2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 1

David Mack

Planning Department, Monterey Count#y Resource Management Agency
168 Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA, 93901

Dear Mr. Mack

I have lived in Toro Park since 1976 and for all of the reasons that were discussed at the
meeting on Thursday, November 8 at Toro Park School | am completely opposed to the
Ferrini Ranch development. _
Personally | have a view of cows grazing on a hill where Mr. Kelton and Mr. Harrod Jr.
are proposing to build several homes. 1-1
Also, | wonder if the developers have driven through Toro Park on any weekday
morning. If | were to forget my cell phone at home it would take me at least 25 minutes
to travel 1 mile back home on Portola Drive. Their signal will not help with this problem
- and will only make it worse.
Toro Park is one of the best neighborhoods to live in Monterey County and we are
united to keep it that way. | am hoping that you and your department will support our
efforts. '

Respecitfully submitted,
Karen Adishian
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #1 — ADISHIAN, KAREN

Response to Comment 1-1

Comments express opposition to the project based on impacts to private views and traffic on Portola Drive
and through Toro Park Estates.

Responses to the issues raised are addressed in Master Response 1, Neighborhood Impacts.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 2a

Subject: FW: Impact of Ferrini Ranch on Toro Park Estates/ comments (Alternative 3B)

—--Qriginal Message—-—

From: Lauren Allen [mailto:laurenallen_3@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, November 09, 2012 1:01 AM

To: Mack, David x5096

Subject: Impact of Ferrini Ranch on Toro Park Estates/ comments (Alternative 3B)

| do not know if | am responding to the right person. Please let me know. | understand that comments need to be made before Nov.
16th. | have the following comments

1. I believe that by making a new intersection through Toro Park Estates while moving the hwy 68 closer fo the Toro Park Estates
could have an impact on the health of families (asthma, constant noise and light).

2. The impact of a new intersection will add a lot more traffic noise all day long as opposed to traffic noise during peak periods
because vehicles will be starting and stopping more frequently for the traffic light at all times of the day and night. This has a huge
impact on the homeowners.

3. The new traffic plan will hurt home values, especially for those closest to a new infersection and widening of 68.

4. The public and residents frequently use the dirt roads in front of Toro Park Estates for recreation walking/running/ dog walking and
this will be a loss if hwy 68 is expanded into this area. 2a-1

5. Why not find an alternative entrance to Ferrini Ranch that does not impact the homeowners of Toro Park Estates.

6. There are already so many congestion problems with hwy 68 to the point where at times it has been shut down both directions due
to fatal accidents. With the Washington School District this can be a real challenge when trying to pick up kids from school or getting
them to school when there are accidents on 68.

7. The entrance to Ferrini Ranch should remain on the opposite side of the road and not impact Toro Park Estates. Why do we have
to change our entrance and be impacted by their development on the other side of the road. San Benancio already has a good traffic
light and the Ranch should have an entrance off San Benancio where there would be less impact to homeowners.

8. Views from my home will be ruined.

9. FYI- The lupine don't hear traffic noise but people do. It seems that this county (or Caltrans- not sure who is in charge of this plan)
is more concemed with disturbing the flowers, rees, and dirt than it is with the impact of placing a freeway through family's backyards.
The next accident won't just be on 68; it will be inside Toro Park Estates boundaries.

10. Please put yourself in the shoes of the homeowner close to the new intersection and widening of the road, which will dramatically
change their home, and try to see it from their perspective. The result will be a loss in the resale value of the home. The construction
noise and mess will also contribute to a lot of dissatisfaction.

In protest of the plan.

L. Allen (homeowner in Toro Park Estates)
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #2A — ALLEN, L.

Response to Comment 2a-1

Commenter expresses concerns regarding a range of impacts to the Toro Park Estates neighborhood,
primarily associated with the widening of Highway 68 and Alternative 3B.

