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RESPONSE TO LETTER #50 – PARRISH, MIKE 

Response to Comment 50-1 

Comments are in support of the project; however, a citizens advisory committee is recommended.  

Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #51 – PEDERSON, MYRNA 

Response to Comment 51-1 

Comments are concerned with water, sewer, traffic on Highway 68, Toro County Park safety, Spreckels 
School District, and adequacy of services (i.e., bus transit, grocery stores). 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic concerns;  Response to Comment 6-1 regarding 
school concerns; Response to Comments 6-3 and 73a-1 regarding sewer (wastewater); Master 
Response 2 regarding water issues;  and Response to Comment 37-1 regarding park security 
concerns. Adequacy of access to transit facilities and grocery stores is not an environmental 
issue addressed under CEQA. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #52 – PETERSON, ERIC 

Response to Comment 52-1 

Project developers.  

Comments regarding the potential site developers are noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 52-2 

Winery. 

Comments in support of the project’s winery component are noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 52-3 

Bicycle path design. 

Comments regarding the Caltrans Highway Design Manual related to bicycle paths are noted 
for the record. A multipurpose trail is proposed on the project site generally following the 
property line parallel to State Route 68, but not within the State Route 68 right-of-way. As 
proposed, the trail would be 8 feet wide. Trail locations are shown in Figures 2-5B through 2-5-E, 
although recently established habitat area of California tiger salamander in Toro Park may 
affect ultimate alignment. 

Response to Comment 52-4 

Comments raise concerns related to Highway 68 traffic impacts, project access, new at-grade intersection 
(Alternative 3B), and Highway 68 widening. 

Please see Master Response 1 and Comment D-1 regarding these specific traffic concerns. 
Restricting project traffic flow in an eastward direction only would not be practical or feasible, as 
driving habits are not enforceable. With respect to Alternative 3B (which presents the at-grade 
intersection entrance alternative), a signal-controlled facility was proposed in this alternative in 
part through consultations with Caltrans. Page 4-29 of the DEIR details the intersection options at 
this location explored as part of the traffic study. See also RDEIR Alternative 5, including 
additional traffic analysis of this facility. 

Response to Comment 52-5 

Comments are concerned with building in areas of steep slopes. 

Examples and commentary regarding building in hillside areas is noted for the record. Section 
3.5 of the DEIR assesses the project’s potential impact with respect to existing slope and 
geology, with mitigation provided where warranted. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #53 – PINTO, MARY LYNN  

Response to Comment 53-1 

Commenter expresses concerns with a signalized intersection on Highway 68. 

Please see Master Response 1 and Alternative 5 of the RDEIR regarding this issue. 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER #54– POMO, ANDREW 

Response to Comment 54-1 

Comments are in general opposition to the project. 

Comments are noted for the record. Impacts to views and visual character are addressed in 
DEIR Section 3.1. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #55 – RAYE, MR. & MRS. DAVID 

Response to Comment 55-1 

Water supply and area wells. 

Commenter is referred to Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment 55-2 

Highway 68 traffic conditions. 

Commenter is referred to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 55-3 

Commenter states concerns regarding geology, erosion, and landslides. 

The proposed project’s potential exposure to landslides is addressed under Impact 3.5-2 starting 
on page 3.5-24 of the DEIR, which is reduced to a less than significant level with implementation 
of mitigation measures MM 3.5-2a and MM 3.5-2b. The potential for short- and long-term erosion 
is addressed under Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-31 of the DEIR, which is identified as less 
than significant with implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.5-5a through MM 3.5-5c. 

DEIR Appendix E provides a comprehensive report on local geology and soil conditions relative 
to the proposed project. See also response to Letter RD-11. 

Response to Comment 55-4 

Comments suggest that the EIR does not adequately address grassland and oak woodland habitat. 

