
2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR 

  

Ferrini Ranch Subdivision County of Monterey Planning Department 
Final Environmental Impact Report  September 2014 

2.0-92 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER #20A – GEORGAIOU, MICHAEL 

Response to Comment 20a-1 

“Berm extension.” 

It is assumed the comment is addressing treatment along the proposed State Route 68 widening 
as shown in Alternative 3B. There are no detail plans designed for Alternative 3B at this time. If 
approved by the County as the preferred alternative, the design of the proposed roadway 
improvements would be subject to Caltrans’ review and approval process. The final design noise 
attenuation measures will be determined by Caltrans. For potential noise impacts associated 
with Alternative 3B, please refer to Section 4.0 (Alternatives) of the RDEIR and Attachment 2 to 
Section 4.0. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #20B – GEORGAIOU, MICHAEL 

Response to Comment 20b-1 

Commenter has concerns regarding widening Highway 68 adjacent to his home without sound protection. 

Commenter is referred to Master Response 1.   
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER #21 – GORCZYCA, LORRAINE 

Response to Comment 21-1 

Comments address Alternative 4 and associated interchange concept. 

Alternative 4, with the overpass concept, is one of several alternatives to the project explored in 
the EIR. The project as proposed and described in the EIR would gain primary access from 
Portola Drive. Opposition to the overpass concept is noted for the record.  
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER #22 – GREGG, DEAN AND LINDA 

Response to Comment 22-1 

Comments are opposed to Alternative 3B due to the widening of Highway 68 and its impact on the scenic 
highway, cut-through traffic on Portola Drive, safety issues, and property values.   

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues. It should be noted that the new 
intersection at a realigned Torero Drive is projected reduce, not increase, cut-through traffic 
within the Toro Park Estates neighborhood. The capacity of the widened highway facility even 
with the new signal light will control the flow of traffic more efficiently through this section, 
eliminating the practice of drivers trying to bypass congestion. Removal of cut-through trips will 
decrease impacts and improve safety within the neighborhood along Portola Drive. See DEIR 
Technical Appendix G, as well as RDEIR Section 4.0 Attachment 1 for supporting analysis of these 
findings. 

The State of California has envisioned State Route 68 as a four-lane facility for some time, despite 
its scenic highway designation and other constraints to that widening. All of the roadway 
improvements along State Route 68 would be subject to Caltrans’ design review and approval 
process and would be required to be in accordance with Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual 
and Scenic Highway Guidelines.  
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER #23 – HAAS, ROLLIN 

Response to Comment 23-1 

Comments are in support of the project and proposed open space. 

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

RESPONSE TO LETTER #24 – HALE, ROBERT 

Response to Comment 24-1 

Comments refer to the presence of sky lupine (Lupinus nanus) and how these plants are addressed in the 
DEIR.   

The Biological Resources section of the DEIR, Section 3.3 (and revised Section 3.3 of the RDEIR), 
use a standard of review of significance thresholds recognized by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the County of Monterey. The sky lupine is not a state or federally 
protected plant species, and therefore is not analyzed for potential project impacts. The County 
does, however, recognize the unique characteristics of the lupine fields, and one may argue 
that the lupine is a visual resource within a state scenic highway. As noted by the commenter, 
this plant species is dependent on weather conditions and grazing activities that the applicant 
allows to occur on his property. In any case, the primary areas that have the greatest 
concentrations of lupine are avoided by the proposed development (see Figures 2-3a and 
Figures 3-5a through 3-5e). According to the applicant and the project description, grazing 
activities would continue to occur on the open space parcels. Public trails are also proposed 
within the open space parcels, including a multipurpose trail parallel to State Route 68 between 
San Benancio Road and Toro County Park. Any official recognition of the lupine beyond 
biological resource values is beyond the scope and responsibility of the project and the EIR. 

Response to Comment 24-2 

Commenter questions analysis of visual impacts from trails in Toro County Park as well as views of the 
lupine field. 

Commenter is referred to Master Response 1, response to comment 27-1 and responses to 
comments 36-4 through 36-1- regarding visibility from the park. Please see Response to 
Comment 24-1 above regarding views of lupine.  

