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ROBERT HALE (RH) 

Response to RH 2-1 

Please refer to MR-4 (Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal); MR-5 (Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity) and MR-6 (Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility). 

Response to RH 2-2 

Please refer to Response to RH 2-1. 

Response to RH 2-3 

Please refer to Response to RH 2-1.  
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ZANDER ASSOCIATES (ZA) 

Response to ZA 2-1 

On pages 4.9-8 through 4.9-10 under the discussion of Special Status Natural Communities, the 
vegetation community Costal Terrace Prairie should be changed to Native Annual California 
Grasslands within Non-native grasslands.  This revision is included in this document; see Section 6, 
Errata. 

California’s coastal grasslands are poorly described in the literature.  As described in Stromberg, et al. 
(2002) “Coastal terrace prairie” has had widely varying interpretations.  Others have defined “north 
coast prairies” from the Mendocino coast south to Point Lobos (Stromberg, et al. 2002).  They 
described north coast prairies as being dominated by Festuca idahoensis, F. rubra, and Danthonia 
californica; they used the term “coastal terrace prairie” to describe this community.  Monterey pine 
forests are often adjacent to coastal terrace prairies along the central coast of California. 

Stromberg, et al. (2002) points out Coastal grasslands, in general, have much greater species richness 
in comparison to inland Nassella grasslands, coastal pine, or coastal scrub plant communities.  On the 
September Ranch site, over 240 different grasses and forbs were observed in the annual and non-
native grasslands.  The California Department of Fish and Game (2005) classify the following 
grasslands considered rare and worthy of consideration by CNDDB:  

• Foothill Needlegrass [Nassella lepida] 
• Purple Needlegrass [Nassella pulchra] 
• California Oatgrass Bunchgrass Grassland [Danthonia californica] 

 
As stated in the Zander June 2005, Grasslands at September Ranch report, grassland areas containing 
a high percentage of native grasses and herbs are considered “high priority” habitats by the CNDDB 
and are actively tracked.  

Response to ZA 2-2 

Recirculated DREIR, Page 4.9-10, the second sentence of the first paragraph under the heading 
Special Status Plant Species is revised to read as follows: 

CDFG recognizes that lists 1A, 1B, and 2 of the CNPS Inventory consist of plants that may qualify 
for listing and the CDFG recommends that they be addressed in CEQA projects. 

This change has been included in the document and is referenced in Section 6, Errata, of this 
document. 

Response to ZA 2-3 

It is noted that the small-leaved lomatium (Lomatium parvifolium) and the California adder’s tongue 
(Ophioglossum californicum) are CNPS List 4 species, which are plants of limited distribution, but 
are not rare, threatened, or endangered.  This change has been included in the document and is 
referenced in Section 6, Errata, of this document. 
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Response to ZA 2-4 

It is noted that the status of Michael’s piperia is CNPS List 4.  This change has been included in the 
document and is referenced in Section 6, Errata, of this document. 

Response to ZA 2-5 

It is noted that surveys have been conducted for Eastwood goldenbrush and Kellog’s horkelia.  This 
change has been included in the document and is referenced in Section 6, Errata, of this document. 

Response to ZA 2-6 

The revisions have been made and are included in Section 6, Errata, of this document. 

Response to ZA 2-7 

In Recirculated DREIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-12, the reference of 100 feet for raptors was for 
American kestrels, which often have a higher threshold of disturbance than other raptors.  
Nevertheless, consultation with the CDFG must be conducted prior to ground breaking/tree removal 
if conducted during ht nesting season.  At that time, the CDFG will establish the appropriate buffers 
per species. 

Response to ZA 2-8 

See Response to ZA 2-7.   
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STAUB FORESTRY (SF) 

Response to SF 2-1 

The revision is noted and is included in Section 6, Errata, of this document.   

Response to SF 2-2 

The revision is noted and is included in Section 6, Errata, of this document.   

Response to SF 2-3 

The revision is noted and is included in Section 6, Errata, of this document.   