Grassland habitat and its potential to support special-status species is analyzed in detail on 
pages 3.3-42 through -45 of the DEIR. Loss of oak trees and oak woodland habitat, including 
mitigation measures, is analyzed in detail on pages 3.3-51 through -53. Wildlife corridors are 
addressed and mitigated on pages 3.3-55 through -57. Commenter is also referred to Section 3.3 
of the RDEIR for additional information addressing wildlife corridors, as well as Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 55-5 

Viewshed preservation and development on slopes over 30%. 

The proposed project’s potential impact associated with development on slopes greater than 
30 percent is addressed under Impact 3.1-5 starting on page 3.1-47 of the DEIR. As noted on 
page 3.1-48 of the DEIR, development on 30 percent or greater slopes is proposed to occur 
almost exclusively to accommodate internal roadway segments to provide access to the 
individual clustered development area, which would not require the leveling of slopes. Please 
see Master Response 1 regarding the project’s relationship to existing policies and critical 
viewshed protection. 
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Response to Comment 55-6 

Comments recommend that lots and homesites should not be constructed in the southeast corner of the 
subdivision near the intersection of Highway 68 and San Benancio Road. 

Figure 3.7-2b on page 3.7-9 of the DEIR, identifies the existing floodplain in this area. The 
proposed project’s potential impact associated with the 100-year floodplain is addressed under 
Impact 3.7-5 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. Traffic congestion associated with project 
access is addressed under Impact 3.12-2 starting on page 3.12-41 of the DEIR, which is identified 
as a less than significant impact with implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.12-2a.  

Please also see Master Response 1 and Alternative 5 of the RDEIR regarding potential 
alternatives to subdivision design in this area and elsewhere. Please see Section 3.3 of the RDEIR 
and Master Response 3 regarding additional information on wildlife corridors. 

Response to Comment 55-7 

Commenter states that the project violates many county policies on water, traffic, and zoning and expresses 
concern with the sewer systems and school being over capacity. 

The proposed project’s consistency with relevant General Plan policies that are currently in 
place to mitigate and/or protect resources is addressed under Impact 3.9-1 starting on page 
3.9-22 of the DEIR. See also Response to Comment 6-1 regarding school impacts. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #56 – RAYE, JOYCE 

Response to Comments 56-1 through 56-7 

Comments reflect similar comments documented in Letter 55, with minor variations. 

Please see response to Letter #55 regarding these issues. The proposed project’s potential 
impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services are addressed under Impact 3.10-1 
starting on page 3.10-8 of the DEIR. Fiscal demands are not an issue that is addressed under 
CEQA. Recommendations for mitigation are noted for the record.  

The proposed project’s impacts on groundwater recharge are addressed under Impact 3.6-2 
starting on page 3.6-31 of the DEIR. Recharge of the groundwater basin related to the 
introduction of new impervious surface is specifically addressed starting on page 3.6-36 of the 
DEIR. Table 3.6-4 on page 3.6-38 of the DEIR provides a summary of the change in recharge that 
would result upon full development of the project. Removal of trees and grading activities do 
not typically affect the rate of water recharge. The potential for short- and long-term erosion is 
addressed under Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-31 of the DEIR, which is identified as less than 
significant with implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.5-5a through MM 3.5-5c.  

See also Alternative 5 of the RDEIR. The appendices to the RDEIR contain more specific post-
project drainage retention plans, consistent with current County standards. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #57 – REEVES, MIKE & TERRI, AND SCULLEN, B. 

Response to Comment 57-1 

Comments cite concerns with impacts to Highway 68 traffic, traffic cutting through the Toro Park Estates 
neighborhood, impacts of widening Highway 68 on the Toro Park Estates neighborhood, and property 
values. 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #58 – ROMO, ROBERT & CAROL 

Response to Comment 58-1 

Aesthetics and visual sensitivity. 

Please see Master Response 1, response to comment 27-1 and 36-4 through 36-10. 

Response to Comment 58-2 

Highway 68 traffic and traffic impact fees. 

