
3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-195 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-196 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-197 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-198 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

 

  

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

3.0-199 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-18 – CHARLES MEYER 

Response to Comment RD-18-1 

Alternative 5 Comment. Please see response to letter RD-1 regarding the Caltrans requirement 
to widen SR 68 in order to gain project access, as well as visual impacts along the highway. 
Please see Master Response 1 regarding potential impacts caused by highway widening. 
Impacts are assessed in the analysis of Alternatives 3 and 5. 

Comments regarding ground squirrels living near existing berms and sound walls are noted. No 
sound attenuation walls are proposed by the project. Comments suggesting the highway 
widening occur on the project site are noted. Widening would take place within Caltrans right-
of-way. 

Please see Section 1.0, Introduction, of the RDEIR, which explains the rationale for limiting the 
recirculated material. The Alternatives section of the RDEIR evaluates an additional alternative 
for decision-maker consideration. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-19 – PAT AND BILL HUBER 

Regarding impacts to the Toro Park Estates neighborhood, please see Master Response 1. 

Regarding water issues, please see Master Response 2. 

Regarding traffic operations, please see Master Response 1 and responses to letter RD-14. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-20 – BETH ROSENBLUM 

Comments regarding Caltrans night construction are noted. The location of construction staging 
areas for a potential future widening project is not known at this time. However, the potential 
impacts of construction are documented in Attachment 2 to Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. This 
analysis documents that impacts could occur at the nearest residences, and mitigation may be 
required such as the erection of a temporary barrier between the equipment and residential 
areas. All construction-related mitigation of the DEIR would be applicable to roadway 
construction of any alternative to the project.  
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-21– DEAN GREGG 

Response to Comment RD-21-1 

Regarding water supplies and availability, please see Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment RD-21-2 

Regarding SR 68 traffic, please see Master Response 1. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-22– CARL CHRISTENSEN 

General comments related to project placement, relative to parks and areas devoted to 
outdoor recreation, are noted for the record. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-23– BRENDA CRANFORD 

Response to Comment RD-23-1 

Traffic. Comments suggesting a roundabout are noted. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
traffic operations. See also Letter RD-1, which identifies that Caltrans requires the signalized 
intersection. 

Response to Comment RD-23-2 

Water. Please see Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment RD-23-3 

Trees. Comments regarding tree removal are noted. This impact is addressed in RDEIR Section 
3.3. 

Response to Comment RD-23-4 

Fort Ord. Comments are noted for the record. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-24– JOHN PETERSON 

General comment in opposition to the project is noted for the record. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-25– TIMOTHY KNAPP 

Comments regarding water supply are noted. Please see Master Response 2. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-26– LAUREL HOGAN 

Response to Comment RD-26-1 

Water. Please see Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment RD-26-2 

Sewer. Please see response to comment 73a. 

Response to Comment RD-26-3 

Air Quality. Please see Master Response 1 and analysis of Alternatives 3 and 5 in the RDEIR. 

Response to Comment RD-26-4 

Noise. Please see Master Response 1, as well as Attachment 3 to RDEIR Section 4.0, which 
contains additional noise analysis relative to the alternatives and at-grade intersection. 

Response to Comment RD-26-5 

Traffic. Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic operations along SR 68. 

Response to Comment RD-26-6 

Home Values. Home values are not an environmental issue addressed in the EIR. 

Response to Comment RD-26-7 

Views. Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment RD-26-8 

Tree Removal and Replacement/Carbon Footprint. Carbon sequestration is addressed in RDEIR 
Section 3.11. 

Response to Comment RD-26-9 

Realigned Torero/SR 68 Intersection. Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic operations 
with this improvement. 

Response to Comment RD-26-10 

Conservation. Commentary regarding Ferrini Ranch property is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment RD-26-11 

Winery Location. Commentary regarding the winery use is noted for the record. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-27– LYNN HAMILTON 

Issues raised in the letter are addressed in Master Response 1 and Master Response 2. Comments 
regarding the State Scenic Route are noted for the record. Regarding water and energy 
infrastructure, the project site fronts a Cal Water main and can connect to existing utilities.  