Responses to the issues raised are addressed in Master Response 1, Neighborhood Impacts.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 2b

Pamela Lapham

From: Lauren Allen <laurenallen_3@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2012 8:28 AM

To: Mack, David x5096

Subject: Re: Impact of Ferrini Ranch on Toro Park Estates/ comments (Alternative 3B)
David,

Can you please add this to comments for Ferrini Ranch:
1 am opposed to the proposed changes to Toro Park Estates.

[ am concerned about the added noise of a new intersection proposed close to my house. | would like to bring
your attention to the book "Welcome To Your Child's Brain" by Sandra Aamodt and Sam Wang. On page 93 of
the book in regard to noise: "Living near a loud highway could damage your child's hearing as much as setting
off firecrackers in her bedroom.” Then go to page 96 where it explains that it leads to loss of hearing and
development problems. pg. 96 " Loud noise destroys hair cells in the cochlea, starting with the most vulnerable
cells, those that transduce high-frequency sounds. Doctors cannot reverse this damage, and hearing aids do not 2b_1
restore sound levels. The earliest symptom of hearing loss is usually difficulty understanding speech when
there is background noise. By then, as many as half of the cochlear hair cells are already dead. Hearing loss is
particularly damaging in children because it can impair language learning and academic accomplishment." page
96 of Welcome To Your Child's Brain by Sandra Aamodt and Sam Wang. Also from the book, "Practical Tip:
PROTECT YOUR CHILD FROM NOISE, STARTING BEFORE BIRTH" And then remember that you are
proposing to widen Hwy 68 and install a new larger intersection next to the homes of young families.

In changing the intersection from it's current location to a new location and making it a large 4 way
intersection; Do you really know what the added noise level will be to the new location by changing the
proximity to houses not previously exposed to this. I do not understand how this can be legally done.

This change of intersection location was never disclosed when we purchased the house in 2006. Will we be
compensated for our loss of value to our homes due to the change that is being forced upon us. We bought our
home for the location and now you are changing the location and environment.

Lauren Allen

From: "Mack, David x5096" <MackD@co.monterey.ca.us>

To: 'Lauren Allen' <laurenallen_3@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, November 9, 2012 8:49 AM

Subject: RE: Impact of Ferrini Ranch on Toro Park Estates/ comments (Alternative 3B)

Lauren:

Thank you for your comments. Your input will be included as a submitted comment during the public comment
period.

Should you need additional informational or have questions, please contact me directly.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #2B — ALLEN, LAUREN

Response to Comment 2b-1

Comments express concern regarding the noise of the new intersection (under Alternative 3B), its impact on
children in nearby homes, and property values.

Please see Master Response 1. As explained in that response, the revised Section 4.0 of the RDEIR
(Alternatives) includes additional information and quantitative analysis of changes in the noise
environment caused by Alternative 3B and 5. All noise levels are required to be mitigated and
maintained within acceptable thresholds as defined by existing County regulations.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #3 — ALLISON, ANDREW

Response to Comment 3-1
Comment questions general project viability.

General comments questioning project viability and processing are noted. All of the specific
concerns and/or impacts mentioned (oak tree removal, slopes, and public park access) are
identified, disclosed, and analyzed in the DEIR. No specific issues with respect to the adequacy
of environmental analysis were identified. No further response is necessary.
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- Comment Letter 4
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November 15,2012

David Mack, Associate Planner

Planning Department

Monterey County Resource Management Agency
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Comments on Ferrini Ranch Subdivision Draft EIR (SCH #2005091055)
Dear Mr. Mack:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR on the proposed Ferrini Ranch
Subdivision. The Toro Park Home Association Board of Directors (TPHA) has carefully
reviewed the Draft EIR. The collective experience of the Board members in living in this area is
significant, and we believe we can provide a special level of insight to assist Monterey County in
the review of the Draft EIR and the proposed project. In addition, our Board members have
attended several recent public workshops on the project and have been able to absorb the
concerns of residents of the area about the project.