Please see Master Response 1, as well as responses D-1, and E-1.  

Response to Comment 58-3 

Comments express concerns related to Alternative 3B or other alternatives that will result in a new signalized 
intersection at Highway 68. 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding these issues. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER #59 – SANDERS, TIMOTHY 

Response to Comment 59-1 

Summary of issues. 

Issues summarized here focus on the traffic impact methodology and thresholds of significance. 
Detailed comments and responses are itemized below. 

Response to Comment 59-2 

Comment argues that the DEIR does not use changes in traffic volumes as a measure of impact. 

Traffic volumes of the project have been applied to Background Conditions to document 
“Background Plus Project” conditions, as quantified on page 3.12-35 of the DEIR. The DEIR 
identifies that the project would generate approximately 2,392 daily trips. These trips are used to 
determine if the thresholds of significance (DEIR pages 3.12-27 and -28) would be exceeded. The 
thresholds clearly state that impacts are significant if the addition of project traffic would cause 
levels of serve to deteriorate (page 3.12-27). The assessment of impacts is a level of service–
based assessment. 

Response to Comment 59-3 

Thresholds of significance used in the DEIR’s traffic analysis. 

The comments are focused on the DEIR’s discussion of travel speeds, travel time, and delay 
along the Highway 68 corridor. DEIR page 3.12-30 states, “Although conventional thresholds of 
significance are recognized and used in this report, the County considers the delay study to be 
an important discussion with respect to understanding corridor operations and the relative net 
effect of the proposed project on those operations.” In other words, the DEIR studied travel time 
and corridor delay to inform the assessment of segment operations, but ultimately used 
traditional level of service (LOS) thresholds to assess impact significance.  

The threshold of significance criteria is described starting on page 3.1-27 of the DEIR, which is 
recognized by Monterey County and is consistent with the County’s analysis methods for other 
projects. It is also noted that Caltrans uses a Corridor Management System Approach to 
develop the best solutions to address congestion issues on State Route 68 and regional network 
facilities in general. Caltrans, TAMC, and Monterey County are currently exploring more 
meaningful methods by which to analyze regional corridors such as State Route 68 and to 
evaluate them in the context of corridor-wide effects rather than a series of impacts to individual 
roadway segments and intersections. 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by a traffic engineer using industry standard 
software in accordance with Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies. The 
methodology used to analysis traffic impacts is summarized starting on page 3.12-28 of the DEIR 
and in more detail starting on page 4 of the TIA included in Appendix G of the DEIR. As noted on 
page 4 of the TIA, two commonly accepted methods used to evaluate the operations of road 
segments include the Highway Capacity Manual’s Arterial and Two-Lane Two-Way Highway 
methodologies. The Synchro software allows the analysis of arterials based on the Highway 
Capacity Manual’s (HCM) arterial analysis methodology, while the HCS software allows analysis 
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of two-lane highways based on traffic volumes, road capacity, and the percent-time-spent-
following for a two-lane highway. The results of the HCM’s arterial analysis are strongly influenced 
by the operations of the signalized intersections along the corridor, and in this case yielded 
results that were significantly better than what is actually perceived by the motoring public. It 
was found that the HCS software also did not accurately reflect the actual conditions in the field 
for the two-lane portion of State Route 68. Due to the unique characteristics of State Route 68, 
and based on discussions with the Monterey County Planning and Public Works Departments 
and Caltrans staff at multiple meetings, it was decided that an alternative method for analyzing 
the two-lane portion of the State Route 68 corridor (from Josselyn Canyon Road to San Benancio 
Road) would be appropriate. 