  

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

3.0-226 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-227 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-228 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-229 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-28– WILLIAM T. KELLEY 

Response to Comment RD-28-1 

Project Website. Letter addresses a website related to the Ferrini Ranch project. Issues related to 
the website are noted for the record, although they do not pertain directly to the RDEIR. 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic operations and trail impacts associated with the 
at-grade signalized intersection analyzed in Alternatives 3B and 5. 

  

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

3.0-230 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-231 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-232 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-29 – LAUREN AND BILL KEENAN 

Comments address several issues raised in other comment letters. 

Response to Comment RD-29-1 

Regarding the adequacy and sustainability of water supplies, please see Master Response 2. 

Regarding visual impacts, see Master Response 1, response to letter RD-1, and response to 
comment 27-1. 

Regarding carbon sequestration, the comment is correct that the analysis of the RDEIR (Section 
3.11) identifies a 25-year timeline for replanted oaks to reach maturity. It should also be noted 
that the estimated removal of 921 oak trees is a worst-case scenario and does not account for 
mitigation that requires avoidance on a parcel-by-parcel basis.  Please see responses to letter 
RD-14 regarding project alternatives. 

Response to Comment RD-29-2 

Comments calling for a moratorium on development are noted for the record. 

Please see Letter RD-9 regarding the area’s limited transit options. 

Regarding the lupine fields see response to comment 24-1. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-30 – SUSAN HILINSKI AND BILL FARREL 

Response to Comment RD-30-1 

Aesthetics and Visual Analysis. Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Sensitivity, was not a subject of 
the RDEIR. Nonetheless, comments regarding views of the project, visual impacts, and 
recommendations for additional analysis are appreciated and noted for the record. Regarding 
this issue, please see Master Response 1, as well as response to comments 19-1, 27-1, 24-2, and 
36-4 through 36-10, and letter RD-1. The DEIR documents the anticipated changes to the scenic 
character of the area from various locations that may be caused by the project. The 
photographs provided in the comment letter are not dissimilar to the visual simulations of the 
DEIR (Figures 3.1-9 through 3.1-11). Critical viewshed areas as mapped by the County were 
overlain with the project site plan to determine the relationship of certain lots to those areas 
regulated by the County. The mitigation of the DEIR requires relocating the lots or otherwise 
confirming that development is not visible in these areas. If topographic conditions in the area of 
Lots 81–85 serve to screen development despite the critical viewshed map, the mitigation would 
be considered satisfied. 

Response to Comment RD-30-2 

Expanded Noise Analysis. Please note that the 2012 DEIR did not include an analysis of noise 
impacts caused by the alternative at-grade intersection and project entrance, because that 
feature, including highway widening, was not a component of the original project description. 
The new entrance concept and highway widening are components of Alternative 3B and 
Alternative 5. Since the revised Alternatives section now includes Alternative 5 and several 
comments had already been received regarding the potential impacts of Alternative 3B, it was 
appropriate to provide the additional, quantitative noise analysis within the Alternatives section 
of the EIR. This analysis was included to evaluate the potential noise impacts of these alternatives 
on the community. All mitigation measures of the DEIR remain applicable, and if the at-grade 
intersection is approved by the County, mitigation would be required to maintain noise levels 
within County standards, as described in Attachment 3 to Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. Mitigation 
and barrier type along the widened highway ultimately depend upon median width; however, 
a 5-foot earthen berm is recommended as mitigation should an alternative be considered for 
approval. See also responses to letter RD-13 regarding this issue. 

Response to Comment RD-30-3 

Revised Alternatives Section. Please see responses to letter 27 regarding the scope and content 
of the alternatives analysis. See also responses to letters RD-1 and RD-14 regarding the mitigation 
measures of the DEIR as they relate to the alternatives analysis. Alternatives 3B and 5 reduce the 
“significant and unavoidable” effect associated with the development of Ferrini Ranch Road to 
a less than significant level. See above responses regarding visual impacts associated with the 
project and project alternatives.  