The TPHA agrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusions that the proposed project will result in
significant unavoidable impacts to Traffic and Aesthetics. Noise is also a concem as it results
from traffic increases and proposed improvements to handle traffic. While there are many impact
areas of concern, we will focus our comments on these areas which are of most concern to our
residents.

Traffic and Noise Impacts
: 4-1
The proposed project’s traffic impacts are of great concern to the TPHA. As clearly pointed out
in the Draft EIR, the project adds traffic to an already highly congested regional route and will
create inconvenience and delays for Toro Park residents and the public. It will adversely affect
commuters to and from the Monterey Peninsula. The TPHA does not want this project to lead to
traffic “improvements” on Highway 68 that degrade the quality of living in Toro Park Estates.

A key problem is that the main portion of the project served by proposed Ferrini Ranch Road, as
presently conceived, does not have adequate access to Highway 68. The project has only a single
access point when it should have two or three. Ferrini Ranch Road is much too long for
convenient use by future project residents, especially given the hilly and winding nature of the
road. It will prove to be an annoyance for residents and will diminish the quality of the project. It
will be unsafe in emergencies, especially during a wildfire. In its present layout, with only a
single access point, the project is not consistent with sound planning practice. We are surprised
that the County, with its reputation for good planning, would even consider the access
arrangements as proposed. Although alternatives for achieving multiple access points to
Highway 68 are plainly difficult, they are not imipossible, and it is the responsibility of the
developers and the County to ensure this gets done properly.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 4 Continued

Alternative 3, which reportedly has the support of County staff and the applicant, would place a
new signalized intersection on Highway 68 just west of Torero Drive to serve as the single access
point to the westerly part of the project. We oppose this approach because it still results in only
one main access point and will disproportionately and adversely affect residents of Toro Park
Estates. The TPHA does not believe Toro Park Estates residents should bear the full brunt of the
traffic impacts of this project - in excess of 2,000 vehicle trips per day entering and exiting from
Highway 68 immediately adjacent to our established residential neighborhood and Toro Park
Elementary School.

In additfon, the TPHA is opposed to proposed Alternative 3 because it extends the four-lane
section of Highway 68 to and beyond this new intersection. Due to steep topography on the south
side of the road, widening would have to occur on the north side of the state right-of-way,
adjacent to the Toro Park homes. The result will be to greatly reduce the open space setback
from Highway 68 that now exists. Figure 4-1D shows this clearly. In the vicinity of Torero Drive,
Highway 68 travel lanes, in the current two lane configuration, are about 125-feet from the
residential property lines. But if the Highway is changed to four lanes, this open-space set-back
will be reduced to 50 to 60 fest. This is unacceptable to the TPHA. We recommend that other
alternatives be developed that will avoid extension of a four-lane road in this area.

The Draft EIR Noise Section considers compatibility of the proposed residentia] project with 4-1 con t’d
existing noise sources including Highway 68 traffic. Noise contours are provided showing
predicted traffic noise relative to the project (Figures 3.11-1a ~d). However, the noise analysis
appears to provide no noise contours for the Toro Park Estates neighborhood and does not appear
to evaluate potential project noise impacts on the existing residences. Our concern is that if the
project resulted in widening of Highway 68 to a 4-lane configuration, with a wide center median,
traffic noise will extend further into our neighborhood of existing homes cansing County noise
standards to be further exceeded for many existing residents and for the elementary school. Use
of a stoplight-controlled intersection where there is none now would also increase noise from
large trucks shifting up and down. This potential impact should be thoroughly evaluated in the
revised Draft or Final EIR. Appropriate mitigation measures would be needed to avoid increasing
traffic noise for existing residences. A berm with vegetation would undoubtedly be needed to
help attenuate noise if Alternative 3 were to move forward. Our Board would be opposed to use
of a sound wall for aesthetic reasons. :

It is also noted that the existing open space setback between Highway 68 and the westerly portion
of Toro Park Estates has a trail and is heavily used by residents and the general public for
walking, jogging and bicycling and serves as an extension of the BLM lands frail system. This
existing setback area is landscaped and lends an attractive appearance for travelers on Highway
68 — a designated county scenic highway. It would be a shame for Highway 68 widening to take
away this public use area.