Response to Comment 24-3 

Impact on existing running trails. 

The realignment of existing trails is addressed under Impact 3.10-4 on page 3.10-16 of the DEIR. 
The project, as proposed, would require the realignment of the CCS Championship cross-country 
course. The existing trails would need to be realigned due to the proposed location of Ferrini 
Ranch Road, not to avoid seeing the project. The project alternatives that do not propose 
access through Toro Park would not require realignment of the existing trails. As for the trails 
along State Route 68 adjacent to the Toro Park Estates development, the commenter is referred 
to Master Response 1. 
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Response to Comment 24-4 

Commenter inquires if grazing will continue and how changes in grazing patterns will affect the biological 
diversity of the open space area. 

According to the applicant and as identified in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the DEIR 
grazing activities will continue to occur on the 600 acres of open space. There are no expected 
changes to the biological diversity of the open space areas compared to existing conditions. 

Response to Comment 24-5 

Comments are in support of Alternative 3B and associated access.  

Comments are noted for the record. Mitigation measure MM 3.10-5a of the DEIR specifies the 
performance standards for a land exchange if the proposed access is pursued. 

Response to Comment 24-6 

Comments call for longer monitoring period and higher replacement ratios for oak tree impacts. 

Please see revised Section 3.3 of the RDEIR. See also responses to Letter RD-14. Mitigation has 
been provided consistent with Section 21083.4(b) of the Public Resources Code. 

Response to Comment 24-7 

Suggestions for a modified Alternative 3B. 

Comments and suggestions are appreciated and noted for the record. Section 3.1 of the DEIR 
describes the potential impacts of these lots and the basis for the less than significant impact 
conclusion. See also Master Response 1 regarding the issue and criteria for impacts from public 
viewpoints. The range of alternatives analyzed is based on their ability to reduce the number 
and severity of significant impacts.  

Response to Comment 24-8 

Visual impacts of lighting. 

The proposed project’s impact from new light sources is addressed under Impact 3.1-7 starting 
on page 3.1-54 of the DEIR. This impact was identified as less than significant with compliance 
with standard conditions of approval that require review and approval of detailed lighting plans 
appropriate for this area. Compliance with these conditions and policies specific to the Toro 
Area Plan will achieve the level of mitigation cited in the comments.  

Response to Comment 24-9 

Comment is concerned with the introduction and propagation of non-native invasive plant species. 

Comments are noted. In addition to management of non-native species through open space 
management, the County requires native and otherwise appropriate plant palates as part of 
landscape plan approval. 
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Response to Comment 24-10 

Funding and implementation of open space management.   

As specified in mitigation measure MM 3.3-8c, the Open Space Management Plan includes a 
property-based perpetual endowment required for funding. See also updated Section 3.3 of the 
RDEIR and responses to Letter RD-14. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #25 – HAUSWIRTH, BOB, SHERI, LAUREN, CHRIS, AND AARON 

Response to Comment 25-1 

Comments address a range of concerns specific to the Toro Park Estates neighborhood. 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #26 – HEPFL, RON 

Response to Comment 26-1 

Comments raise concerns regarding safety and noise impacts associated with Highway 68 widening in the 
vicinity of Toro Park Estates, the need for a berm along the improvements, and the existence of a natural gas 
line that runs along Highway 68 and the potential relocation of that line. 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic, noise, and safety associated with any alternative 
that would widen State Route 68 in this location. See also Response to Comment 20a-1 
regarding berms. The County has not received any specific information regarding the natural 
gas pipeline; however, such facilities are typically kept within existing easements.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #27 – HILINSKI, SUSAN, AND FARREL, BILL 

Response to Comment 27-1 

Comments disagree with the DEIR findings regarding aesthetic impacts, specifically: conclusions regarding 
impacts to views from within the Fort Ord National Monument and Toro County Park; views from Toro Park 
Estates; definition of “common public viewing areas”; and changes to the visual character of the site. 

Please see Response to Master Response 1 regarding project impacts and findings regarding 
views from trails, public viewing areas, and Toro County Park. 