As noted on page 3.12-29 of the DEIR, methods for analyzing traffic were not selectively picked 
from the HCM to guide the analysis conclusions but to provide an accurate evaluation of actual 
conditions on the State Route 68 corridor. As noted on page 5 of the Traffic Impact Analysis 
included in Appendix G of the DEIR, GPS (Geographical Positioning System) and GIS 
(Geographical Information System) based technology was used to evaluate road segments and 
corridors based on actual conditions that are experienced in the field. A test vehicle equipped 
with a global positioning device traveled along the study corridor while the GPS device 
recorded the position of the test vehicle in one-second intervals. The collected data was used to 
determine the travel speed, travel time, and delays along the corridor under existing traffic 
conditions to calibrate the Synchro traffic analysis software by inputting the actual field-
measured delay at each intersection and along the highway in order to assess the road 
segment operations under the projected traffic conditions (background, background plus 
project, and cumulative). As noted on 3.12-29 of the DEIR and in Section 2.4 of the TIA (Appendix 
G of the DEIR), intersection traffic counts were collected during the weekday A.M. (7:00 to 9:00 
A.M.) and P.M. (4:00 to 6:00 P.M.) peak hours at the 21 study intersections in 2006 and 2008 to 
establish existing traffic flow. Synchro input and analysis and traffic counts are included in the 
appendices and exhibits of the TIA.  

As noted in Appendix A1 of the TIA (Appendix G of the DEIR), at signalized intersections the 
capacity is evaluated in terms of ratio of demand flow rate and capacity, and the level of 
service is evaluated on the basis of control delay per vehicle. The operational analysis of the 
State Route 68 segments was based on multiple methods included within the 2000 HCM, 
depending upon the segment analyzed.   

The commenter is correcting in stating that travel speed was used to determine level of service 
on the two-lane portion of Highway 68; however, this is an appropriate measure of vehicle 
throughput on two-lane highways. The 2010 Highway Capacity Manual states, “[o]n two-lane 
highways in developed rural areas, LOS is defined in terms of percent of free-flow speed” (p.5-
11). The Highway 68 corridor qualified as a “developed rural area” designation as it travels 
through relatively undisturbed countryside, but also has common urban elements such as traffic 
signals, businesses, residential neighborhoods, and driveways directly serving these uses. 

The CEQA Guidelines do not require the use of traffic volume or volume-to-capacity ratio as the 
means to determine an environmental impact. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides 
sample questions intending to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts and does not 
necessarily represent thresholds of significance (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). The sample 
questions in Section XVI (Transportation/Traffic) of Appendix G of the applicable CEQA 
Guidelines are noted on page 3.12-27 of the DEIR. In accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and agency and professional standards, specific impact 
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criteria were applied to the study intersections and road segments to determine if a significant 
impact would occur due to the implementation of the proposed project. The impact on 
operations along the roadway network is the direct physical impact the trips generated by the 
proposed project would have on the roadway network. 

Response to Comment 59-4 

Baseline for existing traffic conditions.   

The baseline for the proposed project is the date the application was deemed complete, which 
was April 2005 as noted on page 2-1 of the DEIR. The DEIR’s traffic study was updated in 2008 
and again revised in 2010. The DEIR timeline preceded the County’s General Plan analysis. 
Based on the application date, the DEIR is consistent in evaluating the project against the 
standards and policies of the 1982 General Plan.   

Response to Comment 59-5 

Extended/additional comments regarding assessment of two-lane road segments for Highway 68. 

The comment reiterates previous comments regarding analysis methodology. Please see 
Response to Comments 59-1 through 59-4. 

Response to Comment 59-6 

Roadway classifications used in the traffic analysis. 

Highway 68 is composed of a mixture of different roadway types, from two-lane highway to 
multi-lane highway to freeway.  Thus, different methodologies were used for different segments 
of the highway.  However, along the segments of two-lane highway, the traffic signals control 
traffic flow more so than the number of lanes.  For that reason, the urban streets analysis 
methodology was used to analyze sections of Highway 68.  The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 
agrees with this approach, stating “…traffic signals spaced at 2.0 mi [miles] or less typically 
create urban street conditions…” (p. 12-1) and are thus subject to urban street methodologies. 
The 2010 Highway Capacity Manual reiterates this statement – “Where signalized intersections 
are less than 2.0 mi [miles] apart, the facility should be classified as an urban street and analyzed 
with the methodologies of Chapter 16, Urban Street Facilities, and Chapter 17, Urban Street 
Segments, which are located in Volume 3” (p. 15-1).  All of the signals along Highway 68 are 
spaced at less than 2.0 miles apart; therefore, use of the urban streets methodology for Highway 
68 is appropriate. 