Widening Highway 68 to four lanes for approximately % of a mile per Alternative 3 is a waste of
limited public funds. It will not solve traffic problems because the roadway will revert to its two-
lane configuration just to the west of Toro Park Estates. Why ruin the ambiance of our
‘neighborhood and a scenic area when no significant traffic benefit is achieved? The TPHA
supports careful long-term planning for Highway 68. We believe incremental improvements such
a proposed in Alternative 3 will be a mistake unless made within the context of an overall route
plan that preserves the scenic and rural character of the area.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 4 Continued

To meet this project’s highway access needs, and to minimize impacts to Highway 68, the
project’s access to Highway 68 should utilize the existing intersections at Portola Drive and San
Benancio Road where facilities are already available to accommodate the additional traffic. San
Benancio is a public road and significant improvements were recently completed at its
intersection with Highway 68. An emergency access point somewhere on Highway 68 could also
be used, and perhaps a right turn only lane out of the project and towards Salinas would be useful.

Project access to Highway 68 at the Portola Drive interchange will require use of a portion of the
Toro Regional Park property. While use of public park property for access to a private 4-1 cont’ d
development may not seem like a good precedent, it could be justified if equal or more acreage
was provided to the park by the developer as compensation, The extremely heavy usage of the
flatter portions of Toro Regional Park presently points to the need for additional flat land for
picnic and sports use to accommodate future population growth. Working with this developer to
obtain additional usable park land in exchange for an access right-of-way through the park to his
property could result in overall public benefits. For example, the “bull field” comes to mind as a
great future addition to Toro Regional Park as a means of preserving its open space values, and
increasing public recreation opportunities. There may even be some roadway access options
through this area (to River Road) that could support this project and its affordable housing
component better than the current arrangement, :

Aesthetics

The Draft EIR identifies a series of potentially significant aesthetic impacts to the public view
shed as seen from Highway 68, River Road, and San Benancio Road and from other public
viewing areas including Toro Regional Park, and the former Fort Ord BLM lands. The Draft EIR
concludes that roadway improvements associated with the project that are located within the
“critical” view shed constitute a significant and unavoidable impact for which a declaration of
overriding considerations must be made by the Board of Supervisors. We agree with this 4-2
assessment.

However, the Draft EIR does not adequately characterize the visual impacts of the project when
viewed from the former Fort Ord BLM recreational areas in close proximity to the north. In
particular, the portion of the subdivision adjacent to the picnic area of Toro Regional Park (lots
#86 through #136) will occupy open grass-covered hills and terraces with minimal tree cover in
plain view from existing homes in Toro Park Estates and from all of the BLM lands ~not just
from higher elevations in Fort Ord as stated in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR indicates that current
public recreational usage of this part of Fort Ord is estimated at about 50,000 people per year.
Plainly, the project’s visual impacts, when viewed from these public lands, are not a small
consideration.

These gentle hills, which are to be the site of a large part of this residential project, are truly
beautiful in their present natural condition — forming the foreground of magnificent views of Toro
Regional Park, Black Mountain/Simas Peak, and Mount Toro. The TPHA recommends that this
part of the Draft EIR be revised to more accurately depict and describe the aesthetic impacts to
recreational users of the BLM Jand and provide reasonable mitigations to minimize the visual
impacts. We recommend that home sites planned for the open areas of the property be required to
establish and maintain sufficient native oak trees to form a dense landscape screening. Non-native
trees and shrubs within the view shed should not be allowed. We also recommend that stringent
controls be established by the County to minimize road and building pad grading and to eliminate
~visible cuts, fills, and side-casting of soils.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 4 Continued

The TPHA would like to invite project Staff, the consultants, Planning Commissioners, and

members of the Board to walk this area and observe these scenic vistas for themselves (there is 4-2
pedestrian access from Davenrich at Montera Drive and/or Veronica Drive in Toro Park). In

doing se, you will realize how the scenic vistas of the project area are an integral part of the cont’ d
recreational experience on the BLM lands, and the actual extent of impacts the project will have

to this view shed.