With respect to Impact 3.1-5 (Visual Character of the Site and 30 Percent Slope Alteration), the 
DEIR concludes that impacts will be less than significant based on the definition of common 
public viewing areas (see Response to Comment 2a-1) as applied by the County of Monterey 
consistently within the State Route 68 corridor. Page 3.1-47 of the DEIR is not applying mitigation 
measures MM 3.1-1a through MM 3.1-1c to mitigate an undisclosed impact; rather, the measures 
are cited as additional assurance that impacts will remain less than significant. 

In response to comments regarding consistency with visual resource policies, mitigation 
measures are provided requiring design changes to the project to relocate building sites out of 
the critical viewshed and 100-foot state scenic route setback and to eliminate the visibility of 
development in such areas where such sites cannot be fully relocated. Please see Alternative 5 
of the RDEIR, which modifies the lots located within the critical viewshed. While the policies apply 
to buildings and structures, the DEIR finds that proposed roadways will result in a significant and 
unavoidable aesthetic impact to the scenic route.  

Response to Comment 27-2 

Comments request clarification and/or revision to specific components of the traffic analysis. In response: 

• Regarding Impact 3.12-1, the comment is correct that the change in level of service 
(LOS) between Background and Background Plus Project conditions will change from E 
to F in the P.M. peak hour on roadway segments #9 and #10. This conclusion is supported 
by the analysis of the DEIR. The wording of Impact 3.12-1 is designed to identify the total 
of all impacts to the circulation system, consistent with the significance threshold. 

• Regarding wording on page 3.12-36, the use of the word “only” was used to clarify that 
even though 13 segments would operate at unacceptable levels of service under 
Existing Plus Background conditions, not all 13 segments would operate at unacceptable 
levels of service as a direct result of trips generated by the proposed project. Six of the 13 
segments would continue to operate at the same LOS as under Background Conditions 
(without the project). Regardless, the sentence has been clarified as follows to address 
the comment and correct wording: 

Although 13 segments would operate at unacceptable levels of service 
under Background Plus Project Conditions, the deficient operations at only 
seven eight of the 13 intersections segments would be the result of trips 
generated by the proposed project, while the other six five roadway 
segments would continue to operate at the same deficient LOS as 
identified under Background Conditions. 
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• Regarding Table 3.12-11, the County’s threshold is the addition of any trips to an 
intersection already operating at LOS F, as stated at the top of page 3.12-29. Table 
3.12-11 on page 3.12-36 has been modified as follows: 

TABLE 3.12-11 
SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE EXCEEDED 

UNDER BACKGROUND PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Roadway Segment Direction 

Peak Hour  
Significance Threshold Exceeded 

Degrade LOS Add 1 Trip or More to 
LOS F 

1. State Route 68 between Josselyn Canyon Road 
and Olmsted Road 

EB 

WB  A.M./P.M. 
A.M./P.M. 

2. State Route 68 between Olmsted Road and State 
Route 218  

EB 

WB  P.M. 

5. State Route 68 between York Road and Pasadera 
Drive 

EB 

WB 
A.M. 

 P.M. 

6. State Route 68 between Pasadera Drive and 
Laureles Grade Road 

EB 

WB  P.M. 

7. State Route 68 between Laureles Grade Road 
and Corral de Tierra Road 

EB 

WB  P.M. 

8. State Route 68 between Corral de Tierra Road 
and San Benancio Road 

EB 

WB  P.M. 
P.M. 

9. State Route 68 between San Benancio Road and 
Torero Drive Two Way P.M.  

10. Torero Dr and Begin/End Fwy Two Way P.M.  

 

• Regarding the timing of mitigation, the project would be required to pay the TAMC fee – 
under any project alternative – to satisfy the project’s cumulative impacts. Timing of 
implementing any improvement in the TAMC program is determined by TAMC priorities 
based on the benefit and need of the circulation system. Mitigation applied to any 
adopted alternative that would widen State Route 68 to accommodate an alternative 
project entrance would need to be in place prior to construction the subdivision (see 
Response to Comment D-1). Thus, Alternatives 3B and 5 provide a benefit by installing a 
portion of planned Highway 68 improvements. The associated secondary effects of 
implementing mitigation measures has been addressed in the RDEIR (see Alternative 5), 
at a level of detail commensurate with the CEQA requirements.  