The commenter is correct that the Synchro analysis software was used in this analysis.  The 
consulting traffic engineer chose to use Synchro for operational analysis, because of its 
signalization-specific capabilities, and because it incorporates Highway Capacity Manual 
methodologies, such as the urban streets corridor analysis used in the DEIR.  The Synchro Studio 8 
Users Guide states “[t]he Arterial Level of Service Report contains information about the speed 
and travel time for an arterial.  This report mirrors the reports used in the Arterials section of the 
HCM 2000, Chapter 15” (p. 16-21). 

As noted in the DEIR, many of the segments of Highway 68 will operate at LOS F with the project.  
In fact, all of the two-lane segments of Highway 68 analyzed herein are shown to operate at LOS 
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F with the project, and are said to be an impacted segment in the DEIR.  This is consistent with 
the expectations expressed by the commenter.  Thus, the methodology used to analyze 
Highway 68 in the DEIR resulted in a more precise analysis and supported the quantification of 
the benefits of the stated mitigation for the corridor, as well as helped to determine the project’s 
fair-share contribution towards said mitigation. 

The Highway Capacity Manual’s reference to “black box” methodologies refers to the Synchro-
specific methodologies for signal operations.  However, that is not what is used in this analysis; 
what was used was the Highway Capacity Manual urban street analysis to derive travel speeds, 
and applied those to the two-lane highway level of service scale.  The only “manipulation” 
made to the analysis was the addition of a Level of Service “F” threshold, which is not present in 
the Highway Capacity Manual methodologies.  Therefore, the “black box” statement does not 
apply to this analysis.  

In response to the questioning of use of the term “better,” this refers to our initial calculations that 
showed faster operations along Highway 68 than our existing GPS travel time runs.  As this result, 
the topic was discussed further with County and Caltrans staff, where it was decided to use the 
Highway Capacity Manual method that is documented within the DEIR.   

Response to Comment 59-7 

Analysis methods. 

See Response to Comments 59-1 through 59-4. 

Response to Comment 59-8 

Comments quote several excerpts from the CEQA Guidelines, requesting responses. 

The CEQA citations regarding the purpose of CEQA are noted for the record. The County of 
Monterey must make several findings regarding the environmental document prior to its 
certification. 

Response to Comment 59-9 

Physical changes, traffic volumes, baseline, analysis methodology. 

Please see Response to Comments 59-1 through 59-6. 
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	Highway 68 traffic and traffic impact fees.

	Response to Comment 58-3
	Comments express concerns related to Alternative 3B or other alternatives that will result in a new signalized intersection at Highway 68.


	Response to Letter #59 – Sanders, Timothy
	Response to Comment 59-1
	Summary of issues.

	Response to Comment 59-2
	Comment argues that the DEIR does not use changes in traffic volumes as a measure of impact.
	Response to Comment 59-3
	Thresholds of significance used in the DEIR’s traffic analysis.


	Response to Comment 59-4
	Baseline for existing traffic conditions.

	Response to Comment 59-5
	Extended/additional comments regarding assessment of two-lane road segments for Highway 68.

	Response to Comment 59-6
	Roadway classifications used in the traffic analysis.

	Response to Comment 59-7
	Analysis methods.

	Response to Comment 59-8
	Comments quote several excerpts from the CEQA Guidelines, requesting responses.

	Response to Comment 59-9
	Physical changes, traffic volumes, baseline, analysis methodology.



