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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

LETTER #10 — CONNECTIVITY FOR WILDLIFE

Response to Comment 10-1

All comments in this letter address wildlife corridors, habitat connectivity, and the related analysis in the
DEIR.

Please see Master Response 3, which addresses wildlife corridors in detail relative to the project.
Please also see RDEIR Section 3.3. Section 3.3 has been updated and replaced in its entirety in
the RDEIR.

The project has been processed and reviewed for consistency with the County’s 1983 General
Plan due to the timing of the original application. The current policies of the General Plan are
not applicable to the project.

The widening of a portion of Highway 68 is addressed in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. As an
alternatives analysis, the discussion is not as specific as the EIR in terms of impacts to wildlife
movement. However, the effect of Highway 68 as a barrier to movement is addressed in Master
Response 3. As the highway is already a significant barrier to movement, the low volume of
additional traffic trips cannot be expected to result in measurable impact with respect to
vehicle-animal collisions.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #11 — COYNE, JANET
Response to Comment 11-1
Commenter expresses general opposition to the project, citing traffic congestion and natural resources.

General comments are noted for the record. Please see Master Response 1 regarding these
issues. See also Master Response 2 for additional information regarding potential water impacts.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #12 — CROSSGROVE, MARK
Response to Comment 12-1
Commenter expresses general opposition to the project, citing aesthetics.

General comments are noted for the record.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 13

From: Sherwood Darington <sdarington@redshift.com>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 1:02 PM

To: Mack, David x5096

Cc Sherwood Darington; CARL HOLM

Subject: Ferrini Ranch

Dear Mr. Mack:

| have had an opprotunity to review the current development plan for the Ferrini Ranch and have determined that the

proposal has several good attributes in that it protects and preserves over 75 % of its land area for continuing the

agricultural use of grazing cattle which will retain the current agricultural employment on the property, preserves the

viewshed from Highway 68 for the traveling public's enjoyment by placing the single family lots as far from the highway as -I 3_1
possible that will make it appear very similar to the Laguna Seca development along Highway 68, provides a begining to

the wine trail that will benefit the agriculture and hospitality industries which are the basic industries of Monterey County,

and will also allow for the preservation of prime farmland in the Salinas Valley by providing an alternative for housing

instead of paving over some of the finest and most productive farmland in the world.

The approval and dvelopment of the Ferrini Ranch as proposed on the current plans can be a win-win for all parties.

My comments are my personal views after reviewing the proposed development plans and are based on my lifelong
residency in Monterey County with concern and admiration for the agricultuural industry. My views and opinions on where
development is appropriate has been derived from years of observations of changes in Monterey County. They do not
represent any group, organization, or appointment that | may be associated with.

Thank you for the opprotunity to comment,

Sherwood Darington
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #13 — DARINGTON, SHERWOOD

Response to Comment 13-1
Commenter is generally supportive of the project because it protects and preserves over 75% of the land for
continuing agricultural use, preserves the Highway 68 viewshed, and provides an entrance to the wine trail

and preserves prime farmland.

Comments are noted for the record. No response is warranted.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #14 — DAY, CAROLE

Response to Comment 14-1

Commenter is generally opposed to the project due to traffic, water, sewer, and proposed inclusionary
housing.

Commenter is referred to Master Response 1, Response to Comment 6-3, and to Master
Response 2 regarding water.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #15 — DUKE, DAVID

Response to Comment 15-1

Commenter states that project should only be considered once infrastructure (water and roadways) has been
addressed.

Comments are noted for the record. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2 regarding these
issues.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 16

11/14/12

David Mack, Planning Department, Monterey Country Resource
Management Agency,

168 Alisal Street, 2™ Floor,

Salinas, CA, 93901

Re: Ferrini Ranch Development
Dear Mr. Mack:

I have three concerns about the Ferrini Ranch development. The first
is that The scenic view-shed will be forever altered. It does not appear
that there has been appropriate consideration of what views, and
whose views, will be altered if this development is approved. If this
development is approved, though you might not be able to see the new
homes on the hillside from Highway 68, you will see four lanes of
asphalt, a traffic light, and a sound barrier wall. This look will affect
all people traveling down the highway to and from Monterey. The rural
look of the pine and oaks trees, that are on the green belt between
Highway 68 and the homes, will have to be removed to make way for
the four lane road. The people living ih those homes will no longer have
a lovely view of the hillside across from the highway but of a sound
barrier wail. Now, when you are walking or driving in Toro Park on
Portola Drive, one has a view of the hills of Toro Regional Park. When
this development goes in, that view will no longer be just of the rolling
hills, but also of homes on the hills,

16-1

The second issue is the noise that will be created by increasing the
road from two lanes o four. The Draft EIR says that the noise will be
increased slightly. No matter how much it is increased, there should
be plans in place to help diminish that noise not only for the people
living directly along the highway, but also for every home in Toro Park.
The solution for noise should be in keeping with the rural atmosphere
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 16 Continued

of trees, native bushes and hills. Clearly, a sound wall would not meet
that criteria. :

The third huge issue is the fraffic congestion along Highway 68 that
would be created by adding a new stoplight to the thoroughfare right
before four lanes narrow down to two lanes. I see no way that a
stoplight in that location will have anything but a negative effect upon
an already congested highway. Between 7:15am and 8:00am the traffic
already backs up to the Portola Drive exit and beyond. This congestion
is due to the stoplights at San Benancio Road and Corral de Tierra 16-1
Road, which are only a half-mile farther west then the proposed new

’
third light. The two current lights also contribute to eastbound evening contd
ftraffic backup to Laureles Grade. Adding another light will only

further choke off the flow of traffic between Salinas and Monterey
during morning and evening commutes. Those commuters who must use
Highway 68 will suffer far greater congestion than already exists.
Thank you,
( 7
Hetty and Jim Eddy
22307 Davenrich St.
Salinas, Ca 93908
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #16 — EDDY, HETTY & JIM
Response to Comment 16-1

Commenters are opposed to the project due to the changes in visual character, visual changes from
Alternative 3B, impacts to the scenic route, increased levels of mobile source noise, and increased traffic
congestion associated proposed traffic signal (with Alternative 3B).