Conclusion

The TPHA does not want to obstruct another property owner’s use of his property, but at the
same time does not believe that the quality of life for existing residents of Toro Park Estates
should be excessively compromised by the project. We enjoy our beautiful, scenic neighborhood
so much — this aspect of the area is the reason most of us chose to live here. We request that the
County work creatively to solve access problems by achieving two access points into the westerly
portion of the project at the existing interchanges and avoid creating a new stop-controlled
intersection west of Torero Drive. We request that additional lanes not be added to Highway 68 —
or that such a decision be put off until 2 time when a comprehensive plan for the route is devised
that protects existing neighborhoods and the scenic nature of this route. And, we request that
maximum naturalistic screening of future homesites be provided in order to lessen the visual
impact to the BLM recreation lands. We would be pleased to discuss any of these points with
County officials if so desired. Thaok you in advance for consideration of these comments,

Toro Park Estates Home Association Board of Directors
22632 Torero Drive
Salinas, CA. 93908

Sheri Hauswirth, Corresponding Secretary
Mike Singh, Treasurer, Greenbelts and Parks
Carol Romo, Bull’s Tale Editor/Ads

Lynn Kennedy, Membership

James DeLorimier, CC &R’s

Bill Farrel, Architectural Review

CC: Supervisor Dave Potter
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #4 — ARONSON, GARY (TORO PARK ESTATES HOME ASSOCIATION BOARD OF
DIRECTORS)

Response to Comment 4-1
Comments express a range of concerns regarding local traffic congestion, project access, emergency access,
Alternative 3 access and related noise impacts, decreased setback distance, and impacts to Toro County

Park.

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues related to the Toro Park Estates
neighborhood.

Response to Comment 4-2
Comments express concerns regarding aesthetics and views from public areas within Toro Park Estates.

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues.
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Comment Letter 5

Calderon, Vanessa A. x5186

From: Marty Bacigalupi [MBacigalupi@slakey.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, November 14, 2012 7:25 AM
To: cegacomments

Subject: Ferrini Ranch Project

| have great concerns regarding the Ferrini Ranch Subdivision project on Highway 68. As a resident of
Toro Park, the traffic congestion is already at unacceptable levels at numerous times during the day.
Highway 68 traffic is already diverting to Portola Dr. in the morning to avert the one mile backup. Thisin
conjunction with the traffic from school kids being dropped off, makes this a dangerous situation. With
the addition of hundreds of more vehicles, even if Highway 68 is widened, will only compound the
prablem, The noise and sound pollution will be increased dramatically, loss of trees and walking paths 5'1
will lessen the quality of life, and alter the community we live in. Commute times will increase both in
the morning and evening in an already dangerous driving corridor. | do not believe a project of this size
benefits anyone who currently fives on the Highway 68 corridor. | believe there are many more sights,
in less congested areas, if additional housing is required in Monterey County. | strongly request that this
project be reviewed and denied.

Regards,

Marty Bacigalupi
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #5 — BACIGALUIPI, MARTY

Response to Comment 5-1

Comments express general concerns regarding increased traffic on Highway 68 and Portola Drive, increased
noise levels, and loss of trees and trails (presumably due to widening Highway 68 under Alternative 3B).

Commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding these issues. Please also see the RDEIR,
Section 4.0, for additional noise analysis. As explained in the analysis of Alternative 3B (and
Alternative 5) of the RDEIR, these alternative designs will reduce total tree removal and will result
in fewer biological impacts throughout the project site.
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Comment Letter 6

Marti Beeck
22753 Ordonez Dr. .
Salinas, CA 93908

11/11/12

David Mack, Planning Dept.
168 Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr. Mack,

[ was shocked recently to learn details of the Ferriini Ranch building project. It is important to the
community of Toro Park, the well-being of the general area and the environment, that planners consider
all parts of the community impacted by construction for this project.

As someane who worked in education for many years, | was surprised that the EIR did not include a
study of the impact on our schools. The builder said that there would be an estimated 53 new students.
It is not clear how he arrived at this number, and it seems probable that the number would be
significantly larger. He also claimed that it would add a little over one student per ciassmom, and this
building project would bring in money for the schools in the form of ADA.

It is my understanding that the Hwy 68 comniunity schools are already significantly overenrolled. | have
seen the impact of new student influx happen in other communities. Since schools are required to
welcome new students with open arms, this claim of “benefit” is strongly exaggerated. Although 6' 1
schools would receive ADA, they would also have to accommodate these new students at a time when
there are already more students than they are equipped to handle. Schools in this scenario are
burdened with supplying bus service, implementation of targer classes (It is certain that the numbers will
not be spread so neatly to be an additional 1+ student per classroom.), combination-grade classes, and
compromising the existing school playground with portable classrooms. Also include school bus service
to new areas, and other facility complications: cafeteria, assemblies etc., and staff have to be staggered
to accommodate overcrowded campuses. Since everyone won't take the bus, there is sure to be even
more traffic further stressing traffic on Hwy 68, Portola Rd., and parking on Portola.

Segue to the traffic on Hwy 68 problem. There was much discussion about this issue at the LandWatch
and Ferrini meetings. | commute every day to my job at Ryan Ranch, so | have experience with this. The
commute is extremely fragile as it is now. 1 have tried to adjust my work schedule to come and go at 6_2
times that are not the worst. Even s, it is still dysfunctional. When there are events at Laguna Seca, |
have had to come home by way of Fort Ord and Reservation Road. | have coworkers and friends who
live in South Salinas/ Las Palmas areas who would like to commute on Highway 68 to Ryan Ranch or
Monterey, but it is so bad that they drive Reservation Road through Fort Ord or Marina daily! Shouldn’t
we take into consideration those who need to commute on Hwy 68 but gave up? Is this responsible and
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Comment Letter 6 Continued

forward-thinking at a time when we should be enabling people more than ever to commute more
reasonably?

We were told by the builder that the EIR states that 70% of the residents from the proposed new homes
will drive toward Salinas, and a short span of four-lane road has been proposed that will “neutralize” the
impact of the additional traffic. It is likely that the 70% estimate came from some equation based on the 6'2
distance between Monterey and Salinas, however it is not reflecting the reality of people’s habits. The
four-lane road addition will not solve any problem, but will anly increase a bottleneck traffic jam where
it merges into two fanes. For all of this non-solution, land which is now a buffer zone from noise and
traffic, also used for walking, running, and bike riding, will be significantly reduced or most likely
eliminated. Additionally, the residents who will be much closer to the busy highway will have a berm or
wall instead. Both of these options, by the way are unsightly, and | haven’t even begun to discuss the
viewshed.

Other infrastructure concerns also prevail; inadequate water, sewer, impact on fire service,
environmental impact and adding low-income housing near Toro Regional Park, clumped in an area 6-3
where the current residents are already experiencing problems with the public loitering and engaging in
illegal activity. | could go on and on..... So far | have not heard anything about the Ferrini Ranch Project
that has convinced me that it is a good idea. Please cansider the horrible impact that this project will
have on the environment and the community before it is too late.

Respectfully Submitted,
Marti Beeck
shmartib@gmail.com

cc: Dave Potter

LandWatch
|
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #6 — BEECK, MARTI

Response to Comment 6-1
Comments express concern with local school capacity and enrollment.