Response to SF 2-4 

The revision is noted and is included in this document; see Section 6, Errata.  In addition, the second 
bullet point of Mitigation Measure 4.9-5 is removed.  This revision is included in Section 6, Errata, of 
this document.   
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HELPING OUR PENINSULA’S ENVIRONMENT (HOPE) 

Response to HOPE 2-1 

The comment is noted.  The Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR have been prepared in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15151, which outlines the standards of adequacy for an EIR.  See 
Response to HOPE 2-4. 

Response to HOPE 2-2 

As outlined on page 3-11 of the Draft REIR, the Draft REIR was prepared by the County of Monterey 
to assess the potential environmental impacts that may arise in connection with actions related to 
implementation of the proposed project.  The County of Monterey as the lead agency has the 
discretionary authority over the project and project approvals including the preliminary project review 
map and vesting tentative map to allow for the subdivision of the property. 

Response to HOPE 2-3 

 
The California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), federally-listed endangered, was released into 
Monterey County in 1997.  On March 27, 2006, a pair of condors was observed nesting in an old 
redwood tree.  Typically nesting in caves on cliff faces or behind boulders on a cliff, they have rarely 
been documented nesting in trees.  With a wing-span of 9.5 feet and a body weight of 22 pounds, 
strong thermals are required for these birds to launch into flight.  None of the Monterey pines on 
September Ranch are large enough in diameter to provide nesting habitat for this large bird.  No 
suitable foraging habitat occurs on September Ranch.  Therefore, there is no potential for this species 
to occur on the site. 

Response to HOPE 2-4 

As outlined on page 1-1 of the Draft REIR, the document was prepared in conformance with CEQA 
(California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq.), and the rules, regulations, and procedures for 
implementing CEQA contained in the County of Monterey Municipal Code. 

The REIR forest impacts analysis is based on the research and analysis of the County’s consulting 
biologists through MBA, Wildlife Research Associates.  In preparing the analysis of impacts to trees, 
fragmentation, and other forest-related issues, Wildlife Research Associates reviewed, among many 
other studies and analyses, the analyses prepared by professional forestor Steven Staub.  Please refer 
to MR-4 (Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal); MR-5 (Monterey Pine Forest Biological 
Sensitivity) and MR-6 (Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker Susceptibility), and 
References thereto.  

The forest impacts section reviews the potential for impacts to forest habitat as well as individual 
species, including the potential for the project to result in fragmentation of forest habitat. 
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Response to HOPE 2-5 

Please refer to MR-4 (Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal); MR-5 (Monterey Pine Forest 
Biological Sensitivity) and MR-6 (Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility). 

Response to HOPE 2-6 

Please refer to Response to HOPE 2-5. 

Response to HOPE 2-7 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9-2 through 4.9-5 as outlined on pages 4.9-24 through 
4.9-26 of the Recirculated Draft REIR, impacts to the Monterey pine forest are considered less than 
significant.  Please refer to MR-4 (Loss of Trees and Mitigation for Tree Removal); MR-5 (Monterey 
Pine Forest Biological Sensitivity) and MR-6 (Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and Pitch Canker 
Susceptibility).Response to HOPE 2-8 

As identified in Recirculated DREIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-2, the project will require a permanent 
dedication of open space that will equal three times the acreage of the Monterey pine/coast live oak 
forest that will be impacted by project implementation. 

Response to HOPE 2-9 

Please refer to Response to HOPE 2-7 and HOPE 2-8. 

Response to HOPE 2-10 

Please refer to Response to CNPS 2-2. 

Response to HOPE 2-11 

Based on the habitats on site there are no primary constituent elements for the California red-legged 
frog, as described in the Proposed Designation of Critical Habitat for the California Red-legged Frog 
(Rana aurora draytonii) (USFWS 2004).  The primary constituent elements (habitats) consist of three 
components: 

(1) Aquatic habitat with a permanent water source with pools (i.e., water bodies) having a 
minimum depth of 0.5 m (20 in) for breeding and which can maintain water during the entire 
tadpole rearing season;  

(2) Upland areas up to 90 m (300 ft) from the water’s edge associated with the above aquatic 
habitat that will provide for shelter, forage, maintenance of the water quality of the aquatic 
habitat, and dispersal; and  

(3) Upland barrier-free dispersal habitat that is at least 90 m (300 ft) in width that connect at 
least two (or more) suitable breeding locations defined by the aquatic habitat above, all within 
2 km (1.25 miles) of one another. 
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While September Ranch supports upland habitat, Carmel Valley Road does not constitute a barrier 
free dispersal corridor.  There is a significant negative correlation between traffic density and the 
density of anuran populations (USFWS 2001).  Roads that are traveled with 24 to 40 cars per hour, 
such as Carmel Valley Road hinder amphibian movements (USFWS 2001).  
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CARMEL VALLEY ASSOCIATION (CVA) 

Response to CVA 2-1 

The comment is noted. 