Regarding additional suggested alternatives, see responses to letters RD-13 and RD-15, which 
also suggest concentrating development on the flatter portions of the site. As noted in those 
responses, such an alternative (“flatland alternative” 2) was assessed in the DEIR. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

Response to Comment RD-30-4 

New Intersection, Realigned Torero Drive, and Highway Widening. Please see letter RD-1 (and 
response) that describes the Caltrans requirement for widening of the highway in order to gain 
project access. Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic operations with this facility, as 
described in the RDEIR. See also response to letter RD-13. 

Response to Comment RD-30-5 

Executive Summary. Comments suggesting a revised executive summary are noted. The County 
will prepare a comprehensive condition compliance matrix, including all mitigation measures. 
This information will also be made part of any staff reports prepared for the project. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-31– TIMOTHY D. SANDERS 

This letter (and an addendum to the letter) addresses the Wood Rogers memorandum 
contained within the attachments to the RDEIR.  

Response to Comment RD-31-1 

Purpose and Character of the Analysis. The primary purpose of the Wood Rodgers study was to 
analyze the length of widening that would be needed to create a “neutral” corridor travel time 
after the installation of the new at-grade signal and taking into consideration the Alternative 3B 
project traffic. This analysis also applies to Alternative 5, although Alternative 5 has 27 fewer units 
and a correspondingly reduced number of vehicle trips.  

This study was undertaken by the applicant at the request of Caltrans in connection with the 
proposed new intersection concept. The study was reviewed by Caltrans and Monterey County 
RMA-Public Works. The study was not intended to create a new “threshold of significance” under 
CEQA, nor was it intended to re-analyze levels of service for intersections and segments that had 
already been fully evaluated and included in the DEIR’s TIA. Even with a corridor neutral travel 
time, the report does not address the DEIR's conclusion that the project-specific traffic impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable.  

Response to Comment RD-31-2 

Modeling and Calibration. The Wood Rodgers report was completed consistent with the industry 
standards and guidelines as presented in HCM-2010 and in the Traffic Analysis Toolbox Volume III: 
Guidelines for Applying Traffic Microsimulation Modeling Software. These are considered the 
industry standard for corridor analysis. 

Consistent with the above standards and industry practice, travel time calibration within 15 
percent for the corridor in question is an acceptable tolerance level. In addition, the overall 
corridor times versus the GPS measured times are also well within the industry standards and 
practice of ±15 percent for this type of corridor analysis. 

The modeling was thoroughly vetted with Caltrans prior to running, and the results were vetted 
with Caltrans and Monterey County Public Works.   

Response to Comment RD-31-3 

Travel times. The analysis was performed on a “macro level” to focus on the overall corridor 
travel times. The study also looked at the potential effects of the new signal on the cut-through 
traffic that is problematic through the existing Toro Park neighborhood during the a.m. peak 
hour. It also noted that this new configuration provides additional safety improvements over the 
current configuration. 

Please also see response to letter RD-14 regarding the purpose and context for this analysis, and 
how the Wood Rodgers report relates to the EIR’s Traffic Impact Analysis for Ferrini Ranch. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-32 – CRAIG AND JANET GATES 

Response to Comment RD-32-1 

Highway Widening and Safety. Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic operations of the 
proposed at-grade intersection, as well as response to letter RD-14. The widening and 
intersection concept is not yet at a detailed design phase and would be subject to the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual, which addresses the design and safety of state highways. Comments 
regarding the cost of highway improvements are noted for the record, but are not the subject of 
environmental review. 

Response to Comment RD-32-2 

Traffic Signal. Please see Master Response 1 regarding traffic operations. 