Please see Master Response 1 and response to comment 27-1 regarding aesthetics, views, and
viewsheds. Changes in visual character associated with Alternative 3B are addressed in Section
4.0 of the RDEIR, as well as within the Alterative 5 analysis of the RDEIR. Please see also Section
4.0 of the RDEIR for additional supporting detail regarding changes in noise levels from proposed
highway improvements. Traffic operations with the alternative project entrance and new signal
on State Route 68 are also addressed in Master Response 1.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #17 — FRAME, LEROY

Response to Comment 17-1

Commenter is opposed to the project due to existing traffic congestion on Highway 68, runoff, and flooding.
Commenter is referred to Master Response 1 regarding traffic congestion.

Project drainage is addressed in Section 3.7 of the DEIR. Figure 3.7-3 of the DEIR illustrates the
local watersheds and proposed detention basins for the project. A preliminary drainage plan for
the project has been prepared, and all final plans must meet Monterey County Water Resources
Agency standards for design and performance to prevent drainage and flooding problems.

Potential runoff and erosion impacts are identified as less than significant and less than
significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.5-5a. The proposed project’s
potential for exposure to flooding is addressed under Impact 3.7-4 starting on page 3.7-23 of the
DEIR, which is identified as less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM
3.7-4. See also response to comment D-3.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #18 — GASOIN-RUFFIE, LETICIA

Response to Comment 18-1

Comments express concern regarding existing traffic congestion along Highway 68, alternative intersection
location and widening of Highway 68, loss of trails within the state right-of-way, noise, and safety.

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues.

Response to Comment 18-2

Commenter cites general concerns regarding water supply and reliability.

Please see Master Response 2 regarding water concerns.

Response to Comment 18-3

Aesthetics, impacts to the scenic highway and appearance of the final developed project.

The potential impact to the State Route 68 scenic corridor and other local scenic roadways is
addressed under Impact 3.1-4 starting on page 3.1-45 of the DEIR, which is identified as a
significant and unavoidable impact if the original project entrance concept is pursued. Section
3.1 of the DEIR specifies the applicable policies and development review and approval
procedures that are required subsequent to subdivision approval, which ultimately affect the
appearance of the built environment.

Response to Comment 18-4

Seismic safety and emergency response.

Potential seismic hazard impacts are addressed under Impacts 3.5-1 through 3.5-4 starting on
page 3.5-23 of the DEIR. These impacts are identified as less than significant or less than

significant with implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.5-1, MM 3.5-2a, and MM 3.5-2b. The
project is required to meet all building codes and standards for emergency access.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

Comment Letter 19

From: mgawlowski@comcast.net

Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 1:31 PM
To: Mack, David x5096

Cc: 112-Clerk of the Board Everyone
Subject: Ferrini DEIR

Mr. Mack,

| would like to let you know that | am have great concerns regarding the Ferrini development.(DEIR)
1. There will be huge traffic impacts in the area that have not been adequately addressed

2. Water is such an issue now, before any construction even begins, therefore more information is
needed on the baseline conditions 19-1

3. Current data is needed for the wildlife corridors. The information was from years ago and we need
updated results.

4. The numerous building sites are not outside the critical viewshed.
Do not build on hilltops, or slopes with a 30% or greater angle, or behind added berms.

Please consider these issues.
Thank you,

Mickey Gawlowski
resident on San Benancio Rd
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR

RESPONSE TO LETTER #19 — GAWLOWSKI, MICKEY
Response to Comment 19-1

Comments express concerns regarding traffic congestion, baseline water conditions, wildlife corridors and
age of data, building within the critical viewshed, and ridgeline and steep slope impacts.

Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic congestion concerns and Master Response 3
regarding wildlife corridors.

Critical viewsheds are illustrated in Figures 3.1-1A and 3.1-1B of the DEIR. The project’s potential
impact to critical viewsheds and areas of visual sensitivity is addressed under Impact 3.1-1
starting on page 3.1-18 of the DEIR. Mitigation is provided requiring changes to the project to
remove residential lots from the critical viewshed or otherwise confirm that development is not
visible. Impacts remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation, however, due to the
proposed Ferrini Ranch Road. Please see also Alternative 5 of the RDEIR, which makes
adjustments to the lots within the critical viewshed.

General comments regarding development on slopes and hilltops are noted for the record. The
potential visual impact due to development on slopes greater than 30 percent is addressed
under Impact 3.1-5 starting on page 3.1-47 of the DEIR, which is identified as less than significant
with implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.5-2a and MM 3.5-2b, and MM 3.5-5a through
MM 3.5-5c. The potential for ridgeline development impacts as viewed from common public
viewing areas is addressed under Impact 3.1-6 starting on page 3.1-49 of the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 2 regarding water. See also response to comment 27-1, Master
Response 1, and responses to comments 36-4 through 36-10 regarding aesthetics and visual
impacts.
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