Response to CVA 2-2 

The Recirculated Draft REIR demonstrates that the CVA and SRA are independent aquifers.  This 
conclusion does not depend on the existence of an impermeable barrier; the Recirculated Draft REIR 
acknowledges that there is some, albeit limited, connectivity between the two aquifers.  It is important 
to note that because the impact analysis assumed a maximum 1:1 impact on the CVA (i.e that 57.21 
AFY of pumping in the SRA would result in a 57.21 AFY reduction in the CVA and thence Carmel 
River); the issue of whether the two aquifers are separate is irrelevant to the CEQA impact analysis.   

Response to CVA 2-3 

Please see Section 4.9 of the Recirculated DREIR, Section 6, Errata, and MR-2, Adequacy of 
Mitigation Measures. 

Response to CVA 2-4 

As outlined in CEQA Guideline 15130(a)(3), “An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to 
a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not 
significant. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to 
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the 
cumulative impact.” With the exception of transportation and circulation, no cumulative project 
impacts that require mitigation have been identified; the project applicant will be required to make a 
fair share contribution to alleviate the project’s cumulative contribution to transportation and 
circulation impacts. Please see MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation Measures. 

Additionally, Section 5.0 of the Recirculated Draft REIR considers all reasonably foreseeable 
projects that result in a net increase in water use.  Please refer also to MR-18:  Hydrology & 
Water Availability.  The comment identifies no specific projects for consideration. 

 

Response to CVA 2-5 

The comment does not identify which significant impacts might have merited an additional 
alternative.  Please see Response to Comment LWMC 2-11. As discussed in the Recirculated 
DREIR, the proposed project will not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts.  

 

Response to CVA 2-6 

Please see Response to Comment LWMC 2-4.  Although the Draft REIR and Recirculated 
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Draft REIR properly considered both options and therefore both options are properly 
available for approval, it should be clarified that there are no significant impacts associated 
with wastewater service by CAWD (and the comment has suggested none); because CEQA 
is concerned with significant impacts, no further analysis is required.  

Response to CVA 2-7 

Please see Response to Comments AMAP 1-1.  

Response to CVA 2-8 

Please see Response to Comment on LWMC 2-3. 

Response to CVA 2-9 

Please see Response to Comments CVA 2-7 and CVA 2-8. It is noted that the commentor questions 
that the archeological assessment is sufficient to meet the requirements of CEQA; however, t he 
cultural resources investigation for the proposed project was prepared in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5, which guide the assessment of cultural resources for purposes of CEQA. 

Response to CVA 2-10 

Please see Section 6 of the Recirculated DREIR and MR-14. 

Response to CVA 2-11 

The Traffic Impact Study was prepared by the County’s independent consultant, who prepared the 
TIS in accordance with standard practices as outlined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers and 
in consult with Caltrans. Please see MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation Measures and MR, 13, Traffic 
Impact Fees. 

Response to CVA 2-12 

The Monterey County Sheriff’s Department (MCSD) and the Carmel Valley Fire Protection District 
(CVFPD) were contacted in an effort to solicit information regarding potential project impacts on 
sheriff and fire services. Both the MCSD and the CVFD provided mitigation, which has been 
incorporated into the proposed project, to mitigate potential project impacts upon sheriff and fire 
services to less than significant. Additionally, traffic improvements, which will reduce the project 
related and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts to less than significant have been 
incorporated into the proposed project, which will in part result in roadway improvements 
(channelization, signalization, phasing, etc.) that will assure that traffic flows at an acceptable level of 
service. Moreover, the CVFPD has included conditions, as outlined in the County of Monterey Draft 
Conditions of Approval to assist in fire safety and emergency planning. 