Response to Comment RD-32-3 

Road 117 Proposal. Regarding the development proposal for Parcel E, please see response to 
comment 36-1, as well as Attachment 4 to Section 4.0 of the RDEIR. To meet affordable housing 
requirements, projects are often required to provide smaller lot product or multi-family housing in 
order to make units affordable to lower-income residents. This parcel may not be developed as 
individual single-family parcels if a multi-family design would accommodate the units. 

Please see Master Response 1 and response to comment 27-1 regarding aesthetic concerns, 
Master Response 2 regarding water, and response to comment 73a regarding sewer capacity. 
See response to comment 36-35 regarding fire hazards. See responses to letters RD-13 and RD-15 
regarding “flatland” alternative proposals. 

  

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

3.0-254 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

  

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

3.0-255 



3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-33 – ROCCO CUSENZA 

General comments regarding water, open space, traffic, and opposition to the project are 
noted for the record. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-34 – DR. THOMAS N. JONES 

Response to Comment RD-34-1 

RDEIR Noise Analysis. The noise levels reported in the comment letter correctly reflect existing 
and future conditions shown in Table 4.1A. The analysis in the RDEIR measures the increase noise 
caused by the project and the implementation of roadway improvements with different median 
widths. The table shows that a widening concept with a 36-foot median, with a berm, noise is 
reduced by 4dB to a level comparable or slightly less than existing conditions. With the wider 
median, impacts would be significant unless mitigated with the berm. Any detailed design 
proposal would be required to attenuate noise to County standards for any impacts caused by 
the project. 

The Caltrans and Monterey County noise standards are similar (and often identical) to those 
used throughout the California, the United States and internationally. These standards consider 
only (1) the level of noise, (2) the duration of noise, and (3) the occurrence of noise during 
sensitive nighttime periods. The standards are “objective” and not “subjective”; that is, they rely 
solely on the measured aspects of the noise environment and not on any person’s independent 
subjective opinions or experiences. There are no standards for the sound level, duration, time of 
day, frequency of occurrence, etc., for starting and stopping of vehicles, although noise 
measurements taken over shorter intervals (such as 15 intervals) may show “peaks” in noise from 
a range of sources, compared to a 24 hour average, for example. 

Noise standards only assess and regulate the level, duration, and period of the day in which 
noise occurs; they do not address the “character” of the noise environment. Many factors such 
as pure tones, impulsive noise, sharpness, fluctuation, roughness, and spectral balance affect 
human perception of the acoustic environment. The character of noise environments is not 
standardized because (1) subjective judgments vary considerably among individuals (i.e., little 
consensus), (2) it is difficult and expensive to make these types of measurements, and (3) existing 
acoustical standards already considered complex, particularly for purposes of CEQA review.  

Please see also response to letter RD-30 regarding the noise analysis and proposed mitigation to 
attenuate noise levels to County standards for any impacts caused by the project. 

Response to Comment RD-34-2 

Traffic Operations. Please see Master Response 1 regarding operations associated with the at-
grade intersection and existing long-term plans for highway widening. See also responses to 
letter RD-14, which address this issue and vehicle queuing.  

Response to Comment RD-34-3 

Other Issues. General comments and listing of additional issues are noted for the record. The 
DEIR and RDEIR address these environmental issues, and several related comments have been 
addressed in this Final EIR. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-35 – GORDON MAYFIELD 

Response to Comment RD-35-1 

Cultural Resource Impacts. The DEIR addresses known and potential resources in detail and 
documents the sensitivity of the site. Mitigation and alternatives to the project have been 
proposed to mitigate for potential impacts. 

Response to Comment RD-35-2 

Viewshed Impacts. This issue has been addressed in detail in this Final EIR. Please see Master 
Response 1, response to letter RD-1, and response to comment 27-1. 

Response to Comment RD-35-3 

Water. Please see Master Response 2 regarding water issues. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-36 THROUGH RD-90 – LETTERS OF SUPPORT 

This group of letters has been submitted in support of the project (or one or more of the project 
alternatives) and does not raise new or significant environmental issues. No further response is 
necessary. 
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