The project’s potential impact on existing schools is addressed under Impact 3.10-2 starting on
page 3.10-9 of the DEIR. The DEIR provides projected student generation for Washington Union
Elementary School District (55 students), Spreckels Union School District (38 students), and Salinas
Union High School District (51 students), based on district boundaries relative to the project site.
Existing enrollment figures for all affected districts are identified on page 3.10-3. All districts were
contacted for their current enrollment figures and current student generation rates.

Payment of required school impact fees provides sufficient mitigation for school impacts under
the California Government Code, as detailed on page 3.10-10 of the DEIR. No significant
physical environmental effects predicted from the increase in enrollment warrant additional
mitigation.

Response to Comment 6-2
Commenter states concerns regarding Highway 68 congestion, widening, and trip distribution.

Commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding impacts to the roadway system,
reduction in delay and cut-through traffic, and localized improvement to existing State Route 68
operations from the widening concept proposed in Alternative 3B and Alternative 5. Also see
Master Response 1 and Alternative 5 within the RDEIR regarding anticipated impacts from
roadway widening. According to the DEIR traffic study (Technical Appendix G), trip distribution
for the project is based on the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) four-
county regional traffic forecasting model select zone analysis and on actual travel patterns
within the study area.

Response to Comment 6-3

Commenter states general concerns regarding infrastructure (water supply, sewer service, and fire service)
and the concentration of low-income housing associated with the Ferrini Ranch project.

Impacts associated with water supply are addressed in Response to Comment 8-1 and Master
Response 2. The proposed project’s potential wastewater impact is addressed under Impact
3.10-6 starting on page 3.10-20 of the DEIR, which is considered less than significant due to
adequate sewer treatment capacity. Potential fire service impacts are also addressed in Section
3.10. The location and quantity of inclusionary housing relative to existing residential areas is a
perceived socioeconomic concern, not an environmental issue to be addressed under CEQA.
Projects in Monterey County have an obligation to meet certain affordability requirements
consistent with adopted ordinances and the County’s Housing Element.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #7 — BIG SUR LAND TRUST

Response to Comment 7-1

The comment letter from the Big Sur Land Trust focuses on local wildlife corridors, the project’s location
relative to a regionally significant corridor, and the DEIR’s analysis of wildlife corridors.

Section 3.3 has been replaced in its entirety and recirculated within the RDEIR. Please see Master
Response 3 regarding the wildlife corridors and the EIR’s characterization and analysis of
corridors relative to the project.

The description of the parcels on the project site provided on page 2-1 of the DEIR summarizes
the general location of the project site. At the time the project description was prepared, the Big
Sur Land Trust had not yet purchased Marks Ranch. According to the Big Sur Land Trust’s website,
Marks Ranch was purchased in partnership with Monterey County Parks and will result in the
transfer of 624 acres of the ranch’s eastern portion to County Parks as an addition to Toro Park.
The project description is sufficient as the general public would be more likely to identify with the
location of Toro County Park than with Marks Ranch, and eventually portions of the Marks Ranch
will be included within Toro County Park. The information provided is noted for the record.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 8

From: Paul Casey <pcasey2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 3:33 PM
To: Mack, David x5096

Subject: Ferrini Ranch Subdivision

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing this letter opposing the Highway 68 development access to Ferrini Ranch Subdivision. Highway 68
is a scenic route that has and is turning into a freeway at the cost of constant development. [ am sure [ am
speaking for All home owner on Toro area. I have lived in Toro for about 40 years and have seen the over
development that has taken away from the quiet and beautiful hills. The traffic noise has increase to the point
where it is no longer peaceful. Even with double pane windows, the sound is short of quiet. This has eroded our 8-1
home values. If the project of building more home, (which it seems that Monterey County has water problems,
and difficulty selling home for sale now) Why are building more homes. Why not find another route and not
use highway 68. Other options, River Road or San Benancio. Stop light are already in place. Please consider
other options.