Response to CVA 2-13 

The fact that there is some exchange between the two aquifers under certain hydrology conditions 
does not preclude the aquifers as being classified separately or different.  For purposes of CEQA, it is 
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important to note that the comment is incorrect that the conclusion of less than significant impact 
depends on the existence of two separate aquifers, and the Recirculated Draft REIR expressly 
concludes that there is not an impermeable barrier between the two aquifers.  Please refer to CVA 2-
2; MR-18:  Hydrology & Water Availability; MR-19: Significance Thresholds for Water Supply & 
Availability; Recirculated Draft REIR, Chapter 4.3 and Appendix C.  Appendix C addresses the 
information contained in the SWRCB 1998 letter.  In this regard, additional hydrologic analyses have 
been provided since the 1998 Final EIR and the SWRCB has not commented on that new 
information. 

Response to CVA 2-14 

Please see Response CVA 2-2 and CVA 2-14.  Consulting hydrologists have concluded that due to 
the fact that there are times in which the CVA and SRA do not exchange water, due to the distance 
between the project site and the Carmel River, the multitude of additional pumping in the CVA and 
the magnitude of that pumping, it is unlikely that real conditions on the ground would result in a 
57.21 AF reduction of available flows in the Carmel River over a 12-month period.  Moreover, 
baseline conditions during the summer months reduce the potential for impact to fisheries during 
those periods.  Nonetheless, to address public concerns, the analysis assumes a 57.21 AFY impact to 
the CVA and Carmel River flows as a worst case scenario and concludes that the impact is less than 
significant.     

Response to CVA 2-15 

The impacts of the proposed project are measured against baseline conditions, as required by CEQA.  
The cumulative impacts analysis identifies reasonably foreseeable net increases in water demand.   

The Recirculated Draft REIR does not state that a separate water source is available to serve the 
project.  The comment misunderstands the analysis presented in the Recirculated Draft REIR.  Please 
refer to CVA 2-2. 

Response to CVA 2-16 

Please see MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation Measures and Section 6, Errata. 

Response to CVA 2-17 

Please see MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation Measures, MR-3, Conditions, Covenants, and 
Restrictions/Mitigation Measure Enforcement MR-6, The Monterey Pine Forest Fragmentation and 
Pitch Canker Susceptibility. Additionally, please see Response to Comment SOCR 1-133.  

As outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 on page 4.9-24 and 4.9-25 of the Recirculated DREIR, the 
seventy percent performance standard set forth to monitor the success  and compliance with of the 1:1 
replacement planting of coast live oak and Monterey pine trees 6” or larger. Briefly, at least seventy 
percent of the trees replaced on a 1:1 ratio must survive for compliance to be achieved with 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-4. 
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Response to CVA 2-18 

Please see Response to Comment LWMC 2-8. 

Response to CVA 2-19 

Please see Section Response to Comment CVA 2-17. 

Response to CVA 2-20 

Please see Response to Comment LWMC 2-9. 

Response to CVA 2-21 

The Draft REIR and Recirculated Draft REIR identify and assess all impacts of the proposed project, 
direct, indirect and cumulative. Please see MR-13: Traffic Impact Fee. 

Response to CVA 2-22 

Development in the Carmel Valley is limited by the Carmel Valley Master Plan. Please see Response 
to Comment CVA 2-21. 

Response to CVA 2-23 

Please see Response to Comment LWMC 2-4. 

Response to CVA 2-24 

Please refer to Response to Comments AMAP-1-1 and LWMC 2-3. 

Response to CVA 2-25 

Please see MR-14. 

Response to CVA 2-26 

Please see MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation Measures and Response to Comment LWMC 1-1. 

Response to CVA 2-27 

Please see Response to Comments CVA-2-11 and CVA 2-12. 

Response to CVA 2-28 

The comment is noted, please see Response to Comment 2-11 and MR-2, Adequacy of Mitigation 
Measures. 

Response to CVA 2-29 

Please see Response to Comments CVA 2-11 and CVA 2-12. 
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Response to CVA 2-30 

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.    
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DOUG HONMA (DH) 

Response to DH 2-1 

It is noted that the commentor concurs with the Recirculated DREIR. 

 

 

 