• As a project on the state highway system, subsequent environmental review for the 
ultimate design of State Route 68 improvements will be required following the Caltrans 
PSR and environmental review procedures. This EIR does not defer to that analysis; rather, 
secondary impacts have been assessed based on the information and preliminary 
concepts as known at this time. 
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Response to Comment 27-3 

Comments question the range and scope of Section 4.0, Alternatives to the Project, and makes 
recommendations for an environmentally superior alternative. 

Regarding the adequacy of project alternatives, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 
requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives. Furthermore, Section 15126.6(f) states that the 
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially less any of the significant 
effect of the project. As noted on page 4-30 of the DEIR, Alternative 4 was provided to reduce 
the total development footprint of the project by providing more compact development nodes 
in order to minimize impacts to cultural and riparian resources. The interchange concept—
developed with County staff—was proposed as a means of providing access without requiring a 
new signalized intersection on State Route 68 and thus avoiding an additional at-grade traffic 
control. Each of the alternatives analyzed provide certain environmental merits and impact 
avoidance that are central to their being included in the analysis.  

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the other alternatives.” There is no requirement that an alternative avoid or 
lessen all impacts, they just need to avoid or lessen any impacts. Please see also Alternative 5 of 
the RDEIR. This alternative provides additional detail and reflects several of the design changes 
recommended by the DEIR’s mitigation measures. One of the benefits of the range of 
alternatives is that they provide planning concepts and unique features that can be considered 
by decisionmakers. See also responses to Letter RD-14. 

Response to Comment 27-4 

Subdivision development and approval process.  

Comments and opinion regarding project consistency with adopted General Plan policy are 
noted for the record. As identified on page 3.9-10 of the DEIR, the proposed project is consistent 
with Policy 26.1.1 “Pending Board Concurrence and Findings.” Although development of 
roadways in the critical viewshed is considered significant and unavoidable relative to County 
policy, other measures and restrictions are in place and designed to protect the existing scenic 
beauty of the area. Interpretation of County policies relative to any project approval ultimately 
rests with staff and decision-makers.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #28 – HOGAN, LAUREL 

Response to Comment 28-1 

Comment letter provides general concerns regarding the widening of Highway 68, increased noise levels at 
existing residences, improvements not solving traffic problems but moving them, the loss of private views 
and building within the critical viewshed, zoning, sewer, and loss of trees, plants, and habitats. 

Please see Master Response 1 and the RDEIR regarding these issues. See also Master Response 2 
regarding water supply. 

The existing and proposed zoning of the project site is identified beginning on page 2-3 of the 
DEIR.  

Please see Section 3.3 of the RDEIR and responses to Letter RD-2 regarding biological resource 
impacts. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #29 – HUBER, BILL & PAT 

Response to Comment 29-1 

Comments are concerned with the potential realignment of Torero Drive with Highway 68 and resulting 
impacts to properties at that location. Comments also mention changes to views from project development 

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose the potential environmental effects of a project and allow 
decision-makers to consider those effects. In the event that Alternative 3B is pursued, it is true 
that the environmental conditions regarding noise, light and glare, air quality, and aesthetics will 
change with a new intersection in this location. Please see Master Response 1. See also RDEIR 
Section 4.0, Alternatives to the Project, which provides additional detail regarding the potential 
environmental effects of this alternative. 

Response to Comment 29-2 

Comments address water supply, arsenic levels, and existing problems with SVWP’s rubber dam.  

Please see Sections 3.6 and 3.10 of the DEIR regarding the project’s water supply and 
groundwater resources. See also Master Response 2 for additional information regarding water 
supply. 

Response to Comment 29-3 

Comments express concern regarding existing traffic congestion. 

Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 29-4 

Comments express concern regarding school capacity. 

Please see Response to Comment 6-1 regarding this issue. 
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