Thank you
1
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #8 — CASEY, PAUL
Response to Comment 8-1

Commenter states general opposition to the project’s access along Highway 68, as well as increased traffic,
noise, and water problems.

Please see Master Response 1 regarding project access. See also Master Response 1 and
Section 4.0 (Alternatives) of the RDEIR regarding noise concerns and additional analysis. The
noise information of the RDEIR provides additional detail regarding future noise levels in the area.

Due to topography and other constraints, the entire site cannot be accessed via River Road or
San Benancio Road. There are project access points in these locations, but the access is limited
to a portion of the project. A primary access along State Route 68 provides access to the
majority of the site. Several other project alternatives are explored in Section 4.0 of the DEIR.

Please also refer to Master Response 2 for additional information regarding potential water-
related impacts.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #9 — CATE, MIKE
Response to Comment 9-1
Comments express general opposition to developing the project site due to changing aesthetics.

Aesthetics and visual resources are addressed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR. Comments are noted
for the record. With respect to project design and aesthetics, the applicant is proposing to
dedicate three parcels totaling approximately 600 acres for open space as shown in Figures 2-
5a through 2-5e of the DEIR. Many of the areas that are most visible to those traveling along
State Route 68 would remain as open space. Implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.1-1b
on page 3.1-21 of the DEIR would designate these parcels as scenic and conservation
easements.
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	Response to Letter #1 – Adishian, Karen
	Response to Comment 1-1
	Comments express opposition to the project based on impacts to private views and traffic on Portola Drive and through Toro Park Estates.


	Response to Letter #2a – Allen, L.
	Response to Comment 2a-1
	Commenter expresses concerns regarding a range of impacts to the Toro Park Estates neighborhood, primarily associated with the widening of Highway 68 and Alternative 3B.


	Response to Letter #2b – Allen, Lauren
	Response to Comment 2b-1
	Comments express concern regarding the noise of the new intersection (under Alternative 3B), its impact on children in nearby homes, and property values.


	Response to Letter #3 – Allison, Andrew
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Comment questions general project viability.


	Response to Letter #4 – Aronson, Gary (Toro Park Estates Home Association Board of Directors)
	Response to Comment 4-1
	Comments express a range of concerns regarding local traffic congestion, project access, emergency access, Alternative 3 access and related noise impacts, decreased setback distance, and impacts to Toro County Park.

	Response to Comment 4-2
	Comments express concerns regarding aesthetics and views from public areas within Toro Park Estates.


	Response to Letter #5 – Bacigaluipi, Marty
	Response to Comment 5-1
	Comments express general concerns regarding increased traffic on Highway 68 and Portola Drive, increased noise levels, and loss of trees and trails (presumably due to widening Highway 68 under Alternative 3B).


	Response to Letter #6 – Beeck, Marti
	Response to Comment 6-1
	Comments express concern with local school capacity and enrollment.

	Response to Comment 6-2
	Commenter states concerns regarding Highway 68 congestion, widening, and trip distribution.

	Response to Comment 6-3
	Commenter states general concerns regarding infrastructure (water supply, sewer service, and fire service) and the concentration of low-income housing associated with the Ferrini Ranch project.


	Response to Letter #7 – Big Sur Land Trust
	Response to Comment 7-1
	The comment letter from the Big Sur Land Trust focuses on local wildlife corridors, the project’s location relative to a regionally significant corridor, and the DEIR’s analysis of wildlife corridors.


	Response to Letter #8 – Casey, Paul
	Response to Comment 8-1
	Commenter states general opposition to the project’s access along Highway 68, as well as increased traffic, noise, and water problems.


	Response to Letter #9 – Cate, Mike
	Response to Comment 9-1
	Comments express general opposition to developing the project site due to changing aesthetics.



